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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Nuclear Power Plant ) Docket No. 130009-EI
Cost Recovery Clause ) Filed: October 14, 2013

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY’S
FIRST REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION
OF THE TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF WILLIAM JACOBS

Pursuant to Section 366.093, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.006, Florida
Administrative Code, Florida Power & Light Company (“FPL”) requests continued confidential
classification of certain information included in the testimony and exhibits of the Office of
Public Counsel’s witness William Jacobs filed in Docket No. 110009-EL. In support of its
request, FPL states as follows:

ki On July 29, 2011 FPL filed a Request Confidential Classification of Dr. Jacobs’s
testimony and exhibits. FPL’s request was granted by Order No. PSC-12-0198-CFO-EI, issued
April 13, 2011. Document No. 05328-11, which is the copy of the confidential documents
attached to FPL’s Request for Confidential Classification, has been returned to FPL. However,
Document Nos. 04716-11 and 04719-11, which are the copies of the same confidential
documents attached to FPL’s Notice of Intent to Request Confidential Classification of this
material (which proceeded its July 29, 2011 request), remain in the Commission’s possession.
FPL has determined that some of the information contained in Dr. Jacobs’s testimony and
exhibits remains confidential. Accordingly, FPL is filing this First Extension Request.

2. The following exhibits are included with and made a part of this request:

a. Revised Exhibit A includes a copy of the confidential testimony and
exhibits, on which all information that is entitled to confidential treatment under Florida

law has been highlighted.



b. Revised Exhibit B consists of a copy of the confidential testimony and
exhibits, on which all information that is entitled to confidential treatment has been
redacted.

c. Revised Exhibit C is a table containing the specific line and page
references to the confidential information, and references to the specific statutory basis or
bases for the claim of confidentiality and to the affidavit in support of the requested
confidential classification.

d. Revised Exhibit D includes the affidavit of Bruce Beisler in support of this

request.
3. FPL submits that the highlighted information in Exhibit A is proprietary
confidential business information within the meaning of Section 366.093(3), Florida Statutes.
This information is intended to be and is treated by FPL as private in that the disclosure of the
information would cause harm to customers or FPL’s business operations, and its confidentiality
has been maintained. Pursuant to Section 366.093, such information is entitled to confidential
treatment and it is exempt from the disclosure provisions of the public records law. Thus, once
the Commission determines that the information in question is proprietary confidential business
information, the Commission is not required to engage in any further analysis or review such as
weighing the harm of disclosure against the public interest in access to the information.

4. As the affidavit included in Exhibit D indicates, some of information in the
testimony and exhibits of William Jacobs is proprietary, confidential business information. This
includes information related to bids or contractual data, such as pricing or other contractual

terms, the public disclosure of which would violate nondisclosure provisions of FPL’s contracts

with certain vendors and impair FPL’s ability to contract for goods or services on favorable



terms in the future. Such information is protected from public disclosure by Section
366.093(3)(d), Florida Statutes. The testimony and exhibits also include competitively sensitive
information which, if disclosed, could impair the competitive interests of the provider of the
information. Such information is protected by Section 366.093(3)(¢), Florida Statutes.

5. Nothing has changed since the issuance of Order No. PSC-12-0198-CFO-EI to
render this confidential information stale or public, such that continued confidential treatment
would not be appropriate. Upon a finding by the Commission that the information highlighted in
Revised Exhibit A, and referenced in Revised Exhibit C, is proprietary confidential business
information, the information should not be declassified for a period of at least eighteen (18)
months and should be returned to FPL as soon as the information is no longer necessary for the
Commission to conduct its business. See § 366.093(4), Fla. Stat.

WHEREFORE, for the above and foregoing reasons, as more fully set forth in the
supporting materials and affidavit included herewith, Florida Power & Light Company

respectfully requests that its Request for Confidential Classification be granted

Respectfully submitted,

Jessica A. Cano

Principal Attorney

Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, FL 33408
Telephone: (561) 304-5226

Facgsimile: (5461). 91-7135
B}j: /P{ﬂﬂfﬂl s

\f[D{Q Jessica A. Cano
Fla. Bar No. 0037372
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 130009-EI

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of FPL’s Request for Confidential
Classification (without exhibits) was served via hand delivery* or U.S. mail this 14" day of

October, 2013 to the following:

Michael Lawson, Esq.*

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service Commission
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
MLAWSON@PSC.STATE.FL.US

J. Michael Walls, Esq.
Blaise N. Gamba, Esq.
Carlton Fields Law Firm
P.O. Box 3239

Tampa, Florida 33601-3239
mwalls(@carltonfields.com
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Attorneys for Duke
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John T. Burnett, Esq.

Dianne M. Triplett, Esq.
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Jon C. Moyle, Jr., Esq.
Moyle Law Firm
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106 East College Ave., Suite 800
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7740
paul.lewisjri@duke-energy.com

James W. Brew, Esq.

F. Alvin Taylor, Esq.

Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone, P.C.
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Eighth Floor, West Tower
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George Cavros, Esq.

120 E. Oakland Park Blvd, Ste. 105
Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33334
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Robert Scheffel Wright, Esq.
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Gardner, Bist, Wadsworth, et al.
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Revised Exhibit C

Florida Power and Light Company

Testimony and Exhibits of William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Docket No. 110009-E1

Document

No. of
Pages

Conf. Y/N

Line No./Col.
No.

Florida
Statute
366.093 (3)
Subsection

Affiant

Direct Testimony of
William R. Jacobs

46

Cover, i, ii, 1-21,
22, 23-35, 37-43

Page 36 Line 15

(d), (e)

Bruce Beisler

Exhibit WRJ-6

Page 1 Lines 1-
17

(€)

Bruce Beisler

Exhibit WRJ-7

30

Pages 1-4, 6, 8-
9, 10-18, 20-22,
27-30

Pages 5, 7
Columns 1-2

Page 19 Column
A and Lines 1-2

Pages 23, 25
Columns 1-4

Pages 24, 26
Columns 1-4 and
Line 1

(d).(e)

(d). (e)

(d). (e)

(d). (e)

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Exhibit WRJ-8

40

Pages 1-9, 12,
17, 19-20, 22, 35-
36, 38-40

Pages 10-11
Columns 1-2

Pages 13-14
Columns 1-2

Pages 15-16
Column 1

Page 18
Columns 1-2

Page 21
Columns 1-4

(d), (e)

(d). (e)

(d). (e)

(d), (e)

(d). (e)

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler




Document No. of | Conf. Y/N | Line No./Col. Florida Affiant
Pages No. Statute
366.093 (3)
Subsection
Pages 23, 27-28 (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
Columns 1-2
Page 24 (d). (e) Bruce Beisler
Columns 1-3
Page 25 (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
Columns 1-10
Page 26 Lines 1- (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
3
Page 29 (d), (e) Bruce Beiser
Columns 1-3
Pages 30-33 (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
Columns 1-4
Page 34 Lines 1- (e) Bruce Beisler
3
Page 37 Line 1 (e) Bruce Beiser
Exhibit WRJ-9 52 N Pages 1-12, 15,

18, 22-23, 25, 37-
41, 44-47, 50-52

Y Pages 13, 16-17, (d), (e) Bruce Beisler

21, 26-27, 30-31
Columns 1-2

Page 14
Columns 1-3

Pages 20 Line 1

Page 19 Column
1

Page 24
Columns 1-4

Page 28
Columns 1-10,
Lines A-|

Page 29 Column
A, Lines 1-5

(d), (e)

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler

Bruce Beisler




Document No. of | Conf. Y/N | Line No./Col. Florida Affiant
Pages No. Statute

366.093 (3)

Subsection
Pages 32-35 (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
Columns 1-4
Page 36 Lines 1- (d), (e) Bruce Beisler
3
Pages 42-43 (e) Bruce Beisler
Lines 1-4
Page 48 Lines 1- (e) Bruce Beisler
6
Page 49 Lines 1- (e) Bruce Beisler
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Nuclear Power Plant Cost )
Recovery Clause ) DOCKET NO. 130009-EI
STATE OF FLORIDA )
) AFFIDAVIT OF BRUCE BEISLER
PALM BEACH COUNTY )

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Bruce Beisler who, being first
duly sworn, deposes and says:

I My name is Bruce Beisler. I am currently employed by Florida Power & Light Company
(“FPL”) as Project Manager, Nuclear. I have personal knowledge of the matters stated in this affidavit.

2. I have reviewed Exhibit C and the documents that are included in FPL’s First Request
for Extension of Confidential Classification of the Testimony and Exhibits of William Jacobs, for which
I am identified on Revised Exhibit C as the affiant. The documents and materials that I have reviewed
contain proprietary confidential business information, including information concerning bids or
contractual data and competitively sensitive data. Disclosure of this information would violate FPL’s
contracts with its vendors, work to the detriment of FPL’s competitive interests, impair the competitive
interests of its vendors and/or impair FPL’s efforts to enter into contracts on commercially favorable
terms. To the best of my knowledge, FPL has maintained the confidentiality of this information.

3. No significant changes have occurred since the issuance of Order No. PSC-12-0198-
CFO-EI to render the information identified in Revised Exhibit C stale or public such that continued
confidential treatment would not be appropriate. Accordingly, this information should continue to be
maintained as confidential for an additional period of not less than eighteen months. These materials
should be returned to FPL as soon as the information is no longer necessary for the Commission to
conduct its business so that FPL can continue to maintain the confidentiality of these documents,

4. Affiant says nothing further. @ g “& /M—:e/(_"
7 .

Bruce Beisler

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me this /_% = day of Ogtober 2013, by Bruce
Beisler, who is personally known to me or who has produced /‘ (type of
identification) as identification and who did take an oath.

ary Public, State of Florida

My Commission Expires:

4,

3 JO RETHA FORBES
.z Notary Public - State of Florida
My Comm. Expires Mar 8, 2014
Commission # DD 948300

-y
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DIRECT TESTIMONY

of
WILLIAM R. JACOBS JR., Ph.D.
On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel
Before the
Florida Public Service Commission
Docket No. 110009-EI

LINTRODUCTION -

_PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My ﬁame is William R. Jacobs, Ir., Ph.D. I am a Vice President of GDS Associates,
Ine. My business address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, Georgia,

30067.

DR. JACOBS, PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

I received a Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering in 1968, a Master of Science in
Nuclear Engineering in 1969 and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering in 1971, all from
the Georgia Institute of Technology. I am a registered professional engineer and a
member of the American Nuclear Society. I have more than thirty years of
experience in the electric power industry including more than twelve years of power
plant construction and start-up experience. I have participated in the construction and
start-up of seven power planis in this country and overseas in management positions
including start-up manager and site manager. As a loaned employee at the Institute éf
Nuclear Power Oper-ations (“INPO™), I participated in the Cousﬁnction Project
Evaluation Program, performed operating plant e;fa[ua'liuns and assisted in the

1
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development of the Outage Management Evaluation Program. Since joining GDS

Associates, Ine. in 1986, I have participated in rate case and litigation support
activities related to power plant constiuction, operation and decommissioning. I have
evaluated nuclear power plant outages at numerous nuclear plants throughout the
United States. [ am currently on flw management committee of Plum Point Unit 1, a
650 MWe coal fired power pla.lnt under construction near Osceola, Arkansas. As a

member of the management commitfee, I assist in providing oversight of the EPC

contractor for this project. 1 am cwrently the Georgia Public Service Commission’s

(GPSC) Independent Construction Monitor for Georg*ia Power Vogtle 3 and 4 nuclear
project. As the Independent Construction Monitor I assist the GPSC Commissioners
and Staff in providing regulatory oversight of the project. My monitoring activities
include regular meetings with project management personnel and vegular visits to the
Vogtle plant site to monitor construction activities and assess the project schedule and

budget. My resume is included as Exhibit WRJ-1.

WERE YOU ASSISTED BY OTHER GDS PERSONNEL IN THIS EFFORT?

Yes, I was. In additign to myself, the GDS team involved in the review and
evaluation of the requests for anthorization to recover costs consisted of Mr. T, ames P.
McGaughy, Jr., a former nuclear utility executive with over 37 years of experience,
and Mr. Brian Smith, an expert in production cost modeling and feasibility analyses.
Mr. Smith is sponsering testimony on an aspect of our review. His qualifications are
contained in his prefiled testimony. The resuime of Mr. McGaughy is attached to this
testimony as Bxhibit WRJ-2. I have reviewed the work of M. McGaughy, and have

incorporated and adopted it as my own in this testimony.
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WHAT IS THE NATURE OF YOUR BUSINESS? |

GDS Associates, Inc. (“GDS”) is an engineering and consulting firm with offices in
Marietta, Georgia; Austin, Texas; Manchester, New Hampshire; Madison, Wisconsin;
and Auburn, Alabama. GDS provides a variety of services to the electiic utility
industry including power supply planning, generation suppo:tl services, rates and
regulatory consulting, financial analysis;', load forecasting and statistical services.
Generation support services provided by GDS include fossil and nuclear plant
monitoring, plant ownership feasibility siudies, plant management audits, production
cost modeling and expert testimony on matters relating to plant management,
construction, licensing and performance issues in taclmicall litigation and regulatory

proceedings.

WIIOM ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
1 am appearing on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“OPC™), who

represents the vatepayers of Florida Power & Light Company.

WHAT WAS YOUR ASSIGNMENT IN THIS PROCEEDING?

I was asked to assist the Elorida Office of Public Counsel to conduct a review and
evaluation of requests by Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) for authority to
collect historical and projected costs associated with extended power uprate (“EPU”)

projects being pursued at the Turkey Point 3 and 4 and St. Lucie 1 and 2 nuclear

" plants, and historical and projected costs associated with FPL’s Turkey Point 6 and 7

new nuclear project through the capacity cost recovery clause.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

3
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Yes. I testified on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel in the previous

NCRC proceedings in Dockets No. 080009-E1, 090009-EI and 100009-EL

PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE NATURE AND STATUS

OF FPL’S NUCLEAR PROJECTS.
FPL currently has two major nuclear projects under way. The most active project at
this time is the project to increase the generating capacity of FPL’s existing nuclear

units, Turkey Point 3 and 4 and St. Lucie 1 and 2, by 4 total of 450 megawatts. This

project is referred to as the extended power uprate or EPU project. It is currently.

scheduled to be completed in 2013. FPL has spent approximately $700 million of an
estimafed total cost of $2,48 billion on the EPU project. The second project is the

development of Turkey Point 6 and 7, a new nuclear plant consisting of two

.Westinghouse AP1000 reactors. This project is in the licensing stage. It is projected

to provide 2,200 megawatts of capacity with on line dates of 2022 and 2023. At this
time FPL has spent $129 million of an estimated “overnight cost” (that excludes

carrying costs and escalation) of $11.1 billion.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE FPL’s REQUEST FOR COST RECOVERY IN THIS
DOGCKET UNDER THE NUCLEAR COST RECOVERY CLAUSE.
FPL is requesting authority to include $196,004,292 of nuclear cost items in the 2012

Capacify Cost Recovery factor.

ILMETHODOLOGY
PLEASE DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY THAT YOU USED TO

REVIEW AND EVALUATE THE REQUESTS FOR AUTHORIZATION TO

COLLECT COSTS SUBMITTED BY FPL UNDER THE NUCLEAR COST .

RECOVERY CLAUSE.
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I fivst reviewed the Company’s filings in this docket and assisted in the issuance of
numerous interrogatories and requests for production of docurﬁeuts. To evaluate the
issues related to project schedule, cost and risk management, I reviewed many
internal documents, status reports and correspondence with regulatory authorities. [
reviewed responses t(':) discovery requests and issued additional discovery requests as

needed. Iassisted OPC attorneys with the depositions of FPL witnesses.

Q.WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.

In my testimony, I will address three subjects. The first subject is the inappropriate
methodology that FPL employs to assess ihe long-term feasibility of its EPU uprate
project. Next, Twill describe how the deficient feasibility methodology and

imprudence on FPL’s part in the areas of selecting a “fast track™ approach for the

EPU project, estimating the overall costs of the uprate projects and managing risk

during the project have potentially placed the utility in the position of incurring

unreasonable costs that are in excess of those associated with an alternative

generation plan and so should be disallowed from the amounts that FPL is authorized

to collect from customers. Finally, I will address the issue relating to the estimate of

the capital costs of its EPU project that FPL submitted in prefiled testimony dated
May 1, 2009, and that it decided not to update either prior to or during the September

2009 hearing in Docket No. 090009-EL.

HLSUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS WITH RESPECT TO THI

METHODOLOGY THAT FPL USES TO PERFORM ITS FEASIBILITY

ANALYSES OF THE UPRATE PROJECTS.
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I conclude that FPL’s comparison of the cumulative present value of revenue

requirements of fwo resource plans--one incorporating the nuclear uprate projects and
another without the nuclear uprates-- in which FPL cxcludes amounts already spent
from the capital costs of the “with uprate” scenario, is ill-suited to the circumstance of
FPL’s EPU épratc project. This is because FPL had little grasp of what the capitai
costs would be at the beginning of the project, and EPL’s estimates of the cost of
cémpleting the projects (“to-go costs™) have increased dramatically from the outset.
Excluding “sunk costs” is an accepted way of performing a feasibility study when the
overall project cost is known, stable and well defined. However, if the project costs
are largely unkno‘@ aud estimates are understated at the outset, and il as a resulf the
“to go” costs increase nearly as much as the annual “past s-pent” amount that is
excluded from the com'parison over time, the exercise can cause misleading results:
based only on “to go” costs, the analysis will likely continue to show feasibility, but

when all costs are considered, the project may be uneconomical for customers, If

there was ever a valid basis for using the comparison of revenue requirements as the

means of evaluating the feasibility of the uprate projects, it has eroded in light of
IPL’s experience with estimating the costs of the project. My GDS colleague, Brian
Smith, will illustrate the problem and propose a means of compensating for the

distortion produced by FPL's inappropriate methodology pending the adoption of a

_replacement methodology. In that regard, for futwe feasibility studies I recommend

that the Commission direct FPL to perform a “break-even” analysis for the uprate
projects similar to the “brealc-even” study that it prepares to support the long-term
feasibility of its proposed new nuclear units, and to calculate separate such

“breakeven” thresholds for the St. Lucie and Turkey Point sites.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY CONCERNING

MANAGEMENT IMPRUDENCE AND YOUR RECOMMENDATION THAT

THE COMMISSION DISALLOW COSTS FOR THE EPU PROJECT THAT

ARE GREATER THAN THE BREAKEVEN COSTS.

FPL’s uprate projects began with what FPL styles an initial “scoping” study, followed

by an “indicative” bid from Bechtel, its EPC contractor. As FPL’s witness Jones

acknowled gIe,S, an uprate to an existing nuclear unit is a hugely complex undertaking.

At the beginning, it is imbued with enormous uncerfainties. This type of project is

uniquely unsuitable for the fast track approach, in which an organization commits to a

project and spends large sums before it has any idea of the ultimate cost, Not only | - .
did FPL not have a reasonable idea of the final cost of the project, FPL exacerbated ' . |

the situation by failing to quantify the “breakeven” point (that is, the maximum cost

‘per installed kW of uprate capacity that would be as cost-effective or more cost-

effective than the alternative to the uprate). Such a “breakeven” analysis is better
suited to a project that is characterized by substantial uncertainty than is the
comparison of revenue requirements that FPL adopted as its long term feasibility
methodology for its uprate prqj ects. Even today, FPL does not have a good handle on -~
the ultimate cost of the uﬁrates, and it does not incorporate a contingency factor that
is adequate for the circumstances, Further, FPL was slow to recognize and take into
account early indications that its initial estimates wero inadequate. These missteps
constitute imprudence that I;as exposed customers 'w the real fikelihood that costs of a
plan with the uprate projects will be higher than corresponding costs of a resource
plan that does not include the projects, In fact, OPC witness and fellow GDS
consultant Brian Smith will demonsirate that, at this stage of the projects, FPL’s own
data indicate that customers will see net costs, not net benefits, from the uprate

7
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projects, This is the case even though the biggest expenditures are yet to come. To
protect the customers from having to bear unreasonable costs occasioned by FPL’s
imprudence, [ recommend that the Commission should disallow all costs greater than
the breakeven cost from the amount that FPL seeks to collect through the NCRC.
Because estil-natad capital costs and years of operations remaining prior to the
expiration of operating licenses diff‘er materially between the St. Lucie and Turkey
Point uprate activities, I further recommend that the Commission direct FPL to
perform a breakeven analysis for each EPU project, so that the economic feasibility
and the justification for the continuation of the extended uprate project at each plant

site can be evaluated individually rather than being lumped together.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUI.{ CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE ISSUE OF WHETHER
FPL SHOULD HAVE AMENDED ITS TESTIMONY CONCERNING ITS
ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE UPRATE
PROJECTS DURING THE SEPTEMBER, 2009 EVIDENTIARY HEARING.
Based on my review of information provided in discovery, I conclude the information
regarding the cost of the EPU projects that FPL included in prefiled testimony in May
2009 was not the most current view of the utility, as the estimate in the M;y prefiled
testimony had been effectively superseded by revised estimates as of the Executive
Steering Commiftee meeting of July 25, 2009. At that time, managers of the uprate
projects increased the estimate contained in May 2009 prefiled testimony by some
$300 million, represlenting a ZI%ui;icreasa above the estimate contained in the
prefiled testimony. FPL’s uprate managers adjusted their estimates of capital costs
again in August 2009, when they increased estimated capital costs by .ancther $144.5
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million, or a total of $443.6 million more than the amount FPL, had been using as jts

estimate since 2007. FPL should have apprised the Commission of these
developments no later than the time when its witness testified in the evidentiary

hearing conducted on September 8, 2009, Further, because the capﬁal cost estimate is

-akey component of the utility’s long-term feasibility study which the Commission’s

rule requires FPL fo present annually, FPL also should have revised its feasibility
calenlations to reflect the increased capital cost estimate and the correspondingly

lower benefits associated with the increase during the same hearing, Iam informed

by OPC’s counsel that OPC regards these failures as a violation of the rule governing

the nuclear cost recovery clause.

~ IV.  FPL’S INAPPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY FOR MEASURING

LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF UPRATES
PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE METHODOLOGY THAT FPL EMPLOYS IN
ITS ANALYSIS OF THE LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF THE UPRATE
PROJECTS.
FPL uses a metho_dology called the Current Present Value of Reve-nue Requirements
(CPVRR). Using this methodology, the Company compares the revenue
requirements flowing from a generation portfolio containing the EPU projects to a
generation portfolio without the EPU projects for the entire life of the éL‘DjectS. The
revenue requirements include fuel costé, capital costs, operaﬁﬁg costs and all other
costs related to operation of the plants. FPL calculates the present value of these
costs and COI‘I][I;&I’ES the sum of the revenue requirements for each generation
portfolio. The generation portfolio with the lower CPVRR is considered to be the

more economical portfolio. FPL excludes expenditures incurred prior to the analysis,
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and includes only the remaining costs to complete the unit as capital costs, on the

basis that the expenses incurred in prior periods are “sunk costs.”

DID YOU ADDRESS THIS CHOICE OF METHODOLOGIES IN THE
TESTIMONY THAT YOU SUBMITTED IN DOCKET NO. 100009, PRIOR
TO THE DECISION T-O DEFER FPL-RELATED ISSUES TO THIS
HEARING CYCLE?

Yes, I discussed my view of the shortcomings of the methodology as it is applied to
the EPU uprate projects in the prefiled testimony that I presented in Docket No.

100009-EI. The comments that I made in that testimony remain valid.

PLEASE TELL THE COMMISSIONERS WHY YOU BELIEVED THEN,
AND CONTINUE O BELIEVE NOW, THAT FPL’S METHODOLOGY, AS
IT IS APPLIED TO THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS, IS DEFICIENT.

The CPVRR method utilizing only cost to complete is appropriate for evaluating a’
project with known and stable cost. As I explained in my testimony in Docket No.
100009-ET, this method s not appropriate for evaluating the economics of a pfoject
for which the final estimated cost is rapidly increasing. If the estimated total cost is
increasing at a rate that approximates the expenditures on the project, the colst to
complete will be unchanged while the fotal project cost is rapidly increasing. This

masks the true picture of whether the project is economically feasible.

ARE THERTE INDICATIONS THAT THE SHORTCOMING THAT YOU
DESCRIBE IS AFFECTING THE VALIDITY OF THE RESULTS OX THE
ANNUAL ANALYSIS THAT FPL CONDUCTS?
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Yes. As discussed further in the testimony of OPC witness Brian Smith, it appears
that the EPU projects provide net costs, not net benefits, to customers when total costs
of'the project are considered and compared to the alternative generation portfolio.
Yet, FPL’s feasibility analyses, which ignore past expenditures, continue fo show that

the EPU projects have economic benefit.

HOW DOES THE METHODOLOGY THAT FPL EMPLOYS TO MEASURE
LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF I'TS EPU UPRATE PROJECTS COMPARE
TO THAT WHICH IT USES TO ASSESS THE FEASIBILITY OF ITS
PROPOSED NEW TURKEY POINT NUCLEAR UNITS?

FPL uses a “breakeven” mcthgdology to assess the feasibility of the new Turkey
Point 6 and 7 units. In the breakeven methodology, FPL calculates the total capital
cost at which the CP_VRR of a generation portfolio including the new nuclear units
equals the CPVRR of the alternate generazio;l portfolio. Ifthe cost of the new nuc]éar
units exceeds the breakeven cost, the units are not economically feasible. Ifthe cost

is less than the breakeven cost, they are economically feasible.

WHAT INFORMATION DOES A BREAKEVEN ANALYSIS PROVIDE, AND
IN WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES IS THIS INFORMATION USEFUL?

A breakeven analysis provides the project total cost that the project must come in at
or below for the project to be beneficial to ratepayers. This information is very useful
for project managers o moni@- the ultimate feasibility of the project as the project
proceeds. If project cost estimates are rapidly increasing, the breakeven analysis
provides an early warning to project managers that the project may no longer be

feasible.
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HAS FPL CONDUCTED A BREAKEVEN_ ANALYSIS FORITS UPRATE

PROJECTS THAT IS SIMILAR TO THE ONE IT PERFORMS FOR ITS
PROPOSED NEW NUCLEAR UNITS?

No. Inresponse to OPC Interrogatory No. 85 (included as Exhibit WRI-3), which
asks FPL to explain why a breakeven cost analysis was conducted for Turkey Point 6
and 7 but not for the EPU project, FPL states:

It is not necessary to perform a breakeven cost analysis in
order to evaluate a potential generating unit option.

This response further states:

In its need filing for the Turkey Point 6 and 7 project, FPL

chose to introduce a new breakeven cost calculation

approach for that specific project. This approach was

developed and utilized because of the more numerous areas

of uncertainty that would affect the analysis of a much

longer-term project.
In testimony (Sim May 2, 2011 page 10, lines 12 — 17), FPL asserts that the
comparison of the cumulative net present value of revenue requirements is the

approptiate method to use for the uprate projects, FPL offers no explanation for this

position.

Q.DO YOU AGREE WITH FPL ON THIS POINT?

A.

No. I believe the breakeven analysis is more appropriate than the CPVRR

‘methodology for the uprate projects, just as it is the methodology of choice for the

proposed new units.

- IN RESPONSE TO OPCINTERROGATORY 85 ¥PL DISCUSSES I'TS USK

OF A CPVRR ANALYSIS TO EVALUATE THE WEST COUNTY ENERGY

12
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CENTER UNITS. DO YOU AGREE THAT THIS IS AN’ APPROPRIATE

ANALOGY?

No, I dg not. The use of a CPVRR evaluation is appropriate for the West County
Energy Center Units. These are gas fired, combined cycle units ef which hundreds
have been constructed around the country. FPL has exfensive expetience, including
recent experience, in constructing this type of unit. For a unit with high cost
certainty, such as a combined cycle unit, a CPVRR evaluation is appropriate. This is

clearly not the case for the EPU projects.

WHAT SIMILARITIES EXIST BETWEEN THE PROJECT TO BUTLD NEW
UNITS AND THE UPRATE PROJECTS THAT LEAD YGU TO STATE THE
SAME TYPE OF FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT SHOULD BE PERFORMED
FOR EACH?

Because of the complexity of the project and FPL’s decision to “fast track” its
construction prior to the completion of the engineering design activities that are -
necessary to quantify costs, the costs of the EPU uprate projects are as highly
uncertain, if not more so, than the costs of the new Turkey Point units. (I will
develop the level of uncertainty that supp-orts this observation more fully in a later
section of my testimony.) Accordingly, everything that FPL said about the suitahility
of the breakeven analysislto the proposed new nuclear units is fully applicable to the
EPU uprate projects. As the uprate projects progress, it is important for project
managers to reco gnize when the project cost forecast is approaching the point at
which the project is not economically feasible. Reliance on only a CPVRR
methodology can result in the continuation of a.proj ect when it is no longer

economically feasible and when it is too late to make necessary changes.
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WHAT ACTION DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION ON THIS

SﬂBJECT?

I recommend that the Commission find the long term feasibility methodology that
FPL applies to its uprate projects ié inappropriate and should not be accepted. I
recommend fhat the Commission find that the results of the feasibility analysis
sponsored by FPL in this case are misleading, in that they mask what can be
described a “shortfall in cost-effectiveness” of the uprate projects that I attribute to
management imprudence. Finally, FPL should be directe& to perform a breakeven
analysis for its uprate projects similar to that which it prepares annually for ifs

proposed new units.

IMPRUDENCE OF FPL’S MANAGEMENT OF THE EPU PROJECTS

HOW IS FPL APPROACHING THE PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF
THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS?

FPL is employing what is called a “fast track™ approach.

WHAT IS A “FAST TRACK” METHOD OF CONSTRUCTING A PROJICT,
AND HOW DOES THAT DIFFER FROM A NORMAL APPROACIH?

FPL witness Jones, in his May 2, 2011 testimony, at page 17, quotes‘ the Project

_ Management Tnstitute’s “A. Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge”,

third edition. I will quote from the same book, page 146:

Fast Tracking. A schedule compression technique in which phases or
activities that normally would be done in sequence are performed in parallel.
An exemple would be to construct the foundation for a building before all the
architecture drawings are complete. Fast tracking can result in rework and
increased risk. This approach can require work to be performed without
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complete detailed information, such as engineering drawings, If results in
trading cost for time, and increases the risk of achieving the shortened project

schedule - (emphasis added) .
WHAT ARE THE ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING DRAWINGS,
AND WHY WOULD PROCEEDING WITHOUT COMPLETE DRAWINGS
RESULT IN INCREASE COST FOR THE PROJECT?
The architecture and engineering drawings provide the final engineering design of the
project. “Final engineering design™ refers to the full specifications (size, materials,
configuration, etc.) of the physical components to be installed. Proceeding without
complete drawings and engineering can result in increased project costs in several
ways. First, as described above, rework may be required if the final des_ign is
different from a preliminary design that is implemented on the project. Ii.‘l addition,
until the final design is complete, the true scope of the project is not known and the
final cost is impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy. Thus, the actual
final cost may be significantly more than the original estima& because the scope of
work included in the original estimate was incomplete. Finally, an engineering and
construction confractor will nof be able to provide a firm bid on a project based only h
on preliminary engineering. Since the scope is not known, the risk is too great.
Therefore, to protect itself, an engineering and construction contractor will only
provide a bid on a “time and materials” basis. This results ina high likelihood of
increased costs.
DOES FPL PLAN TO PERFORM WORK WITHOUT COMPLETE DESIGN
DRAWINGS? |
Apparently, FPL is considering this option, The pace of the completion of design
engineering drawings has been far slower than that which would be needed to support

FPL’s implementation schedule. I will develop this point in greater detail later in my
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testimony. For my immediate purposes, I have attached as Exhibit WRI-4 a graph
that FPL uprate managers presented to FPL’s Executive Steering Committee for the
mecting of October 27, 2010. The graph depicts the actnal amount of dC-Si en
engineering for the St. Lucie uprate project that has been completed over time, and
shows the status (as of the October 2010 meeting) of the desigu.engineerin g work
relative to the stated talrget date of July 2011 for 90% completion of the work. To
gain an appreciation for the degree to which the rate of completed design engineering
would have to accelerate in order for FPL to achieve its current schedule for
accomplishing design work, [ have added a data point reflecting the status of’
enginecering as of April 2011 -- the most recent date for which [ have FPL dafa - and
then drawn a dofted line to connect that date to the target date. The steep dashed line
shows that for IFPL to adhere to its schedule for placing the additional megawatts of
capacity associated with the uprate projects.into service, either the speed with which
FPL and Bechtel are performing design engineering would have to increase
dramatically—at a rate which experience to date suggests would be highly unlikely—
or FPL would have to perforin comtruciion without having completed design work,
which would mean the ultimate costs would be even more uncertain.  Of course, the
alternative would be to slip the schedule. However, that would also have
consequences in the form of increased costs and a smaller amount of time within
which to generate fuel savings sufficient to offset the capital costs of the upra’;e
additions before the nuclear units” operating licenses expire—all of which has
impiicati-on_s for the projects’ economic feasibility. To date, FPL’s positi‘(}n has been
that it intends to adhere to the existing schedule, notwithstanding the Jarge amount of
desi-gn é:ngineering that remains to be done. That plan necessarily entails the type of
cost risk to which the publication 'refers_. FPL witness Jones, in his deposition, stated
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that if portions of the design engineering are not ready in time to support the

implementation schedule, it would be possible to undertake construction “at risk® in
advance of the completion of design work (Jones deposition transcript, June 22, 2011,
at pages 23 —24). This, as his term “at risk” implies, is very risky from a cost,

schedule and NRC point of view.

IS FAST TRACKING APPROPRIATE FOR PROJECTS SUCH AS THE FPL .
EPU PROJECTS?

In mj," opinion, it is not. I agree wholeheaﬁedly with FPL witness Jones when he sasrs
“The EPU project is of extraordinary managerial and technical difficulty. FPL’s EPU
project represents one of the largest and most complex nuclear design, engineeving
and construction projects undertaken in the nuclear industry since the c011stru§ti0n of
the last generation of U.S. nuclear plants.” (Jones May 2, 201 L testimony, page 4,
lines 16 — 19) However, this has been true of the projects from the outset. These
projects represent a combined 450MWe of nuclear capacity, which is larger than
some existing nuclear plants. Practically all of the last generation of nuclear projects
to which Mt. Jones refers were builf; with variations of fast track, time-and-material
contracts with disastrous results from a cost and scheduling standpoint. The utility
indusiry said “never again,” For the current generation of new nuclear units, utilities
have chosen to negotiate contracts that have fixed s;:ope and fixed price features to
control cost and i:rovide some degree of cost certainty to ratepayers , stockholders

and regulators. This is the approach wisely taken by FPL and PEF in approaching the
Turkey Point 6&7 and Levy 1&2 projects. Nevertheless, FPL has chosen to approach
the EEU projects in the same, high risk manner in which the last genération of nuclear
units were built. |
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DOES FPL ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE FAST-TRACK PROCESS HAS

CAUSED PROBLEMS?
Yes. On July 25, 2009, the EPU project management gave a presentation to the
Executive Steering Committee (ESC) revealing significant proj_cct cost incrcalses.
Part of the presentation consisted of project management executives diécussing the
“lessons learned” so far in the project. Conceminé the fast-track process, the
following bullets were included:
o Underestimated the risk and costs associated with the fast track project
concept (Turkey Point 7125}2{]09‘ update page 39-Bates 000094)
o Fast Track Modification Control(Turkey Point 7/25/2009 update page 40-
Bates 000095)
" o Looked at the project only from 2 high level risk assessment
o Should have don(e) a more detailed risk assessment when establishing
the budget
o Did not assess the ;luality of original site staffing due to fast tracking
These comments are from the Turkey Point presentation. Those from the St. Lucie

presentation are essentially the same. (Bates number 000474 and 000475)

DID THE PROJECTS START OUT AS FAST TRACK
PROJECTS?

No. Based on information that OPC acquired from FPL’s former Vice President —

~ Uprates during discovery, it is my understanding that FPL contemplated proceeding

with the uprate activities using FPL’s normal project management process before
senior management directed project managers to use the “fast track™ approach to
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attempt to place the additional megawatts on line by 2012. See Exhibit WRJ-11.

Pages TR-25-28.

IS THE STATUS OF PROJECT DESIGN COMPLETION AN
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN THE SUCCESS OF A PROJECT?
[n my opinion, it is extremely important. Completing the design is the key to
Inowing the cost and schedule. Prior to the design reaching a relatively high state
of completion a signiﬂ;:ant amount of uncertainty exists in the key drivers of
project cost and schedule including: |

s Number of modifications to be installed;

o Hstimated craft manhours;

o Estimated engineering costs;

o Estimated equipment costs;

e Estimated material costs;

o Licensing requirements;

»

Project critical path.

As aresult, cost and schedule estimates for a fast track project are highly
uncertain: Actual projects costs are likely to exceed initizl estimates as the design
of the project is completed and the scope of the project is identified. Initiating a
very large and complex project with a high level of cost and schedule uncertainty

can lead to an nnsuccessful project that does not provide the hoped for benefits.

DOES COST CERTAINTY INCREASE 'AS DESIGN ENGINEERING

ADVANCES TOWARD COMPLETION?
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Yes, and FPL agrees, Page 10 of the September 9, 2009 presentation to the FPL
Executive Steering Committee (ESC) states:

Engineering and Design will complete in December 2010
improving cost certainty.

(As of April 18, 2011, only 31% of the engineering design projects, called
modifications or “mods,” have been completed.)
Page 7 of the Mar_ch 8,2010 presentzlition (a litile over a year ago) to the ESC states:
The project is at the very early stages of design. Cost
certainty will improve as design is completed.
THESE QUOTATIONS ABOVE REFER TO THE “DESIGN”. WHAT IS
MEANT BY THAT?
These statements are referring to design engineering. The project record is full of
references to cost uncettainty usually associated with the status of the design
engineering of project modifications. Design engineel'ing on this project is divided
into discrete packages that are associated with a particular project or modification.
Examfnles are Turkey Point Unit 3 Main Feed Pump Réplacsmcut, Condensate Pump
and Motor Replacement and Containment Cooling Medifications. The total EPU
projects currently consist of 269 Mods, in_cluding 95 at St. Lucie and 114 at Turkey
Point. Over the past year, the proj ects have grown from 191 t0 209 Mods, and there

likely will be more.

Q.WHAT 18 THE STATUS OF DESIGN ENGINEERING AT THIS TIME?

A,

As I said earlier, the latest information that T have is as of April 2011. If was supplied
by the Company in its response to OPC Interrogatory 50. It states that 31% or 65 of
the 209 Mods have completed design engincering allowing some cost certainty for

those Mods. From January 2010 until the latest data provided by FPL in April 2011,
20
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aperiod of 15 months, the FPL EPU organization has completed the design of 65

Mods (31%) or a little over 4 per month. They are scheduled to complete all 209
Mods by. the end of 2011, or 144 over 8 months, or about 18 per month, requiring a

significant increase in the completion rate achicved to date. WRI-4, to which I

" referred earlier, is a graph from the October 27, 2010, meeting showing the schedule

for Design Modification completion. The dotted line indicating the slow pace of the
progress during the six months prior to April 18, 2011 and the additional line
indicating the steep rate of acceleration that would be needed to enable FPL to remain

“on course,” provide a dramatic visual of the lack of engineering progress.

Q.COULD IT BE THAT A NUMBER OF MODS ARE ALMOST COMPLETE?

A,

According to the dafa, there are 23 Mods that are between 90% and 100% complete
and 37 that are between 30% and 90% complete. There are 67 that are between 0%
and 30% complete and 17 that have not been started. I do not find these figures

encouraging.

Q.IS THE COMPANY CONCERNED ABOUT THIS SITUATION?

Al

Yes, they are. Inthe March 23, 2011, ESC presentation (Bxhibit WRJ-5) on page 21,
FPL states that: )

Bechtel (the EPC contractor) has struggled with meefing

pre-outage milestones for design modifications

requiring increased focus and management attention.
It also states that recovery plans have been established. FPL wiiness Jones stated in
his deposition of June 22, 2011 that he has started contracting out some of the work to
other engineering firms. (Jones deposition transeript, June 22, 2011, page 42, lines 22

—24) With an outage starting in five months, this may be too little, too late. Thave

noted in the Company’s response to OPC Interrogatory No. 56, which asks for the
21
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outage schedule, that every outage date is prefaced with the tentative “currently

scheduled.”

HAS LATE ENGINEERING ALREADY CAUSED DELAYS IN

COMPLETING THE EPU PROJECTS?

Yes. The outage for completion of implementation of the first EPU project, St. Lucie

1, has slipped three months from August 30, 2011, to November 26, 2011. The other

outages have slipped some also. The ESC was told at its March 23, 2011, meeting
(ESC slides, page 36) (Exhibit WRI(FPL)-6)

Moved outage start dates to provide additional time for

engineering and planning, bringing more certainty with

execution.
WHAT IS THE CURRENT OVERALL STATUS OF THE PROJECTS?
As witness Jones indicates in his testimony, the projects are still in the early
stages. Engineering is only 50% complete on a manhour basis and only 31% of
the known project modification designs are complete. At this point, according to
Dr. Sim, FPL has spent only $700 million out of $2.48 billion total. The first
major EPU implementation and completion outage is coming up at St. Lucie 1,
only some 4 /2 months away, and I would point out that for that outage only 15 of
45 currently identified Mods have completed engineering. FPL has hired an
outside estimating firm to help cost out the completion on over 100 Mods for
Turkey Point, indicating that they are a long way from having costs nailed down
on construction at Turkey Point. (FPL Response to OPC Interrogatory No. 83)
Because this Turkey Point estimating work is in the early stages, I expect that the
estimating for construction at St. Lucie is also very early in its development. FPL

has to spend almost $2 billion (according to their soft numbers) over the next 18
22
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months for work that is, as of today’s date, unplanned and unpriced. Based on

what they know now, the almost $2 billion can only be an uneducated guess.

~ ARE THERE OTHER ISSUES THAT ARE OF CONCERN FOR THE EPU

COST AND SCHEDULE?

Yes. Witness .Jones identifies a number of additional problems beside the design

in his May 2, 2011, testimony: (Jones May 2; 201 1;, testimony, pages 35 — 38)

o Structural Integrity-This factor deals with the ability of existing buildings,
floors, walls, ete. to support new, heavier equipmént in place and also as the
equipment is transpom;,d to its proper position in the plant. This engineering
and planning work has not been accomplished and will cause additional
engineering as well as construction,

o Limited Work and Staging Space—Becausa of the numerous mods to be
accomplished at the same time, the planning and scheduling of simultaneous
projects in the same work spaces are very difficult. This will cause additional
engineering and laber costs,

o Rigging of Equipmeht—Mr. Jones states that some of the equipment to be
replace or modified weigh up to 185 tons. Some of it is in places that are

-difﬂcult to ﬁcccss. The additional costs are associated with engineering and
implementation of this unplanned for work.

s Operating Plant Envirmunent—% discussed this earlier. This means that 81.131')!
action taken inside a licensed nuclear power plant must take into account the
plants NRC technical specifications. For example, there will some equipment
that cannot be taken out of service unless a backup is in operation. Physical

security, health physics, and radiation protection specifications must be
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strictly adhered to. Fitness for duty requirements must be applied to all plant
and contractor personnel, -

e Work Order Planning and Integration with Routine Oufage Activities—Work
in operating nuclear facilities must be detailed with strict, specific procedures
that must be developed before work begins. Also, during a refueling outage at
a nuclear power plant, there is a beehive of activity that will be taking place
normally without the installation of the 209 mods. Coordination of these
efforts will increase cost and lengthen schedules.

Witness Jones indicates in his response to OPC INT 80 that:
...the extent and impact of these complicating factors cannot be fully
determined until the associated engineering and construction planning
activities are completed,

WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE CONCERNING THE MANAGEMENT OF

THE FPL EPU PROjECTS?

I conclude that that the decision to fast track these projects and to pursue them

without performing a breakeven analysis was an imprudent decision on the part of

FPL management. Iexpect significant increases in project cost and more project

delays in the coming two years. Project co;t will not be known until the project is

complete, rendering FPL’s feasibility analyses of relatively little use. This fast
track decision will likely result in costs that will significantly exceed the cost of
fhe studied alternative.

IHOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF FPL’S EPU

PROJECTS, IN TERMS OF THE DEGRER OF UNCERTAINT Y AND

COMPLEXITY?

As witness Jones states in his testimony and [ have discussed above, the EPU

projects are the largest and most CDIW..]DIGX since the last generation on U.S. nuclear
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- plants. Iwould maintain that it is even more complex, because it must be

accomplished within existing, operational nuclear plants, creating all the
expensive complications that witness Jones discusses so well. T would add,
however, that witness Jones’ points regarding gonlplcxiiy have been known from
the beginnings of the project, and demonsirate why the decision fo “fast track” the

uprate projects was so risky.

IN YOUR OPINION, DO FPL’S ESTIMATED COSTS CONTAIN
ENOUGH CONTINGENCY AT THIS TIME GIVEN THE PRESENT
STATUS OF THE EPU PROJECTS?

No, they do not. In its answer fo OPC Interrogatory 77, FPL states that its
contingeney in its current number is from 0 to 7%, which seems quite small
considering that thc‘cngincering is only 50 % complete and the major construction
has not yet been estimated to the level of detail necessary to set up construction
contracts (See response to OPC Interrogatory 83.} In my opinion, a higher
contingency commensurate with the current design aud construction status would

be appropriate.

FPL’S PAST AND CURRENT FEASIBILITY ANALYSES INDICATE

" THE EPU UPRATE PROJECT HAVE BEEN AND ARE CURRENTLY

COST-EFFECTIVE TO C USTOMERS. DOES THAT ALLAY YOUR
CONCERNS REGARDING THE SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN THE
CAPITAL COSTS THAT FPL HAS ESTIMATED IT WILL INCUR TO

COMPLETE THE PROJECTS?
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No, it does not. As I discussed above, the capital costs are still uncertain at this

poinf. As OPC Witness Brian Smith points out, the EPU projects are not feasible

under the base case assumptions when costs spent to date are included. FPL has
not caleulated a break-even cost and therefore does not know how much the
ratepayers can afford for them to spend on the projects. I recommend that the
Commission order FPL to immediately submit a breakeven analysis for the EPU
préjccts. The St. Lucie and Turkey Point projects should be looked at separately

in the analysis, with a break-even cost identified for each project.

WHY DO YOU RECOMMEND SEPARATE ANALYSES FOR EACH
PROJECT?

At current estimates, the Turkey Point project’s estimated cost is approximately
$250 million more than the estimate for St. Lucie. -It is my understanding that the
capacity increase for the Turkey Point EPU project is less than that for St. Lucie.
In addition, the operating licenses for Turkey Point expire in 2032 and 2033,
while St. Lucie’s operating licenses cxpire in 2036 and 2043, giving St. Lucie 14
more unit-years of operation. Bear in mind that the economic feasibility of an
uprate project depends on the abijity of the additional megawatts of nuclear
capacity to generate firel savings over time that will more than offset the “price
tag” of capital investment. The higher capital costs, lower_: increments of
additional nuclear generating capacity, and shorter periods of service present a
greater “hurdle” that the Turkey Point uprate activities must overcome to
demonstrate economic feasibility. These differences between the two plants may

possibly show that the St. Lucie EPU has been “carrying” the Turkey Point EPU.
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In any event, the differences warrant separate analyses for the plant sites, and

separate decisions with respect fo whether each should continue.

TO BE CLEAR, HOW HAS MANAGEMENT IMPRUDENCE IN
MANAGING THE EPU flPRA’I‘E PROJECTS, IN YOUR OPINION,
CONTRIBUTED TO THE SITUATION IN WHICH, WITH RESPECT TO
WHETHER CUSTOMERS WILL REALIZE NET BENEFITS OR NET
ADDITIONAL COSTS, THE ECONOMIC F_EASIBILITY OF THE
PROJECT IS QUESTIONABLE?

FPL’s imprudent decision to fast track the EPU projects has led to a situation in
which FPL is spending substantial sums of money very quickly while not
knowing what the final bill is going to be. As FPL has acknowledged, it is
impossible to know what the projects will cost until the designs are complete.
The final designs were only 31% complete as of April 1_8, 2011. By using
inaccurate, understated estimates of project costs and ignoring money already
spent, the projects will always look feasible even though they may ultimately cost

the rate payer more than the alternative generation portfolio.

EVEN IF FPL’S EPU UPRATE PROJECTS TURN OUT TO BE NOT
COST-EFFECTIVE, ISN’T THAT bFFSET BY THE PROJECT’S FUEL
SAVINGS, FUEL DIVERSITY AND LOWER EMISSIONS OF
GREENHOUSE GASES?
Project fuel costs are the majority of costs that are included in the CPVRR or
breakeven analyses. Thus, these savings are already considered. The cost of

gieenhouse gases is also taken into account in CPVRR and breakeven analyses.
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The value of fuel diversity has not been quantified, and should be a matter of
Commission policy; however, the fuel diversity benefits cannot be evaluated in
isolation from a realistic appraisal of economic feasibility, and would not be

worth pursuing at some level of cost.

WHAT DO YOUR OBSERVATIONS REGARDING MANAGEMENT
IMPRUDENCE INDICATE WITH RESPECT TO THE AMOUNTS
COLLECTED FROM CUSTOMERS N 2009,2010,2011, AND THE
AMOUN‘f THAT FPL WISHES TO COLLECT IN 20127

I recommend that the Commission require the Campany to determine a breakeven
cost for each project. The Coﬁlpan}f should be allowed to collect futurc amounts
up to the breakeven costs. Amounts for 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012 could be
collected ag long as the breakeven values have not been exceeded, The amount of

the breakeven cost could be reviewed and trued up each year.

BASED ON YOUR TESTIMONY ON THE SUBJECT OF PRUDENCE,
WHAT ACTION DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION/
I recommend that the Commission take the following actions:
1. Order FPL to submit a'l breakeven analysis for each EPU project, St, Lucie |
and Turkey Point.
2. Based on these analyses, determine if 'I'urkejf Point EPU should be
continued.

Limit future recovery of EPU capital cost to the amounts determined in the

LS}

final breakeven analyses as filed by FPL at the conclusion of the project

and reviewed arid approved by the Commission.
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VLTHE 2009 ESTIMATES OF UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS

HOW DID YOU CONDUCT YOUR REVIEW OF THE 2009 ESTIMATES OF
UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS TO ASCERTAI_N WHETHER THE
MAY 2049 ESTIMATES REPORTED IN FPI’s PREFILED TESTIMONY
SHOULD HAVE BEEN U?DATED PRIOR TO 01-1 DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2009 EVIDENTIARY HEARING?

As the Commission learned last year, in February 2010 FPL engaged Concentric

.Energy Advisors to investigate an employee complaint letter. [n the letter the author

expressed bis concern about (among other things) the disg‘egarcl with which managers
of the uprate projects treated indications that the costs of the projects were rapidly
increasing beyond the initial estimates, and the manner in which FPL would report
those increases in the costs of the uprate projects to the Commission. In June 2010,
John Reed, President of Concentric Energy Advisors, submitted to FPL a report in
which Mr. Reed concluded tha.t the May 2009 estimates contained in FPL’s prefiled
testimony were not the best information known by FPL at the time of the September
2009 hearing, and that FPL’s witness should have revised the estimate to reflect the
utility’s then current view of the costs. As the Commission is also aware, FPL took
issue with its consultant’s finding in this regard prior to the time that the Commission
deferred FPL-related issues to the 2011 hearing cycle. In this docket, Mr. Reed has
reiterated his conclusion that FPL should have revised its estimate of capital costs
upward prior to or during the September 2009 hearing, while FPL witnesses Art Stall
and Armando Olivera contend that, because the updated cost information was subject
to further review and efforts to control, FPL had no basis on which to revise its May
2009 prefiled testimony at the time of the September hearing. OPC asked me to
perform an independent review of the facts and circumstances that gave rise to these
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differing assertions, and form my own conclusion regarding whether FPL should have

updated its May 2009 testimony to reflect higher projected capital costs at the time of

the September 2009 hearing.

WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN FORMULATING YOUR
OPINION?

The documents and materials that OPC requested in discovery and that I reviewed for
this purpose include the Egﬂc of the materials that Mr. Reed listed in hia;: June, 2010
report. In addition to these materials, L reviewed FPT’s answets to OPC’s -
intercogatories, FPL’s prefiled testiﬁlony in this docket and the transcripts of the
depositions of Art Stall, John Reed, and Terry Jones. By telephone, I monitored the
deposition of former FPL Vice President-Uprates Rajiv Kundalkar, who sponsored

the May 2009 prefiled testimony on the subject of capital cost estimates during the

- September 2009 hearing.

PLEASE DESCRIBE, THE FACTS ON WHICH YOU BASE YOUR
CONCLUSION THAT FPL DID NOY PRESENT THE BEST AVAILABLE
INFORMATION REGARDING ITS ESTIMATE OF THE COSTS OF
COMPLETING THE UPRATE PROJECTS DURING THE SEPTEMBER 2009
EVIDENTIARY HEARING.

The original estimate for the EPU projects was based on conceptual scoping studies
and indicative bids from the EPC confractor. Detailed engineering was essentially at
zero percent, and there was a high degree of uncertainty in the project estimate.
During 2009, EPU project 111%nagemcnt made monthly presentations on the EPU
project, including cost estimates, to FPL’s Executive Steering Committee (ESC). In
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the May 2009 presentation to the ESC, the total cost forecast for both St. Lucie and

Turkey Point remained the same as the original estimate. (OPCPOD1, No. 9,
FPLO00103 - 000132) (Exhibit WRI-7) However, a closer examination of the May
2009 forecasts shows that the total of costs for engineering, materials and
implementation had increased from the original estimate by over 25% for St. Lucie
from ($475 million to $595 million) and over 27% for Tu;'kcy Point from ($546

million to $696 million).

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THESE CATEGORIES COULD HAVE
INCREASED IF THE OVERALL ESTIMATE DID NOT CHANGE.

At the outset of the project, the uprate managers included a component in the estimate
that they labeled “Scope not estimated.” Thereafter, each increase in costs that the
managers identified was assumed to reduce the “Scope not estimated” by the same

amwount.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE MANNER IN WHICH FPL USED “SCOPE
NOT ESTIMATED” TO MAINTAIN A CONSTANT PROJECT ESTIMATE?
No. Necessarily, the premise for the practice is that FPL had accurately quantiﬁed,l
to the dollar, the ultimate cost of' the project, when in fact FPL, because of its decision
to “fast track” the decision, had little grasp on the costs that would be incurred. FPL
had no basis for using the fScopc not estimated” as a “balancing adjustx.nent.” In his

report, John Reed of Concentric Energy Advisors also criticized this practice.
PLEASE CONTINUE.
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The Cost and Budget Summary maintained a constant Total project cost.by reducing

the cost allocation for “Scope not estimated” from $182 million to $69 million for St.
Lucie and from $204 million to $50 million for Turkey Point. As of May 2009 there
was cleatly upward pressure on the estimated cost of the project. Iﬁ the June 2009
ESC presentation the Total cost estimate for St. Lucie and Turkey remained the same
but the “Scope not estimated” component had dwindled to $14 million for St. Lucie, a
92% decrease from the original $182 million and to $28 million for Turkey Point, an
86% decrease from the original $204 million. (OPCPODI1, No. 11, FPL000191 — .
000219) Projects costs had not stabilized and were continuing to increase. At the
July 2009 ESC meeting, the current forecast for St. Lucie was shown to have
increa-scd by $139.6 million above the original estimate and the current estimate for
Turkey Point v\-:as $160.6 million above the original estimate. (OPCPODI, No. 5,

FPL000056 — 000095 and OPCPOD]1, No. 12, FPL000424 — 000475) (Bxhibit WRI-

* 8 and Exhibit WRJ-9) In June 2009, the allowance for “Scope not estimated” had

been exhausted, and FPL had to fully recognize the increase in project cost in the July
ESC meeting. The July 2009 ESC presentations included a detailed, line-by-line
presentation of costs as FPL management attempted to identify and understand the

reasons for the cost increases.

ARE THERE OTHER ASPECTS OF THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION TO
THI ESC THAT ARE SIGNIFICANT?

Yes. The Joly 2009 ESC presentation also reflected the results of the recent efforts
by the EPU management team to rein in Bechtel’s increasing cost estimates. The July
2009 ESC presentation also contains an updated feasibility analysis conducted by an
FPL analyst (not Dr. Sim) to examine whether the EPU project§ remained
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economically feasible (using FPL’s methodology) at the new higher cost estimates.
The feasibility analysis in the July 2009 ESC presentation used a combined EPU fotal
cost of $1.706 billion, compared to the $1.407 billion used in the original
Determination of Need filing and in FPL’s 2008 and 2009 NCRC festimony. See
page 50 of Exhibit WRI-9. |

WHAT HAPPENED AFTER JULY 2009?

Upward cost pressures continued, as the August 2009 cost estimate shown in the
September 2009 ESC presentation increased again from $1.706 billion to $1.850
biili_un. From the above presentation demonstrating continued increasing costs
throughout the spring and summer of 2009 and the use of the increased cost estimates
in the updated feasibility analysis, I conclude that the cost estimate submitted in
FPL’s prefiled testimony in May 2009 was clearly stale and shorilld have been
updated prior to or during the hearing in Septemﬁer 2009. In addition, FPL should
have updated the feasibility analysis that it prasénted at the September 2009 hearing

to reflect the increased estimates of capital costs.

HOW WOULD YOU COMPARE YOUR CONCLUSION WITH THAT OF
CONCENTRIC ENERGY ADVISORS, AS EXPRESSED IN ITS JUNE 21,
2010, INVESTIGATION REPORT?

I reached the same conclusion as Mr. Reed with respect to whether the capital cost
estimate should have been updated, with one difference. Mr. Reed approached his
task from the standpoint of whether FPL adhered to its.own internal policies
regarding, among other things, communications to the Commission. My approach is
to assess whether FPL met C‘om_missr’on requirements for submissions in the nuclear
cost recovery cla.use, including the requirement of Rule 25-6.0423 that it prbvide an
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analysis of the long term feasibility of the uprate project annually. Regardless of the

methodology that is used, a proper analysis of the long term feasibility of the uprate
project requires that the best available information regarding the capital costs of the
project be used as an input to the analysis. This was not done in the September 2009

hearing.

FPL HAS ASSERTED THAT FPL HIAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE THE

TESTIMONY ON CAPITAL COSTS BECAUSE DESIGN ENGINEERING

* HAD NOT BEEN COMPLETED FOR THE PROJECTS. DO YOU FIND

THIS PERSUASIVE?

No, Ido not. Design engineering for the project will not be complete until shortly
before the project itseifis complete. For example, as of April 18, 2011 design |
engineering has been completed for only 31% of the Plant Change Modifications.
(Response to OPC Infcrrogatory 50) The logical extension of FPL’s assertion is that
TFPL WOHI(i need to update its initial estimate of capital costs (formed when little
engineering had been done) and adjust the capital cost input to its ongoing economic
feasibility analyses only when the project is virtually complete. This approach would
_t‘rustrate the ability of the Commissioﬁ to monitor the feasibility of the project over
time. Further, when FPL updated capital costs in May 2010, design engineering was

only 10% complete.

FPL HAS ALSO CONTENDED THAT AT THE TIME OF THE JULY 2009
PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THERE EXISTED OPPORTUNITIES TO

REMOVE SCOPE FROM THE PROJECTS, AND THEREFORE THE
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NUMBERS WERE PRELIMINARY AND NOT YET READY TO REPORT

TO THE COMMISSION. HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

I respond in two ways. First, the J ﬁly 2009 cost estimates were the result of extensive
line by line analyses of the capital costs which included identification and
quantification of all known reductions in scope. The reductions in scope were
quantified and reflected in the revised estimate of capital costs. See pége 9 of Exhibit
WRJ-0, Tt is doubtful that addi lioual_ reductions in scope would be identified at a later
date that would have a signiﬁc_ant impact on the July 2009 estimate. This is borne out
by the fact that FPL inereased its estimate of capital costs materially above the July
2009 estimate in the following month. Secondly, FPL could have provided the latest
cost estimates and informed the Commission of their preliminary nat-ure with a
promise to provide the Commission with the latest update when it became more firm.

FPL should have informed the Commission of this latest cost estimate.

FPL SAYS THAT IT DIRECTED ITS UPRATE MANAGERS 'i‘O REDUCE
COSTS BY “PUSHING BACK” AGAINST BECHTEL. IT SAYS THAT
BECAUSE IT HAS NOT ACCEPTED BECHTEL’S ESTIMATE, I'T WAS
UNDER NO OBLIGATION TO REGARD THE JULY 25 ESTIMATES AS -
HAVING SUPERSEDED THE MAY TESTIMONY. WHAT 1S YOUR
RESPONSE?

Again, the July 2009 cost estimates include the results of FPL’s initiatives to push
back against Bechtel. In the May 2009 and June 2009 presentations, uprate managers
Jaid out a program of steps through which they infended fo resolve their challenges to
Bechtel’s new, higher esfimates. The program contemplated a flurry of measures
designed to bring closure to the challenges within a 30 day time frame ending in late
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June 2009, A table in the implementation section of the July 2009 report for beth St.

Lucie and Turkey Point presents the results of extensive negotiations with Bechtel
that are incorporated in the July 2009 cost. estimate. These tables entitled “Bechtel
proposal Estimate Cﬁanges" show the following cost changes resulting from the
negotiations with Bechtel::

e QOriginal P50 Submittal;

° 'MOSt Likely P50;

o Most Likely P50 Rev 1;

e Reduced Scope Hours;

o Consolidated Procurement;

o Reduced Engineering manhours and Construction.
Page 28 of 52 of Exhibit WRJ-9 isa bar graph that was part of the presentation to the
ESC during the July 2009 meeting. It indicates that FPL’s program of challenging
Bechtel’s numbers resulted in a deciease in Bechtel’s estimate of EPC-related costs
from the -contained in Bechtel’s May 12 presentation tu- by
the time the package for the July meéting was prepared. In short, negotiations with
Bechtel were far along at the time the J a.xly 2008 estimate was developed and

meaningful reductions in Bechtel’s cost estimate were clearly identified.

FPL HAS ALSO MAINTAINED THAT BECAUSE IT WAS CONSIDERING
EITHER SELF--PERFORMANCE OR REPLACING BECHTEL WITH A
DIFFERENT EPC CONTRACTOR, THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION WAS
TOO PRELIMINARY TO HAVE THE EFFECT OF SUPPLANTING THE

MAY 2009 TESTIMONY. DOES THIS CONTENTION PERSUADE YOU
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THAT FPL HAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE ITS TESTIMONY BY THE

TIME OF THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING?

No, it does not. In July 2009, Bechtel was the primary EPC cnnu'actml' and any steps
to self-pcrfbrm or replace Bechtel were very preliminary. FPL could have qualified
their July 2009 estimate by stating that they were evaluating a self-performing option
orreplacing Bechtel. In any event, FPL should have notified the Commission of the

July 2009 estimate with whatever qualifiers were needed.

WOULD REPORTING A HIGHER ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COSTS HAVE
UNDERMINED FPL’S ABILITY TO NEGOTIATE WITH BECHTEL FOR
THE BENEFIT OF CUSTOMERS?

No. Aside from the fact that the negotiations had borne fruit by July 25, 2009, it is
important to remember that the EPC contract with Bechtel is essentially an agreement
to compensate Bechtel for “time and materials™ associated with its services. At issue

at the time was Bechtel’s estimates of labor that would be required. While of course

FPL’s objective properly was and is to require accurate and reasonable estimates,

veporting a higher estimate to the Commission would not jeopardize FPL’s ability to
hold Bechtel to only the levels of staffing that would be required to actually perform
the project as it progressed by supervising Bechtel and reviewing invoices so as to

guard against paying for inefficiencies.

FPL POINTS TO THE FACT THAT I'TS PROCESS FOR EVALUATING
CAPITAL COSTS WAS NOT FINISHED UNTIL SHORTLY PRIOR TO THE
MAY 2010 FILING FOR THE FOLLOWING YEAR, AT WHICH TIME IT
PRESENTED TS FIRST REVISION TO THE ORIGINAL ESTIMATE OF
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CAPITAL COSTS. DOES THIS SUPPORT EPL’S CONTENTION THAT
THERE WAS NO NEED TO REVISE THE MAY 2009 ESTIMATES DURING
THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEAR[NG?

No. FPL has argued that a revision could not be made until design engineering had
been completed. At the time of the May 2010 testimony, in which FPL provided a
revised estimate thaf increased the original estimate by bt;twcen $252 million and
$502 million, by its own account only 10% of the design engineering of the project

had been completed. (Testimony of Terry Jones dated May 3, 2010 page 6, lines 8-9

and 15 and page 36, linie 12)

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE UPDATED FEASIBILITY STUDY
THAT MANAGERS INCLUDED IN THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION, AND
TO WHICH MR. JOHN REED REFERRED IN CONCENTRIC ENERGY
ADVISORS’ JUNE 2010 INVESTIGATION REPORT?

The fact that the managers of the uprate project asked for and obtained a revised
feasibility study taking into account both anticipated capacity increases and increased
capital costs reinforces my conclusion that FPL had moved Eeyond the May 2009

information.

IN RESPONSES TO OPC DISCOVERY REQUESTS, ¥PL CONTENDS THAT
THE PORTION OF THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THAT
IS CAPTIONED AS A “FEASIBILITY ANALYSI-S” WAS INSTEAD A
SSENSITIVITY STUDY? OF THE ORIGINAL FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS,
PERFORMED TO MEASURE THE SENSITIVITY OF THE ORIGINAL TC |
CHANGES IN CAPITAL COSTS AND MEGAWATT INCREASES. DOES
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THIS CHARACTERIZATION LESSEN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE

EXERCISE, IN YOUR OPINION?

No. It merely means that FPL held constant all of the variables except those for
which its most recent information exhibited material changes. That is exactly what I
would expect FPL to do x;fith new information regarding higher cépital costs and/or
increased capacity. It does not matter whether the calculations are labeled an updated
feasibility analysis or a sensitivity study-the significance is the same under either

designation.

IN YOUR OPINION, SHOULD FPL HAVE PROVIDED THIS REVISED
FEASIBILITY INFORMATION TO THE COMMISSION DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING IN ADDITION TO THE REVISED ESTIMATE.
OF CAPITAL COSTS, EVEN IF THE RESULTS CONTINUED TO
INDICATE ’I‘HE PROJECTS WERE COST-EFFECTIVE UNDER FPL’S
METHODOLOGY?

Yes. FPL has an obligation to keep the Commission fully informed with the Jatest
available information as the EPU project progresses. This includes material changes
in schedule, cost and/or overall feasibility that occur folléwing the regular submission
date. In addition to a snap shot in time that these data provide, they also allow the
Commission to develop a trend over ’ri.me which is impo--rtant in determining the

ultimate success of the project.

HAVE YOU SEEN ANY INDICATIONS THAT FPL’S MANAGERS
CONTEMPLATED UPDATING THE MAY 2009 TESTIMONY AT ANY
POINT PRIOR TO THE SEPTEMBER 2609 HEARING?
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Based on my review, I believe it is clear that, as of the Avgust-September 2009 time

frame, FPL’s Vice President-Uprates and FPL’s senior management had
communicated on the subject, and had adopted the position that updating the capital
costs was not called for. I did review one document that indicates to me the witness

was considering updating his testimony earlier in the process.

PLEASE CONTINUE.
In discovery, OPC obtained, and I reviewed, an email that Rajiv Kundalkar, the FPL
withess Who sponsored the 2009 cost estimate, wrote to FPL’s Chief Nuclear Officer

on May 30, 2009. I am atfaching if as Exhibit WRJI-10.

The memorandum indicates to me that Mr. Kundalkar was considering updating his

testimony once the pending challenges to Bechtel’s estimates were resolved at the

time he wrote it,

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

In this email, after first alluding to the fact ‘zhgt the Commission Staff had requested
copies of all presentations on the uprates to the ESC and the Chief NL;CI&&I‘ Officer,
Mr. Kundalkar stated: -

In previous planning discussions with Armando and the
legal staff we had made them aware of the expected $$
estimated could be higher than the $750 million for PTN
and the $650 million for PSL based on Bechtel’s recent
view. Therefore, in the May festimony we indicated that
FPL will update this related information as soon as final
analysis and designs are completed. Armando’s advise
(sic) at the time was to introduce the topic and
collect/finalize the facts and scope for further submittal at
appropriate time.

Therefore, the timing of getting the scope firmly defined
and validation of estimates becomes very important. We
40
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have laid out a schedule that Bechtel and the PTN/PSL/IW

teams are working to be ready for FPL-Bechtel meeting

scheduled for 6/12/09. Also, we will need the same

information for your review and Jim Robo meeting in mid-

late June.
1 believe the document shows that Mr. Kundalkar was concerned at the time that the
PSC Staff would observe the disparity between the estimates he included in his May
2009 prefiled testimony and the higher estimates that were contained in presentations
fo senior management that Staff had requested. It appears to me that at the time he
was writing he regarded the conclusion of the period in which managers were
attempting to bring closure to the Bechtel-related challenges—scheduled to end in
late June—as the point at which pending issues of scope and estimates could be

clarified and the disparity between his testimony and presentations to management

could be addressed.

WHAT DID MR. KUNDALKAR SAY ABOUT THE DOCUMENT?

During his deposition, Mr. Kundalkar denied that the memorandum is related to the
subject of updating the May testimony. He maintaifned that the higher Bec_htel
estimates were “unvetted” and referred to the status of design engineering. Iam
aftaching the pertinent portion of the transcript of Mr, Kundalkar’s deposition as
Exhibit WRJ-11 (see pages TR-36-76). However, even if the witness either had no
intention of updating testimony at the time or changed his mind after he wrote the
memorandum, based on the other matters [ have described my opinion is that FPL
should have ui)dated the testimony on estimated capital costs no later than the

September 2009 hearing.
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DOES THE FACT THAT DURING THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING
WITNESSES KUNDALKAR AND SIM WERE AVAILABLE ON THE STAND
TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING POSSIBLE INCREASES
ALTER YOUR CONCLUSION?

No.

WHY NOT?

In the first placé, 1 believe FPL had a responsibility to be forthcoming with the
information. In addition, neither witness was in a position to provide full information
in response to questions. This is because FPL did not share the fact of a revised
feasibility study containing higher (by $300 million) July estimates of capital costs,
much less the even higher (by $144 million) August estimate, with Dr. Sim, who
sponsored the feasibilify study {hat was based on the May 2009 estimate. Further,
FPL did not inform Mr. Kundalkar, who helped present the Juiy data to the ESC
shortly before he was assigned to a different position, that the uprate managers had
increased the estimate of capital costs again {by approximately $144 million) in

August 2009 before he testified in September 2009. Ses Exhibits WRJ-12, WRI-13,

- and WRI-11, at pages TR-131-134.

BASED ON YOUR REVIEW AND ANALYSIS, WHAT DO YOU
RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION FIND?

1recommend that the Commission find that FPL failed to provide the best, most
current information regarding its estimatc of capital costs during the September 2009
ilca:ilzg when it elected to not update and revise the May 2009 prefiled testimony with

information that was developed hetween the May filing date and the July 25, 2009
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meeting of the ESC. Further, because the capital cost estimate is a key input to the
feasibility analysis required by Rule 25-6.0423, F.A.C,, to satisfy that requirement
FPL should have updated the feasibility analysis to incorporate the more recent

estimate.

VILETURKEY POINT UNITS 6 AND 7

‘HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE STATUS OF TURKEY POINT 6 AND 7 AND

THE FPL’S MANAGEMENT OF THIS PROJECT?
Yes, I have. I am not taking issue with FPL’s approach to the Turkey Point 6 and 7

project at this time.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.







Moved outage start dates to provide additional time for
engineering and planning, bringing more certainty With.:xo. uoos.ex

execution
Operatmq Schedule

Willlum R. Jfacobs, Ji.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-6

Mareli 2011 ESC Slide Re
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Executive Steering Committee Updaie
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@

ICDR 1.6b-2 EPU

Agenda

Execuﬁvé sSummary

Cosis & Budget Summary
Project Dashboard

Plans & Targets
Regulatory - LAR

Bechtel integration

Heat Balance

Nuclear Cost Recovery
Scope Validation

PTN ISFSI Location

Risk Exposures & Mitigation
KPls -
Suppiemental information
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FPL 0600105
NCR-11

Executive Summary

CONFIDENTIAL o —

PSL/PTN Executive Summary

issues Impact/ Plan
1 Nuclear Cost - Over 200 Interrogatories and data requests responded fo on time
Recovery ~ FPSC Audit of Project Controls Completed - Sat
- Final Testimony Completed - 5/1/09
y Page 20
2 PTN ISFSI] -FDEP Approved Site Certification
- Miami-Dade zoning restriction — resolution still open
- Need to agree upon scope and start construction by July 1, 2009
Page 22
3 LAR Final Plans | PSL1 EPU Submittal: September 2009
: | PSL2 EPU Submittal: January 2010
PTN AST Submittal:  June 2009
PTN EPU Submittal: June 2010 a
~ _ Page 125
4 Scope Performing Scope Validation for Separate & Apart S
: : ' Page 21
| Bl Staing | ol ST e e e o v iy 19 St
(GRS s n AR s
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CONFIDENTIAL
Cost and Budget Summary
| Saint Lucie

Proprietaiy and Confidential

Caost Category Froforma 4]1/2009 5/1/2008 |Source of Cost Estimate
‘Budget $MM | Forecast $MM | Forecast $NMM
Engineering - %100 1 8108 $108 100% Contracts and Staff
Materials %289 $257 $257  177% Contracts
88% Contracts, Vendor
implementation $106 $230 $230 Estimate
Subtotal _$475 $595 $59§ | 85% Contracts
'Scope not estimated | $182° $75 * $69 7 IRef Risk Matrix
Total $857 $670 $664 '
; : FPL Estimaie
T&D Estimate $25 $12 318
Total ~ $682 $682 * $682
e L Icorrec:ted
Motes: '
_ ICDR4.6b-3 EPU
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¥PL 000107
.NCR-11

Cost amﬁ Budget Summary

CONFIDENTIAL

EPU Budget Details — St. Lucﬂe

o by e e 4 By T

» ,100%

- e e - b e e

T AF/2009] |

{Engineering

MM

5”!2009
B

Engmeenng & Staff

— ey 5 S g o s e 1t

flots sepins e

Awarded - T&M - FPL_and Contractors _

NSSS Ana!ysrs for LAR
.__BOP Analysis for LAR

Awarded - T&M - Westinghouse
Awarded ~ T&M - SWEC

. _Modification Enginesring

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scope)

s B B gy W Wt mue

?7%_" R

Mate?ﬁ!s

. Turbine &‘Genera'tcr Components

:  Turbine Gen Sub Systems

S NMads L
T NMain_Lransformers

FW 1 Heaters s

Condensate Pumps & Mators

RV FW F’umps & Motors

TTMSR, HT Exchangers

Misc., Cnirl Rm, LEFM, Circ Wir pp

Misc. Materials |

s L R T ¢ et

Awarded « FP - Siemens

rehah s w4

FPL esiimale

N/A _
Awarded - FP -~ Siemens

Dmaimace iwaae | aL et

Awarded -FP - TEI

FPL estimate (FPL long lead materr'ii)

|Awarded - FP- Flowserve

Awarded - FP - TEIl

[Awarded - BEechtel

RFP bid in review (Awarded LEFM)

‘88%

dmplementation

Turbine & (senerators

—5/G Mads

i _Main Transformers
L _FW Heaters

wle pefoncde loa

Condensate Pumps & Motors

i FW Pumps & Notors

MSR Ccndenser Valves

 Nise-Bop: bgi, LEFM, Cnirl Rm, G

1 Outage Exdt.

i85%

l
i
1

N/A

Awarded - T&M - Bechtef (E&C Sc:ope)

Awarded - T&M - Bechtel (E&C Scope) .

Awarded ~ T&M -~ Bechtel (E&C Scope) |

TAwarded - T&M - Bechtel (E&C Scope) .

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scope) |

Awarded - T&M ~ Bechie|(#&C Scope) .
FPL estimaile

Proprietary and Confidential
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EPL 000108
NCR-11 . 7

CONFIDENTIAL

Cost and Budget Summary

- Turkev Point

Cost Category Proforma 4{1/2009 5/1/2009  [Source of Cost Estimate
Budget $MM | Forecast $MM | Forecast §MM|
.Engineering $99 $115 E $115  1100% Contracts and Staff |
‘Materials _$2587 $243 $243  |75% Contracts N
Tmplementation $1¢0 $339 . $339 71% Contracis
‘Subtotal $546 . $696 $696  |77% Coniracts
iScope not estimated §204 $54 $50 " ReTRisk Mairix .
Total $750 $750 L
FPL Estimate
T&D Estimate $20 $20 $24
Total $770_ $770 $770
- s I
‘Notes:

ICDR 1.86-3 EFU

_ Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000109

NCE-11

Cost and Budget Summary

3

CONFIDENTIAL

EPU Budget Details — Turkey Point

il

4/1/2009 1

pngmeer'nc: ______

Eng-r-esr:rg & Staft

i

T NSsSS An_a%yms for LAR

T BOP Analysis Jor LAR

—_Modification Engineering

51720097

([ Avwarded - T&lM - FPL and Contractors
i Awarded - T&M - Westinghouse

LAwarded - T&M - SWEC

|| Awarded ~ T&M - Bechtel

?5% : L

TMaterials . : t .
Turkine Ctj—.}:_'u@(afor & Components - t Awarded - FP ~ Siemens

- S/G Mods ? - | FPL estimate

;__y__].i-:_’_P'zr Lvi, Rx Hd, Cnirl Rm i E | FPL estimate

{_Main Transformers i | Awarded - Siemens )

| FW Heaters ! [Awarded -~ FP - TEI i

i Condensate Pumps & Motors : -n i Bid Evaluation in Progress

L_FVW Pump & Motors i i [t Bid Evaluation in Progress )

i MSR, Condenser i { Awarded - FFP ~ TEI )
_Valves Hi E tFPL estimate
_TBCW and Cont Cooling HTX (4)___it_ - i FPL estimate e :

__Misc. Materials i . Awarded - Bechtel ;

: o d 2427 ¢ 2428 - o

7% . j 3 | L

Empiementaﬁon : |
Turbzr*e CE"!E!’E.J.OI’ & Components ¢ : { Final negotiations in progress - Sle't'!ens "
S/G Mods- o ! 3 | FPL. estimate

i Misc. Przr Lvl, R Hd, Cnirl Rm 3 | FPL estimate

__Main Transformers i it Final negotiations in progress - T&D Dept. .
FW Heaters - FAwarded - 1 &M - Bechtel .
__Condensate Pumps & Motors i o L Awarded - T&M - Bechtel -
RV F Pump & Motors 3 [Awarded - T&M ~ Bechtel
MSR, Condenser, valves i | Awarded - T&M - Bechte! -
Outage Extension. i FPL estimate )

5 5 bbb i __S88.7%  838.7 [ - e
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FPL 600110

CONFIDENTIAL

NCR-11 - ; e
Project Dashboard- PSL
. Mod Packages Preps & Plans ’
LAR Submittals (9 month milestons) (aciudes long :;x}d Waterial Execution
Staggered submittals will [fdidic
allow befter resource | 3 Work Order Planning ¢
Bt allocation for FPL, W, behind due to Mod N?-Pg%?it:;wgezfj{?g 1
chedule SHAW, 2nd Plant Engineering approvals for Proforma - 55 days
_ Spring 2010 :
{PSL-2 12 months float) fizEas

Contracts | Mo (Riacs Seuedor) Contragls lssued farMod | Gontraot issued to Bechtel | Gontract fssuad to Bechte

Staffing & Vendor
Support

W _and Shaw resources
less challengad with
revised submittal plan

Bi-weekly report provided
by WEC PM; will continue
ta monitor

Quality issues with
Bechtel provided Dasign
Packages

8 Potential mads resulfing
irom: LAR analysis

1. Rod Control Phase 2 -4
will be evaluated post

Implementation team on
site and planning
milestones met

CP: Generailor Rewind
(Qutage duration -66 days)
7.7 cays bestcase

Other Issues or spring Qutage Core team Idertified: steffing | Savings identified
: after Outage .
- Challenges | - added 1dueto Unit2 |, \onscnrc ccoeror “ Generator Hot Sots could
. Steam bypass capacly | Suparate & Apart and extend Outage
y process improvements (5- 7 dlays)

2008 Bucdget for Engineering & Staff: $ 54.5 MM 2009 Budgef for Mitls & Implementation: $88.6 MM
Costs 2008 YTD Budgetfor Eng. & Staf:.  $ 21.1 MM 2008 YTD Budgat Mils & implementation:  $17.7 MM
R A LS R 2008 YTD Aclualfor Eng. & Staf:  $ 174 MM 2000 YTD Actual for Mils & Fmp{emema%ig?i &DT.S U
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¥PL 000111

Shaw PM; will continue 1o
monitor

QOther Issues or

4 Potential mods resulting

Options review of BOP

N
NCR-11 o CONFIDENTIAL -
4 " &
Project Dashboard- PTN
' Preps & Plans
LAR Submittals Mod Packages fal Execution
(g Wonth Milestone) ﬂncmdes}ii?iﬁ;?ya}d Materia
AST Stafion review ; :
Schedule N sguti PRty No Negafive float Nouﬁlﬁaatljlvfoigat
NRC will aceept EPU LAR Station Milestoné g Brol pre
after AST LAR Approval roforma - 55 days
Major Contracts issued for Contracts issued for Mod s : . s
Confracts LAR support Engineering Contract issued to Bechiel | Confract issued to Bechtel
VWV znd Shaw resources still
challenged; some rellef g .
. A Need FPL Design
Staffing & Vendor from EPU submital Engineering Mangger Implementation team on
Support Sehedise Salige site and planning
Monthly report provided by Othersm;‘;ﬂx:els uader milestones met

gl

Site [nttarf"aoé Mo'de!‘ Drak
Complete. Review with
Statien Leadership post

RFO. CP: Condenser & FW

Heaters

Challenges from LAR analysls Cond/FW plans Potential Site Capacity (Outage duration ~70 days)
Challenge due {o: EPU,
RTE, Policy 14, ISFS!
% 2009 Budget for Engineering & Stafl: $ 56.5 MM 2008 Budget for Mtls & Implementation: $79.2 MM
dbsts 2009 Y1D Budget for Eng. & Staif.  $ 12.3 MM 2008 YTD Budget for Mtls & Irnp: $40.9 MM
2008 YTD Actual for Eng, & Staft  $ 14.4 MM 2008 YTD Actual for Mils & Imp: $ 07.7 MM
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001166

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000112 === SR e

e CONFIDENTIAL

Plans and Target%

Saint Lucie

PROFORMA B FORECAST
. U1 u-2 U-1 U-2
I TAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 9/30/09 /3110
| 15" Outage 4/1/2010 11/1/2010 4/5/2010 11/45/2010
Duration 55 Days 40 Days 66 Days 64 Days *
46 Days *
2™ Qutage 10/1/2011 5/1/2012 10/1/2011 4/19/2012
Duration 55 Days 55 Days 64 Days ° 88 Days
46 Days *
- October April December June
I Servies Date 2011 2012 2011 2012
MWE 103 103 129 ° 136 °
Notes

All Outage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
" Outage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Qutage schedule
2 Qutage duration driven by Alloy 800 cold leg nozzle repair
® Qutage duration driven by HP & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements
“Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations
ICBR 1.863 EPU e based on Siemens heat balance (contract target) ~ designs not final 001167
Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business model

Proprietary and Confidential
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_FPL 000113
NCR-11

——

Plans and Targets -

“CONFIDENTIAL

Turkey Point

PROFORMA K FORECAST
U3 u-4 U-3 U-4
LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 6/30/10° 6/30/10 °
1= Outage 9726/2010 4252011 9/26/2010 371412011
Duration 55 Days 55 Days 70 Days 70 Days *
46 Days® 48 Days ®
2™ Qutage 3/5/2012 10/22/2012 212712012 10/22/2012
Duration 40 Days 40 Days 65 Days * 65 Days *
. April October May December
in Service Date 2012 2012 2012 2012
MWE 104 104 118 % 118 %
Nofies

All OQutage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of Scope definition

" Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Qutage schedule

2 Qutage duration driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements

S Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations

“ MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target) — designs not final

(CDR 1.6b-3 EPUS AST LAR must be approved prier to submittal of EPU LAR

Longer duration Dutages have been included in the business model

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000114
R . CONFIDENTIAL

EPU LAR ~PSL

" Technical Challenaes

- MSS8V Lifting during Normal Plant Trips

== Options for Unit 1 include increased Steam Bypass to Condenser (SBCS)
capacily and valve speed

— Unit 2 challenging due to low operating margin
— Teold reduction not recommended due fo adverse impact on generation

— Increased Steam bypass fo condenser capacity and vaive speed, add relief
valves downstream of MSIVs, and add turbine irip time delay

» Unit1 and 2 CCW Piping

- Selected portions of piping exceed stress analysis temperatures at EPU
conditions, analyses underway to minimize impact

Unit 1 PRA Evaluation

- 1331.;53 involves curtent PORYV sizing and ability {o accommodate once-through
cooling ‘

— Alternate options under evaluation

°  Unit 1 LELOCA — maximum Containment Spray flow
eor 169 sAREVA working LBLOCA riins — challenging schedule to completss

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000115 CONFIDENTIAL
NCR-11 :

EPU LAR - PTN

»  Containment Analysis

— Acceptable containment peak pressure/temperature results

— Current Component Cooling Water System temperature limits will be
exceeded

-- Evaluating Modification Options

~- Evaluating Hot Leg Injection flow path for long term cooling and
preclude boric acid precipitation

- Steam Line Break Core Analysis
— Initial results did-not meet acceptance criteria

— Acceptable resuits achieved by adding lead/lag module to SAIS low
steam pressure input

— Also reduces limiting peak containment pressure for SLB

- 0g£Jogpa¥eg

HO1EINISAL] SUNIA DS 600T Ae

- DNB Parametiers (OTAT, OPAT Trips)

—Initial PZR. Pressure margin to trip too close to normal operating
pressure considering instrument uncertanities

emidxeplacing PZR. Pressure gauges with digital to gain operating margin

I SQOITL N WR{[IAY
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FPL 000116 _—
et CONFIDENTIAL

Bechtel Integration )

EPC Estimates

- Estimates have increased over the indicative bids

— FNM and Manual Labor hours higher
-- FPL validaiing process and accuracy
— Home Office and JW support costs appear to be redundant
-- Will minimize/feliminate Bechtel JW
- — Larger scope than in indicative bids (both new scope and trends)

Chalienge ltems - Plan for Resolution
— Sharing resources between sites ; 5/27/09
— Work scope 5/28/09
- — Assumptlions used — work hours, overheads, efc. © B6/05/09
— Outage duration assumptions 6/26/09
— Optimize manpower by eliminating Outage overlap 6/26/09

ICDR 1.65-3 EFU oo1171

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000117
s CONFIDENTIAL

Bechtel Iintegration -

Bechtiel EPC Estimates

> Estimates are based on preliminary design
— More detail in scope as modification process proceeds
— Some undefined scope is now identified
— Some items as a result of on-going LAR & Engineering Analyses

> In the process of refining estimates (i.e. from Shaw
preliminary scoping estimates o level 1 estimates)

- The improved estimate process includes developing Best
Case, Worst Case and P-50 view poinis

— Target date for completion 6/30/09

0g Jo gf 28eg

noeENAsaly Ul DSH 6007 S¢IN
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FPL 000118 :
NCR-11 s CONFIDENTIAL

Bechtel Integration

Bechtel EPC Estimates

- Bechtel and Sites performing Best Case, Worst Case and
P50 Proiect cost reviews

— P/50 —is the most likely case with a 50/50 probability of executing the
project plan and scope. This results in the most probable (50/50) project
costs and schedule

— Best Case — Resulis in the lowest total projeét cost, if the implementation
went better than planned (scope simplified, beat schedule, no emergent
iterns, no rework, no quality issues) -

— Worst case — resulis in the highest total project cost, if implementation
went worse than planned (scope increases, schedule slips, emergent
items, rework, quality issue). Assign cost and probability of occurrence
to specific high risk mods.

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU 001172

&
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FPL 000119
NCR-11

Bechtel Integration

e

CONFIDENTIAL

Example Criteria

P-E0 Best Worst
|Management Mgrnt Service Staif 10/site Mgt Senvice Staif 8/sile Mgmt Service Stedf 25/site
20% tumover in personnel 10% turnover in personnel 50% turnover in personnsl
work hours 5-8's with occasional OT work hours 5-8's with occasional OT work hours 5-10's
JW staff at § people JW staff at 3 pecple JW staff at 9 people

3QDC and CHO limits

ODC and OHD Iimits
it ¥

e PN - M ey o )
RECY e A s R AR

TR R

ODC and OHC I'mits

P R L

Project work 6-10's,

Construction 2 shifls during Qutage, no double time

Project work 6-10's,
2 shiits during Outage, no double fime

CPon 7-12', Daub!e.
Assign cost and probability of accurrence to
specific CP and near CP high risk mods

FNM at full staff 30 days pricr to Outags

FNM at full staff 2 weeks prior fo Outage

FNM atfull stsff 4 weeks prior to Qutage

Craft at full stafl 11 week prior to Qutage .

Craitt zit full staff 1 week grior fo Qutage

Craft at full staff 1 week prior io Oulage

Fereman/GF rafio -

identify for each project

Foremarn/GF rafio - identify for each project

Foreman/GF rafic - dentify for each project

Quiage Schedule per plan

Outage Schedule - 10% improvement
per station plan, per Outage (and
corresponding Job hour saving)

Qutage Schedule - 20% push to Outage per
station plan, per Outage

Most station milestones are mat

Most stalion milestones are met

Most station milestones are met

I"c'il'l ng {1 in pmcessinq -5 days (40 hrs)

Tr‘ainin [ in processing -

PR _/;w.r-"_::ﬂ-- ?_1}_-\;'». B ',v-h‘,‘t

| Engineering by FPL in April

A e

Project Scope is the work list 2s approved

g /in rooess ng - S days {40 hrs)

I R s
et .’I”.. Al

3 days (24 hrs‘,r

D)

Define savings in resources
(e.g., can the Elec Lead do Elec and 1&C)

Using T-12 approach resulting in huge
ramp-up of engineering staff to parform work

Optimize Fraderick/HO scope split

. |Levelized and optimized T~ with some
mods movad fo other Outages.
Soma milestones to 7-6

Risk items oceur - define most probable

Most milestones met (SMo criteria)

iMost Engineering in H.O. ais appropiiate

All Engineering at stte

G B i SR e R iy

et

iaterials and Subs |Award all 3 sites io same subcontractor

All milestongs met (12 mo criteria)

o A R R e

Just in time materz! deliveries save
warehouse costs and mulfiple handling

R e S R e

3 separate subconfracts and 3 sites

Bulk buys as much as possible -

Minimal stock material remaining

Welders = use "golden arm" subeeniractors
PLUS 10% weld repair rewerk

Bechtel/FPL opfimize purchasing effort

Ensure EOM is not Tactorad by Engineering
and adain by Fleld Engr,

Mere Subcontractors and less Direct Perform
Craft

ICOR 4.6k B¥Biders - use "golden arm”
subcontractors for critical welds

Use welders from "hall” for 2il welding
(no contract welders)

001174
S;gn'rrcant Stand-a'one purcnases

5 Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000120
NCR-11 T

Bechtel Integration

CONFIDENTIAL

Project Overlap

o EPC Scope overlaps FPL in some areas

* Reviewing the following functional 'areas to eliminate
overiap

— Project Management
— Project Support
- Project Engineering

* Will have better view when June 30" Bechtel data is
available |

ICDR 1.8b.3 EPU : " oottrs
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FPL 000121
NCR-11

—

Heat Balance

CONFIDENTIAL

Potential MWe Gain |

* Preliminary design heat balance indicate more MWe likely
o Will be performing additional testing to maximize MWe output

> Final design numbers will not be available until after testing and
secondary pump and heater options are finalized (see page 21)

St Lucie:
Siemens ; ; P
Unit Meais Contract Wmterl;v‘] IZI;mnmg Surnmei\l;1 iF;Iarmmg
- Filling (MwWe) (MWe) (MWe)
Unit 1 103 137 102
Unit 2 103 - 151 123
= R |
_ A
Turkey Point:
Unit Nesds gic?r?:reaﬁ Winte;d Zlimning Summe;.:‘q ;Ianning
_ Filling (MWe) (MWe) (MWe)
Unit 3 104 111 121
ICOR 1jeb-3 ekInit 4 104 111 121 0011
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Regulatory — Cost Recovery

. CONFIDENTIAL

Nuclear Cost Recovery

FPSC Internal Confrols Audit begins

1/22/09 {a)

2008 True-up and testimony filing 312109 {a)
Discovery begins 3713109 (a)
2009-10 Projections and Testimony filed 571789 (a)
intervener Testimony 7114108 (e)
Staff Testimony 7/28/09 (e}
Rebuttal Testimony 8/21/08 (=)
Discovery Completed 8/28/09
Hearings 8/31/09, 8/2/09-9/4/0%
Staff Recommendations 10/02/08 (e}
issue Order 1172108 (e}

= Over 200 interrogatories and Data Requests responded o on time

« Testimony - complete
° FPSC audit of Project Controls - complets
Notas:

E)e =Estimated date.
ICDR 1.6b3 EPU

Focus — S8J's, Competitive bldding, “Saparate and Apart’

Proprietary and Confidential
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e - | CONFIDENTIAL

Scope Validation

Evaluating Project Margins and Scope-

= Initiated a validation of identified modification margins
— Condensate / Feedwater Pumps
— Feedwater Heater Scope
— Exciters

« Evaluating Margins & LAR inputs
— Safety Analysis
— Trip Transient
— Design and Operating Margins

= Technical Challenge Board to review resuits and plan
going forward

ICDR 1.6b-3 EFU ' 001178
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Fﬁg 129101124 - CONFIDENTIAL . -,
ik .

PTN ISFSI ’

Confirmation/ Approval for ISFSI Location

. Recommgndaﬁion is for EPU Craft facility inside PA and relocate ISFS]
Pad outside PA

— Revisiting Facility needs

- FDEP Approved Amendment Request fo the Site Certification for ISFSI]

Location outside PA. Agencies and third parties have about 30 days
to appeal.

* Plan to Resolve Zoning Issue for ISFSI Location is in Process

-~ Plan is_to confirm zoning approval through County Building Depariment
permitiing process

— Requirement and related process for revision of the Conceptual Site plan is sill
under discussion with the County :

— Uncertainly exists on ISFSI zonin a_;lagroval for location outside PA. Any
construction of EPU facility on inifial ISFSI location should awalit better
understanding of zoning status |

. Based on time needed for Engineering and Construction, need to start
EPU Craft Facility by July 1 and ISFSIconstruction is August 3, 2009

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU 001179
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Project Risks ~ PSL

——

Implementstion and Schedule
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Project Risks — PSL

CONFIDENTIAL

New NRC mandated
: Maintenance rule working hours EPU marsgement werkdng with Licansing o ansu
2 ey will further limit allowed working E gn sccop h E«m i) :\:.um
hows limpact 5 EPU
such teme have slready besn
There is potential that Legacy identified: PB AWV fomp and PTN CTMT  |5saiopad and fssued BPPI34S: new retruction
10| toreps [ADSsisorlicense basisissues o - analysks which are belng tracked by 3 frat dafines ek kondécstion end mitigoton wifing
' may be uncovered durng re- b i separste fine fem. IR
analysis for EPU LAR “The impact s difficult 1o quantity uns Thasfer, the procsss Aas boon sffectve
discovery
Given the planned canstruction of
new nuclear plants in FL, 0 e
olitgining adequate skilled labor fantnua la manis
to suppart EPUat PTN and PSL | Schodiisl A lack of adequate skil craft could impsct [3Y2 Inatitod 2 6 day rahire peliy forthoea
| M ey be problematic (Note: Tmis W Strlieant Cost the oumge sehedules and related coss | St sty 1 i
was the same#1 risk ldentfied
by each of the perspeciive EFC instihutud monthly moedngs with BAs
vendors)
" Por Floal wids Change Managamert Plen
il s Transition to Nuclear Asset M Magina! ) May ceuse delays with review ond opproveil of  [Hold masting with ﬁ‘fﬁsmam andSho Plls
Management Systems (NAMS) Proga Enginanring Cocumonts Transiion 1o NAMs curently schodused for Dot 09
-
o
Vendor Staffing Level may not o . (Contus to E;J.?ﬂpﬁmm lovals ap].nsi;:
13| 24am8  |be sufficient to support the M Siguncnt | | Project Mgt 1?:4;::‘; and Ouage te -
Piojact Cenduzting quarady mealog with Major Verda®
» and SO starting In Apel :
o

Icoaﬁggged High Risk items total ~- |
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NCR-II - S o "

Pro jecﬁ Risks - PTN
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Project Risks — PTN

—

CONFIDENTIAL
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NCR-11

Performance Indicators

Performance indicators - PSL

| Schedule U1R23 - SDnﬁg 2010

Schedulz U2R19 - Fall 20110
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CONFIDENTIAL

—

Performance Indicators

28

Performance Indicaiors - PTN

Schedule USR25 « Fall 2010

Schedule U4R25 - Sprmg 2011

11 Station Outage Missione SaUT

S Frinigl ary, U

P‘o;ﬂc:t ManagementU4R26 - Spring 2041

42
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NCR-11 e
Suppliemental '
Saint Lucie Cash Flow
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Supplementa
Turkey Point Cash Flow
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Docket No. 110009-E1 7
William R. Jacebs, Jr
Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-8

July 26, 2009 ESC Mecting

-  CONFIDENTIAL

Extended Power Uprates
Project Update
Turkey Point

July 25, 2009

ICOR 1,65-3 EPU
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Aqenda

° Overview

(Turkey Point) Presentation

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
Page 2 of 40

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

© Area Summary & Line by Line

U Doéket No. 1100091 ™7
William R. Jacobs, Jy

> Implementation

* Risk and Mitigation
e NRC Schedule

- Lessons learned

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU DOt24at

2 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information "
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Neodl 7 CONFIDENTIAL _
l. Overview
e §
A= 2= 3
27008 Current Plans and Targets
S oEE o~
~==28%¢
EEEnts —
sEE58:8 - ' PROFORMA FORECAST
2 ; S2a U-3 U-4 U-3 U-4
i
LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 6/30/10 ° 6/30/10°
1% Qutage 9/26/2010_ | 4/25/2011 5/26/2010 311412011
Duration 55 Days 55 Days 70 Days ’ 70 Days *
46 Days * 46 Days *
2™ Qutage 315/2012 10/22/2012 212712012 | 10/22/2042
Duration 40 Days 40 Days 65 Days * 65 Days “
- April October May December
In Service Date 2012 2012 2012 2012
' MWE 104 104 1187 118°* i
Notes

All Qutage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNG upen completion of Scope definition
T Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Outage schedule

2 Outage duration driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacemsanis

3 Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations

4 MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

° AST LAR must be approved pricr to submittal of EPU LAR

1.8b- . . . ' ’ 124
KER a3 Longer duration Outages have been included in the business model b

3 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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Docket No. 110009-

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

NCEAL CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

. Overview

atio

Turkey Point Timeline

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Present

=
-
C—
<
-+
L]
o8
- NRC Time Line
RRC ABTLAR ol fiE 0.l FEES IS0 LT oy sos 84 ey N
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g
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3 + 128 Mwe - EPU
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0L 3 0y
ToD 1 550
1=
& e
¥ 4 ]
f E" 118 Kawe - EFPU
é
Noww Fuel Reoapt
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001243
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I. Overview

(Turkey Point) Presentation

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
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DiFFERENCE

-$160,560,115

$821,378,654
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CONFIDENTIAL .

NO. TTOOBGR - "o < ¢

™ Current Budget of $749M increased

§ERZ to $833M (Current Forecast®)_

S28%Eg

#2843
£53%:: - The causes for the increase were primarily due to the
s - following:

— Initial Shaw feasibility estimates were based on conceptual
scope . |

—~ Scope Growth_dri%n by — LAR and Design Evolution

— Bechtel Field Non-manual (FNM) and Indirect costs for the
EPC contract are higher than expected

— Material costs significantly higher than Shaw original
- estimates

“excludes scope undefined

ICOR 1.6b-3 EPU . 001247
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ll. Area Summary

Licensing Cost

Licensing Engineering costs were higher than pﬁamé&
by $34mm due to:

— Base contract costs higher than anﬁcipated

— EPU analysis significantly more extensive and intrusive.:thaﬂ
stretch power uprate like Seabrook -

- Mewitanalysis methodologies required fo achieve acceptable
results

- N&% i;egu!a’fory guidanoe issued expanding scope/ complexity
O :

— Fast Track schedule caused work to be performed with draft
inputs and re-worked later -

- Core LAR staff owner's functions largely contracted

July 26,2009 ESC Meeting
{(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
Page 9 pf 40
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y Point) Presentation

Licensing Emgﬁmer&-ng‘ws&ts- were higher than planned

=
I
=]
g <
‘;‘:ﬂj = DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL VARIANGE  |EXPLANATION NOTES
= m—#\nalysls and Engineering b
= WEC NSSS and FuelAnalysis- 320,000,000 Base Scepe
Areva Replacement Components Analysis Base Scope
Cantract Incentives. Base Bcope
RAl Support | Sase Scape
SFP Criticaliy Anzlysls i Base Scope
Decay Heat Analysis ‘ITensferred from Shaw Base Scops
FPRA Analysis | ACRS now requres showing EFU s risk bensficial
Heconstitute Bui Stress Anaiysis | No existing analysis of record
TRACE Inpuds - NRC Confimatory Analysis i New NRC req't1c parform confirmatory LOGA analyses
BAF Scoping/Fressurizer Impact i Prior methodology for EAF no longer accepted by NRC
Unressolved WEC Scope Changes A-:a:ysis areas requiring more work than originally estinzted by WEe
. | ciues 1o unacceptable resulis
Nid Frocess Scope Review Changes #‘1 4 FWH, Cond Pumrps, SGFFs
Addiienal Analyses j
Anzlyses from review cycle, unzeceptable results, LTC/BA precipitaticn
SUBTOTAL $20,000,000 $33,603,830]. -§13,603,830 ;
. 2
(]
) continued on next page
ICDOR 1.8b-3 EFU 001248
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&n g
LAR Walk-thru
T e
%S g
S &
Ay owg P
A
oo B
ge's e ~
ZaMe
==
29 g DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL [EXPLANATION] NOTES
E = ";‘ @ |[BOP Analysis and Engineering .
= =1 Shaw BCP Analyzes 58,000,000 '
RS S A e centives
RA| Support
[Shaw scope adjusiments pe
MSIVIMSCV Disk Qualifications Industry OEof talled disks
[Mid Process Review #1 - 4 FWH, Cond Purps, SGFFs
Addrncnal | Anzlyses Aralyses fromreview cycle, unaccepiable resiifs
FFL LAR Engincenng
(FEL MOD Engineering Supporttor LAR
SUBTOTAL $6,000,000
Grid Stabiiity Risk Study $250,000
Other Coniracts
Third Parly Reviews $222,000 Owners Suppart and independent reviews o
Environmentally Assisted Fatigue Reana!ysm Frior methodology for BAF nelonger accepted by NRC .
AST Dote Analysis dese analysis nesded o support acceptable resulls at EFU
oonditions and address control room habiabiity condiions
Carmeron Testing Services for MUR, Validates power unceriainty for derermnmg HiPvalus for Uprate
| Integrated LAR Conpilation Cormplis LAR In Eformior submital
Othler RAI Support
SUBTQTAL $222,000 ;
NRC Review Fees g T S2200,000]  $0,305,808)  <81,185.864] AST, B Bhd CaHfcriaiony Analyses
SubTotal SN T = 52,200,000 $3,385884| -s7,185834] - A
Total without Escalation and Contlgancy $28,672,000 562,645,935 -$33,976,035

L i | _

001250
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li. Area Summary

Engineering Cosis
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« Modification Engineering costs increased by $49mm .
 due to:
- — Original Shaw Estimates conceptual vs. detail

— Number of Modifications increased due.to Scope Growth and
LAR Analysis

— Bechtel increases in Home Office and Overhead costs

CDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001251

&
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If. Line by Line - Engineering

This table represents the variance in Engineeting costs between the original

e 5
=S
i s ]
HEwmd 5 5] N S o - e -
2225 ¢ budget and the current forecast. The significant differences are shown.
= n ~
S EeRe L SCOPE ORIGINAL FORECAST: |  vARANCE EXPLANATIONS / NOTES
& o B S E [DVERONS
o~
& ==t al BiE, BNG. BG.
EEEaEC : . : Ameriap and cathou/s RIOISOESN SYSIEm replecenents Vs, Upgredes.
¥ =5 2 5 Siondenser ReplacementiAmertap $500,000 Scops incresse
cEms g Reactor cofe model vs, enfire EFU perameter change model Scape
Simufater . 350,000 increase,
Mewr Turbine Conirols DEHERC $500,000 1 Englnesring undernestimated
Replace FAC-Kentified Piping 100,000 Configuration verflcation end STess analysis required
Allcterance Yor Addiional Cooling Mods 1o TPCWICW $200,000 Existing heat exchangers can not he medifiad for EPU conditions
Rewr cuma motors adecuale, new punps required With motor fiter
{install Condensate Purps - Replace hternals $200,000 redifications. Scops ncrease
Wiodify The Bolated Prase Bus Duct Cooling System $200,000 Cablars aceeptable. FBD not adequate for load. Scopa increase.
|Alew ance Tor MSR replacemant 51,300,000 Install drain tsnks and modfy crossover piping. Scops nerease,
|Acd New Fast chsing PW Isolation Valves Cutside Gontalnment $1,080,000 ) MOV's cannot meet design requirements AOVS must ba used,
{Iain Steam Piping Suppert Mads And / Or Rew Supoorts $300,000 Peienfial for more extensive modification with adddions
| . Surh - Tatat 4,430,000 $21,378,000 =516,948,000
- OV ERRUNS 1M |
3 Frplement LEFW Chisck PIus MUR $500,000 Based on detaied rrod package estmates. R
; Actuators, posiioners and new cabling fromconfral rasmvs, local valve
2 Steem Durmrp 'iafEr'p’ghg Modificafions $120,000 workonly \
Replace 2 HP FW Hirs - #5 (4 Sub - Total For 2 Units) $300,000 Scope Increasezlarger heaters, Stress analysis plus stranded costs
. | Replace 2 HP FV Hirs - #6 {4 Sub - Total For 2 Units) 3450 Scope increase;kinger heaters, siress analysis plus sfranded costs
: Altemate SFP Caaling System £200,000 Scope increase, inoreased analysis manhalrs and job eomrplexiy
i Scope Increase; jonger pipe section replacement and stress analysis
g Allow ance For Replanement OF Gravfy Drain Fising -5 Heater $200,000 [ssues,
{ ' Scope lorease; aciuator and selencid replacaments with addiional
z PW Regulating Valve (FRV) Trim Repfacemeant $200,000" stress analysic .
3 BOP hstrurantation & Control Setpoint, Rescziing & Hardw are M $450,000 Larger BOP hstrument & Control setpoint chances. Scope increase.
: -1 Enginesring evaluation elminated transtormer replacement it l=u of
3 Raplace The Main Transformers $350,000 coolar uprgrade. Seope nerease.
! Increase Aux FW Purp Capacity & CST Volume $100,000 Ninor vahie medifications i ey of pump modifications, Scepe increase.
: Yo £ e et Sub-Tota)|  S2.765000 | 39,407,007 +$6.342,057 noiots

continued on hext page
1 2

P
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il. Line by Line- Engineering

o &
=%
. o =
53-8
£ 20 8
EE24
R == SCOFE ORIGINAL FORECAST VARIANCE EXPLANATIONS f MOTES
A S -
] E: e
E E]Y¥S Eimnated GUs 10 506pe reduction (1% fesowaler healars no longer
= E > 5 Siadd PV HIrE5 2 # 5 Digital Level Controls £2,450,000 being replaced)
Z 2 S & & [Emergency Comainment Eiter Removal $724,000 Abandon i place vs, complete ramoval,
Stafion Becirical Load Study (ETAF) §400,000 Reduction due to singis ETAP analysis per outage vs, by mod,
Sub - Toetal F3,574,000 $2,070,000 31,854,000
SCOPE NCREASES
Hezater Drain Tank Alternale Draing Exisiing valves undersized for EPU cendiions
* Extensn'a emergency contrel room ventiation and NaTB baskets vs.
Nodtfications Tor AST $100,000 chemical injecion
HWAC CBUS Switchgear (Actuals) Actuals for 30% design. Med not reguired for existings heal F:na:rs
Turbine TAPS 0 Meedad for data coleelion for HP turbing deslon
i Sub-Total]  $100,000 $3,245,000 -53,148,000
| i
SCCPE D3 ETIONS
Foe \essel Usper Hand Temn Cu'wer (DHSHC) CROM Anal $1,000,000 Mot required per engineering evaluation
24 Month Fuel Cycle 1,000,000 Not belng puraued,
Pressurizer Loop Seal Removal 1,000,000 Rermoval not regulred, setpoint change only.
Trimeooker not required, Exlsting cooler being repleced wm.h Ia;gerr
AddiBon of Trim Coglers to Exclter $400,000 capachty
Replace2 LPFW HIrs -#3 (4 Sub - Tetal For 2 Unfis) $300,000 ot required due to 3 condensata purm aption,
Replace 2 LP AW Hirs -3~4 {4 Sub - Total For 2 Lniis) $300,000 i Not required doe to 3 eendensate pump opfion.
PW Pumrp Thrust Bearings 5250,000 FM pump mediications not required due fo 3 condensate purmg oplion.
Hydrogen cocler engineering cost included in Siemens gmmara@u
Cooler Replacenent io Suppart Gen Hydragen Cotiing $200.000 upgrade
Abowanca For New Jet impingement Shields And £ Or Pipe Whip A 159,000 Scope-combined with imain steam pipe supporls and w hip restrainis
Current Transformers & Bushings Replacement $20,000 Soope combined wih Slemens generator upgrade cost
Conlainment Cooling Mods - Chiled Water (NCCs) $550,000 Replacing NCCs anly, Motadding chiled water.
Sub-Tolall,  $5270,000 1,682,000 $3,588,000
| Hainin R A ) Ff'rlj; sl el ]
L TOTAL} 516,139,000 $37,422,097 | 521,283,087
*Tata?i do not rze-p resent all Engineering items
14 Draft — proprictary & Cnnﬁderrtlai Business Information
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il. Scope Reductions .

- =
. 22
3 2 E
EEms§ A -
S430 % Major Scope Reduction ltems
si52%
CoE85F . . 5
SEZRAEY _ | : . :
CExgIw ____DESCRIPTION EST. PRUs | CONs RISK | - WITIGATION
25255, - '
228 EEE [Rexctor Vassel Upper Head . |Poterfial CRDM temperature
: | Temperature Conversion Cost Savings iS5USS " {Medium _ |AREVA to parform CRDM Tnemal Analysis
[Replace fhe Main Increasad cooling capacity for exisiing
| Transformers Cost Savings MNane Loy fransformers
|lncreased inspecion aycles. Potential fiow
: . {accelerated comosionard intemal vibration isstes.
3 Feedwater Healers 21 thru Irereased inspecions |May require some upgrades after EPU based on”
s 43 delefion . CostSavings required Medium  |Inspection resuits.
Addition of Trim Coolars to
5 Exciter CeostSavings Potanfal reduced facyele  |Low Siemens analysis/Prefect Managemant reviews
< g . During oUtages, intake and
4 component cockng watarwil
4 Afftemizie SpentFuel Pool notbe ableto be rermoved
anﬁng Sys Cost Sanings from senice iMeditm  |Addiions! Spert Fusl Pool Heat Exghanger
24 Month Foel Cyele Cost Savings Not techrically feasible Low Keep existing FielCycle
B Cooler Replto support Gen
= Cooling CostSavings Potental reduced ife cycle  |Low Addifional mornitoring
i g Plmps will be aparaing the
Emit of thejr capability, Sperioming field testing and dynamicanahsls of !
7 Use of Existing Feed Water Pofertially increzsed secordary performance, Upgrading controf
= Pumps Cost Savings mainterance Meditm  |insinmentation,
_ Nenmal Containmant Coglsrs am being replacad
. Containment Codling Mods Cost Savings, less Irstead afa new, supplemental coaling system
4 MCCe) o to maintain Mene Lewr irstalied onthe plant A Bldg. roof.
3 - Exciters ara Inspactad on 5 prevenive
Exclter Re-Wind ceiSaings Excifers are fortyyears old  {Low mairienance prograrm and the fieethas a spae.:
Balamce of Scope
Reduetions
Fiditye-s EPU $57,060,914 otzse

b 2
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ll. Scope Additiocns

i a5 o . VR
: g = .
5% Major Scope Additions & Increases
HE 9= 8 ) .
24J0 L : T
= DESCRIPTION REQUIREMENT | RISKOFNOTDONG | Uohdi®
Ses2is = - e
2l el Resuits in increased MIW's and increased plant
E85887 Condenser Replacementifmertap reliability ; MW Loss
BEFEE R Resulls nincreased MW's and increased plart
QEES TA Allowance for MSR Replacement reliability . |NWiLoss
" HP Intzrnal & Retor/Generator
i Rewind/Rotor Hi Lift Results in increased MWW's Can not perform upgrade
: License Amendment Reguest Support : LAR activities required o up-rafe
: Activities ) NRC Required i urits
Reduced Contract Oversight can .
Project Support~FPL Project rasulfin anunwanted plant svent
3 Management Services Appropriate confract and project adminisiration  |and budgetischedule gver-rins.
1§ Steam Generator Moisture Cany Over | Reduce moisiure of steam to turbine Potenfial tursine damage
z Varicus work scopes such as dispesal costs,
. Plani Crafi Support {ransporfation, supplemental senvices Significant o Stafion
: ’ Additonal inspection of and
< Replace FAC <ldentified piping Higher Flows maintenance cost
i Required Piant Supperinot
Qutage Extension 'Suppert Plant during extended outage avafiable
|
New Turbine Confrols DHIEHC iNew HP Turbine Upgrade NV Loss; EPU notachieved i
{Adcitional cooling required for gensrator Limit unitload during Summer
Add'l Cooling Mods to TPCWICW {compaonenis (MWW loss) |
Upgrade requires replacement of lsophase Bus . |
Duct systemn rather than increased cooling |
Isophase Eus DuctConling Sys. capacity . MW Loss
: | Contrel Room Emergency
License Amendement request~-AST | Aliernate Source Term LAR required Venbillafon and Acgident 1
Nod's “| modifications mitigaion - NaTB Baskefs {
Ealance of Scope Increases A
TIGBR 1,653 EPU g 001235405,156,593
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CONFIDENTIAL , .

il. Area Summary

Material Costs

* Major equipment estimates increased by $36.5M due fo
changes in fabrication costs and scope increases.

Original estimates based on best known price of materials at
the time. Condenser material cost ~ 75% higher than original
Shaw eslimate | :

Moisture Separator Reheater scope increased due to raising
eievation and adding condensate drain tanks. Material
increase ~ 32%.

QOther large components exceeded estimates-Feedwater
Isolalion Valves, IsoPhase Bus, Turbine Digital Controls,
Turbine Plant Cooling Water Heat Exchangers.

Field procured material costs are higher than assumed in the
‘original estimates

ICDR 1,653 EPU ) : 001256

-
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ll. Line by Line - Material

= - - - e - .
< This table represents the major variance in material costs befween the original budget
. - - g - - 3
» = § and the current forecast. The significant material cost differences are shown.
g & DESCRIPTION [ ORGINAL__ | FORECAST VARIANCE | EXPLANATION] NOTES
822 Joveros
:‘é 2 .E SCondenser Replacemant 5 30,000,000 1 $ Raw material price, Amertap, Cathodic protection
= ] 2« ‘gew Turbine Controls DEH/ EHC 5 4,800,000 § Scope Increass, replace captial spares * :
% ‘.f.: E‘ SPAdd FW HTR#5 & #8 Digital Level Cantrols § 4692001 5 Based on Prallminary estimate, Forecast based on recent FTN installations
'_a > 5 ghdd new fast closing FW isolation vaives 5 1,500,000 | § ent contract exceeds orlginal budget
= = &, JFW Regulating Valve Trim Replacement $ 330,000 § Current contract excesds original budget
TOTAL 5 36,885,200 | § 68,656,214 -832,767.014
UNDER-RUNS
Repiace HP FWH #6 ] 6,000,000 | §
Alternate SFP Caoling System 5 3,900,000 { § Reduced cooling capaciy for incremental heat [oad (Risk item)
Allowance for replacement of gravity dr. ploing 5 250000} S Based on Prefivinary estimate
TOTAL 3 10,160,000 | & 5,223,673 4,926,127
SCOPE INCREASES ¥
MSR Replacement $ 24,200,000 Unanficipated drain tanks, biping and valve size changes
Additional Cooling Nads to TFOW/ iICW 3 2,000,000 | 8 Heat Evchanger Costs, Orlginal Seape - Valve instaliation
Vodify the lso-Fhase Bus Duct Cooling Systam s 450,000 | § Scope thange frem Cooling 40 replace entire ophase bus
Irplerment LEFM Check Flus MUR g 2,400,000 | § Current contract exceeds original budget
Control Room Emergency Venfilation s Dl AST driven additional scope
TOTAL $ 28,050,000 | § 47,179,442
SCOPE DELETIONS
Replace The Main Transformer 5 16,000,000 | §
Replace LPPWH E3 4,000,000 | 8
Replace LPFWVH#2 5 3,000,000 | $
Replace LPPWH# 3 5 3,000,000 | §
Replace LP PWH#4 3 3,000,000 | §
Feedwater Purrp Thrust Bearings ) 800,000 | §
Main Steam Piping support Mads 5 200,000 | §
Increase Al FW Pump Capacity & CST velume 5 700,000 | §
TOUTAL . 3 30,700,000 | § 9,210,200 20,888,800
=oif : Aa1957
GRAND TOTAL $ 106,189200 % 131,259,729 -525,080,528 |

18 Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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iil. Implementation

Project Implementation

- Original Project Organization structure contemplated in"
%%%i w%as with seconded (contract) staffing overseeing the
effort -

— Original Structure
-~ Self Perform model (FPL + Contractors)
-- Contracted staffing was approximately 88+ for PTN

-- Fast track for large component purchase with licensing and
design in parallel :

~ — Early 2008 Decision fo utilize EPC Gontractor

— Project Organization structure changed based on contract
award to Bechtel EPC Provider

- FPL Management stationed at PTN 01/01/2009

-- Oversight reduced to 52 FTE including Engineering, Project
Management and Project Controls

ICOR 1853 EPY o 00125%

e
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CONFIDENTIAL

EPC Construction

EPC - Bechtel Indirect Consir,

Siemens Labor

Siemens Alliance Open/Close

Outage Extension Costs

Project Support - FPL Home Office

FPL Project Management

Plant Craft Support

Start-Up -

Training & Procedures

RX Vessel Upper Head Temp. Conv.

Steam Gen. Moisture Carry Over

Pressurizer Loop Seal

MSR - Crossower Piping / Valve .

Misc. Non-EPC Worl

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU

21 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information

001260

NCR-11 - -

ll. Implementation

w § :

i £ :

a = O‘O le?-c E 1 - " .

2455} summary of all implementation costs

ZESafs : '

taEE8% %

Zaz o S i,

RS

E = ;E &8 Qriginal Forecast at Vs. To

: Cost Center Budget Complétion 1 Current Budget Go
fmpiementation $192,033,500 $438,589, 705 (5246,556,205) $366,934,648
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il implementation
5; £ Current forecast to compliete scope is
2253 $439M vs. the current budget of $192]

~ Capacity of organization does not support seilf perform. EPC
construction costs will be higher. Risk of outage schedule
impacts are reduced. '

~ Lack of Constructability reviews of the Original Estimates
— Increased Scope in original modifications
— Increased number of'required modifications

~ Bechtel Field Non-manual, Home Office and Indirects

ICDR 1.6b2 EPU : 001281
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NCR-11 e CONFIDENTIAL =
] ' B - bt - L
ifl. implementation Line by Line
e S :
(-] -..-: - - - - - o L4 et
§: Original implementation estimates based on limited field
E l?) L | 5 = - -
ot information. Costs for EPC contractors are higher than anticipated.
= oo . .
S EF DESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL | FOREGAST | VARIANCE EXPLANATION/ NOTES
S [BVIR-RUNS =¥ :
‘r?: Y Increzsed w ork scope definition: heavy haul, handling. Increzsed scops,
= ‘E@Pfgerrser Replacement/Amertap 23,500,000 Ameriap, cathodic proteciion, Bechte! indirects
= Criginal estimate besed on prelimnary Staffing pan (5.5% of 1ot cosl)
FrojectSupport - FPL Froject Management Services 18,624,800 52 FTEs
HPTurbine Siemens Aliance - Opan/Close Cost [1] Not inciuded in turbine scope estimete
Gengrator - Rotor Replace Open and Close 7,000,000 Not included In gererator rew ind dollars
. Qriginal estimate based on prefiminary implamentation staffing plan,
Frojest Suppor! - 5 FPL Homre Office 4,358,000 forecast s combined support
: ' Addl individual Siemens tasis wrapped into one preject (HZ cooler,
Generatar - Stator Rew ind 7,000,000 CT's, bushings, rewind)
Replace 2 HF FW Hirs - #8 (4 Total For 2 Units) 1,850,000 Increased work based on detaled scopa, Bechtsl indirects
Replce 2 HP PV HiE - #5 (4 Total For 2 Unfs) 1,650,000 Increased w ork based on detaied 5cope, Bechiel indirects
Mid Course Scope Review - Added addiional W ork for 3-pump
Instafl Condensate Purps - Replace Irfermals 1,800,000 operabion.
Alowance for Additional Ceoling Mods o TPOAVICYY 1,500,000 Scope grow th - Hx Rpleme vs isolation valves
BOP nstrumentaton & Cantrel Selpoint, Rescaling & Hardware Mg 210,000 Increased w ork scope due to better scope definiton
Adiow ance For Replecement OF Gravity Dram Piping - 25 Heater 1,162,400 Increased work based on detailed fleld wakdowns
Main Steam Piping Support Meds And / Or New Supporis 350,600 Increased scope due to added supports
Add MNew Fast closing PW isolation Valves Ouiside Centainment 6,000,000 Scope changed due o different valve typa i
. M Courge Scope Review - Scope reduced but per unit estimate
Add PW Hir 5 & 6 Digital Level Conrols 2,640,000 increzsed
Impierent LEAM Chack Flus MUR 3,100,000 Increased work based on detailed field walldowns
Upgrade MSIV Intermais 150,000 Implementation cests
TOTAL S B1,70520D | § 255,058,832 |  -3170,359,632]
UNDER-RUNS
Contslnment Cooling Mods - Chilled Water {NCC's) 5,500,000 Allocated 1o other Mads
Main SteamSafety Valve / Pping Modificaion 700,000] . Canservaiive original estimate based on worst case scops
Alernate Spent Fual Cooling System 3,900,000
[TOTAL 10,100,000 3,970,000 §5,230,000
ICDR. 1.66-3 EFL Z 001262
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Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting

(Turkey Point) Presentation

Page 24 of 40

| CESCRIPTION |  ORISINAL FORECAST | VARBANCE | EXFLANATIONT NOTES
SCOPEINCREASES A
Increased work due to drain tanik additions, haight edevation change and
Alow ance for NSR replacsemant frge bore pipe |
Low original estimale besed cn Shaw recommended scope, Bechtel
Replace FACAIdentifled Pring indirects
Training & Procedures Spectic #em nat includad In Shaw's base scope
‘Scope evolution and increesed cost o implement duct replacement vs.
Wedfy The lso Phase Bus Duct Cooling System coolers
Replace The Main Transformers otal contracied cost for cooler replacement
Ol Antitipated material w rile-offs

Healer Dran Tank Allerrate: Drains

LAdditional work required

General Condions (Env, Permiting, Other)

Scope evolution

Turbine Gantry Crane scoping siudy

New' scope for missian oribeal

[ Turbine TAPS

New zcope for turbine perfonrance festing

Steam Dump Vabvesipiging Modifications "

hcreased work due i belier soopa definion

Wi Teations for AST

Mew LAR seape: Contrel roem ventiation, NaTB Baskets {vs. Chemil
Infectian)

Replace normal and emergency Nester drain vaives

Inplemeniation costs

Newr {urbing contro! DEREHC

Impiementation costs: includes capkal spare replacement componants
notin base scope

‘Outage Extantion cost

Trizad up for achusl cltsge duration

FW Reguiating Vakre (FRV) Trim Replacement

Implamentation cost

Steam Generalor Malshre Carry over(errasn / comosion degrad

Bechiel SUppor of VIss Tnghouss

TOTAL

L U]

SCOPE DELETIONS

24 Wonth Fuel Cyciz

Repace 2 LPFWHIrs -#3 (4 Totsl For 2 Units)

Replace 2 LPFWHrs -#4 (4 Tolal For 2 Units)

Fressurizer Locp Seel Removal

Addgion of Trirn Coolers 1o Beciter

Repiace 2 LPFWHES «#1 (& Total For 2 Units)

Repace 2 LPFWHIS -#2 (4 Total For 2 Unks)

Cogler Replacement fo Support Gen Hydrogen Cooling

P Purmp Thiust Baarings

Scope decreass based on evelzlion

Mg Cyclz scope review reguctons

Wid Cycle scope review reductions

-Scope decrease basad on evakmtion

[Scope evolution and aistioutcn ino other mod

Mid Cycla scope review fteduchons

Mid Cycle scope review reduehons

‘Seape eveiution fram Shaw evaluation ant distribution inlo other med

Wid Cycle scope review reductions

Adiow ance For Mew Jet knpingemant Shields And 7 Or Pee Whip H Ehgineering evaluation
Nezzle block and blade mediication noorporated info turbine work
Reactor Wessel upperhead 1emp conversion CROM analysis Engmeering evauabor not required
New Turbine High Lift vailve Mod (See item38) Incomporated into turbine work
TOTAL 40,335,060/ 3,067,500 $37,267,500
o 1 Kl et B 1 i
CRARD O e T e M S i
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lil. Implementation

Bechiel Proposal Estimate Chanages

FPL-EPU Turkey Point Project -
Bechtel Forecast Adjustments '

(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-3
Page 25 of 40

“Doclket N6 116009-F) == "
William R. Jacohs, Jr.
. July 26, 2009 ESC Mceting

_),r Base Scope*  Bechtel Contract  Original PS0 ﬁstLike!i Most Likely Reduced Consolidated Reduced

%

Indicative Pwrard - Submittal P50 Revi ScopeHours Procurement Eng'g ManHrs

St=fi hiel - - &
-ﬂgI E;e‘:-he L "’" Construction
g T "
3 “

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU i i O
* Base scope as defined by Contract scope list E,Vents .

FORAA i 1 eI e IR L Rt L et s PR A e T AT e
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CONFIDENTIAL

This timeline shows original Bec‘hteﬂ cosis and the

changes that resulted in a reduced EPC cosis

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

Docket No. 110009-E1* ~
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

i

. PTN EPCScope and Forecast Evolution

Priorto contract

spprow. Date 5/15/2008 .
5 {10/15/08) 11/07/08 05/03/0% 06/30/09 7/4/2008 77 o7/02/08 07/02/09 07/14/09
" * P50 with reduced
< FPLProject Forecast Comract fSward Samess lous P50 with recuced scope P50 with reduced
pﬂ::ng EPC FPLProject Forecust| date. FPL Project Orlginal Bechral PSO submittal vt scope (Chanpesto | (Consolidationof | scopeand reduced
Lt [Shaw Estimates) ba :ed_cn Bechtel | Forecastbased on Subnattal Most likely PSO arification of MDDSs:ope'I_‘mm Procurement & Eng. & Craft Hrs
We only have Indicativestafling. | Bechts! h'lhnning scope -$ 4755 M Mid-cyciescope Reductionin after MOD by Q3D
dollars Submitsal = review) Management Estimate Reviews
Senvices)
Tetal MM Man-hours
[Total Craft Hrs _____
Total Dollars
. Based on 43 Based on 43 EPC
X revised/elimimated |Based on43 EPC Maodifications
: Based on 43 EPC Based on43 EPC
% Basedon 43 EPC  |Modifications Modifications e ostomn: [P ohe MG, ke i
2 = P Identified in Spec M- |ldentified in Spec M+ |156 Rev.l Including
: - Modlfications Idemified in Spec M-|Identified in SoecM-|__ 5
] 33 EPC Based on 43 EPC 1 ed in Spec M-| 156 Rev.T Including |158 Reva including | =55 Revd Including |156 Revd including |scoperevislon's to
: — Based on 43 MODS [Madifications Medifications uastmwuﬂ pis  |soperedsions To. |scope rvistane o [SCOREFeVislon's 1o [scoperevision's o [MOD's, Reduction
5 per Unit identified in Spec M- | Identified in Spec M- additional scopefor |MOD nlus MD;! lus MOD's alongwith  |MOD's, Reduction  |on Design Engr &
. 156. 156 Revl o SR F o Reduction t Design [on Design Engr&  [Startup hrs and
E: AST MOD's and addifiona| scope for faddifonal scope for Engr & Supv. And FE. [Startup hrs and it
Wrapsround MOD's |[ASTMCD's and  |ASTMOD's and i i2 i .
Wraparound MOD's [Wrapareund MOD's ORI k- T wad s eV g hiam Eeneats nlics
Arez ahd NSR Manzgement Service | & reductions due o
strategy. MOD estimates
ICDR. 1.6b-3 EPU 001265
28 Drafi - Propristary & Confidential Busi | i &
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[ii. Line by Line - Total

: & S
. . 3% This {able represents the total variance between the original budget and
S es g : ; H H
ds00:  the current forecast. Further breakdown for LAR, engineering and
= o F‘ wn & - w " "
(= o o~
2222, implementation appear on other slides
suESF < DESCRIPTION | ormicmaL | FORECAST | VARIANCE |EXPLANATION/NOTES
S BT FERRURS
% g ﬁ ':__ e ' Balance of Flant materisl cosd, heavy haul, Amariap replecement,
SERE EoRfienser Replacement/martap 554,000,000 Cathodie protection and Bechiel Indirects
: = [FP Internals & RotorfGenerater Rew ind, Rotor/ HLLEt Vales 4$100,082,000 Siernens' proposal greater than origingl estimale

License Amendmant Request Engineering, Licensing and Support]  $28,870,000 NSSS/Fuel, BOP Engineering, Licensing, LAR Support, NRC Fees

. Implermentation costs, includes capial spare replacement componenls -

New Turbine Contrals DEHEHC $10,480,000 mot i base scope
: Alow ance for Addiiorral Cooling Mods to TRCAWOW £3,700,000 Heat Bechanger Costs, Criginal Scope - Valve installation
b Install Condensate Punos - Replace Internals 35,000,000 Mew Pumps, Re-wind Motors, Pecire Fping, HVAC
. Replace 2 HP PW Hirs - #5 (4 Tetal For 2 Units) F4,950,000 Heater Cost, Incressed w ork based on implementation detels

Alowance For Replacement Of Gravity Drain Fiping « #5 Heater . $1,612,400 Incressed w ork based on detalled fisld walkdow ns
. Irplemrent LEFM Check Pus MUR, 35,000,000 Based on prefiminary estrrafes
:‘ Repiace 2 HP FW Hirs - #5 (¢ Total For 2 Units) S7,586,000 Based on preliminary estmafes
. iin Steam Fiping Support Mods And { Or New Supporis $850,000 Engineering identifisd additional sugports required

BOP Instrumeniation & Control Selpoint, Rescaling & Hardware Mof  $1,265,000 Incressed work scope dué to better scote definition

Add Mew Fast closing PW isolation Valves Quiside Cortaimment $5,550,000 Based on prefimnary estimates

Add PN Hir #5 &+ 6 Cigital Level Controls $5,548,200 Reduced scope for LP Hoaters
; Steam Dump Valves/piping Modifications - $380,000 . Increased workscope due o better scape definifion
: : Reacior Core SemiEator moceld versus entre By paramete: changs
i Simitator $850,000 modei
s PW Regulating Valve (FRY) Trim Replacemant $5E80,000 Increased material costs

“Total Walk-Thru* Over-Runs SubsTotal | $240,503,600 463,174,382 ~$222. 570,782
: -

UNDER-RUNS

Centzinmeant Cooling Mods - Chilied Water (NCC's) $10,150,000 Seope reduced from Supplerrental Chilers on Aux rogf fo NCCs
ES Miain Steam Sefety Valve / Fiping Modfization $1,175,000 Based on prelrinary estimaies

"Total Walk-Thra” Under-Runs Sub-Total : $11,325000 | $9,96 $1,356314
ICDR 1.66-3 EPU " Continued on next page 001266
1
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e ‘ CONFIDENTTAL

tl. Line by Line - Total

=
R
E
g
S
&
-
Ee DESCRIFTION | _ORIGINAL | FORECAST | VARIANCE |EXPLANATION/NOTES .
45CHPE INCREASES _ .
] . NMaterizl Cost, Eavated MSR's- rew ork Crossover Fipes, drain tank
'qﬁﬂgwa:ce for MSR replacement $32,360,000 additian
b= :._‘_". Origingl based on preliminary needs assessment (total 5.5% of total
'ﬁ:c]ect.Sup;:mr“ - FPL Project Management Services - $28.419,300 cost); based on 52 FTEs
Steam Generator Molsture Carry Over {Erosion-Corrosion Degradd  $25,000,000 Bechtel support-of Westinghouse
Project-Services not ncluded i base: disposal, NFS, securty, transport
Plant Craft Support 30 eto
Replace FAC-Kentifiad Piping $5,020,000 Irplementation cost, Bechiel Indirects
Qutege Extension Costs $18,000,000 Trued up for actusl outage duratione .
Eng determined scape changes from cooler replacement toiscphase
WcdTy the lsclated Phase Bus Duct Coofing System $1,040,000 duet, ale includes Generator Meutral wark
Transfer-of work responsiility (Mursas/Ops, ete,) 30 Beghtel work transferred o FFL
New LAR stope: Control Reomvantiation, Na 1B baskels (vs chem
Medifications for AST $1,500,000 injection)
Training & Procedures 0 Specific item not inclided in Shaw’s Base scope
Start-Ln $0. Specifis demnot Included in Shaw's base scope
Reater Orain Tank Alternate Drains 50 Additional werk required
Terp, Facilties $210,000 Warehousing and increased Inprocessing not in base
AFW Controls 0 Additionial w orlt required
Replace Normal & Emergency Heater Drain Valves 52,062,600 rrplementation costs
Q8M ] $0 Material w rite-off
Turbine Gantry Crane scoping study 30 Not in original scope » Crane Is mission crifical
Turbine TAFS i 30 New scope for turbine performance testing
Upgrade Internz! Trim and Controllers on the MSR Reheater Steam 0 Additioral work required
HVAC-CBUS Sw itchgsar (Actuals) 0 Addilional werk required, then Mid Cycle scope review
General Condifons (Env. Pernifting, Other) 30 Additional werk required
SGFP=- Actual 30 Epended engineering dollars prior to rid course scope raview
"Total Wilk-Thru" Scope Increases Spb-Total ©  $114,611,800 i §297,207,710 f ~$182,555,810

5 2

{COR 1.6b-3 EPU
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: [il. Line by Line - Total
: w 5
=
S5t |
S 2=, DESCRIPTION | omcNaL | roRecAsT | VARIANCE  |BXPLANATION NOTES
E E gg “/SCOPE DELETIONS
g o3 & § "FRE Vessel Ugper Head Terro Conver, $14,000,000 Engineering Evaluation; not required
T £ = & phREpce The Mein Transfonmers $18,384.200 Scope reduced fromreplacement t cooler replacement
=z = 2N —;A‘Ediron of Trim Coolers fo Exciler $4,500,000 Mot required due s lurbine plant coofing water replacament
SERS Eﬁiﬁmte SFP Cosling System $2,000,000 Reduted coolng capacy for increrrental heat load (Risk fterr)
Replace 2 LPPW Hirs -#4 (4 Tolal For 2 Units) $4,950,000 Nok recquired for 3 Condensate Pump option
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs -#3 (4 Total For 2 Units) £4.950,000 Mot required for 3 Condensate Purmp option
24 Nanth Fuel Cycie 53,000,000 | Engineering Evaluation; not required
Coolr Replacement to Support Gen Hydrogen Coolng | §2,800,000 Part of Ganerafor scope
Feplace 2 LPPW Hirs. ~#1 (4 Total For 2 Units) 85,850,000 interferances
Pressurizer Loop Seal Removal 0 $3,304,000 Engineering Evaluafory; not required
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs -#2 (4 Total Far 2 Units) S4.250,000 Not required for 3 Condensate Pump option
P Pump Thrusst Bearings . $1,200,000 Md Cycleseeps revisw reductions
LPTurbine - Analysis $400,000 Enginesring Evaluation: not required
Allow ahce For New Jet inpingerment Shields And / Or Fipe Whip R $375,000 Engineering Braluation: not requited
Commignity Quireach $370,000 Wid Cyciz scope review reductons
Update EQ Qualfication $250,000 Engineering Evaluation; not required
Update Checksum Softw=ara For FAC $7100,000 Engineering Evajustion; rot required
Emergency Containment Filter Remioval 51,939,000 Md Cycle scope review reductons (Abandon In place)
3 Upgrade MSN hiemals ) $570.000 Engineering Braluafion; not requiced
= Increase Alux FW Purmp Capacity & CST Volume $300,000 Enginesring Evaluation (Risk tems to raplace rotafing element)
& | "Total Walk-Thru" Scope Deletions Sub-Todal £80,902.200 $25407411 . 555494789
[OTHER.
Station Bactrical Load Study (ETAF) ' $400.000
Project Suppert - 6 FPL Horre Office 56,825,000
Esealation 50 Original escalation included in individuzl ine tems
NSSS Materlal / Malnstream Check Valve Implementation $0
z Project Escalation (Skaw) £52,008,928
& Praject Certigency (Shaw)
% “Total Wall-Thru" Other Sub~Total | $301,738410 $36,827,649
i [TOTAL EPU PTRPROIECT BOSTS §743,181,410 | $832,585838 | -383,404728 01265

| 3 =
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RSK

MW“‘“ mwwmzm for zmy
shostfalis nat predicted by Proforma :

|Assassing seope and diafestimaior

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRI(FPL)-8
July 26, 2009 ESC

“Dockét No: 110009

: Imglemeniaton and Schué;'am{maﬁyms:.
SR8 |méne than Proferma (BEschte! Enginesring and
Implamentation)

: !

[ [Tirbine Gantry Crada tronel speed, awiatie

i | 2 | 42203 ‘laydown space, eln. Crane may ba Less than
= Wdequaie 10 eFicianty suppor the EPU sutages
| . 5

Nate: Bechiel indicates cosis will be higher than {See Mitigation Plan for Detalls
intheative bid

Obtan qualiied UM 1o saivale the cwsril
codifion of the Crane and provide
rectmmendations

inshility 1o eficiently retneve and replace
equipment nested fof power oprate withinthe  [Revew mccrenzndstions end inplement i
propesed Qutage e frame 3t recessay fo Improve crane refabidy and
condilon

See Risk Mitigation Plan for details
[~aworable resuts wih heat sink model, Further
The Emror-non consenaiive) may siorificartly JCCW meods may be nececsary, Peseming KT

{ 3 | 1ororg [ETr Eevemdintha Containment btegrity recuce the: Conmtzinment Pressure Mamin Analysis 1o detormine soopeand tignifeance of
Dasigri Basis Arclysi naeded for the Exiendad Power Upral modiication
condifions
Ses Risk Mitoation Plaas for Detalls

: She Capacity: . ¢ e

4 Ghven the tokal quantlty of vk planned (nclsding Sl Tletind pac acs) etzdtida gnd

4 | arueg [0 Som Sther projecis), the svelall work impased Busls Sahakily Potentisl o eitend fhe Outsgeandiorsipa. [0 os Soope Plam

= fon The staifon Sor such Rems 25 PORC radvws, cycle for the incanics date

Mestings roetinely being held with stafor to
ensune they are [ntegrated with the prolect

|procedores, troining, WO Revews, sl may be
| feend the capacity ®r the station to suppod

Thres such fems have already besn icentifed:

E | | Mivere Is potential that Legacy Anslysts ar Licerse PB FW oz, PTN CTMT snalysis o PN [EPPRSSS new instruction that defines dsi;
; § | 40rauinn [bosis isstien may be Urecersd dung feanayis's Sigrtficant doas ftentifcalion and rafigalion Ul WE-AN-
1000,

[er EPU LAR
{ has steady experienced amamant mods

additional anatysis

erdialy etend ouage Durations andior IEF‘U menagement working with Ucensing to
lincrease costs {emssre an scceptatie procedure which vl
'jm.'ni = the Impoct to EPY

New MRS mandaled Malmenanca ndo widing

hotes welf &thes fimés alloves working s fergal | Cost

(4]
=
©
Ty
1

ICDR 1863 EPU 001269
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i e 5
i ==
o=
NEel§
E=% =
SEE9;
= 5 R oWy
= I;.v =
_: g E g o= )
E' Hdzdy |J: Westngtouse p«'riugd F:‘.ew.ar,r le
= Exg oy e
g EE bt f Tl goapn |WVEL and SHAW vendar staing fnalmay notbe | it causs detays with LAR sehecde andor ';C_W',‘:;’"*’*"'-“"‘ nor e "‘*W o
g= = %» 5 o suficlont 1o suppart pesiaet 1 2dditiinal monies H
= EwS T | Agrsenm=nt on re-baseining reachad; na impact
' e and date S Show and WET
: R T JAIGE NASET £0 ACIMBES vrieh
i {10 be penformad o5 well as PSLand PTH | - " _—
: ! FPL PRA suppert b riof adequate 15 complete 5l RA aiiilies ace being parormed concurrently ?ﬁ;: PSR A,
| & | amwoe | ot e schedhia, : Sigritcact | Schedus iih all t55ks belrg scheduled insevies, PRA | ©
| o has [mited rescurces {o accomglish s} 5 PO T e
: | ol seteal tocks TN 6 s accitned [Supplement staff through EPU i nesessany
H . alt,
1 - e 2 |Per Fleet warle Changa Managemert Plan
- f 9 |&ak0ma lﬁ;}m Yo Nudasr Assel Management Systoms M | Maginal | Progeammaiic ey um-dc{ayn\:ﬁ:- Ak ] a:-md’ ’H—d mesting With KAMS coorinatarand Sie
| x PM:
% ] > 7. Propan LAR consistent wilt RS-001,
. | ! MAR Review Standard for Sxtendad
! Power Usrates,
1 » Develos EPPI s ormat and Jeved
m cfgetai
: ! 2. Use Ginea EPU subritsd as o guids foe
: format and bevel of datal
E 2. Sequester revi=ws and ehellange boords
| | at ertin Inberim LAR rillastonss
: i » Sell hotessment aher 151 LAR
fLizense Amendment Raquest NRC Revew could ing on the ectent of the delay, totid Ssctign
b= defayed dus to emors and omissions I sdsitionnl dast ant sclansion cfthe 4. Mulfiparty peer redaws tsing
10 | priomg | ~1RC Acsaptance Gitica] | Pesttmorrr joct longth Industey ard mgttstory expens
1 - NRC Techaizal Reuew ' Schadule 5. Adwncs Mealings wih NRC plorts
: | =~ACRS Review naMeerny Restures ars nesdad to susper sttt
i ~SELOCA Cenfinmatony Analysis R 6, WP -Nusiesr Power Uprate met with NRR.
i ,mm?mfm
: 7, Wenthly meeticgs with NRR
E 18, CMO i th D0 on 23 10 discuss
: scheduls
3 19, Plan to establish 2 presencs in Wanhinglon
Ho coandnate MRC grestions 2rd meponsas 1o
2 | RAls
3 Gurtent schedule dequate o maet crent
3 |
iBasE on the amaount of werk planned, hewak Seheduls Fraghets tn be reuiswed by Sethtel
11 | «Boe | ned EW& event 54 1 Sanginal Schediis ctentzl to exbend e Outess doration a0 Project tean after Scope, Outane Dwnations
p piotal: SECEIY condition am better definag

T z 2 7
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ill. Risk and Mitigation

FPL 0D00ST : " CONFIDENTIAL o

g
=
o=
=
v}
i
P ;
f: THi&cs SDV's fo Condenser and Runbock Potential Plant Trips / Loss of MW Instad Runbock moSicalions
i3
; T S - . . R P T e o]
3=4?.l1s.rr3 Interim Operation Eveluation ([Umbrella Less of Imerim sefpolnts and confgumtion; Prepane swiustion, Redss appropdaie
Operaticn/Eveluation) Potentiz! of sysiem fransisntsitip procedures, Ops training
Bt s, ol mmse. e .‘ " _ . .. e ........-.-._.._‘..... o
14 | THalcs foedwaine, and m“:‘d‘w‘i F'E PmnIIaJ Pland Trips ! Loss of MW Inatell succeasil runbeck clmdl i
!
L A e el i3 s s i i S e e S -
|Ptant Configuration mey nof meaich Plant Sicd .
15 | THEDS Wrap Arcund Wod far LAR, ‘.-‘a:hniu-: Specifestion Ieniiy inputs, Pedfomn modificatien
2 Gland Steam Plping o Glond Steam Condenser s 2 0
% | Freie izednm L A - Resize the ghond stesm Ry
47 | 7Meite SG Feedwoler Pump Reclc Unes m modifcation to Increase msitcutation
18 | TMERZS CCW Cocling Capacity Unfersired sempenanis Complets analysis and implemnent any analysis
15 | mare Emasgenty' £ 2 Filter Remond (Abandon Polential reciuciion o outage durations not Remire one housing and mmoval of inlemal
L in plece is budgeted) malized compensnis of fuo
5
| 20 | THADS Add Fdwir Hir#1 thss Oigital Leed Controls M | Slonficard Cost (Contre] Stalility curing transients Implement modificetion
{21 | THe0s Tirbine Bulling Structure Mods ipolentis) M |Signiicant Cost Vibration aad pelential equipment demage Repsir tullding structure [ strecture aralysls
| 22 | 78708 Siermans generator banus (per contract) M |Signiicant Cost Improvo schedule to daty addiional costs
ICDR 1.6b-3 EFPU 001271
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. Risk and Mitigation

% E'P E L =
P £% Risk Matrix
HS®s g
8 F3 ek
S "g Mo
o o ITH L-F,‘
= § = d‘Tﬁ
g g B e
rpg = E: o ek 4
w E 2o
885 q .
T == :125 Siermens Turbine bortd Upgrads (pet corfrast) M | Signlficent Cost Unbudgeted fimds improrae schedule to defray additional costs
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.

IFPL: 000089 ;
NCR-11 -

il Risk amﬁ Mitigation

. CONFIDENTIAL —_

¢ Undefined Sceope in Formal A-naiys%s-i

July 26, 2009 ESC Mecting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-8
Page 34 of 40

= High Risks accounts for-df weighted Risks z
Exposure

= Medium Risks accounts for- of weighted Risk 3
exposure

ICDOR 1.66-3 EPU d 001273

34 Draft ~ Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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Nemar | ' CONFIDENTTAL .

V. NRC Schedule

Jr.

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-8

NRC LAR Schedule

(Turkey Point) Presentation

July 26, 2009 ESC Mecting
Page 36 of 40

DKL No: LTO009 T e oo e
William R. Jacabs,

 AST LAR submitted 6/25/09
— Staff acceptance review in progress
— Responding to two requests |
— 12 month review projected

- EPFU LAR Planned submittal in June 2010
— 14 month review period projected |

ICDR 1.56-3 EPU : 001275

&
a3

Draft — Proprictary & Confidential Business Information
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[V. NRC Schedule

CONFIDENTIAL .

: = g
¥ E =
. T
7 v B

-
SEE&SZ

L - - et ;

SaBEEE Turkey Point Timeline “
gEENER
RN
SRR R NRC Time Line
NRC AST LAR Review {12 mo.) NRC EPU LAR Review (14 mo.) ol

LS R s

S T 1 ||?711 LI
4 & 2‘3456* 8 8011121 23 4 5

1408 K 12742
2 _ B25/09 10 gHO a1 -
: Submitted HRC Approves Submit NRC Approves
: ASTLAR AST LAR EPULAR - EPULAR
i
B + 116 Mwe - EPFU
EPU Time Line Total =236 MiNe

Henw Fusl Recelpt
ICDR 1.62-3 EFU Q01276
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' Docket No, FT0009SRT 7 77 e e

FPL 000093 ' «

V. Lessons Learned

&

Scepe Control

— Did not use formal process such as Plant Review Board to
approve scope growth during design process prior to 01/01/09

-- No formal cost benefit was performed on design changes
-- Changes were made late in the designs (design evolution)

(Turkey Point) Presentation

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
Page 38 of 40

William R, Jacobs, Je.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

» Cost Reporting and Early Warning

— No contingency established of emergent items or increased
scope

— Must include contingency based on level of risk/progress on
project

— Key Performance Indicators not established early

— Individual Modifications Budgets and Site Department budgets
not estabiished

ICDR, 1.6b-3 EPU ) 001277

28 Drafi — proprietary & Confidential Business Information " i .
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"7 Docket No: VLO0D9=EL 77 e o
July 26,2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation
Page 39 of 40

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

CONFIDENTIAL | —

V. Lessons Learned

» Contingency and Risk Assessment

Did not assess the licensing risks and establish contingency that was
aligned to the licensing risk

Did not look at individual projects risks early such as Feedwater héaters_
Need a better way fo assess risks to material costs increases

Under estimated the risk and costs associated with the fast track project
concept

Did not assess the regulatory risk of the I-inked LAR {o AST

> NRC Licensing Costs

Need a formal licensing risk analysis of the LAR and related
issues |

Did not assess the risk of legacy plant issues associated with
LAR analysis :

— Need to follow industry trends for estimating licensing costs and

factor in plant specific scope considerations

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU oot278

39
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. ' o " CONFIDENTIAL | .
V. Lessons Learned ‘

58225 : . '

=££3< - FastTrack Modification Control

: %?‘;%;f — Looked at the project only from a high level risk assessment
2332f: - Should have don a more detailed risk assessment when

establishing the budget

| ?? — Did not assess the quality of original site staffing due fo fast
fracking

DR 1.56-3 EPU : 001279

40 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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g:?%t " FPL.
G
Extended Power Uprates
Project Update
Saint Lucie

July 25 2009
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.

- | - o ' FPL 000425
CONFIDENTIAL * NCR-11

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lueic) Prescutation

Page 2 of 52

Agenda

»  Background |
® Overview |
°  Area Summary & Line by Line
*  Implementation
o Risk and Mitigation
> Implementation Options
- NRC Licensing Schedule
- 35/85 Option
- FPSC Needs Filing
- Cost & MWE
- CPVRR Results summary
° l.essons learned

2 Draft ~ Propristary & Confidential Business Information 5 FRL.
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Background

° Fast Track schedule working outside the project
management process resulted in cost uncertainty

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lueie) Presentation

Ducket No. 110009-E1
Page 3 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

° Schedule plan based on minimizing regulatory risk
— Activity progression different from conventional seguence

* Full scope still not known
~ Many costs are still at the conceptual level

3 Draft - Proprictary & Confidential Business Infarmation
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CONFIDENTIAL NCR-11

: ¢ Background Key Activities and Milestones
55q2$ | Leading o Current Situation
S%23% (2007-2009)

e '

rEES e

R

1hizo0v

sy ey

¥

v Feb Mar Apr May Jim Jul MAug Sep Oet Mow Des
2008 = B cal e

. ! Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug S;p Oct Nov Dec
41112009 127312008

4 Draft - Proprictary & Confidential Business Informaticn “ FeL..
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I. Overview

Plans and Targets

xhibit WRJ(I'PL)-9
July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

Docket No. 110009-EI
William R. Jacobs, Jr
(St. Lucie) Presentation

[}
< PROFORMA B FORECAST
o U-1 u-2 U-1 u-2
o
= A LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 9/30/09 1/31/10
15‘Outage 4/1/2010 11/1/2010 4/5/2010 11/15/2010
Duration 55 Days 40 Days 66 Days ' 64 Days
46 Days *
2" Qutage 10/1/2011 5/1/2012 10/1/2011 4/19/2012
Duration 55 Days 55 Days 64 Days * 68 Days '
46 Days *
. October April December June
in Service Date 2011 2012 2011 2012
MWE 103 103 129 ° 136 °
Notes

All Outage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
' Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Outage schedule

# Qutage duration driven by HP & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements

4 Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations

® MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

Longer duration Outages have been included in the business model

6 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information %
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z [, Overview

-]

L
H5q22 - .
gifet St. Lucie Timeline
Quh[ﬂg
TEES e
R
SEES Y
fEHJgQ
25235°%
SEEZEE

NRC Time Line U2 NRC EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

NRC U1 EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

1/09

1212
9/09 1110, 1110 3
Submit U1 Submit U2 NRC Approves NRC Approves
EPULAR EPULAR Ut EPU LAR EPU LAR

+ 116 Mwe - EPU
Total = 285 MWe

EPU Time Line

¥y

wad cu
BED |

R on L:* "
e
1/09

Today

+ 20 Mwe - LP Roter I + 128 Mwe - EPU
Total = 148MWe
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Docket No. 1E0009-ET

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

July 26, 2009 ESDD Mecling

(St. Lucie) Presentation

xhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 8 of 52

E

Overview — 3t. Lucie

Cost Overview

ORIGINAL
ESTIMATE

HE
$18,578,000

$220,855,900

3119,714.200
T.E_E,xﬂ" R

$69,524,707

ooy T

$656,380,604

Araiec iR

$45,487,000

CURRENT
EORECAS

$72,593,139

_$36,206,073

TR

$360,383,433

$795,857,380

VARIANCE

$17,528,073

$27,106,139) -$40.367,341

($139,566,786)

AGTUALS
AGCRUALS

AR
R

L

37,758,071
A

$11,840,000

$112,052,857

3683,384,533

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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$14
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| budgef to current forecast

$14
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ESTM
(M, B, Tripderr}

Forecast Overview Walk-Thru

Identifies changes from origina

31| Cordircercy Ranoard

Cvigired Estireln

[ew
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Docket No. 110002-E1

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

EPL: 000433

CONFIDENTIAL
NFIDENT NCR-11

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucie) Presentation

. Page 10 of 52

il. Area Summary and Qverview

10 Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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TPL 000434

CONFIDENTIAL . NCR-11

{l. Area Summary

Current Budget of $656M increased .
to $736M (Current Forecast) -
The causes is primarily due to the budget being based on

feasibility study / estimates not detailed engineering and
project planning:

— LAR and initial design evaluations identified additional scope not
addressed in Feasibility Study.

— Bechtel Field Non-manual (FNM) costs for the EPC contract are
higher than originally expected. =

— Material costs have increased for large components such as
pumps and large valves -

— Capagcity of the plant and other support orgjanizations‘to absorb
additional work was under estimated

=~ Allowance for new scope was underestimated
— Base scope contract cost were higher than estimated

6, 2009 ESDD Mesting
. Lueie) Presentation

(St. 1
Page

m R. Jacobs, Jr,

Lof52

ibit WRJ(FPL)-9

ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

Willi
Exhi
July
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. CONFIDENTIAL

Il. Area Summary

Licensing Costs

™

° Licensing costs increased by $27M due to higher than.
budgeted base scope major contract costs

- WEC
— Shaw
— Areva

July 26, 2002 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucic) Presentation

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-9
Page 12 of 52

12 Drafl - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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ll. Line by Line - LAR

FPL 000436
NCR-11

Base Scope costs were higher than expected

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-2
Page13 of 52

DESCRIPTION DRIGINAL CURRENT VARIANGE EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT VARIANCE
NSSS Analysis and Engineering
Wostinghouse Unit 2 Fuels, NSSS $25,157,000 Base Scope
Argva Unit 1 Fuels, Unit 2 RSGs, Rx Heads Base Scope (original budget far RSGs shawn)
B&W Canada RSGs $500,000 Base Scope
Areva Unit 2 RSGs $200,000 Included in Areva scope above
.|Contract Incentives Base Scope
RAl Support Base Scope
PRA Analysis $350,000 ACRS now requires showing EPU is risk

Areva Add'l Sensitivity Runs—SBLOCA, SDES,
SBO, LBLOCA, SGTR

Confainment Spray Flow Reanalysis—LBLOCA

Post-LOCA LTC add' analysis

New P-T Curves

Mid Process Scope Review Changes

Additional Analyses

beneficial

Additional analysls to zchleve acceptabls
rasults

Emergent tachrical issue from CBDIs

Initial results were unacceptable

Saves extensiva additional effort in 2 - 3 years to
reanalyze and licanse new P-T curves

#56 FWH replacement scope delation

Reduced HPS1 flow for SBLOCA, additional
analyses from review cycle, pzr nozzle loads

SUBTOTAL

$26,207,000

£41,831,385

£15,724 385]

BOP Analysis and Engineering

Shaw BOP Analysas $7,350,000] Base Scope

ETAP Analysis $400,000 Base Scope-Included in BOF analysis

Contract Incentives ] Base Scope

RAl Support Base Scope "

Separate reports for PSL1 and PSLZ LARs eparating PSL1 and 2 LAR schedules forced
ssuing certain dellverables twice, once for each
unit to reflect sach unit's analysis

Piping Vibration Analysis High displacements at PSL atypical

PORV Piping Analysis Analysis reconstitution required

Rx Vessel Supports Increased Temps Temps exceeded ex|sting values analyzed

High Containment Spray Flow Emergent technlcal issue from CBDIs

Mid Process Scope Review Changes #5 FWH replacement scope delstion

Additional Analyses Additional analyses from review cycle

SUBTOTAL $7,760,000 13,269,355 =33, 5 1

I

13

Continued on hext page
Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business information '
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CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 14 of 52

[l. Line by Line - LAR

FPL 000437
NCR-11

DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANCE. EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT VARIANCE

Grid Stabilily Risk Study $250,000 50 $250,000

Other Contracis

Third Party Reviews/Owner Support $222,000 Review vendor outputs, generate CLBs, LR
sections

Radiological Analyses Base Scope—Update AST analyses for EPU

Spent Fuel Criticality Analysis Base Scope

Other Analyses Update Base Scope

Integrated LAR Compilation Compile LAR in E-form for submittal

Additional Analyses Owners support and radiological

Other RAI Support

SUBTOTAL $222,000 $3,460, ,238,

NRG Review Fees $3,000,000
2 EPU Independent LARs, recent EPUs 10,000
hours, TRAGE model confirmatory analysis

Licensing and Emircnmental Environmental permitting analysls

SUBTOTAL $4,480,

LAR Internal Staffing $6,578,000 Owners Functions—Additienal effort for 2 EPU
LARs

Total $45,487,000 $72,593,139 -$27,106,139

: - -
{ A 3
14 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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il. Area Summary

13:38% N

e Engineering Costs

e SR

e gy

§:25:% - Modification Engineering costs increased by $18M
szd222  primarily due to new scope additions and existing design

issues.

-- Detailed LAR evaluations zdentzﬂed additional scope and
-existing design issues not addressed in Feasibility Studies.

-~ New scope items identified in the Shaw Scoping Study and
evolution of the LAR,

-- Lack of margin in secondary systems, structures, and
components

. Addition of EPC contractor necess:tates additional EPU BOP
Vendor (Shaw) interface

-~ EPC vendor used for PC/M development

15 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information 4
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li. Line by Line - Engineering
Modification Engineering costs increase primarily due to new scope additions and

-7 ]
=
=
2 o
-]
LS
' PO P -] B T . .
482 % existing design issues.
SgEw g s
~==32x{@ [ENGINEERING [EXCLUSIVE OF LAR) i 5 ] -
(=3 z‘ = 8 iy '05 | DESCRIPTION | _ORIGINAL | CURRENT | VARIANGE EXPLAMATION | NOTES
L T g OVERRUM v e o oorn o S aTE T o e e B e e s A T NPT e trvacs
? : s E E = are larger lhan existing, addilicaal inpacis lo structures end sysiems, incluges
. i E E o ""‘:t g-tl ALLOWIANCE FOA MSR REPAIR | REPLACEMENT ¥ 4,300,000 | § Bechiel Engineetng cosls.
= ] ﬁ = HE {LP | GENSRATOR TOTAL [3 2,220,000 | § iBechtal Enginesring cosls for design pockage.
aZm@s A {Healars ars larger thian existing, addiians] Impoets 3 8luolures and sysiems,
- |Ir::|ur£|: FAC pipe repiacement, Bechie! pro-pulage ramp walue excess i, includes
} REPLACE 2 HP FWHTRS. 45 § 345,000 |5 Bechisl Englnesring sosts,
- Required suppont for osiginel scope end addilional scops Underesimaisd. 1 FIES,
FROMECT SUPPORT - FPL HOME OFFICE 3 1.482.000 | § eslimalad, 3 FTE's- farecasied.
Component inspeclions enlifsd addiitnal scope from fnkage and bus dama gm, alsp
due o Imcreased lemperatures at EPU condilfons an auls transfer feature is now
NODFY ISMLATED PHASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEW $ 200,000 | 3 required, Inchudes Bechied Englneedng costs.
+ Required suppor for orginel scope and addllional scope undorestimated, 11 FIE'S
3 FROECT SUFPORT. 28 FPL CONTRACTORS i 4,075,500 | § eslimaled, 15 FTE's forseseted,
e Revised scope fom repiacing 4 tansformers (o replace 2, upgrads coolers, and swap
5 BEPLACE THANSFOAMERS 5 as0,000 | & sparm, Includes Bechlel Engineerdng casts,
- Combined all other Condenser modifications, Izcreased scope based on vandor
reocmmendations for tube slaking and alr remeve! plping modifications, mcludes
CONDERSER MORIFICATIONS s 100,000 | § Bechls! Eagmeering costs.
b Revsad scope iom refusbish exisling pumps L3 feplace with new, Intides Beciiel
= FEED PULIP MODFICA § 500,000 | § Enginsering cosls.
- Revised scope fiom redurbish exisling pamp rofeing ess embhes 1o TEpIEcE Wilh new,
x UPSRADE CONDENSATE PUMNPS 5 100,000 | § inahicas Bachlal Englneering casts.

Origimal o3 timale was not sUTickent for salty relaled Installation and mizsde projecien

CONTROL ROCH AC MARGM I2SUE - PSL2 QMLY E 400,000 | § requiramants, Includos Bechtsl Engineering cosis.
BEPLAGE #2 HEATER JRAR CONTROL YALYE = 5 180,000 | & Insreese ln scope fam 2 to 10 wlve replacements, Includes Beochial Engl.naeﬁng costs.
: Rewdsd stoge fom refubish exlgling valves to col oul and replace with new valves s80
1 FWREGULATING VALVE [FRV] REPLACEMERT 5 120,000 | § Ia:luamr!. inclugdes Bechlel Engineerng costs,
: Revsed scope fnm refurbish oxisting ectueloss lo replace wilh new acluators, includes
2 M5V ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT $ 125000 | $ [Bachla! Enginoering costs,
UPDATE GHECHWORK FOR FAC £ 100,090 § § Hinor
A TOTAL (S1L727,8
3 |
i UNDER-RURS & 5= e o N R T Mg et m s
L] MiSC MATERIALS AMD SERVIGES 3 1,150,000 | § Aliscaled 1o olher mods
. ELEC BUS SYSTEM MARGCEt RIPROVEMENT 5 820000 | § tdinar
‘ COMMURITY OUTREACH 5 370,000 | § Alloczled io other mads
H BOP MST. & CTRL SETPOINT, RESCALMG, A HOWR CHRGE [ & 450,000 | B
i CONTADL RODM HABITABIITY UPGRADES [ B45,000 | B [Becnial Engingenng coats.
;: dateral coste less than ostimated based on FTN bids %er almilar scope, Includes
2 DEF COUPUTER REPLACEMENT 3 E00.000 | § Bethlel Engineering costs,
_' UPDATE EQ CUALIFICATION DOC PAC KAGES 3 250,000 | § Allicgaled fo other meds
COHDENSER MODS - MATERIAL CORDITION 3 200,000 | § Scope moved o Candenser Upgrade Modibcalion
b implemeniation cosis were underss Bmaled based on Shaw scoping shady, incluces
- [UPLEMENT LEFH CHECK PLUS MUR L 500,000 1 5 Bechiel Enginesiing cosls,
- SMJLATOR UPGRADE 3 50,000 | § Miner
TOTAL ] $3.547,280

Continued on next page
: 16 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information 4
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CONFIDENTIAL
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'- L] L L] -
= ll. Line by Line - Engineering
: § .
= = £
R =
:840a % . .
i2S=d 35 ENGINEERING (EXCLUSIVE OF LAR) H |
RS R i _ DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL | GURRENT | VARIANCE EXPLANATICH I NDTES -
P SEE STy |SCOPEINEREASES SR A R O
¥ E Exg . A ddifional suppord 2nd analysls, bid specifcations and-design inleriace with LP G
-2 €28 37 -4 vendor
-8 E = %’ ‘.i)' ob | TCWHEAT EXCHANGERS =% Hew scope not In feasigility evaluabion - kienlifed Ia Shaw scoping stody
8 > M S 2 2 |HCREASE STEAM BYFASS FLOWTO COHDENSER - PSLA -1% New scope -LAR
HEATER ORAIN | SR SYSTEN DIGITAL CONTROLS $ -5 New mod resulting from ellminalian of Feedwaler Hoaler Digilal contrals.
|WPROVE HOT LEG M) FLOW [] - New seepe - LAR
IHEATER DRAMN PUMPS REFLACEMENT & 3PARE H & New soopa resuiling fom Shaw BOP hydrattia medeling.
TURBME GANTRY GRANE § - New scops - Relabfily and maxgin improvement
: STRENGTHEN PARTITEON PLATES 44 S4B FWEERTERS | § - Mew soopa - LAR
i RESIZE USR FLOV ORIFICES § =% New sceps resulling from Shaw BOP hydraelic modefiag,
: TOTAL i | [510,040,638)
i
BOOPEDELETONS .oovor vy 0% oiormis v omrie ool s e ceoon, e pein i
ADD FWHEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS ] 1,020,500 | § iodification nof required for EPU afler Engineering revaw
REWIND CONDENSATE PUNP MOTORS FOR 6.9 KY ] 300,000 | 4 Modificalion not required lor EPU aflar Enginsoring review
[DEF CCHSTANT PRESSURE PUNPS § 200,000 Modificalion not rqiired for EPU afler Englneering raview
[MAIR STEAM SAFETY VALVE ORIFiGE GRANGE $ 100,000 Modiieation not mquired for EPU afler Enginearing revisw
[CRCULATING WATER PUMP REFURBISHMENT ] 100,000 Modidcation not rquired for EPL-aler Englneering review
MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALYES IFIPING MODIFICATIONS [] 125,000 | § Modidoation net requined for EPU 2fer Engineering review
4 TOTAL [ | $1,693,211
i |
GRAND TOTAL ... .- - R Rt it o
i I | 1$17,528,073)

17 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information .
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July 26,2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucic) Presentation
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il. Scope Reductions

Scope Reductions

FPL 000441
NCR-11

51 DESCHp

o3

1 ICirculating Waler Pu}np 'Re urbis
pumps 1o original deslgn condiilon

L
Re-gstablishes original baseline of pumps and
Improves rallability

ﬁisk for down-powering Units in summer months,
Cannot be juslified for EPU

2 |Condansaie Suction Piping U2 - increase pipe  |Elminales source of oxygen (stralners) and '|Does not address pump vibration issues Med
size freduces pipe flow velocities :
3 jAdd Dedicated power Supply for 1C/2C Eliminates existing OPS burden with transfer Auto-swap very cxpensive and cannot be ]uﬁﬁ?ad Low
Condensale Pumps ~ replace exist 1C/2C 4.16 |switch for EPU .
KY motors, Inslall 6,9kV Switchgear cubicle and '
remove transfar swlich .
4 |Replace DEH Constant Pressure Pumps - Eliminaies obsolete unloading pressure regulators|Gannot be jasﬁ'ﬁgd farEPU Low
Raplace sxist contrilugal pumps with constant and fubing fatigue issues
prassure
5 |Fesdwater heater digital contvols improves reliability Does not eliminate obsolescence Issuss Low
6 [Main Stzam Salety Valve/ Tailpipe Mods Not required after englneering review NJA None
7 [Maln Steam Salety Valve Qrifice Chenge —~ Nol required aftzr engineering raview N/A None
& |Maln Steam ADV Trim Change out - Not iequired aftar engineering raview NIA Maone
9 |Exciter Upgrade / rewind Not reguired after Siemens raview Mone None
18 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information “ FRL.
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current pneumalic level controls with digital

time consuming to install and difficult to calibrate.
Level controls small bore piping must be reworked

as part of heat exchanger replacement.

Item=| Deseriptian x SesTEEEIRequirem entined i ol g 1 i
1 |Replace TCW Heat Exchangers Shaw tudy Increased Turbine Generator Haat Loads at EPU Existlng heat exchangers have no margin for
Conditions current plani conditions. Downpowers during
summer monihs
2_|Rod Control Upgrade - Margin Reliability Decreased Rellablliy
3 |Replace Heater Drain Pumps & Spare - Replace [Need greater flow and NFSH for EPU conditions |Invalidate EPU Hydraulic Model, jeopardize
Pump internals using existing cans and motors - |Original analysis targeted Condensate Pump achieving planned vpraie
Shaw Study replacement, but hydraulic model pinpointad
Heater Drain pumps
4 |Healer Drain/M SR Dlgital Confrols — Replace Existing pneumatic lavel controls ara obsolete,

Inability to reinstall and return to working sialus
could delay lhe outage. Level contral failures
could result In a plant Irip.

o

Turbine Gantry Crane - Margin

Gantry Crane parts are obsolete and exisling

cranes are unrellable to support EPU IIR scheduls

Outage delays

Increase flow

6 |Improve Holleg Injection Flow = Hot leg Injection flow requirements to address Invalidate EFU boron precipitation calculalion,
capability wf full bore valve or pipe size Increase - |baron precipitation Increase for EPU. Flow path  Jjeapardize achieving planned uprate. Not in
LAR cannot achleve flow, NRC Regulatory compliance with NRC regulaiory requirements

requirements.

7 |Shaw Modifcation Support Provide package Input to EPC contractor as EPC contractor will not have adequate basis far

requlred to support EPU moﬁlrcations

8 |Increase Steam Bypass Flow to Condenser U1~ [Plant ifip cannol be accomplished Without liting [MSSV's will litt on & plant rip.

LAR the M88V's. Increased capacity and improved
epening lime will resolve this problem.

9 [Strengthen Pass Partition Plates 4AIB FW Partition plate maximum allowable dP s Partltion plate failure,
Heaters - LAR exceedsd with 2% lube plugging at EFU h'

conditions. One #4 FWH has 2% tubes plugged.
Modification will allew #4 FWH's to accommadata
10% tube plugging simllar to all other heaters.

10 |Spare FW Pump - Shaw Study To retain Capital Spares stock, a spare FW Fp  |A curenl capilal spare fo replace the existing

comparable to the new pumps Is raquirad would not be realized

11 }lncrease MSR/HP Exhaust Rellef Capacity — EPU steam flows increase by ~12%. Rellef valve [Invalidate EPU sieam relief raquirements,
increase rallef valve size based on Input from capaclty Increase required to protect MSR/LP jeopardize achleving planned uprals
Turbine Supplier (Siemens) - Margin equipmant from overpressure, .

19 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information “
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Material Costs -

Material costs increased from [llllllito B > rimarily. |
due to Turbine / Generator cost. Increases from project
scope estimate to contract establishment.

Transformer and pump material costs escalate at greater
than assumed rates i

Added scope for LAR and Design analysis has also
caused increased material cost for the added items .

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information’ ’ n



: CONFIDENTIAL EIEE'ERUUBJ‘.;M ‘

[l Line by Line - Material

]
o
=4 . S o _— g . .
] .
B Material costs iricreased from $221M to $255M primarily due to
N P x ? :
PRS2 E Turbine / Generator cost. -
o, 2 =] | r
SLE 7 g [MATERIAL I | |- ] I L
S2E ] I DESGRIPTION [ ORIGINAL | CURRENT _| VARIANCE | | 5 EXPLANATION ! NOTES
- 2 o8 [OVER-BUMS o rmze oy oo e, e R ‘o N T T T T PP e P N =
| S pd 5 S e [HPILPIGEHERATORTOTAL 141,100,000 1% $Tamens abir ineludee 1n maleral conrect
Hi--gend il a3 ° FEED PUNA HODIEI AT 10N 4,150,000 [AGded tostr kv Spare Fesd Pump
[ 5 - EPLADE D [iP FWNTRS.£5 : 000000 Actual PO yaldes 8 higher tan estimate, added FAC plaing
TR =1 ™
1=EE2E0 R VP GRADE GONUENSATE PUNPS : B7H,000 | § Scope ehongo frem TeEaRd 1o new -
{ 3EEER B UODIFY IOLATED FHASE BUS DUGT COOLNG GYSTED . | & 450,000 | 5 AEEual PO, vals figher [ham galim
e sEms eg GG VAL OR R EFLACENEN ¥ o000 [ & copa change e, rebiie 15 new aclualors B
i CONTROL ROGM WARTARLITY JPGRADES 308,060 uﬁu n_' H.ui=|1n'nuu ©h GARL Eslmais deveicpad in 2005 _
X REPLACE ¥ LHEATER FAM CONTAQLVALVE : 66,000 e
. CONDENSER HODIFICATIONS ) 900,000
i TOTAL . i . | ($35,883,587))
H o = A
: UNDER-FNS Voo o oo S P ot s o see T e »
& REPLACE TRANSFORMERS [ Soope changad Lom mpleco 4 1y mplase 24 upgreda 3
I DEF COMPUTER REPLWDEMERT £ Velues oblpined irom PTN-E1d popEs sl
“ ALLCWANCE FOR SR REPAIR [ REPLAC EMENT 5 PQ v3iun siightly lowaer than eallmale
i I PLEMENT LEFM CHECK FLUS NUR H THE F O valug slighlly lower ihan ealimale
i |CONDEY EER G0 - VAT ERIAL CONDITION £ 04,500 | 3 |Bcope moved ls Condenser Upgrade Medlicalon
i JEAEC BUS SYSTEW NARGH WPAOVEMENT 3 16,608 Winor __
1 SREULAT CRUSGRADE Y Wnar
i _ [ REGULAYING VALYE [FAV] REFLACEMENT L 062,000 Whor
I UGS [#ST, & CNIAL SETPOINT, RESCALBGEHOWR CRNGS | b 505,000, § j Wihor
; TONTROL ROON A HLARGIN ISSUE - P3LE GHLY . T Tvsoo0]a Wihor
i TOTAL 1 50,033,170
H i G 1 | ‘
* SCOPEINCREABES _on\ o 7 o ghy e o Ll R0 fome o e gnira et o gt ente (LTERR
i TG HEAT EXCHARGERS ) NEw 2cops nol iy lasiiity svaluaion - Merdaed i 5 haw seoping ey
- MERTER DRAM PUMPD REFLAGEMENT & SPRRE - ¥ scows resuilieg fum Shew BUP Ly orolic moding. .
i HEATER DRAM | BR GTSTEN DIGITAL CONTRIOLS ¥ . Wi mod matling Yom eimisalon of Faadwalsr Haalar Dharal confralt.
4 EIGREASESTEAL BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENIER - PSLI - [Hew sooge - LAR
' MPROVE HOT LED Il FLOW - [R#w scope - LAR,
} RES[ZE HSK FLOW ORIFIGES =18 Hew voops - LAR
TOTAL : i Ti15,32%,183) ) §
i EOPR BELEIONS s o T MR e AT o e o PR
. ILAHLSTEAL SRFETY VALVE CRIFICE GCHANGE « DEL 3 1,087, 0 | 4 M odiieation not recelned for EFU mier Enginearcn review
3 - [RERIRD COMDENSATE FUNF NOTDAS FOR 65 FY + 620,000, | § [Modiication aot-raqeied for EPU after Enginaering revew
i GIACULATING NATER FUMP REFURGISHMENT 5. 700,000 |3 M sdiasilon not reguied for EP Ul oher Enginsarng musw
3 ADD P HEATER LEVEL DOGTTAL CONTAOLS. E3 23,000 Modiizalion noL #goliee jor P elef Enginuenng rwew
: DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE FUMPS - DELETED 5 08,008 odiagtion ol eatired for EPU aNat Ergineefng mvew
AR STEAM SAFETT VALVES [PIFUIG UOCIFACATIONS ~DESS 102,006 [ % M odlicalicn nolragirked for EPL afat Ergineering review
i TOTAL [ T
i [ .
BRAND TOTAL = 5 o sl fomnae g aF P T |
¥ 3 1 Z | [334,247,228)
i s
N o D .H oy . s ':1' ) 2‘ 4
: FATL = Proptrietary & Confidential Busifiess Information
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ill. Implementation

Project Implementation

* Original Project Organization structure envisioned minimal
staffing supplemented with competent suppliers

~ QOriginal Structure _ )
- Self Perform model (FPL + Contractors) using NAP 401
-~ Fast track for large component purchase with licensing and design in parallel

— Project Organization structure changed following performénce issues with
Point Beach Fall 2008 Outage

—~ Abandon Self Perform model and use Engineer-Procure-Construct (EPC)

.

ideology
~ EPC structure targeted A/E with ability to proceed independently (Bechtel)

-- EPU Balance of Plant Vendor (Shaw) services still required for overall EPU
assessment ' '

23 Draft - Proprictary & Confidential Business Information
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:; « |ll. Implementation _ :
§5a7%
‘SEE5E
iREERg . _ —
| So2848 Summary of all Implementation Costs .
-4 Fmou o
i3 EEEES )
(2EE2T %
iaERseg
Cost Center - To
Go
Iplemeniation: o T,
. EPC Consfrucfion
Plant Support
: FPL Project Management =
3 Siemens Labor &
: Rod Gonirol B
_ Qutage Extension &
Turbine Gantry Crane i
FPL Juno PM/Eng Support 2
: Capital, Non-Recoverable i
: Scope Growth Allowanca 4
| ¥ 3 G
| @
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implementation Costs

» Implementation costs increased from $120M to $360M.
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~-Initial budget / Feasibility Estimate was based on conceptual
scoping

--Scope additions contributed to the cost increase above the
original budget. Examples of scope adds are Rod Control, TCW
Heat Exchanger, and Turbine Gantry Crane upgrades. -

~~Implementation model changed from FPL self-perform to EPC

--Plant and other owner support was not fully recognized in
Feasibility Study.
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E - = Ll =
| « lll. Implementation - Line by Line
i k=
b s = 8 Original i ; . 4 . . . ik
S5eZ8 riginal implementation estimates on limited field information / conditions.
- ) b~
2222F ¢ i
Sef® g 0OSis 1or contractor are higner than expecte
Sobkwf
— 1
o 2= 0]
™ o = B [FPILFTGENERATOR TOTAL % ZEAG0.00C ]S Fiimary contriEuiar 5 mplemanizhon cosls.(Bachiel & Slemons ~
o op ﬁ @ "5 Fiojact Sendices nol mcirdad in base. Includes Plani ond plenl ciad suppert, Slanug
st = : iy e sondons, Securlty, work contrels, QANQC, Canstraclion crft from sugpiomenial labor
i = ﬁ R BLANT SUPPORT 5 -{3 senbract, ofices and faciiitiss maintenance.
= o ~ 3 Required supporl for oginal scope and eddiional scope endsresimeted 28 FIE 5.
2 == = e (Cumently &1 52 FTE's ore required to msnags LAR submitlals, majsr rocuremants and
asmpsSes . mulliph outags consiniclion modifications. Approxknatly 3,000,000 menhawrs to
: PRAECT SUPPLRT « 28 FPLI CONTEALTORS 5 19,084,400 | & implement thls prejest. 5% telsl projeel
¥ Heaters are larger than existing, addiiono] [mpacis ‘o slruclumes and sysiems,
[ inchaces FAC plas replacem enl, Bachisl pre-outage ramp value excasshe, heludes
[REFLACE2 HF FNHTRS - € & 3 1,650,000 | § Bachls| implameniation costs.
Original estimate yead $150K per day, ferecasl Based on §200K per Gay. Forepas! wil
be adjusted baged on fnal values fram Business Opemsfions snd oulago optimizalion
CUTACE EXTEMSION COSTS 5 12.000.000 | $ determination
Combined all other Condenser modificalions, Increased scope based on vengor
recommendalians for fube alaking 2nd air removal piping moediicatians, Inclodes
3 COMDENSER WODIFICATIONS ] EDD.OGD | 5 Bachiol implomantation cogls.
- MSR' are larger then exiziing, eddilional Impacts o SINMCIUES and Syslems, Inthadoe
& ALLOWMNOE FOR MSR AEPAIR | REPLACENENT 3 0.650.800 | § Bachisl implementallion costs,
A B Ornginel estmale was not suficiont for saely aiaiec Insiaho lan and missiiz protectizn
CONTROL ROOM AC MARGIN ISSUE. PSLY ONLY 5 2,300,000 | & requirsments, incirdes Bachiel implemenlaticn costs,
Cemponent Inspecilions ienliied additional scape com linkage and bus damege, also
dug to Increased lemperatures sl EPU sondilions am aule tansfer foture Is now
UCOEY ISOLATED FEASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEH s 335,000 | § reguired. bciuvdes Bechilel implemenialion costs,
' Required suppoit Jor cligmal SCOPE 210 DEALONAl 3C0pe UNderestimated § FIES, 1%
PROJECT SUPPOAT - 5 FPL HOME OFFIGE $ 1,978,000 | § total project,
. Revieod scopn from relarolah exikling CUMpS (0 repiace with new, NCIudss Bechial
FEED PUMP MOCIFICATION 5 1,200,000 | § Implemeniation cosls,
BG? MNST. & CHTRL SETPQINT, RESCALIMGERDWR CHHCS [ S 210,000 | § Based on clarfication of szope as design evohes,
i Orlginal estimale was not suiclent for renial of sutside feilly lasge encugh Lo howse
; OFFISE TRAILER PARK | EQUFY ENT [ SAPITAL PURCHASE | § - o000 |8 ike EPU project tsam and Bechiel, for 2 years end Inclusion of Jupiter Wes? faclity.
z ; T Ti L
increase in scope from 2 to 10 vahe ieplacemants, lnghudas Bechtal iImpramesisiion
REPLACE #2 HEATER DRAN CONTROL WALVE 3 150,300 | & cos
s implamenilation cosls weie under ealmaled based on Shew scoping sivdy, incluges
_" IPLEMENT LEFM CHECK PLUS MUR $ 1,500,000 | & Bechtel implemeniation costs,
i PROJECT RELATZD DR E3 -|§ Alowance for OBM refated accouniing reaiment
' Revised scope from refuvblsh existing veives lo cul oul end replace with new valhes and
3 FW REGULATING VALYE [FRY] REPLACEMENT 3 340.000 | § acioelyre, Inciodes Bechie] Inplementation costs.
> Revised scope from replacing 4 lransformers Lo repiace 2, UpQIDdo GCOMGrS, And awag
REPLACE TRAMBF ORMERS £ 4,388,000 spare, inchudes Bachiel Implarmentation costs.
£ (CONTROL ROOM HAEITASAIY UPERADES ¥ 325,000 Bechiel implemantalion cosls.
s SLEC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN PR OVEMENT ¥ 560,000 Bechiel lnplam Bntahon ¢os is,
Aevsed scope Fom relurbish gxlsling pump mialing sssembies 10 teplace wilh new,
: UFGRADE CONDENSATE PUMNS 5 837,000 | § Inchades Bechisl inplemeaniation cosls.,
s SHAULATOR UPGRADE 5 300,000 | § Bechiel Implameniation coals.
: } Revzad scope from relurbish exizling eclualon to replace wilh new aclualors, INClORE
i [HSY ACTUATOR REPLAGEMENT 3 50,0000 § Doohlal Implameniation cosis.
i TOTAL . {3193, 810.171))
5 WHOERANRE . o5 .. oot e o o e 2 TP 2
ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE |E3 4,000,050 ARoaaied to alher mode

; 26 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Inforfatfinwed on next page 5
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- ] -
= Jll. Implementation - Line by line
= "
. = E
s
RSRE
e o Y -
S2E& 5
TS SEm g .
==~ 245 ICONSTRUCTION/IMPLEMENTATION
PR E S mm DESCRIPTION | ORIGIMAL CURRENT VARIANCE EXPLANATION { NOTES
z o ] i
Ha=g g
‘SRS R A e —— e
T HE = 2 &b [ALLONANGEFOR SGOPE § 5000000 % Allocated Lo other meds
-2 &  [CONDENGER H0DS - HATERIAL CORDITION s 2,500,000 |5 Seope moved lo Condenser Upgrade Moddicalicn
" Malertal costs tess (hzn estimated based on PTN bids for simular saope, Inclodes
N DEH COMPUTER REPLACEMENT § 2,000,000 | § Berhiel Implomentalion costs,
MISC MATER ALS AND SERVICES 5 200,000 [§ Allocaled to cthar mods
TOTAL | 58,084,580
o H !
- SCOPEIRCREASES . . . s et s 5 = o
& RCD CONTROL UPGRADE ] -1 § New scope - Reliabilily and margin improvement
: TCW HEAT EXCHANGERS ] - § New stope nel in leashilly evaluation - entifed in Shaw scopieg study
: TURBINE BANTRY CRAKE 5 =] § New seape - Reliablily and mamin improwement
’; & HEATER DRAIN IMSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS § ~1§ New mod fesulling from oiiminatlon of Faedwater Heater Digitel condrols,
MPROYE HOT LEG INJ FLOW EH =15 New scope - LAR |
HEATER DRAIN PUNPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE 5 -1% il‘iuw scops resulling iram Shaw BOP hydmlic modling.
MCREASS STEAM BYPASS FLOWTO CONDERSER-FSL1_ |5 B [New scope < LAR
; STRENGTHEN PARTITION FLATES 44 & B FIW HEATERS H -1 5 TNew scope « LAR
: RESIZE MSR-FLOW DRIFICES ¥ -1% New soope resulling fiom Shaw BOP hydrolic modiing.
[NCREASE USR { HP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACIY 5 -1% [New scope rasuling fom Shaw BOP hydrelle moding.
: | !
I [TOTAL ] | [580,087,251)
4 1
i SCOPE DELETIONS .or R T L :
; ADD F'W HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS ¥ 2,200,000 | § Modication not required dor EPU aller Enginearing review
AEWND CONDENSATE PUMP ROTCRS FOR 6.2 HY 5 750,000 | § Modication nel required far EFU afler Engineasing review
|MAR STEAM SAFETY YALVE ORIFACE CHANGE [] 730,500 | § Modifcation ned required lor EPU sfter Engineering review
- CIRCULATIRG WATER PUMP REFURBBAMENT [ £00,000 | § Medifostion nol required for EPU - efter Engineering review
i3 MARN STEAM SAFETY VALYES | PP ING MODIFICATIONS § E43.000 |8 Modificatinn not required for EPU efter Englneering review
DEM COMSTANT PRESSURE PUNPS % 300,000 | § Modification nol reguired for EPU aker Englneering review
TOTAL ] 35,123,500
J ]
. |GRARD TOTAL .. ... L O LY B et S DTN A T okt I SR
| ! | i (§240,859,233)

D S
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= . Implementation
= =
; ) E s
= .
Y Bechtel Proposal Estimate Changes
.S2ekE& §
=l ] ~
iseES3E FPL-EPU Project \
g B ?;“3‘ <] 5t Lucie Project
A2 E TR ;
EEch @E Bechtel Forecast Adjustments

o
: =
: L
: s
: g FE B

& W &
; a"ﬂbo \ﬁ:;&& b%bfg
i Q;_.:: Q&(_, .?_b
oF o
z 2
o .
* Base scope as defined by Conlract scope list Events
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iil. Implementation

-]
B
b
2o
F597% Ch Walk- Th
34322 % ange Walk- Thru
(=] =
S B @ "
S =@y
i :EEGEE BECHTEL FORECAST TIMELINE
: R =
{2 < 1. . . E
: P~ PR -
i Esas3n
-F- <N N
. RECIELPAGNIDED MDICATIVE DASED UPON ORIGIH AL BECHTEL *INDICATIVE ST LANS"
May-09 VALUES AS PART OF TOTAL 19 o ! TN AFFING PLAN
. PROJECT FORECAST Based on 19 EPC Modifieations
: BECHTEL SUBMIT BV IMAL TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE
: o | iisations with Bechie ent
. {Based cope Growth and clarification) §
1 TAL
Mayp-09 MITTAL BEC::;'E::H PROJECT 49 39 Mods
13 Qriginal EPC Modifications Plus 15 Hew modifications ad ded to Splec M-157
; 15 Mew feems
] 5 MSP's, & new mods, 5 LAR Modifleatlons and 1 sup port other vendors.
P-50 ESTIMATE DASED ON PARAMETERS PROVIDED BY FPL
i I m ment
Iune-03 F-50 REV.0 ESTIMATE 4 : 34 Mods
19 Original EPC Modifications Plus 15 New modifications added to Spec M-157
15 Naw items
1 5 MER's, 4 new mods, 5 LAR Modifications and 1 Support sther vandors.
y June-d B-50 REVA ESTIVATE ag REDUCED CONTINGENCY IN FIELD HD?AN WAL STAFFING
2 5C0 NS
: 40 Modlfications with Bechtol involvem ot JE
£ June-09 P-50 AEV.2 ESTIMATE 40 "'.ll'
, 5 Deleted zcope
iy SCOPE REFINEMENT
40 Modifications with Bechtel Involvement
July-08 P-50 REV. ESTIMATE 40
9 Deleted ceopa
Based on stope refinement and Gay analysis
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iil. Line by Line — Total
This table represents the total variance between the original budget and the current

forecast. Further breakdown for LAR, engineering, materials and implementation
appear in other slides.

Projecl Senices not inciuded in base. Inoludes Plant and plant craft

supporl, Slarl-up senices, Security, work controls, QA/QC,

Conslruction crafl from supplemanta! labor conlract, offices and

facilitios maintanance.

LAR S G5.ABT.000 | 3 See Detalled LAR Analysic
n

- suppart far orlg scope and lonal scope
. [undereslimated 28 FTE's. Currently at 52 FTE's aro roquirad to k
manage LAR submittals, major procuram rnts and mullipla culage
conslruction modideatione, Approximataly 2,000,000 man-hours to
Implement this project. 5% total projeat,

Heaters are larger than exisling, additional Impacts 1o siructures ana
systems, includes FAC pipe replacament, Bachtel pre-autage ramp
value excessiw, Includes Beohinl Implamentation costs.
Qriginal estimalo uced 5150K por day, forocast DRS00 on 200K par
day. Foracast will be edjusted based on final values from Businass
Cperallons and oulage oplimizalien determination
MSHs are lerger than exisling, eddilionn| iImpacts to ztructures and
systems, Includes Bechtel Implementation casta,
Compined all other Condencer modllicateons, iNcfeased 80ops Based
CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS ] 1.800,000 | & on vendar tiens for tubo st g ond =ir Femoval piping

d + Ineh Bochiel Impl cosla,
Originel eslimelo was not sulolent for eslely related Inatalietion and
miaslie protection requirements, includes Bachlal Implementation
cosis.
Compenent Inspaclions identiied additional Scope ifom Nnkage and
bus damage, also due to Increased temp atEPU ditl
an aute transfar fealuro Is now required, Ingludaz Bechtal
Implementation costs.

o .
in TOTAL [ ] I |

"S DESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL i CURRENT 1 VARIANCE | EXPLANATION | NOTES

= OVER-RUNS SRS B e e~ i a LT PAPrars P T . . PR e o W e v g

'2 HP {LP JGENERATOR TOTAL § 187,420,000 | § Primary centribulor Is Implementation costs {(Bechtsl and Slemens b
1]

™

=

PLANT SUPPORT $ -5

PROJECT SUPPORT - 28 FPLI CONTRACTORS § 22,149,400 | §

REPLACE 2 HF FWHTRS -# 5 3 7,985,000

OQUTAQE EXTENSION COSTS 3 18,000,000 | &

ALLOWAMNCE FOR ISR REPATR / REPLACEMENT 3 31,960,000 | 5

CONTROL ROOM AC MARGIN ISSUE - PSLZ ONLY 3 3,840,000 | $

MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEW 5 1,040,000 |8

== Rewised scope llom refurbish ex|sling pumps \u replace with new,
FEED PUMP MODIFICATION 8 6,850,000 | § fr Bechtel mp lon Gasts,
- Required supponr for origlnal scope and adviional wcope
PROJECT SUPPORT - HOME OFFICE 5 2,450,000 | § ondoreclimated & FTE:. 1% tolal praject.
i Increase In scope rom 2 (o 10 Valve replacements, includes Gecniel
REPLACE 22 HEATER DRAWN CONTROL VALVE 5 356,300 | & mplamentation cosis.
BOP INaT. 4 CHTRL SETPOINT, RESCALING 5 1.265.000 | § Boaed on olariicalion ol scope g3 deslgn ovaives,
Triginal ostim ate was nol suMciant for rental of oulslds Taciily large
QFFICETRAILER PARK/ EQUIPMENT / CAPITAL PURCHASE | 8 210,000 | 5 enough to house tha EPU profect team and Bechtal, for 2 years and
Inclusion of Jupiter W est feallity. .
5 Revised scope from refurbish exisling pump rolating assembilies Lo
UPGRADE CONDENSATE PUMPE L 1,658,000 (& raplace with new, [nelud Bachtel Imp coats.
Raviset scope from refnbish axtating valves o cut oul and replace
FWREGULATING VALVE (FRV) REPLACEMENT s 1,120,000 | 5 with new valves end actunlors, Includes Bachlel Implementstion
ooals,
PROJEGT RELATED OAM ] =13 Allowance jor O&M relaied accauniing lrestment
GOHTROLROOM HABMTABILTY UPGRADES 3 1,270,000 Bechtel Implementalion & i —
- = Revised scope ffom refurbish exlsting ACtualots (o replace Wih Now
MSV ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT § 225000 | § aoluators, Includon Boshtal mp torm conte.
- implemeniatian coals were underestimaled based an Shaw scoping
IMPLEMENT LEFM CHECK PLUS MUR 5 6,800,000 | § study, includes Bechle! Implamentalion costs.
MULATOR UPGRADE U80,000 Minor
ELEC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMENT 4,890,000 | § Minor
UPDATE CHECKWORK FOR FAC 100,000 inor
[TaTar $264,096,533)

s

' -
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i NCR-11
" ill. Line by Li
: » lll. Line by Line - Total
: -
3! g =
lm e 2§ [TOTAL - l |
e 5 DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANCE [ EXPLANATION I NOTES
= S > 1
278 = n g [ONDER-RUNS —— - :
L~ : o E - ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE $ 5.000,000 | 5 Albocated Lo other modificslions
R = P 1} |GONDENSER MODS - MATERIAL CORDITION 5 3,500,000 | § Scope moved to Condenser Upgrade Mociication -
SE=x &S = Material costs less (han eslimated based on P 1M bida for similar
) M= Olpex couwpuTE AEMENT 3 g
; E g =~ ¥ S anh OMPUTER REPLACEMENT $ 7.800,000 | § scope, Includes Bechtel Implemeniation costs, -
- 8 o =M =™ EBT A ot Revised scope rom replacing 4 transformers lo replace 2, upgrage
i == > : o e LAGE S RN NERS ¥ PEAIHO00.| ¢ coglers, and swap spare, includes Bachlel implementalion coals.
E 3 é‘ g ol ,J_E MISC MATERIALS AHD SERVICES 5 1,450,000 | § Allocatled lo other mods
et COMMUNITY CUTREACH 3 370,000 = Alocceled 1o other mods
R UPDATE EQ QUALIFICAT|ON DOC PACKAGES 3 250,000 | § Allosalad to nther moda
- TOTAL £ $14,212,899
l ¥
: f
S COPE INCREASES -~ < = = R .
TOW HEAT ZXEHANGERS s -l Hlan.: scope not in feasiility avaluation - Mentifed In Bhaw scoping
study §
: ROD CONTROL UPGRADE (3 -5 New scope - Reliablily and margin impravemen|
! HEATER DRAIN PUNPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE ] =5 Hew scope resuiting from Ehew ECP hydraulic modeking,
HEATER DRAIN I MSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 e :f::i;:d resulling from slimination of Fepdwater Healsr Digital
TURBINE GANTRY CHAKE $ =15 Hew seope - Raliabilily and margin improwment
5 IMPROVE HOT LEG INJ FLOW $ -15 Hew scope -LAR
" - N Adgltlenal support and analysis, big speciications ang cesign
SHAW KON LAR ENGINEERING § -] nterface with EPC vendor B
MCREASE STEAM BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENSER - PSLA 3 -1% New scops - LAR
STRENGTHEN PARTITICN PLATES 4A & 48 FW HEATERS 3 HE MNew scaope - LAR
: RESIZE MSR FLOW ORIFICES 5 BE New scape rasulling fram Shaw BCP hydraulic modeling.
o INCREASE M SR /HP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACITY 3 |5 New scops reaulting frem Shew BOP hydraullc modeling.
TOTAL ($80,330,851)
- i [
" SCOFE DELETIONS - ST - s g
= ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 4,624,000 | § Modification not required for EPU afler Engineenng review
MAM STEAM SAFETY VALYE ORIFAGE CHANGE 5 1,887,600 | 5 Modlficalion not raquired for EP U ghier Engineenng review
% REWIND COMDENSATE PUMP MOTORS FOR 6.3 KV 3 1,660,000 | 5 Modifisation not raguired for EPU efler Enginesring review
CIRCULATING WATER PUMP REFURBISHUENT 8 3,400,000 | 5 Modification not required for EPU aller Enginesring raview
DEH CONETANT PRESSURE PUMPS H 800,000 | § Modjfication not required for EPU after Enginearing ravisw
H MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVES / PIPING MODIFIGATIONS 3 7718000 % Modification nol required for EPU aller Engineering reviow
TOTAL 3 $10,663,952
K CONTINGENCY S 182,130,797 | §
. ESCALATION 35 83,624,707 | §
TOTAL $251,855,504
: \aalocaled Escalaton 5 -3 5 [$11,640,000
GRAMD TOTAL R TN e TR T
| | i t (579,535,169
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[l Line by Line - Material

]
o
=4 . S o _— g . .
] .
B Material costs iricreased from $221M to $255M primarily due to
N P x ? :
PRS2 E Turbine / Generator cost. -
o, 2 =] | r
SLE 7 g [MATERIAL I | |- ] I L
S2E ] I DESGRIPTION [ ORIGINAL | CURRENT _| VARIANCE | | 5 EXPLANATION ! NOTES
- 2 o8 [OVER-BUMS o rmze oy oo e, e R ‘o N T T T T PP e P N =
| S pd 5 S e [HPILPIGEHERATORTOTAL 141,100,000 1% $Tamens abir ineludee 1n maleral conrect
Hi--gend il a3 ° FEED PUNA HODIEI AT 10N 4,150,000 [AGded tostr kv Spare Fesd Pump
[ 5 - EPLADE D [iP FWNTRS.£5 : 000000 Actual PO yaldes 8 higher tan estimate, added FAC plaing
TR =1 ™
1=EE2E0 R VP GRADE GONUENSATE PUNPS : B7H,000 | § Scope ehongo frem TeEaRd 1o new -
{ 3EEER B UODIFY IOLATED FHASE BUS DUGT COOLNG GYSTED . | & 450,000 | 5 AEEual PO, vals figher [ham galim
e sEms eg GG VAL OR R EFLACENEN ¥ o000 [ & copa change e, rebiie 15 new aclualors B
i CONTROL ROGM WARTARLITY JPGRADES 308,060 uﬁu n_' H.ui=|1n'nuu ©h GARL Eslmais deveicpad in 2005 _
X REPLACE ¥ LHEATER FAM CONTAQLVALVE : 66,000 e
. CONDENSER HODIFICATIONS ) 900,000
i TOTAL . i . | ($35,883,587))
H o = A
: UNDER-FNS Voo o oo S P ot s o see T e »
& REPLACE TRANSFORMERS [ Soope changad Lom mpleco 4 1y mplase 24 upgreda 3
I DEF COMPUTER REPLWDEMERT £ Velues oblpined irom PTN-E1d popEs sl
“ ALLCWANCE FOR SR REPAIR [ REPLAC EMENT 5 PQ v3iun siightly lowaer than eallmale
i I PLEMENT LEFM CHECK FLUS NUR H THE F O valug slighlly lower ihan ealimale
i |CONDEY EER G0 - VAT ERIAL CONDITION £ 04,500 | 3 |Bcope moved ls Condenser Upgrade Medlicalon
i JEAEC BUS SYSTEW NARGH WPAOVEMENT 3 16,608 Winor __
1 SREULAT CRUSGRADE Y Wnar
i _ [ REGULAYING VALYE [FAV] REFLACEMENT L 062,000 Whor
I UGS [#ST, & CNIAL SETPOINT, RESCALBGEHOWR CRNGS | b 505,000, § j Wihor
; TONTROL ROON A HLARGIN ISSUE - P3LE GHLY . T Tvsoo0]a Wihor
i TOTAL 1 50,033,170
H i G 1 | ‘
* SCOPEINCREABES _on\ o 7 o ghy e o Ll R0 fome o e gnira et o gt ente (LTERR
i TG HEAT EXCHARGERS ) NEw 2cops nol iy lasiiity svaluaion - Merdaed i 5 haw seoping ey
- MERTER DRAM PUMPD REFLAGEMENT & SPRRE - ¥ scows resuilieg fum Shew BUP Ly orolic moding. .
i HEATER DRAM | BR GTSTEN DIGITAL CONTRIOLS ¥ . Wi mod matling Yom eimisalon of Faadwalsr Haalar Dharal confralt.
4 EIGREASESTEAL BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENIER - PSLI - [Hew sooge - LAR
' MPROVE HOT LED Il FLOW - [R#w scope - LAR,
} RES[ZE HSK FLOW ORIFIGES =18 Hew voops - LAR
TOTAL : i Ti15,32%,183) ) §
i EOPR BELEIONS s o T MR e AT o e o PR
. ILAHLSTEAL SRFETY VALVE CRIFICE GCHANGE « DEL 3 1,087, 0 | 4 M odiieation not recelned for EFU mier Enginearcn review
3 - [RERIRD COMDENSATE FUNF NOTDAS FOR 65 FY + 620,000, | § [Modiication aot-raqeied for EPU after Enginaering revew
i GIACULATING NATER FUMP REFURGISHMENT 5. 700,000 |3 M sdiasilon not reguied for EP Ul oher Enginsarng musw
3 ADD P HEATER LEVEL DOGTTAL CONTAOLS. E3 23,000 Modiizalion noL #goliee jor P elef Enginuenng rwew
: DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE FUMPS - DELETED 5 08,008 odiagtion ol eatired for EPU aNat Ergineefng mvew
AR STEAM SAFETT VALVES [PIFUIG UOCIFACATIONS ~DESS 102,006 [ % M odlicalicn nolragirked for EPL afat Ergineering review
i TOTAL [ T
i [ .
BRAND TOTAL = 5 o sl fomnae g aF P T |
¥ 3 1 Z | [334,247,228)
i s
N o D .H oy . s ':1' ) 2‘ 4
: FATL = Proptrietary & Confidential Busifiess Information
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; CONFIDENTIAL FPL 000449

NCR-11
E - = Ll =
| « lll. Implementation - Line by Line
i k=
b s = 8 Original i ; . 4 . . . ik
S5eZ8 riginal implementation estimates on limited field information / conditions.
- ) b~
2222F ¢ i
Sef® g 0OSis 1or contractor are higner than expecte
Sobkwf
— 1
o 2= 0]
™ o = B [FPILFTGENERATOR TOTAL % ZEAG0.00C ]S Fiimary contriEuiar 5 mplemanizhon cosls.(Bachiel & Slemons ~
o op ﬁ @ "5 Fiojact Sendices nol mcirdad in base. Includes Plani ond plenl ciad suppert, Slanug
st = : iy e sondons, Securlty, work contrels, QANQC, Canstraclion crft from sugpiomenial labor
i = ﬁ R BLANT SUPPORT 5 -{3 senbract, ofices and faciiitiss maintenance.
= o ~ 3 Required supporl for oginal scope and eddiional scope endsresimeted 28 FIE 5.
2 == = e (Cumently &1 52 FTE's ore required to msnags LAR submitlals, majsr rocuremants and
asmpsSes . mulliph outags consiniclion modifications. Approxknatly 3,000,000 menhawrs to
: PRAECT SUPPLRT « 28 FPLI CONTEALTORS 5 19,084,400 | & implement thls prejest. 5% telsl projeel
¥ Heaters are larger than existing, addiiono] [mpacis ‘o slruclumes and sysiems,
[ inchaces FAC plas replacem enl, Bachisl pre-outage ramp value excasshe, heludes
[REFLACE2 HF FNHTRS - € & 3 1,650,000 | § Bachls| implameniation costs.
Original estimate yead $150K per day, ferecasl Based on §200K per Gay. Forepas! wil
be adjusted baged on fnal values fram Business Opemsfions snd oulago optimizalion
CUTACE EXTEMSION COSTS 5 12.000.000 | $ determination
Combined all other Condenser modificalions, Increased scope based on vengor
recommendalians for fube alaking 2nd air removal piping moediicatians, Inclodes
3 COMDENSER WODIFICATIONS ] EDD.OGD | 5 Bachiol implomantation cogls.
- MSR' are larger then exiziing, eddilional Impacts o SINMCIUES and Syslems, Inthadoe
& ALLOWMNOE FOR MSR AEPAIR | REPLACENENT 3 0.650.800 | § Bachisl implementallion costs,
A B Ornginel estmale was not suficiont for saely aiaiec Insiaho lan and missiiz protectizn
CONTROL ROOM AC MARGIN ISSUE. PSLY ONLY 5 2,300,000 | & requirsments, incirdes Bachiel implemenlaticn costs,
Cemponent Inspecilions ienliied additional scape com linkage and bus damege, also
dug to Increased lemperatures sl EPU sondilions am aule tansfer foture Is now
UCOEY ISOLATED FEASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEH s 335,000 | § reguired. bciuvdes Bechilel implemenialion costs,
' Required suppoit Jor cligmal SCOPE 210 DEALONAl 3C0pe UNderestimated § FIES, 1%
PROJECT SUPPOAT - 5 FPL HOME OFFIGE $ 1,978,000 | § total project,
. Revieod scopn from relarolah exikling CUMpS (0 repiace with new, NCIudss Bechial
FEED PUMP MOCIFICATION 5 1,200,000 | § Implemeniation cosls,
BG? MNST. & CHTRL SETPQINT, RESCALIMGERDWR CHHCS [ S 210,000 | § Based on clarfication of szope as design evohes,
i Orlginal estimale was not suiclent for renial of sutside feilly lasge encugh Lo howse
; OFFISE TRAILER PARK | EQUFY ENT [ SAPITAL PURCHASE | § - o000 |8 ike EPU project tsam and Bechiel, for 2 years end Inclusion of Jupiter Wes? faclity.
z ; T Ti L
increase in scope from 2 to 10 vahe ieplacemants, lnghudas Bechtal iImpramesisiion
REPLACE #2 HEATER DRAN CONTROL WALVE 3 150,300 | & cos
s implamenilation cosls weie under ealmaled based on Shew scoping sivdy, incluges
_" IPLEMENT LEFM CHECK PLUS MUR $ 1,500,000 | & Bechtel implemeniation costs,
i PROJECT RELATZD DR E3 -|§ Alowance for OBM refated accouniing reaiment
' Revised scope from refuvblsh existing veives lo cul oul end replace with new valhes and
3 FW REGULATING VALYE [FRY] REPLACEMENT 3 340.000 | § acioelyre, Inciodes Bechie] Inplementation costs.
> Revised scope from replacing 4 lransformers Lo repiace 2, UpQIDdo GCOMGrS, And awag
REPLACE TRAMBF ORMERS £ 4,388,000 spare, inchudes Bachiel Implarmentation costs.
£ (CONTROL ROOM HAEITASAIY UPERADES ¥ 325,000 Bechiel implemantalion cosls.
s SLEC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN PR OVEMENT ¥ 560,000 Bechiel lnplam Bntahon ¢os is,
Aevsed scope Fom relurbish gxlsling pump mialing sssembies 10 teplace wilh new,
: UFGRADE CONDENSATE PUMNS 5 837,000 | § Inchades Bechisl inplemeaniation cosls.,
s SHAULATOR UPGRADE 5 300,000 | § Bechiel Implameniation coals.
: } Revzad scope from relurbish exizling eclualon to replace wilh new aclualors, INClORE
i [HSY ACTUATOR REPLAGEMENT 3 50,0000 § Doohlal Implameniation cosis.
i TOTAL . {3193, 810.171))
5 WHOERANRE . o5 .. oot e o o e 2 TP 2
ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE |E3 4,000,050 ARoaaied to alher mode
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3 CONFIDENTIAL ’ NLCRU;JI %
- ] -
= Jll. Implementation - Line by line
= "
. = E
s
RSRE
e o Y -
S2E& 5
TS SEm g .
==~ 245 ICONSTRUCTION/IMPLEMENTATION
PR E S mm DESCRIPTION | ORIGIMAL CURRENT VARIANCE EXPLANATION { NOTES
z o ] i
Ha=g g
‘SRS R A e —— e
T HE = 2 &b [ALLONANGEFOR SGOPE § 5000000 % Allocated Lo other meds
-2 &  [CONDENGER H0DS - HATERIAL CORDITION s 2,500,000 |5 Seope moved lo Condenser Upgrade Moddicalicn
" Malertal costs tess (hzn estimated based on PTN bids for simular saope, Inclodes
N DEH COMPUTER REPLACEMENT § 2,000,000 | § Berhiel Implomentalion costs,
MISC MATER ALS AND SERVICES 5 200,000 [§ Allocaled to cthar mods
TOTAL | 58,084,580
o H !
- SCOPEIRCREASES . . . s et s 5 = o
& RCD CONTROL UPGRADE ] -1 § New scope - Reliabilily and margin improvement
: TCW HEAT EXCHANGERS ] - § New stope nel in leashilly evaluation - entifed in Shaw scopieg study
: TURBINE BANTRY CRAKE 5 =] § New seape - Reliablily and mamin improwement
’; & HEATER DRAIN IMSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS § ~1§ New mod fesulling from oiiminatlon of Faedwater Heater Digitel condrols,
MPROYE HOT LEG INJ FLOW EH =15 New scope - LAR |
HEATER DRAIN PUNPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE 5 -1% il‘iuw scops resulling iram Shaw BOP hydmlic modling.
MCREASS STEAM BYPASS FLOWTO CONDERSER-FSL1_ |5 B [New scope < LAR
; STRENGTHEN PARTITION FLATES 44 & B FIW HEATERS H -1 5 TNew scope « LAR
: RESIZE MSR-FLOW DRIFICES ¥ -1% New soope resulling fiom Shaw BOP hydrolic modiing.
[NCREASE USR { HP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACIY 5 -1% [New scope rasuling fom Shaw BOP hydrelle moding.
: | !
I [TOTAL ] | [580,087,251)
4 1
i SCOPE DELETIONS .or R T L :
; ADD F'W HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS ¥ 2,200,000 | § Modication not required dor EPU aller Enginearing review
AEWND CONDENSATE PUMP ROTCRS FOR 6.2 HY 5 750,000 | § Modication nel required far EFU afler Engineasing review
|MAR STEAM SAFETY YALVE ORIFACE CHANGE [] 730,500 | § Modifcation ned required lor EPU sfter Engineering review
- CIRCULATIRG WATER PUMP REFURBBAMENT [ £00,000 | § Medifostion nol required for EPU - efter Engineering review
i3 MARN STEAM SAFETY VALYES | PP ING MODIFICATIONS § E43.000 |8 Modificatinn not required for EPU efter Englneering review
DEM COMSTANT PRESSURE PUNPS % 300,000 | § Modification nol reguired for EPU aker Englneering review
TOTAL ] 35,123,500
J ]
. |GRARD TOTAL .. ... L O LY B et S DTN A T okt I SR
| ! | i (§240,859,233)

D S
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.; NCR-11
= . Implementation
= =
; ) E s
= .
Y Bechtel Proposal Estimate Changes
.S2ekE& §
=l ] ~
iseES3E FPL-EPU Project \
g B ?;“3‘ <] 5t Lucie Project
A2 E TR ;
EEch @E Bechtel Forecast Adjustments

o
: =
: L
: s
: g FE B

& W &
; a"ﬂbo \ﬁ:;&& b%bfg
i Q;_.:: Q&(_, .?_b
oF o
z 2
o .
* Base scope as defined by Conlract scope list Events

28 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information %




CONFIDENTIAL FPL 000454

i NCR-11
" ill. Line by Li
: » lll. Line by Line - Total
: -
3! g =
lm e 2§ [TOTAL - l |
e 5 DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANCE [ EXPLANATION I NOTES
= S > 1
278 = n g [ONDER-RUNS —— - :
L~ : o E - ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE $ 5.000,000 | 5 Albocated Lo other modificslions
R = P 1} |GONDENSER MODS - MATERIAL CORDITION 5 3,500,000 | § Scope moved to Condenser Upgrade Mociication -
SE=x &S = Material costs less (han eslimated based on P 1M bida for similar
) M= Olpex couwpuTE AEMENT 3 g
; E g =~ ¥ S anh OMPUTER REPLACEMENT $ 7.800,000 | § scope, Includes Bechtel Implemeniation costs, -
- 8 o =M =™ EBT A ot Revised scope rom replacing 4 transformers lo replace 2, upgrage
i == > : o e LAGE S RN NERS ¥ PEAIHO00.| ¢ coglers, and swap spare, includes Bachlel implementalion coals.
E 3 é‘ g ol ,J_E MISC MATERIALS AHD SERVICES 5 1,450,000 | § Allocatled lo other mods
et COMMUNITY CUTREACH 3 370,000 = Alocceled 1o other mods
R UPDATE EQ QUALIFICAT|ON DOC PACKAGES 3 250,000 | § Allosalad to nther moda
- TOTAL £ $14,212,899
l ¥
: f
S COPE INCREASES -~ < = = R .
TOW HEAT ZXEHANGERS s -l Hlan.: scope not in feasiility avaluation - Mentifed In Bhaw scoping
study §
: ROD CONTROL UPGRADE (3 -5 New scope - Reliablily and margin impravemen|
! HEATER DRAIN PUNPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE ] =5 Hew scope resuiting from Ehew ECP hydraulic modeking,
HEATER DRAIN I MSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 e :f::i;:d resulling from slimination of Fepdwater Healsr Digital
TURBINE GANTRY CHAKE $ =15 Hew seope - Raliabilily and margin improwment
5 IMPROVE HOT LEG INJ FLOW $ -15 Hew scope -LAR
" - N Adgltlenal support and analysis, big speciications ang cesign
SHAW KON LAR ENGINEERING § -] nterface with EPC vendor B
MCREASE STEAM BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENSER - PSLA 3 -1% New scops - LAR
STRENGTHEN PARTITICN PLATES 4A & 48 FW HEATERS 3 HE MNew scaope - LAR
: RESIZE MSR FLOW ORIFICES 5 BE New scape rasulling fram Shaw BCP hydraulic modeling.
o INCREASE M SR /HP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACITY 3 |5 New scops reaulting frem Shew BOP hydraullc modeling.
TOTAL ($80,330,851)
- i [
" SCOFE DELETIONS - ST - s g
= ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 4,624,000 | § Modification not required for EPU afler Engineenng review
MAM STEAM SAFETY VALYE ORIFAGE CHANGE 5 1,887,600 | 5 Modlficalion not raquired for EP U ghier Engineenng review
% REWIND COMDENSATE PUMP MOTORS FOR 6.3 KV 3 1,660,000 | 5 Modifisation not raguired for EPU efler Enginesring review
CIRCULATING WATER PUMP REFURBISHUENT 8 3,400,000 | 5 Modification not required for EPU aller Enginesring raview
DEH CONETANT PRESSURE PUMPS H 800,000 | § Modjfication not required for EPU after Enginearing ravisw
H MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVES / PIPING MODIFIGATIONS 3 7718000 % Modification nol required for EPU aller Engineering reviow
TOTAL 3 $10,663,952
K CONTINGENCY S 182,130,797 | §
. ESCALATION 35 83,624,707 | §
TOTAL $251,855,504
: \aalocaled Escalaton 5 -3 5 [$11,640,000
GRAMD TOTAL R TN e TR T
| | i t (579,535,169
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L ] - o
¢ lll. Risk and Mitigation
. %
i S8
"Ih;inﬂ; . - e — i i i T T i f PR
2:25: TR - ;
= & ¥ i - Hige i il | 1]
‘S S Y sty Bl Bl e B : i q
=SS o b oey R i ] ; il i ; I ; HEE
AP - 1 g ~ :’_’: (I=H X
é RZRET 2 fan I3 Inorsps2 expaciy of Sleast dump et
e E oG '5 ~ Elimination of MSSVs lifting on a | Syster, Revlessed and accenled by Planl
2225337 |, sapy  |F1am Trp will roquire a significant Shkicanl ol -1 Eignideant castls modlly i cleom dorp |* =
TEEERE W nodification fo the Steam Dump mi eyalem or reduclon ke B ool s lowered |y,
a2 g 2w S system - or - reduction of T-zold [Parfom KT arabysts med peanida recommandeitns
to Serior Managemert
; Iready ko Intianal chaflenge with Chial'
o {eridng on akvemstvs Sxlufens
U-1 PRA for Tolal Less of , hswm modts oher Tan FORY
7| 40003 [Feedwater indicates PORVa aro Sttt | Shehle ﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁ”“'ﬂmm sl
undersized for uprate condiion i IRk Mitaion Pisa in devabament
Automale U1 Contalnmen Mini- | ;
Purge - Replace manusal gcaﬂumdairépt:‘:nﬂb::?ﬂnﬂ R ) —— !
= . H 2 althowt @ redhuclan bn conlsbmant pressire, [Enginsadng evakeation in| oope
: 3 e .scfzﬁm van-e.s wrl.h_- auicﬂ@bﬁc Signicanl cis oamling cosaerment pressune catnat be: [basn Kenlied i
) vawes, condrols and knglcztion - withzt 2 faied-porge simdarto Und 2.
LAR
g MSR Shell Drain Loop Seal i ¥ icetog of st Ccuies sleas C31a Colacic, engnesseg arsluclan i pmgress,
; 4| 7rece Piging Spitact cis mmlﬁndamﬁnﬂqﬂﬂlm i b ol ot R g
§| Mmevs  |Generstor Staler Core Hol Spots Sgncar, T CCARSANG $ulkafin In PO, Mk e B
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¢ IV. implementation Options
54af PSL and PTN EPU Outage Durations being considered to have

E5EG§ one short — one long Outage. Advantages appear io be as

oS Bany follows: '

(ZEBSEE

FEELEH

AEHEBE

Advantages

—No overlapping Outages |

—Improves certainty in Engineering and Planning
—Allows Site teams to develop team work and efficiencies
—Fewer complex Outages

~Improved leveraging of Fleet and Specialty resources
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* Approximate High Risk Weighted Exposure =l 2

* Approximate Total weighted Risk Exposure =- =
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NRC LAR Schedule

> PSL1 EPU LAR Planned Submittal September 2009
— 14 month review period projected
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° P8L2 EPU LAR Planned Submittal January 2010
— 14 month review period projected
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54af PSL and PTN EPU Outage Durations being considered to have

E5EG§ one short — one long Outage. Advantages appear io be as

oS Bany follows: '

(ZEBSEE

FEELEH

AEHEBE

Advantages

—No overlapping Outages |

—Improves certainty in Engineering and Planning
—Allows Site teams to develop team work and efficiencies
—Fewer complex Outages

~Improved leveraging of Fleet and Specialty resources
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Project Estimates and Valuation
Estimates are conceptual only __
— Formal estimates can not be established until designs are complete
~ Current design completion will not occur until 2011.
— Current Bechtel EPC costs are based on a “load board” concept
- Significant variability in the cost when compared to original budget

Initial licensing and engineering has resulted in increased
project scope

Capacity of the organization does not support self
performance EPC consfruction costs will be higher but
have lower implementing risks

Current higher estimates continue to show value to the
customers without reliance on increased MWe output
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{ £ IV.Implementing Estimates

132928 _

S£E2853 PSL - Design and Estimating Time line

el s L Current Plans to not complete estimates until 2011 -
253553

1RE558S

-Sep 2010 Mar 2011
SUBNIT SuBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
SL2-20 SL2-20
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: £ IV. Implementing Estimates :
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22Ea ] PTN - Design and Estimating Time line

i3 Zé’ 5835 Current Plans to not complete estimates until 2011
REEEEN

Jan 2011
SUBMIT
CONST EST
U3RI5
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IV. Implementing Estimates |
' FPSC Needs Filling

25%%%5

‘£59E8¢ ,

SEEEE St. Lucie (9/17/09)

ITSESMn .
SEESES . . . . R,
'3£2533 - Perform Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011
FREHEEE and 2012

Increase in Gross Power of 11% for Each Unit

L ]

Net Electrical Increase from 840 MWe to 943 MWe

: 3

Combined Two Unit Total of 206 MWe

Estimated Nominal Cost for PSL are Approximately $651 Million

L]

Annualized Base Revenue Requirements for the First 12 Months of
Operation, PSL1 - $59.8 Million PSL2 - $61.8 Million
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IV. Implementing Estimates

Feert N

[sgEa ] -~ FPSC Needs filing

TS by Turkey Point (9/17/09)

EEERE , T |
855382 - Perform Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in

2011 and 2012

Increase in Gross Power of 14% for Each Unit -

Net Elecitrical Increase from 700 MWe to 804 M\We

@

Combined Two Unit Total of 208 MWe

-1

Estimated Nominal Cost for PTN are Approximately $750
Million

-]

Annualized Base Revenue Requirements for the First 12
m%}lnths of Operation, PTN3 - $76.4 Million PTN4 - $72.9
ilfion |
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FPSC Needs Filing
St. Lucie & Turkev Point
Commeon Elements (9/17/09)
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° gg%'fé)rm Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011 and

* Plan to Submit LAR to NRC in January 2009
* EXxpected Approval by NRC but not Assured Spring 2010

» Changes to the Transmission System for All 4 Units is Estimated to be
$45 Million

» Customer Bill Impact Between 2009 and 2012 is Conservatively Estimated
Between $0.34 to $1.79 per 1000 kWh

* ‘Customer Bill Impact in 2013 from all 4 Units.is Conservatively Estimated
%_c}a be $0.21 per 1000 kWh for the First Full Year of Operation of All the
prates ‘

* Aggressive Schedule to Complete in 2011 and 2012. May be Impacted by
léeﬁuéat]wy Reviews and Procurement and Could Cause Delays in
chedule - .

= Requested Exemption from the FPSC Bid Rule
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IV. Implementing Estimates

FPSC Needs Filing
St. Lucie & Turkey Point
Common Elements (9/17/09)
 Economic Analysis performed on Nine Scenarios of Fuel Costs  and
Environmental Compliance Costs
° Uprates have a lower CPVRR in 8 of 9 Scenarios .
*  CPVRR Savings in 8 of 9 Scenarios range from $122 Million 1o $ 863

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 47 of 52

ljoc!-(;t-No; 1 IDOOQ—EI
William R. Jacobs, Jt

Million
¢ In 7 of 9 CPVRR Savings is Greater than $200 Million
e In One Case with Low Gas and Minimum Environmental Costs Results

Indicate a $33 Billion in CPVRR Savings for Our Customers on an FPL
System Wide Basis Due to the Large Amounts of Natural Gas Used on
FPL's System. - ‘

- Based on FPL’s Analysis
° Likely Net CPVRR for Our Customers
e Non-GHG Emitting Generation for Many Years
. Ultimately a Net Savings, Not a Net Cost, to Customers

47 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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IV. Implementing Estimates

'b_ﬂ
Eq5E Saint Lucie Qutages
(2= 2aE
g ZE % g Proforma z Current ForeCast
22328y PSL U-1 u2_ [I ua u-2 U-1 u-2
IZEERES i
+gE2¢3% LAR : B
. = = ) £ =}
g E E ::'45 E’ Submittal 9/1/2008 | 8/1/2009 g S/1/2008 | 1/31/2010 § 9/1/2009 | 1/31/2010
- .'% = i
: ;

Outage

s Duration Z
: U
Duration [# £

- 5

f A

Tong bt
41 A

In Service |2
Date Dec-11 2012
3 MWE 129 °% 136
MNotes

All Cutage durations to be revlewed & approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
' Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently In lhe approved Cutage schedule

2 Qutage duration driven by Alloy 600 cold leg nozzle repalr

* Qutage duration driven by HP & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements

+Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind oulage duralions

& MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

Longer duration-Outages have been included in the business model

48 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information . FPL.
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49

IV. Implementing Estimates

Turkey Point Outages

Proforma Current I Forecast

PTN ﬂ U-3 U-4 u-3 u4 il us U-4

P i
LAR Submittal | i . )

§ 9/1/2009 | 9/1/2009 ] 6/01/10° | ‘6/01/10° sxmr;a“ 6/01/10°
1 Qutage il '
Duration '1
2" Qutage i
Duration E §

i i

1 April October [  May December |E May December
in Service Date | 2012 2012 E 2012 2012 2012 2012

1 i 0
AWE | 104 104 | 118° 118° [ 118° 118 *

Motes )

All Oubage durations 1o bBa réviswed & approved by CNO upon complefion of Scope definiion

* Qutage duralions driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Cutage schedule

2 Qutage durafion driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements

*# Target geal for Six Slgma Team rewind outage durations

* MWe based on Slemens heat balance {contract largel)

#AST LAR must be approved prior fo submittf of EPU LAR.

Longer duration Outages have been Included in the business model

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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© » Feasibility Analyses for EPU Project

EETH

SAFAE xp mpw "

Egca’ Feasibility Analyses for EPU Project

ITTUES ;E “

22388 e i
P 1 651 | | s79
PTNCost$M ||  $750— | 3910
Total Cost $M || g1 401 || | 31706
/]

PSLEPUMWe |  50b / [ | 2457
PTNEPUMwe | /208 / /i / , 236
Total EPUMwe | — 414 | ,_ " 481
$/kW | 83384 || $3,399 | $3526 || 84,276 rl $3,547
CPVRR $M | $122-5863 3 $346-$1 109 1 | $683-81,574 °11$282-51,210 3 1$315-$1,350 °
AFUDC (Approiﬁ | ~$350M | ~$390M [ ~$390M
Notes:

1. Includes Undefined Scope PSL - $60 M and PTN-$77 M

2. PSL 2 Participation MWe removed from calculation

3. There is a CPVRR savings in 8 of @ Scenarios analyzed

4, There is a larger CPVRR savings than the previous year in 8 of 9 scenarios analyzed

5. There is a larger CPVRR savings than the previous year in all scenarios analyzed

50  Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information %
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l.essons Learned

* Undefined Scope and Risk Assessment

—

—

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information “

Need to look at individual project risks early in original scoping.

Need a better way to assess Engineering and implementation
cost increase risk amounts .

Undertestimated the risk and costs assboiated with the fast track
projec

Cur%rent undefined scope allowance is not aligned to the risk
matrix

Did not assess capacity of organization and costs

« NRC Licensing

Need a formal licensing risk analysis_ of the LAR and related
issues

Existing plant conditions with low margin were not assessed for
risk completely
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—

Lessons Learned

> Fast Track Modification Impacts and Risks

Looked at the project only from a high level risk

Should have done a more detailed risk assessment when
establishing the budget :

Did not address the impact of a fast track project on station staff

> Cost Reporting and Early Warning

52

Draft ~ Proprietary & Confidential Business information

Early warning on cost overruns and undefined scope depletion
were not dealt with in a timely manner

Undefined scope allowance used in establishing base contracts
and work left little for emergent items or increased scope

Must include undefined scope allowance based on level of
risk/progress on project

KPIs and detailed cost reporting structures were not established
early enough in the project
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