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IN RE: PETITION ON BEHALF OF CITIZENS OF THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA TO REQUIRE PROGRESS ENERGY 
FLORIDA, INC. TO REFUND CUSTOMERS $143 MILLION 

FPSC DOCKET NO. 060658 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

ALBERT W. PITCHER 

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Albert W. Pitcher. My business address is: 1715 Georgia Avenue, NE, 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33703-4320. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I recently retired as Vice President of Coal Procurement for Progress Fuels 

Corporation (PFC). I am currently self-employed as a consultant. 

Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 

I received a Bachelor of Business Administration Degree in Accounting from the 

University of Cincinnati in 1971. I began my professional career with Arthur 

Anderson and Company as a staff auditor. I was employed by Cincinnati Gas & 

Electric Company in various auditing and accounting functions from 1972 until 1976. 

I began my career with Florida Power Corporation (FPC), now known as Progress 

Energy Florida (“PEF” or the “Company”), as a staff auditor in the Audit Services 

Department in August of 1976. In 1977, I joined Electric Fuels Corporation (EFC), 
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then a wholly owned subsidiary of FPC, as Manager of Accounting. I served in this 

capacity and that of EFC’s Controller until 1984. At that time, I became Vice 

President of Sales, charged with the responsibility for selling coal to utilities and 

industrial customers in the Eastem United States, from both EFC’s affiliated mining 

operations and third-party resources. In September of 2002, following the change of 

EFC’s name to PFC, I assumed the position of Vice President of Coal Procurement. 

In this capacity, I was responsible for the procurement and transportation of coal 

delivered annually to PEF’s Crystal River plant site. I retired from PFC December 1, 

2005. 

For ease of reference only, I will refer to both FPC and PEF as “PEF” and both 

EFC and PFC as “PFC,” although they were clearly different legal entities. 

11. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is three-fold. First, I will explain the coal procurement 

process and resulting decisions during my tenure as PFC’s Vice President of Coal 

Procurement and demonstrate that PFC and the Company acted reasonably and 

prudently under the circumstances that existed at the time. In doing so, I will also 

address the inaccurate statements of fact made about the coal procurement process and 

decisions under my watch by Mr. Robert Sansom in his testimony on behalf of the 

Office of Public Counsel and correct them. I will also further address the statements 

23 and opinions first expressed by Mr. Sansom in his affidavit in last year’s fuel recovery 
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docket and now in his testimony here regarding certain contracts that resulted from the 

solicitations conducted by PFC on PEF’s behalf in August-September 2004, again 

demonstrating that PFC and the Company acted reasonably and prudently under the 

circumstances. 

Second, I will address Mr. Sansom’s testimony regarding the synfuel 

purchases by the Company and the misimpression created by Mr. Sansom’s testimony 

that the tax credits available to Progress Energy Inc. (Progress Energy) somehow 

drove PEF’s decisions to purchase synfuel for Crystal River Units 4 and 5 (CR4 and 

CR5). PFC was the primary player in the synfuel industry and therefore was sought 

out by others who wanted to enter the synfuel market for its expertise in all aspects of 

the industry, from production through sales. It is hardly unusual, then, that when PEF 

began to look at synfuel purchases, PFC or an affiliate of PFC may be involved in 

some way in some of the synfuel transactions with PEF. As the Vice President of 

Sales for PFC during most of the years that synfuel was purchased by PEF, however, I 

know that synfuel was sold at a price below bituminous coal prices and was purchased 

by utilities and industrial customers only on a contract or spot basis when the synfuel 

was more economical than other bituminous coal products. Also, PEF was not the 

largest or even close to the largest purchaser of synfuel during this period of time. As 

a result, only a very small percentage of the tax credits available to Progress Energy 

could have been generated by synfuel sales to PEF. 

Finally, I will address a number of other statements made by Mr. Sansom that 

are simply inaccurate or give a misleading impression of the coal procurement 

practices and decisions by PFC and PEF when I served as PFC’s Vice President of 
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Coal Procurement. In sum, PFC and PEF always employed reasonable and prudent 

practices under the existing circumstances consistent with its policies and Commission 

orders. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your testimony? 

Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits that were prepared by me or prepared 

under my supervision and control, or they represent business records prepared at or 

near the time of the events recorded in the records, which records it was a regular 

practice for me or those who worked with me to keep to perform our responsibilities: 

0 Exhibit No. - (AWP-l), which is PFC’s coal procurement policy in 

effect when I assumed responsibilities for coal procurement for Crystal 

River; 

ExhibitNo. - (AWP-2), which are PFC’s evaluation sheets for the bids 

received in response to the July 3,2003 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for 

coal for CR4 and CR5; 

ExhibitNo. - (AWP-3), which is my October 2,2003 memorandum 

explaining the resuits of the July 3,2003 RFP and PFC’s evaluation of that 

RFP; 

0 ExhibitNo. - (AWP-4), which is the April 12,2004 RFP for coal for 

CR4 and CR5; 

ExhibitNo.- (AWP-5), which is the RFP bidder list indicating the 

bidders who received the April 12,2004 FSP and whether they responded; 

0 

0 

0 
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Exhibit No. (AWP-6), which is my June 22,2004 memorandum 

explaining the April 12,2004 RFP and PFC's evaluation of that RFP; and 

ExhibitNo. (AWP-7), which is the May 13,2004 test report on the 

Powder River Basin (PRB) sub bituminous and bituminous coals blend at 

CR4 in late April 2004. 

All of these exhibits are true and correct. 

Please summarize your testimony. 

PFC consistently evaluated coals for CR4 and CR5 on a competitive basis during my 

tenure as the Vice President for Coal Procurement. All coal procurement decisions 

during this time period, from 2003 to 2005, were made based on competitive RFPs or 
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spot markets for the lowest cost coal consistent with the quality specifications required 

for plant operations at CR4 and CR5. In each case, PFC acted reasonably and 

prudently in its coal procurement decisions for CR4 and CR5. 

I evaluated PRB beginning in 2003 when it became evident that PRB coals 

might be economical for CR4 and CR5. In the July 2003 RFP solicitation, however, 

foreign bituminous coals of the same or similar high quality coals historically burned 

at CR4 and CR5 proved to be more economical. Because these import coals did not 

present the same quality issues that would impact plant handling and performance as 

the PRB coals, they further were the clear choice at the time for CR4 and CR5. I, 

nevertheless, continued to follow PRB coal prices, and when they moved up at a 

slower rate than domestic and foreign coals later in 2003, I sought to' purchase some 

PRB coal for a test burn at CR4 or CR5. This is standard industry practice when it 
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comes to evaluating different coals than those historically purchased and burned at a 

coal plant, especially as was the case for CR4 and CR5, when the quality of the coal is 

important to the historical base load energy production from the plant. 

That test bum was conducted the same month as a subsequent W P  for future 

coal needs at CR4 and CR5 in April 2004. Both the test burn report on the limited, 

single ocean-barge test of a small blend of PRB and bituminous coal in April 2004, 

and the results of the April 2004 RFP, where PRB coals were the most economical 

coals on a delivered and evaluated or busbar cost basis, indicated that the further 

evaluation of PRB coals was warranted to decide if the Company should shift from 

bituminous compliance coals to PRB coals or a blend of bituminous compliance coals 

and PRB coals. I understand that evaluation has been undertaken by the Company 

following the 2004 test burn and 2004 WP.  In the meantime, while the Company’s 

evaluation of this type of significant coal switch was on-going, PFC continued to 

purchase the lowest priced, high quality bituminous coal for CR4 and CR5 available 

under existing market conditions. 

PFC further purchased synfuel bituminous-based coals when they were the 

lowest priced coals consistent with the quality specifications for CR4 and CR5. 

Synfuels were always offered at or below bituminous compliance coal prices on the 

market because available tax credits to the synfuel producers offset losses on the 

production and sale of synfuel. As a result, the ratepayer benefited from such 

purchases. Simply put, then, I sold synfuel to PFC for CR4 and CR5 when I was told 

it was the lowest cost source under the current market conditions. At the same time I 

was selling a lot more synfuel to other utilities and industrial customers. When I did 
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not make a synfuel sale for CR4 and CR5, which did occur, I simply sold the synfuel 

to someone else, PEF was in no way the largest synfuel customer; it was not even 

close. 

111. COAL PROCUREMENT FOR CR4 AND CR5: 2003-2005 

Q. 

A. 

When did you assume the role of coal procurement for CR4 and CR5? 

I became Vice President of Procurement for PFC around September 2002 but the 

decisions for the coal needed at the Crystal River coal units for 2002 and some of 

2003 had already been made. I assumed the job with the responsibility for meeting the 

coal requirements for CR1, CR2, CR4, and CR5 for the rest of 2003 and beyond. 

Q. Can you explain the process that you applied when determining what to do to 

meet PEF’s coal requirements for Crystal River? 

Yes. First, PEF provided me with the expected tons of coal that would be bumed for 

the year for both sets of coal units, CR1 and CR2, and CR4 and CR5. CRl and CR2 

bumed a different type of higher sulfur coal (i.e., greater than 1.5 lbs./“Btu SO2 but 

less than 2.1 lbs./MMBtu) than CR4 and CR5 which burned a low sulfur coal 

sometimes referred to as compliance coal (i.e., 1.2 lbs/MMBtu SO2 or less). Within 

PFC and PEF we referred to the coal for CRl and CR2 as “A” or Alpha coal and the 

coal for CR4 and CR5 as “D’ or Delta coal, The information on the tons of coal 

required for CR1 and CR2 and CR4 and CR5 was typically provided in the fall of the 

A. 
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prior year. Additionally, updates on the projected burns were provided throughout the 

year, generally quarterly. 

Once I had the expected requirements for both the A and D coals, the next step 

was to determine the tons of A and D coal currently under contract and whether those 

contracts expired or had price reopeners the next year. If the contracts had price 

reopeners, and depending on the terms of the contract, PFC might need to issue a 

request for proposals (RFP) for the type of coal under the contract or initiate a review 

of market prices for similar coal to negotiate the price for the next or remaining 

contract term. Next we reviewed the projected inventory levels to determine if it was 

necessary to either increase or decrease them depending upon various operational 

considerations. The amount of coal under contract and any inventory increases or 

decreases were netted against the expected coal requirements for the year, providing 

the tons available for purchase. 

The next step in the process was to determine whether an RFP or reliance on 

the spot market was appropriate given the amount of coal tons needed and the current 

and anticipated market conditions. As a general rule, a spot purchase was for a term 

of a year or less and generally involved lower amounts of tons purchased than contract 

purchases. Contract purchases were for a year or more and generally were for larger 

tonnage. PFC and the Company favored a mixture of contract and spot purchases to 

maintain some flexibility to respond to changes in coal market conditions. This policy 

has been consistently followed by the Company since CR4 and CR5 came on line in 

1982 and 1984, respectively, as evidenced by EFC’s coal procurement policy attached 

as Exhibit No. - (AWP-1). 
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A final consideration was whether the tons of coal already under contract were 

being provided to Crystal River by rail or by water and by what means, rail or water, 

the tons available for purchase could be provided. When I assumed the 

responsibilities for coal procurement for Crystal River, transportation by rail was 

generally cheaper than water so my practice was to maximize rail shipments. This 

remained the case until the CSX contract expired and had to be renegotiated in 2004, 

after which time under the new CSX contract, rail was actually more expensive than 

water transportation so we began to maximize water transportation of coal to Crystal 

River. 

The practice of maximizing rail deliveries when it was the most economical 

means of coal delivery was consistent with a prior Commission order requiring the 

Company to maximize rail transportation. The ability to maximize rail shipments also 

depended on what type of coal was needed, where the mine was located, and the 

capabilities of providing coal by rail or water from that location. 

A. THE JULY 2003 SOLICITATION. 

12 

13 
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15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

When did you first issue an RFP for coal for Crystal River? 

On July 3,2003, I issued on PEF’s behalf an RFP for A and D coal for Crystal River 

for one, two, and three year proposals. 

Why did PFC issue an RFP for coal for Crystal River on July 3,2003? 
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At the time, PFC had eight contracts with price reopeners and we were beginning to 

review the coal needs for 2004 and beyond. Under the terms of the contracts, we 

needed to determine the market prices for coal to re-negotiate the price and to 

determine if we were going to extend the contracts. Five of these contracts were for D 

coal and three were for A coal. Also, PFC wanted to determine if the market prices 

justified contracts of one, two, or three years for coals for Crystal River. 

What were the market conditions in 2003? 

The coal price market was very volatile. After the price spikes and tight supply with 

virtually all types of coal in 200 1 , as well as most other fuels, coal prices had fallen in 

2002 and production and coal supplies were improving. In 2003, then, it was unclear 

whether coal prices were going to fall to price levels that existed prior to 2001 , 

stabilize around 2002 price levels, or again start to rise given the uncertainties 

surrounding future production efficiencies and supply, demand, and world economic 

issues. 

What were your objectives in the July 3,2003 RFP? 

The anticipated coal burn at Crystal River in 2004 was 2.2 million tons for CR1 and 

CR2 and 3.9 million tons at CR4 and CR5 for a total of 6.1 million tons of coal. As I 

have indicated, we had eight contracts with price re-openers in 2003, five D coal and 

three A coal contracts, that we were contractually obligated to renegotiate. Together 

with those renegotiations our purchase strategy was to eventually achieve a coal 

supply of a 70-75% contract and 25-30% spot, if possible. Again, another objective 

I 
I 
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was to maximize our rail deliveries, which were 3.6 to 4.1 million tons a year under 

PFC’s contract with CSX. 

What was the response to the July 3,2003 RFP? 

We received a total of 42 bids from 2 1 domestic and foreign coal suppliers. With the 

options under some of the bids the total count of different types of bids in response to 

the RFP was 75 bids. 

How did you evaluate the bids? 

We grouped the bids by (1) all bids together, (2) CR1 and CR2 bids, (3) CR4 and CR5 

bids, (4) CR4 and CR5 bids segregated by rail and water, and ( 5 )  CR4 and CR5 bids 

segregated by domestic and foreign coals. These groupings allowed us to review the 

relative pricing between rail, water, domestic, foreign, CR4 and CR5, and CR1 and 

CR2. Within each group of bids we also divided up the bids between single or multi- 

year offers. We also reviewed various trade publications, regarding coal market 

pricing, such as United Coal, Evolution, and Henwood Energy Services, which 

provides prices for various qualities of coal for any given period of time, both 

currently and prospectively. We will do this to see if the coal prices we are offered in 

the bids are within a range of prices estimated for the market by the trade publications. 

In each grouping we looked at the top several bids, thus creating a “short list” 

evaluation. There was no set limit on the number of bids that would be placed on a 

“short list,” rather it depended on the total amount of coal which was required for 
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purchase based upon the projected burns, required changes in inventory levels, and 

contract expirations. 

With respect to each bid, PFC evaluated it upon a delivered cost and evaluated 

cost basis. The delivered cost included the commodity cost ($/ton) offered by the 

bidder and PFC’s cost of transporting the coal to the Crystal River Plant. The 

evaluated cost, also called the busbar analysis cost or total cost, compares the 

characteristics of the coal offered in each bid against the coal specification standard 

for either the CR4 and CR5 units or the CR1 and CR2 units. The standard coal 

specification for the respective units is based on coal characteristics that provide 

optimal efficient plant performance. The evaluated (“busbar” or “total”) cost is used 

because it provides a more complete picture of the bids submitted by incorporating 

into the bid evaluation consideration of the quality of the coal offered. Because coals 

have different heat input values, the delivered cost and evaluated cost are converted to 

dollars per mmBtu so the bids can be evaluated on an equal basis with respect to the 

Btu content of the coal. 

PFC has typically ranked and purchased coal based on the lowest delivered 

cost but that is because historically the quality of the coal at the lowest delivered cost 

did not differ significantly from the quality expected under the standard specification 

for coal for the respective units. More recently, however, PFC is seeing more 

economical coal than before with quality characteristics that vary more from the 

standard coal specifications, particularly for CR4 and CR5, thus, providing more 

opportunity for the evaluated cost to have an impact on the evaluation of the bids. 

12 
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What is the evaluated or busbar cost analysis? 

The evaluated or busbar cost analysis is based on an Electric Power Research Institute 

(“EPRI”) Coal Quality Impact computer Model (“CQIM’) that assesses the 

performance of the coal in the boilers of CRl , CR2, CR4, and CR5. The EPRI CQIM 

model was developed by Black & Veatch and is recognized as an industry standard for 

coal procurement evaluations. The characteristics of the coal offered in the bid are 

inputs into the model and the outputs are the model’s assessment of the cost impacts to 

the Company if coal with the quality characteristics of that coal is burned in the 

respective units’ boilers. 

The model assessment of the cost impacts of variations in the quality of the 

coal in the bid from the standard specification is a “black box” to PFC. The cost 

impacts were developed by Black & Veatch based on industry standard cost impacts. 

The coal quality characteristics considered in the model for bid evaluation purposes 

are the ash, BTU, sulfur, moisture, and volatile content characteristics of the coal. The 

evaluated cost output includes the delivered cost plus an assessment for variations 

from the standard specification for ash -, BTU - 
-, sulfur (based upon current SO2 allowance prices) below the 

1.21bs. SO2 maximum allowed for CR4 and CR5 and lower SO2 than the allowed 

1.51bs. SO2 to 2. llbs. SO2 for CR1 and CR2, moisture 1-1, and 

volatile content -. Another way to look at the evaluated or busbar 

cost analysis is that it is a “paper” test bum of the coal in the units’ boilers. 
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Have you ever rejected a bid based on a deviation from any of the specifications 

set forth in the standard coal specification for CR4 and CR5? 

Yes. In response to the July 3,2003 RFP we received two bids from Alpha for 

compliance coal by rail to CR4 and CR5 with a 28% volatility characteristic, which 

was significantly below the 3 1% volatility specification for CR4 and CR5 coal. 

Volatility is an important coal characteristic because it can affect the flame stability of 

the units. As a result of this significant deviation from the standard volatility 

specification for CR4 and CR5 we eliminated the Alpha bids from fbrther 

consideration. This is reflected in the evaluations sheets for the July 3,2003 RFP in 

Exhibit No. __ (AWP-2) at the page bearing bates number PEF-FUEL-004772. 

Are there any other considerations in the bid evaluation besides the delivered 

cost and evaluated cost? 

Yes, there are. Other important considerations include prior experience with the 

bidder, whether the bidder is a broker or a coal producer, and prior experience with the 

type of coal offered in the bid. 

Prior experience with a bidder and whether the bidder is a broker or the actual 

coal supplier is important in determining whether the bidder will reliably deliver the 

coal offered in a timely manner and consistent with the quality of the coal offered. 

Such experience is also important when there are contract negotiations and 

renegotiations to form the basis to reliably deal with the bidder. If the prospective 

supplier is a broker PFC will more carefully review the offer and evaluate the broker 

but the bid will not be eliminated from consideration just because the offeror is a 

14 
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broker; PFC has had very good experience with coal provided through carefully 

selected brokers. 

Finally, prior experience with the type of coal offered in the bid is important to 

the plant operations. If there is a new supplier or a new type of coal or a coal from a 

new mine, the plant operators are always wary of using that coal without first 

conducting a test burn because of the uncertainties surrounding the effect of the coal 

on the efficient operation of the plant and production of electric energy. These 

considerations are not new to the July 2003 RFP evaluation, however, they have been 

a factor in the coal evaluations for decades, see Exhibit __ (AWP- 1). 

What were the results of your evaluation of the bids for coal for CR4 and CR5 in 

the July 3,2003 RFP? 

With respect to compliance coal available by rail, we reviewed 6 single year and 4 

multi-year bids. The lowest single year bid was a price reopener on an existing 

contract with AEP so the next lowest bidder on both the single and multi-year offers 

was Koch Carbon at $34.25/ton to $34.50/ton on the single year and $35.05/ton on the 

multi-year offers. When I subsequently went to negotiate with Koch Carbon 

requesting an offer of $33.75/ton for 2004, however, Koch Carbon raised any number 

of excuses, including a problem with PFC’s credit, as to why Koch Carbon could not 

offer that price or the coal at the prices in their bids. Koch wanted a parent guarantee 

which the Company does not provide to any coal supplier. The real issue here was the 

market was volatile and prices were moving up and they were looking for any excuse 

not to honor their bid. After several fruitless discussions, I determined that Koch was 

15 
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not going to meet its bid offers and decided to remove them from our active bidders 

list because of their failure to stand behind their bids. Koch is a broker of coal. This 

is an example where the lack of experience with a bidder proved problematic and 

resulted in the elimination of the bidder because there was no assurance the bidder was 

reliable. 

As a result, I turned to the next lowest bidder, Dominion (because the Alpha 

coal bids had been eliminated because of the volatility of the coal offered), and entered 

into a one year contract for 120,000 tons of D coal by rail. Dominion is a major utility 

in Virginia and has a non-regulated coal brokerage group. The coal was shipped from 

an existing supplier’s mine and was therefore known to be an excellent quality coal 

from a known, reliable supplier. 

Q. 

A. 

Why did you call Koch Carbon and ask them for a better price? 

It is our typical practice to contact bidders on the “short list” and negotiate for a lower 

price to get the best deal we could get for the Company and the customer. This is also 

a standard practice in the industry so from a buyer’s perspective you do not 

necessarily expect that the bid price offered in response to an RFP is the best that the 

supplier can or will do if the bidder makes the short list. 

Q. What about the remaining bids for compliance coal by water, what were the 

results of your evaluation of those bids? 

The foreign or import compliance coals evaluated better than the domestic compliance 

coals. This was expected because the market indications at the time suggested that 

A. 
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import compliance coal was very competitive. Guasare, a supplier of Venezuelan 

compliance coal, tied for the second lowest bid on a delivered cost and a nearly 

identical evaluated cost with Glencore, a Columbian compliance coal supplier on the 

single year bid and Guasare was the second lowest bidder on the multi-year bid. 

Because Guasare was both a current and previous supplier, had delivered excellent 

quality coal in the past, and was the actual producer, where Glencore was a broker of 

foreign coals with no previous history, we entered into discussions for a contract with 

Guasare. This is an example where prior experience with a supplier was a factor in the 

bid evaluation. We extended the single-year bid, which was lower in price to the 

multi-year offer, into a two-year contract with Guasare for 250,000 and 150,000 tons, 

respectively. We also entered into a contract based on the Guasare multi-year bid for 

650,000 tons for 2004 and 2005 with a price reopener for 2006. As a result, import 

compliance coal accounted for 43% of the water delivered coal in 2004 and 38% of 

the water delivered coal in 2005 to Crystal River. Our bid evaluation sheets are 

included in Exhibit No. - (AWP-2) and my October 2,2003 memorandum, with 

exhibits, explaining the results of the July 3,2003 RFP and our evaluation of the bids 

in response to that RFP is included in Exhibit No. __ (AW-3)  to my testimony. 

19 Q. 

20 2003 RFP were economical? 

21 A. 

Does Mr. Sansom agree that the import coal purchases as a result of the July 3, 

Yes, he does. At page 34, lines 19 to 21 of his testimony Mr. Sansom admits that we 

22 

23 

made economical purchases of imported coal for 2003 and later years “under earlier 

contracts, increasing our reliance on imported coal from 30% in 2003 to 48% in 2004 
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and 2005.’’ This is a reference to the Guasare contracts that were the result of the July 

3,2003 RFP. 

Ironically, Mr. Sansom’s argument that PFC should have been purchasing PRB 

coal conflicts with his statement that these import coal purchases were economical 

purchases. Both import coals and PRB coals are only economical for CR4 and CR5 

when delivered by water, and since Mr. Sansom would have PFC purchase these 

import coals and PRB coals in the same time period, PFC could not deliver both by 

water with the existing constraints on waterborne transportation to Crystal River. PFC 

would, under Mr. Sansom’s argument, either have to purchase less PRB coals to 

maintain the waterborne import coal shipments or displace the economical import 

coals with higher priced CAPP coal by rail. Mr. Sansom does not account for either 

possible impact in his testimony that I can see. 

Q. You mentioned that the import coal purchased was not the lowest import bid in 

response to the July 3,2003 RFP. Why didn’t you buy coal from the lowest 

import bidder? 

The lowest import bidder on a delivered cost and an evaluated cost basis was the 

Dmmmond Columbian coal for both the single and multi-year options. However, the 

Dnunmond Columbian coal was a low Btu (1 1,700 Btu) and high moisture (14%) coal 

and the plant operators at CR4 and CR5 were concerned with a potential de-rate of the 

CR4 and CR5 units if they burned the Drummond coal. The plant operators wanted to 

test the Drummond coal before any decision was made to purchase significant tons of 

the Drummond coal. 

A. 
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Q. 

A. 

What do you mean by a “de-rate” of the plant? 

A de-rate is a loss of load or the electric energy produced by the CR4 and CR5 units. 

While I am not an engineer, I do know that the lower the Btu content per ton of coal 

the less electric energy you obtain from burning that ton. Also, the higher the 

moisture content, the more effort and heat that must be used to dry the coal to burn it 

and if heat is being used to dry the coal it cannot be used to produce electric energy. 

There are, of course, other characteristics about the quality of a particular coal besides 

Btu and moisture content that can have an impact on the electrical energy output of a 

coal unit. 

Q. Do you know why the plant operators at CR4 and CR5 were concerned about 

“de-rates?” 

Yes. CR4 and CR5 are base load units on the Company’s system that together 

account for nearly half the base load energy production on PEF’s generation system. 

They routinely produce between 750 and 770 gross megawatts (MW) a piece even 

though they are rated only for 665MW for each unit because the operators run them 

very efficiently, generally in over-pressure operation, day in and day out and only 

come off-line for maintenance. Because CR4 and CR5 are very efficient, base load 

generators the quality of the coal burned there and the operational characteristics of 

handling the coal for CR4 and CR5 are very important. The goal of the CR4 and CR5 

units is to maintain the highly efficient operation of the units to generate between 

750MW and 770MW gross on a regular basis. As a result, I had to take this 

A. 
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operational goal into account in making coal procurement decisions for CR4 and CR5. 

Therefore, 1 did not purchase the Drummond import coal without testing it first. The 

Drummond coal was subsequently tested successfully at the plant and we later entered 

into contracts with D m m o n d  for compliance coal. 

Why did you need a test burn if the Drummond coal had evaluated the lowest on 

both the delivered cost and evaluated cost basis? 

The evaluated cost or busbar cost analysis only provides an indication of how the coal 

will burn in the boilers, based on the EPRI CQIM computer model. It is a useful tool 

to eliminate coals from consideration if, even on an evaluated basis under the CQIM 

cost assessment, their costs are significantly higher than the delivered cost and 

evaluated costs of other coals being evaluated, but the model was not intended to and 

cannot determine the actual cost impact of burning the coal at the plant. To make that 

determination, a test burn or series of test burns will be required, depending on how 

different the coal is from the type of coal typically burned at the plant and represented 

in the standard specification. The process of conducting coal test burns is not an 

unusual or atypical process when changes in the types of coal are being considered; 

rather, this process is standard practice in the industry. 

Is that why you indicated you were evaluating western coals separately for test 

burn purposes only in your July 2003 RFP? 

Yes. The reference to western coals referred to sub bituminous coal from the Powder 

River Basin (also called PRB coals). I knew that the CR4 and CR5 boilers were 
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designed for both bituminous and sub bituminous coal and that PFC had long included 

sub bituminous coal specifications in its RFPs and PRB suppliers on its RFP bidder 

lists so that the PRB suppliers received RFPs for coal for Crystal River. I also knew, 

however, that the PIU3 coals had not previously been burned at CR4 and CR5 and that, 

because of the characteristics of PRB coal, there would be a number of operational 

concerns with handling and burning PRB coal. 

These PRB coal characteristics include its lower Btu content and its higher 

moisture content, as well as the fact that PRB is dustier than bituminous coal and 

susceptible to spontaneous combustion. As a result, a buyer for a plant that 

historically burned bituminous coal must buy more PRB tons to get the same Btu 

output it currently obtains from bituminous coal both because of the lower Btu content 

and higher moisture content of the PRB coal. The buyer must also invest in additional 

capital and operational and maintenance improvements just to handle the PRB coal, 

and must invest in maintenance improvements in the boiler as well for the PRB coal 

because of higher slagging and other factors. These impacts are best determined by 

test burns to see how the plant performs with the PRB coals. 

Based on information available about the bituminous and sub bituminous coal 

markets before and at the time I prepared the July 2003 RFP, I thought that the timing 

might be right to consider western coals for a test burn at CR4 and CR5, if they proved 

to be economical in response to the 2003 solicitation. 

Did you purchase any PRB coal in response to the July 2003 RFP for test burn 

purposes? 
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No, I did not. While the PRB coal evaluated well on a delivered cost basis, the PRE3 

coal did not evaluate well on an evaluated cost basis against the import bituminous 

compliance coals. The clear message from the bid responses to the July 2003 RFP 

was that import coals were the most economical sources of coal for CR4 and CR5. 

With the import coals, PFC was receiving the same type of high quality, high Btu 

content, bituminous coal that had successfully been burned on a highly efficient and 

productive basis historically at CR4 and CR5, thus allowing the units to continue to 

produce MWs substantially above their rated capacity. If the import prices remained 

this competitive after the July 2003 RFP there was no reason to look to a distinctly 

different type of coal like the PRB coals for the CR4 and CR5 units. 

Are you aware that Mr. Sansom claims the PRB coals were the lowest price coals 

in response to the 2003 RFP and that PFC ignored them? 

Yes, but Mr. Sansom is looking only at the delivered cost numbers and ignoring the 

evaluated cost numbers for the PRB coals. As I have indicated, the evaluated cost 

numbers were important in the evaluation of the PRB coal because PRE3 was a new 

type of coal and something that the plant had no prior experience with. The operators 

at CR4 and CR5 had required a test burn for the Drummond coal even though it was a 

bituminous coal and there generally are not significant differences in the 

characteristics of bituminous coal. The operators, nevertheless, had no prior 

experience with Drummond or its coal and were concerned about the impacts on the 

plant of the lower Btu content and higher moisture content of the Drummond coal than 

the bituminous coal they were used to burning. I fully expected the plant would have 
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A. 

Q. 

greater concerns when considering a switch from bituminous compliance coal to the 

sub bituminous compliance coals like PRB. 

What about the western bituminous coal suppliers who responded to the July 

2003 RF'P, why did PFC not enter into a contract with those two potential 

suppliers? 

PFC did not select the western bituminous coal suppliers who responded to the July 

2003 RFP primarily because of concerns regarding reported rail delivery problems 

with coal deliveries in the west. Coal market publications had included numerous 

reports about delays in and the failure to deliver contracted for coal due to a lack of 

rail capacity (cars and engineers) and rail congestion. These were significant concerns 

at the time, as several buyers received late, reduced, or no shipments at all of coal as a 

result of these problems. These problems continued to plague the western coal 

markets from 2003 to 2005. As a result of the non-performance by the western 

railroads, it was reported in the coal publications that buyers were re-entering the 

volatile coal market at the time to ensure they maintained sufficient inventory levels. I 

did not want PFC to be in the same position. 

Now, turning to the domestic water bidders, did you end up making any 

compliance coal purchases from domestic suppliers as a result of the July 3,2003 

FWP? 

23 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

S 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1s 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

No, I did not. As I have stated, the foreign compliance coals evaluated ahead of the 

domestic compliance coals, so we entered into negotiations and ultimately contracts 

with an import supplier. 

We did, of course, evaluate the domestic compliance coals that were offered. 

In that evaluation, even though we received single-year compliance coal bids from 

domestic supplier by water, we concluded that none were competitive enough to place 

on a short list for further consideration. However, we did place three multi-year 

bidders, two bids from Infinity and one from Black Hawk for synfuel, on a short list 

for follow up. 

We contacted both suppliers to determine if they could improve their bid 

prices. Infinity had offered their coal subject to prior sale and, when contacted, 

Infinity had already sold the coal. I also called Black Hawk and tried to get them to 

give me a better price. They rejected my attempt and noted that at the time they had 

not secured a coal source but, even if they had, they indicated they had better 

alternatives than selling the coal or synfuel to PFC at a price lower than what they had 

originally bid. 

After that response I called Central Coal, which originally was not on the short 

list for domestic compliance coal by water because of its price, to see if Central Coal 

might improve its bid. Central Coal could not improve its bid price. As a result, I 

made no purchases of domestic coal or synfuel as a result of the July 3,2003 RFP. I 

have attached the bid evaluation sheets, including the short lists, to my testimony as 

Exhibit No. __. (AWP-2) and my memorandum summarizing the results of the bid 

evaluation and the coal purchases made as Exhibit No. __ (AWP-3). These exhibits 

I 
I 
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and my notes contained in them explain the evaluation process and decisions that were 

made. 

Have you read what Mr. Sansom had to say about your evaluation of the 

domestic compliance coal bids in response to the July 3,2003 RFP? 

Yes. Mr. Sansom, at pages 32 and 33 of his testimony, claims that the evaluation is an 

“example of favoritism,” a “conflict of interest,” and was “imprudent.” As his sole 

support he (1) asserts PFC did not act “promptly” enough to purchase the coal offered 

by the lowest domestic supplier, (2) refers to the call made to Blackhawk to obtain a 

lower bid price and the fact that Blackhawk had no coal under contract to supply at the 

time, (3) claims that some unknown “July-September transaction” was not 

consummated leading to purchases in 2004 at higher coal prices, and (4) speculates 

that the prior purchaser of the lowest domestic bidder (Infinity) was a “non-regulated 

PEF affiliate syrdkel plant.” 

Are Mr. Sansom’s assertions about the July 3,2003 RFP evaluation accurate? 

No, they are not. First, Mr. Sansom claims that I did not act “promptly” to purchase 

the coal offered by Infinity. Contrary to Mr. Sansom’s implication that I did not 

contact Infinity by his assertion that I “instead” offered to purchase synfuel from 

Blackhawk, I did follow up with Infinity by phone at the same time I followed up with 

all of the short list compliance coal suppliers by water, both foreign and domestic. 

These contacts took place within a couple of weeks of receiving the bids, evaluating 
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them, and creating the short lists. I did contact Infinity, I did so promptly, and I was 

told Infinity no longer had the coal for sale. 

Second, Mr. Sansom claims that my contact with Blackhawk was an “example 

of favoritism” and a “conflict of interest.” He fails to note my contacts with other 

bidders to get them to improve their bid prices, including Infinity, Central Coal, and 

Guasare (the import supplier), none of whom are affiliated in any way with PFC. In 

other words, I treated Blackhawk just like I treated all other bidders on the short list. 

Moreover, Mr. Sansom fails to explain to the Commission that PFC did not make any 

purchase from Blackhawk as a result of the July 3,2003 RFP. All he suggests is that 

it was somehow improper for Blackhawk to offer coal that Blackhawk had not yet 

procured. Coal brokers occasionally do this and there is no practical difference 

between this and offers made subject to prior sale to other buyers, which Mr. Sansom 

concedes (at page 33, lines 1-2) is an “acceptable practice.” Either way, the supplier 

does not have the coal to sell to the buyer. In fact, in my experience both on the sales 

and purchasing sides of our business, buyers will accept a bid even though the broker 

is “still lining up the coal.” This is even more acceptable in a market where coal is in 

short supply and prices are very volatile. There is, then, no “favoritism” or “conflict 

of interest” in treating Blackhawk the same way other short list suppliers are treated, 

especially when no coal was purchased from Blackhawk in response to the July 2003 

RFP. 

Third, Mr. Sansom refers to some unknown, unconsummated “July- 

September” transaction for compliance coal by water as a result of the July 2003 RFP 

that he claims led to purchases in 2004 at higher prices. First, this statement ignores 
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the fact that PFC made significant compliance coal purchases by water from a foreign 

supplier as a result of the July 3,2003 RFP. These import purchases are the very same 

purchases that Mr. Sansom admits at page 34, lines 19 to 21 of his testimony were 

economical purchases for 2004 and 2005. Further, Mr. Sansom is relying on nothing 

more than hindsight to suggest in his testimony now that further purchases as a result 

of the July 2003 RFP would have avoided higher prices later in 2004. At the time of 

the July 2003 RFP and RFP evaluation, the coal market was volatile and, unlike Mr. 

Sansom, we did not have the benefit of knowing what the 2004 coal prices would be. 

Finally, Mr. Sansom asserts that “it is even possible” that the Infinity coal was 

bought by a “PEF affiliate synfuel plant” before PFC could purchase the coal in 

response to Infinity’s bid in response to the July 2003 WP.  This is rank speculation 

on his part, I do not know who Infinity sold the coal to nor was Infinity obligated to 

tell me. Infinity had offered the coal subject to prior sale which meant that Infinity 

was free to sell the coal to anyone in the market who offered Infinity the best price for 

it and purchased it before we called. That includes any synfuel plant, which by the 

way, would have led to a lower market price for the coal because synfuel was typically 

sold below the market price for bituminous compliance coal. However, Mr. Sansom 

again misses the point that the water-borne import compliance coal bids were lower 

than the domestic compliance coal bids, like Infinity’s, in any event, and the import 

coal is what PFC purchased. 
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Was Mr. Sansom present for your phone call with Blackhawk, Infinity, or any 

other supplier that you called in response to the bids submitted for the July 2003 

RFP? 

No, he was not present. 

Did Mr. Sansom provide the Commission with the July 3,2003 bid evaluation 

sheets and your October 2,2003 memorandum and exhibits summarizing and 

explaining the bid evaluation and reasons for the purchase decisions that were 

made? 

No, he did not, but I have done so. They are Exhibit No. - (AWP-2) and Exhibit 

No. - (AWP-3) to my testimony. 

Is Mr. Sansom also suggesting that PFC should not have evaluated the 

compliance coal bids based on the means, rail or water, by which the coal would 

be delivered to Crystal River? 

He may be, because he makes a point of saying that the bids were segregated between 

rail and water, and domestic water (which he calls affiliates or ex-affiliates) and 

import water deliveries, in the same paragraph on page 32 in which he accuses PFC of 

engaging in “favoritism.” However, there is nothing improper in this manner of 

evaluating the bids for the following three reasons. 

First, this type of evaluation of the bids must be undertaken because PFC does 

have two means of coal delivery, rail and water, to Crystal River and, therefore, for 
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PFC to fully evaluate all potential bid responses PFC must consider the alternative 

means of delivering coal to Crystal River. 

Second, the Commission long ago recognized the propriety of the dual delivery 

mechanism for Crystal River, stating in Order No. 15895 that “we acknowledge the 

desirability of maintaining alternative transportation routes for the purpose of 

increasing reliability and enhancing price competition.’’ Any suggestion that it is 

improper to evaluate the bids in part based on the delivery mechanism is inconsistent 

with the Commission’s prior order. 

Third, the cost of transporting coal by water to Crystal River, domestic or 

import, for all but one year of the period at issue in Mr. Sansom’s testimony has been 

set at a market proxy price approved by the Commission and all parties to the 

proceeding, including OPC. Regardless of whether the “affiliated” transportation 

costs exceeded or fell below the market to the extent one existed at all, PFC was only 

allowed to pass on to PEF’s customers the market proxy amount. 

Finally, it is ironic that Mr. Sansom appears to take issue with the segregation 

of the bids by rail and water and the evaluation of them based on their cost of delivery 

according to the delivery mechanism because if there was no water delivery available 

to Crystal River there would be no way for Mr. Sansom to urge the consideration of 

PRB coals at Crystal River. The cost of delivering PRB coals to Crystal River by rail 

is uneconomical on a delivered cost basis. Mr. Sansom agrees because he purports to 

have all of the PRB coals he says PFC should have bought delivered by water barge to 

Crystal River. 
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With respect to the July 3,2003 RFP, did you follow the same evaluation process 

and analysis for the A coal bids that you did for the D coal bids? 

Yes. 

Does Mr. Sansom dispute in his testimony PFC’s evaluation process and analysis 

with respect to the A coal bids in response to the July 3,2003 RFP? 

No, he does not. 

B. THE APRIL 2004 SOLICITATION. 

When was the next solicitation you issued for coal for Crystal River? 

In April 2004, PFC initiated on PEF’s behalf an RFP for A and D coal for Crystal 

River for one, two, and three years with delivery by rail or water. As before, the RFP 

included specifications for both bituminous and sub bituminous coal and was sent to 

all potential bidders on PFC’s bidder list, including a number of PRE3 suppliers. PFC 

received fourteen bids for CRl and CR 2 (A coal) and twenty-three bids for CR4 and 

CR5 (D coal). A copy of the April 12,2004 RFP solicitation for CR4 and CR5 is 

Exhibit No. __ (AWP-4) to my testimony. A copy of the bidder list indicating the 

bidders that received the April 12,2004 W P  and whether they responded to the RFP 

is Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) to my testimony. 

Did you follow the same bid evaluation process for the April 2004 RFP that you 

did for the July 2003 FWP? 
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Yes, I did, and Mr. Sansom has conceded that PFC conducted a thorough solicitation 

in 2004. 

What were the results of the evaluations of the bids in response to the April 2004 

RFP? 

PFC purchased 4.3 million tons of coal for both CR1 and CR2, and CR4 and CR5, as a 

result of the solicitation. The resulting contracts were for two years (2005 and 2006) 

and included three contracts each for suppliers of coal for CR1 and CR2 and CR4 and 

CR5. The coals purchased were those the plants had burned in the past and had 

historical experience with from both a handling and operational perspective. A copy 

of my memorandum with exhibits explaining the April 12,2004 RFP and PFC’s 

evaluation of that RFP is Exhibit No. - (AWP-6) to my testimony. 

Did you receive bids from PRB suppliers in response to the April 2004 RFP? 

Yes, we did, however PFC did not purchase any PRE3 coal, even though the prices 

offered by the PRE3 suppliers was lower than the prices offered by the bituminous 

compliance coal suppliers on both a delivered cost and evaluated cost basis at this 

time. The reason was that PEF was conducting a test burn of a small shipment of PRE3 

coal in a 15% blend with bituminous CAPP coal in April, roughly at the same time the 

RFP was issued. The Company had just received the report of the results of that test 

burn at the time of the evaluation of the bids in response to the April 2004 solicitation. 

At the time, the Company had not completed its review of the test burn and the 

Company was not permitted to burn sub bituminous coal under the environmental 
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permit in effect at that time. The results of the April 2004 solicitation confirmed, 

however, that the PFC and PEF should continue to investigate the use of PRB coals at 

CR4 and CR5. 

Why did you purchase PRB coals for a test burn in April 2004? 

After the results of the July 2003 solicitation, I continued to follow the market prices 

reported in the coal publications or on the spot market for bituminous compliance 

coal, both domestic and import, and PRB coals. I noticed that bituminous coal prices 

were rising faster than PRB coal prices. As a result, I believed the use of PRB coal in 

a blend at Crystal River might prove to be economical in the future. For several 

months preceding the purchase of the PRB coal, I had been speaking with various 

suppliers of PRB coals. In most cases, because of delivery problems that I have 

mentioned earlier in my testimony and the suppliers resulting inability to satisfy their 

existing contractual commitments for PRB coals, the PRB suppliers were not able to 

provide PFC with a test shipment for a test burn at CR4 and CR5. However, 

ultimately, after numerous discussions over several months, one PRB coal supplier 

was willing to “make room” for one unit train for a test shipment. We purchased 

approximately 30,000 tons of PRB coal from Peabody for shipment by rail to the river. 

The coal was then transported by river barge to International Marine Terminal (IMT) 

and ocean barge to Crystal River. There were numerous delays in the shipment of the 

PRB coal by rail, due to congestion and supply requirements for other coal purchasers 

on the western rail lines, but I eventually received the shipment of PRB coal for an 

April 2004 test burn. 
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Q. 

A. 

Was the PRB test burn at CR4 and CR5 conducted in April 2004? 

Yes, it was. Test burns at CR4 and CR5 must be conducted during the “shoulder” 

months, when the demand for energy placed on the system is generally lower due to 

the weather. The “shoulder” months generally occur in the spring and fall when the 

weather in Florida is more temperate. During “peak” months in the winter and 

summer in Florida the CR4 and CR5 units are needed at full output to meet the 

demands for energy. Accordingly, if we were unable to have the PRB blend test done 

in April in all likelihood that test would have been pushed back to the fall, in late 

October or November, or the next spring. 

Q. 

A. 

What were the results of the April 2004 test burn? 

The test results were promising although there were issues raised as a result of the test 

burn. After discussions with the plant operating personnel, it was determined that a 

target blend of 15% PRB with the remaining 85% a blend of bituminous coals, would 

be used. The blending occurred at IMT in New Orleans. When the test blend was 

shipped and used at the plant (CR4), the plant performed well at the 15% PRB blend 

but suffered a de-rate when it was determined a higher blend (22%) than what was 

planned occurred in a portion of the shipment. A copy of the test report is included 

with my testimony at Exhibit No. - (AWP-7). 

Q. 

A. Yes, I have. 

Have you read Mr. Sansom’s testimony regarding the 2004 test burn? 
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Do you agree with it? 

No, I do not. The test was not “botched” as Mr. Sansom asserts. The test was 

undertaken to see how the existing units, in this case CR4, handled a small blend of 

PRB and bituminous coal without any changes to the unit. In other words, the 

Company wanted to see not only how the unit operated with a PRB blend but also 

what, if any, changes were needed in the operation of the unit to accommodate PRL3. 

It is further not true that PFC or the operators of the plant did not know that the 

CR4 and CR5 boilers were designed to handle a blend of bituminous and sub 

bituminous coals. We were very much aware that the design of the boilers 

accommodated a blend of bituminous and sub bituminous coals and that is why we 

proceeded with the April 2004 test burn without first checking with environmental on 

the environmental permit. When we learned that the permit did not include sub 

bituminous coal, the Company stopped the test, and reported this to DEP. I 

understand the Company obtained a permit to conduct a subsequent test of a blend of 

PRJ3 and bituminous coal. 

Also, it should be remembered that the April 2004 test was a preliminary look 

at PRB, the test occurred only over two days, to see if the Company should pursue 

PRJ3 as an option at CR4 and CR5. As a result of this test, which I reported to 

management at PEF, I understand that the Company continued to investigate the use 

of PRB at CR4 and CR5 in 2005 and 2006. 

By the way, did PFC also participate in the spot market from 2002 to 2005? 
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Yes. PFC had a practice of regularly participating in spot purchases when market 

conditions warranted such participation and PFC frequently maintained open positions 

when market conditions appeared favorable to do so for spot purchases. 

Was PFC’s participation in the spot market well known? 

Yes. I frequently told bidders and potential bidders about our interest in spot 

purchases when I was in charge of coal procurement for the Crystal River Plant and I 

was certainly aware that PFC was a participant in the spot market when I was on the 

sales side. Also, the purchases in the spot market are widely reported in various 

widely read and recognized coal publications. 

Did any PRB supplier ever participate in the spot market during your tenure 

from 2002 to 2005? 

No. I never received any spot offers for PRB coal from any PRB supplier. 

C. SUBSEQUENT MARKET PURCHASES IN 2004 

Did you re-enter the coal market in August and September 2004 for additional 

coal purchases for 2005 and 2006? 

Yes, I did. 

Why did you re-enter the market so soon after the April 2004 solicitation was 

completed? 
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At the time of the completion of the April 2004 solicitation we had an open position 

partly due to the availability of compliance bituminous coals as a result of that 

solicitation and partly due to a desire to maintain some limited flexibility to respond to 

market conditions should they grow more favorable to purchasers. From April to 

September 2004, however, coal market pricing remained extremely strong, with coal 

commodity prices increasing from $45 to $50 per ton to approximately $60 to $70 per 

ton. This was indicative of a tight supply market brought about by, among other 

factors, continued trucking issues in both Kentucky and West Virginia and continued 

discussions regarding the difficulty of obtaining mining permits. Additionally, four 

major utilities (Tennessee Valley Authority [TVA], South Carolina Electric & Gas, 

South Carolina Public Service, and Constellation) had issued solicitations for coal. 

PFC’s open position had also expanded for water deliveries of coal to CR4 and CR5. 

The most economical move under the existing Massey contract was to shift all of that 

coal from water to rail, rather than maintaining an even split as originally envisioned, 

because of changing economics on the delivery costs and because projected 

inventories at IMT in 2005 for water delivery was growing because of delayed 

deliveries of coal due to the 2004 hurricane season. In sum, PFC determined that 

additional coal was needed by water for CR4 and CR5 and PFC was now competing 

with a number of major utilities for a limited supply of coal in the same time frame. 

Did PFC issue a formal RFP when it re-entered the market in August and 

September 2004? 
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No, it did not. PFC conducted an informal solicitation by contacting those suppliers 

who were known to have bituminous compliance coal supplies as a result of PFC 

having conducted the April 2004 formal RFP and continuing contacts in the industry. 

PFC contacted five potential suppliers off its April 2004 RFP bidder list (PFC’s 

Marketing and Trading Division (PFC/M&T), Coal Marketing Company (CMC), 

Guasare, Drummond, and Glencore) to determine their ability to supply water- 

delivered coal and at what price. Only three other suppliers of waterborne coal for 

CR4 and CR5 (Central Coal, Infinity, and Massey) had responded to PFC’s April 

2004 RFP and I knew from various discussions with these potential suppliers that 

none of them had coal available. 

I received six bids from three reliable suppliers. After the bids were evaluated, 

PFC awarded contracts to the two lowest cost suppliers. PFC/M&T provided the 

lowest bid and was awarded a two-year contract for 480,000 tons a year. The next 

lowest bidder, CMC, was awarded a contract for 450,000 tons (1 50,000 tons in year 

one and 300,000 tons in year two). CMC was a supplier of Columbian compliance 

bituminous coal. 

Why didn’t PFC issue a formal RFP solicitation in August-September 2004? 

Under the prevailing market conditions at the time issuance of a formal RFP was not 

practicable to ensure that PFC received the necessary quantities of coal it needed for 

CR4 and CR5 and that it received the necessary quantities at an economical price. As 

I have explained, coal prices were increasing, partly due to diminishing supplies 

produced in that time frame, and four major utilities had entered the market with 
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formal solicitations competing for the same limited supply of compliance bituminous 

coal. 

Under these circumstances, PFC concluded the best way to secure the most 

inexpensive coal in the quantities needed was to quickly secure it before commitments 

were made to the other utilities with outstanding solicitations. While the other four 

utilities had entered the marketplace with their RFP’s, the responses to those RFP’s 

were not due at the time PFC initiated its informal solicitation and evaluation. PFC 

was able to move ahead of these formal RFP’s with an informal solicitation because at 

the time, due to the volatility of the coal market, almost all responses to RFP’s were 

offered “subject to prior sale,” meaning as I have said previously, that the potential 

suppliers were able to sell their coal to other potential buyers in the market. We 

intended to enter the market and act quickly before the other four utilities had a chance 

to respond. Once PFC informed a supplier of its desire to purchase, the supplier 

would remove their bid from contention in the formal RFP’s as a result of the “subject 

to prior sales” clause in their offer. As a result, in this marketplace it was truly “first 

come, first served.” 

If PFC had issued a formal RFP instead of conducting the informal solicitation 

when it did, PFC would have stood in line behind these other four utilities and all of 

them obviously would have completed their RFP solicitation and evaluation before 

PFC was able to complete another formal solicitation and evaluation. PFC, then, 

would have faced an even tighter supply of coal, necessarily resulting in even higher 

prices than it ended up paying, or no coal at all to meet its needs for CR4 and CR5. 

Conducting the informal solicitation for CR4 and CR5 when it did in August- 
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September 2004 was reasonable and prudent in light of the prevailing market 

conditions. 

How did PFC evaluate the bids received in response to the August-September 

2004 informal solicitation? 

PFC used the same methodology that it used for all coal purchases. PFC evaluated the 

bids based on both the delivered cost and evaluated cost to the Crystal River Plant. 

PFC also followed its typical practice of comparing the commodity prices of coals 

offered in the bids to the current market commodity prices reported in coal reports 

widely recognized in the industry as reliable market price indicators to ensure that the 

bid prices were consistent with prevailing market conditions when comparing the bids 

to the other bids received. 

PFC determined that the bid prices, including the PFC bid, were within a 

reasonable range of market prices based on the published reports and other bids. This 

comparison was done because of the lack of availability of coal in the market place. 

The commodity price for the PFC/M&T bid ($62/ton), was within a reasonable range 

of market prices reported by United Power Inc. and Henwood Energy Services, Inc., 

which ranged from $60.43/ton to $62.96/ton. The delivered costs of the PFC bid was 

$3.1 YMMBtu and was within a reasonable range of market prices based upon the 

United Power and Henwood Energy commodity prices plus the estimated delivered 

cost at $3.09/MMBtu to $3.19/MMBtu. 

The CMC bid was compared to the other import coal offer which was provided 

by Guasare. The CMC commodity price delivered into IMT was $63.93/ton compared 
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to the Guasare commodity price of $74.75/ton; the delivered CMC price was 

$3.18/MMBtu compared to the delivered Guasare price of $3.32/MMBtu. Based on 

the types of coals at issue in the informal solicitation, PFC further followed its usual 

practice of purchasing known coals based upon the lowest delivered cost of the coals 

offered. This demonstrated that the August-September 2004 solicitation resulted in 

valid market prices. 

Are you aware of Mr. Sansom’s criticisms of the August-September 2004 

informal solicitation? 

Yes, I am. Mr. Sansom criticizes PFC because (1) PFC did not conduct a formal RFP 

solicitation; (2) PFC apparently did not contact every compliance coal supplier on its 

admittedly “lengthy” bidder list; (3) PFC allegedly “sole-sourced” 480,000 tons for a 

two-year contract to an affiliate that provided coal by water to Crystal River; (4) PFC 

used published trade press prices to compare the bid prices received; and (5) PFC also 

purchased 210,000 tons of coal for CR1 and CR2 by rail from its affiliate. Mr. 

Sansom also claims PFC should have purchased PRB coal and not the coal purchased 

from PFC/M&T. 

Do you agree with them? 

No, I do not. Apparently, Mr. Sansom believes that the only means of purchasing coal 

is through a formal RFP solicitation no matter what the market conditions are. This 

rigid standard is unrealistic and impractical because it denies PFC (or any procuring 

utility for that matter), the flexibility necessary to respond to changing market 
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conditions. By late summer and fall 2004 the coal market was highly volatile, there 

were several utilities seeking significant tons from an ever tightening supply, 

necessitating quick action by PFC to secure the necessary tons for CR4 and CR5. PFC 

acted reasonably and prudently under those market conditions in ensuring that it was 

among the “first to be served” in that market. Further, if Mr. Sansom’s rigid standard 

of formal solicitations prevailed today there would be no “Over the Counter Market” 

(OTC) for coal which is clearly not the case in our industry today. 

Mr. Sansom focuses on the purchase contract with PFC/M&T in August- 

September but ignores the 450,000 tons purchased over the same two years from CMC 

for high quality, import compliance bituminous coal. They were both made at the 

same time, both provided coal by barge delivery into Crystal River, and both bid 

prices compared favorably to market prices based on the recognized industry indices. 

Notably, Mr. Sansom does not say that it is unreasonable or imprudent to compare bid 

prices to such indices, rather, he argues simply that they are no substitute for formal 

solicitations. Again, in a perfect world with perfect market conditions one could 

always rely on formal RFP’s but the world is not always perfect and market conditions 

sometimes require a more flexible, rapid response to market circumstances than a 

formal RFP provides. Those are the circumstances that PFC faced in August- 

September 2004. 

Mr. Sansom nowhere explains how the purchase of coal by rail for CRl and 

CR2, which is an entirely different type of coal from that purchased for CR4 and CR5, 

renders the award of one of the contracts in response to the August-September 2004 

informal solicitation imprudent. He simply asserts it with no basis whatsoever. 
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comparing the “Bids Due” entries on page 1 of 2 of Exhibit No. - (RS-25) that the 
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which was the earlier April 2004 solicitation. The second entry on that same page 

refers to a “Progress Energy,” “system-wide” solicitation, with a “Bids Due” date of 

“6/30/04.” This second entry is a solicitation for Progress Energy Carolinas, not for 

PEF at Crystal River. It is this second entry that is repeated on page 2 of 2 of Exhibit 

No. __ (RS-25). Therefore, what Mr. Sansom has done in this exhibit is include an 

earlier April 2004 RFP by PFC for PEF at Crystal River and a Progress Energy 

Carolinas solicitation and claimed that they demonstrate that PFC would re-enter the 

market months later, in August-September 2004, for more coal for Crystal River. The 

exhibit clearly has nothing to do with the informal solicitation that PFC undertook in 

August-September 2004. 

IV. SYNFUEL PRODUCTION AND SALES: 1999-2002 

Prior to assuming the position of Vice President for Coal Procurement for PFC, 

24 were you employed on the sales side of PFC? 
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Yes, I was, from 1984 until 2002. My job was to sell coal and later coal and synfuel 

to utilities and industrial customers. As a result, PEF was but one potential customer 

among many potential customers. 

Did you respond to RFP’s for coal for the Crystal River units? 

Yes, I did. I frequently participated by providing bids in response to PEF WP’s with 

both coal and synfuel at various times over the years. In each case in which I 

participated in an W P  on behalf of PFC/M&T, I was always treated just like any other 

bidder. I also participated in the spot market with PEF by providing PFC on PEF’s 

behalf offers for spot purchases. Similarly, when I assumed the position of making 

coal procurement decisions for PFC on PEF’s behalf I treated PFC/M&T, when they 

participated in the WPs  or spot market, just like any other bidder. 

PFC/M&T sold synfuel from facilities in which PFC had a small equity 

interest to PFC on behalf of PEF from 2000 to 2002. PEF, however, did not always 

purchase coal or synfuel from PFC/M&T when it was offered, either in response to an 

RFP or on the spot market. 

Was it unusual for EFC/PFC affiliates to have handled synfuel sales for synfuel 

producers in which an EFCE’FC affiliate held a minority equity participation? 

No, that should have been expected because EFC (PFC) was one of the first if not the 

first entity to develop a successful synfuel production process and to set up efficient 

production and marketing facilities. As a result, other participants in the industry 

sought out EFC’s (PFC’s) expertise in the production and marketing of synfuel. 
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EFCPFC was the primary, dominant market participant in the production and sale of 

synfuel. 

What made synfuel competitive to comparable bituminous compliance coal? 

Synfuel had a bituminous coal base so it was offered as an alternative coal product at a 

price that was one to two dollars cheaper than the bituminous coal product on the 

market. In fact, the sales pitch for synfbel was that “it burns like coal, handles like 

coal, but is cheaper than coal so it will save you money.” 

Did the sale of synfuel to PFC for PEF benefit PEF’s customers? 

Yes, it obviously did, because the synfuel product was sold at a discount to the market 

price for bituminous compliance coal. So, as a result, the utility customer received a 

similar bituminous coal-based product at a below market price. Synfuel producers 

were able to sell synfuel at or below market prices because they obtained tax credits 

that offset losses on the production and sale of synfuel. 

Mr. Sansom creates the impression in his testimony and his exhibits that sales of 

synfuel to PFC for PEF’s Crystal River units were the primary source of synfuel 

tax credits for Progress Energy. Is that accurate? 

No, it is not. Since I was involved in the sale of coal and synfuel from 2000 to 2002 

(and coal before then) I know that PEF was one of PFC/M&T’s smallest customers of 

synfuel. There were a number of other major utilities, such as American Electric 

Power (AEP), TVA, and Louisville Gas & Electric, that purchased substantially more 
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tons of synfuel on an annual basis than PEF ever did. These larger synfuel customers 

had to account for the overwhelming majority of the tax credits generated from 

synfuel sales because it is my understanding that the tax credits followed the sales. 

V. ADDITIONAL REBUTTAL POINTS 

Having read Mr. Sansom’s testimony, are there any additional errors that you 

see in his testimony? 

Yes, there are. First, Mr. Sansom argues at page 39, lines 10-16, of his testimony that 

the shipment of PRB coals by rail to the McDuffe terminal in Mobile, Alabama and 

then by Gulf barge to Crystal River was the most economic route for the shipment of 

PRB coals to Crystal River. Second, at pages 46 and 47 of his testimony, Mr. Sansom 

attempts to equate the transportation risks of moving PRB coals to the transportation 

risks for Eastem bituminous coals. Both of these arguments are in error, based on 

what little information Mr. Sansom has provided in his testimony to support them. 

What is erroneous about his argument that the shipment of PRB coals by rail to 

McDuffie and then by Gulf barge to Crystal River was the most economic means 

to deliver PRB coals to Crystal River? 

In support of this argument he relies on two letter proposals from rail carriers, one 

dated August 23,2002 and the other dated May 8,2003, for the delivery by rail of test 

shipments to the McDuffie terminal, and his unsupported conclusion that the “post-test 

bum” contract rail rates “usually” are not higher than the railroad’s test burn rates 
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simply “because volumes are higher and the term is longer.” The latter letter was 

addressed to me and followed conversations that I had with the carrier. I know based 

on those conversations that the rail price quoted in that letter was limited to a “test” 

shipment as a means of encouraging PFC to look at PRE3 coals for the Crystal River 

plants in the near future. I also know from those same conversations that the actual, 

long-term contract price to haul PRB coal from the mine to the McDuffe terminal 

would have been higher. This offer was a “Blue Light Special” offered by the rail 

carrier. I was there, I had the conversations with the rail supplier, and I know this 

offer was for test shipments only and would not translate into a later, favorable 

contract rail price. Therefore, Mr. Sansom’s conclusion is incorrect in this instance 

and he offers nothing else to support his assertion that long-term contract rail rates 

between these two locations are “usually” lower than test burn rates. In fact, Mr. 

Sansom later concludes (at page 40) that it was the lack of “good data” that led him 

not to rely on this method of transporting PRE3 coals to Crystal River in his damages 

analysis. 

What is erroneous about Mr. Sansom’s attempts to equate the transportation 

risks of PRl3 coals and Eastern bituminous coals? 

In my experience in the coal markets, primarily in the east, the reasons for delay on 

the transportation of coals is highly dependent on the particular circumstances 

involved in each occurrence. The delays that have occurred in my experience usually 

could be explained by the situation of the particular supplier, the particular mine, the 

particular locale, or other unique circumstances. I have found it difficult to generalize 
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about such risks in the eastern coal markets much less between eastern and western 

coal markets. Mr. Sansom must face similar difficulties since his testimony on this 

point is unsupported by any analytical, scientific study that he or someone else has 

done to compare the transportation risks associated with PRB coals to the 

transportation risks associated with eastern bituminous coals. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Do you believe that PFC acted reasonably and prudently in the coal procurement 

decisions that were made during your tenure as the Vice President of Coal 

Procurement for PFC? 

Yes, I do. As I have explained in my testimony, PFC has always sought to obtain the 

most economical coal for the Crystal River coal units given the market conditions that 

PFC faced at the times these decisions had to be made between 2002 and 2005. In my 

view, under the circumstances present at the time these decisions were made, PFC did 

act reasonably and prudently. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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I 
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of E l e c t r i c  

comply w i t h  

g u i d e l i n e s .  
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p o l i c y  t o  p r o c u r e  b o t h  c o a l  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ser- 

v i c e s  i n  t h e  most c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  manner p o s s i b l e .  W e  a t t e m p t  t o  

m a i n t a i n  a r e a s o n a b l e  b a l a n c e  be tween s p o t  p u r c h a s e s  and long- te rm 

p u r c h a s e s ,  as w e l l  as w a t e r b o r n e  d e l i v e r i e s  and r a i l  d e l i v e r i e s  of 

f u e l ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  e n s u r e  that f u e l  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  

w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  a t  r e a s o n a b l e  and s t ab le  c o s t s  t o  F l o r i d a  Power 

C o r p o r a t i o n .  

T r a n s a c t i o n s  w i t h  a f f i l i a t e d  companies  f o r  f u e l  o r  s e r v i c e s  w i l l  

b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  o r  lower  t h a n  c u r r e n t  m a r k e t  c o n d i t i o n s  and 

terms t h a t  EFC migh t  r e c e i v e  f rom a n  independen t  s u p p l i e r .  Fur- 

t h e r ,  it is our  p o l i c y  t h a t  c o n t r a c t s  w i t h  a f f i l i a t e s  be admin i s -  

t e r ed  i n  t h e  same manner as w i t h  i ndependen t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

Any p e r s o n n e l  hav ing  a c o n f l i c t  of  i n t e r e s t  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  f i r m  

s e e k i n g  a long-term f u e l  o r  s e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t  would be removed from i 

t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of the c o n t r a c t .  

APPROVED: 
V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  7Z  O p r a t i o n s  
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\ 1 

T h i s  manual w i l l  o u t l i n e  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r o c e d u r e s  f o l l o w e d  when 

p u r c h a s i n g  c o n t r a c t  . and s p o t  c o a l  f o r  u s e  by F l o r i d a  Power 

C o r p q r a t i o n .  

Once F l o r i d a  Power C o r p o r a t i o n  h a s  s u p p l i e d  p a r a m e t e r s  f o r  q u a l i t y  

a n d  q u a n t i t y ,  t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  r e q u i r e d  is t o  make a d e c i s i o n  as t o  

whether t h e  coa l  p u r c h a s e  s h o u l d  be, a term p u r c h a s e  o r  a s p o t  pu r -  

c h a s e .  I n  t he  e v e n t  it is  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  t h i s  s h o u l d  be a term 

c o n t r a c t  p u r c h a s e ,  t h e n  EFC h a s  two o p t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  a giv.en t e r m  

p u r c h a s e .  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Option Number O n e  

The f i r s t  o p t i o n  would be t o  do a rev iew of c u r r e n t  marke t  c o n d i -  

t i o n s  and p r i c i n g  as re la ted t o  t h e  t y p e  and volume o f  c o a l  w e  

i n t e n d  t o  pu rchase .  Market i n f o r m a t i o n  is g a t h e r e d  t h r o u g h  o u r  

c u r r e n t  s p o t  p u r c h a s e s  and f rom r e c e n t  c o n t r a c t  p u r c h a s e s ,  as w e l l  

as. a rev iew of t r a d e  p u b i l i c a t i o n s  s u c h  as Sou the rn  C o a l ,  Coal  Week, 

and Coa l  Outlook.  G e n e r a l l y  s p e a k i n g ,  a review of t h e  m a r k e t  s i t u -  

a t i o n ,  t h e  m o t i v a t i o n  f o r  t h e  p u r c h a s e ,  t h e  area f rom where t h e  

p u r c h a s e  shou ld  come ( a  f o r e i g n  s o u r c e  f o r  p u r c h a s i n g  s t r a t e g y  

r e a s o n s ) ,  o r  whether  o r  n o t  t h e r e  are o t h e r  e x t e n u a t i n g  b u s i n e s s  

circumstances t h a t  would a f f e c t  t h e  p u r c h a s e  are t a k e n  i n t o  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

; 

1 

1 
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Once a p r o d u c e r ( s )  who is a known and d e p e n d a b l e  p r o d u c e r ( s )  is 

selected f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  p r i c e  q u o t e s  would be s o l i c i t e d  and 

s u b j e c t  t o  a n a l y s i s .  The economic a n a l y s i s  w i l l  be deve loped  on a 

d e l i v e r e d  cos t  bas i s .  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  FOB m i n e  p r i c e  

and  all t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  e l e m e n t s .  S i n c e  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  e l e m e n t s  

a c e  s u c h  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  of  o u r  d e l i v e r e d  c o s t ,  maximum e f f o r t  is 

expended t o  d e t e r m i n e  the  best t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  estimates a v a i l a b l e .  

Once de l ive r ' ed  p r i c e s  a r e  e s t i m a t e d ,  a cents  ,per  m i l l i o n  B t u  c o s t  

i s  c a l c u l a t e d  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  formula :  

Once a p o t e n t i a l  p r o d u c e r ( s )  is  s e l e c t e d ,  EFC s h a l l  beg in  t h e  

p r o c e s s  of s e c u r i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t he  p r o d a c e r  ( s )  and 

h i s  coals. Supp lemen ta l  i n f o r m a t i o n  shou ld  i n c l u d e ,  b u t  n o t  b e  

l i m i t e d  t o ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

1 .  D e t a i l e d  q u a l i t y  d a t a  i n c l u d i n g  p r o x i m a t e ,  u l t i m a t e ,  a n d  

ash m i n e r a l  a n a l y s e s ,  a s h  f u s i o n  t e m p e r a t u r e s  f o r  a l l  f o u r  

measu res ,  s u l f u r  f o r m s ,  and any o t h e r  i t e m s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  

conce rn .  T h i s  data  s h o u l d  be by seam if more t h a n  one  

seam is i n v o l v e d ,  as w e l l  as f o r  t h e  b l e n d  e x p e c t e d  t o  b e  

s h i p p e d .  T h i s  d a t a  is  t h e n  s u b m i t t e d  t o  F l o r i d a  Power 

C o r p o r a t i o n  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  and a p p r o v a l .  

2 
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Reserve and permit data, together with a mining plan, on 

those reserves expected to .be dedicated to an EFC 

contract. 

Mine ownership data, including principals and parent 

companies, if any. 

Mine equipment lists. 

Business and customer refeyences. 

Complete description of preparation plant and loadout 

facilities including proposals for sampling and weighing. 

Thoughts on contract provisions such as escalation/ 

de-escalation, premium/penalties, force majeure, etc. 

Upon receipt, this information will be evaluated by EFC for opera- 

ting strengths of the mine or mines, quality, and the lowest bidder 

applicable. EFC will complete a field inspection of the operations 

under consideration. This will confirm the existence and condition 

of the mine, facilities, and equipment, as well as allowing 

face-to-face discussions with key mining personnel. Once the 

inspection process is completed, the o n l y  remaining step is to 

negotiate a contract. 

3 
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I 
I -  
I 

I n  n e g o t i a t i n g  a c o n t r a c t ,  e f f o r t s  should proceed  toward  a c h i e v l n g  

t h e  bes t  a l l - a r o u n d  d r a f t  c o n t r a c t  document. Documentat ion is k e p t  

on  a l l  t h e  procurement  p r o c e s s  and r e a s o n i n g  beh ind  t h e  f i n a l  

'1 
J 

I d e c i s i o n .  

I Option Number Two 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,  
I 
I 
B 

The second  o p t i o n  would be  t o  p r e p a r e  a formal s o l i c i t a t i o n  for 

coal b i d s .  The p rocedure  f o r  t h i s  is as follows. A b i d d e r ' s  l i s t  

would be p repa red  from r e s e a r c h  and i n d u s t r y  manuals  and EFC f i l e s ,  

and  n o t i c e s  would be p l a c e d  i n  t r a d e  p u b l i c a t i o n s .  The number of 

r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  w i l l  v a r y  depending upon t h e  c u r r e n t  

aarket s i t u a t i o n .  For example ,  i n  a s t r o n g  marke t  t h e  number of 

r e s p o n s e s  from even a p u b l i s h e d  notice could be q u i t e  s m a l l .  Com- 

p l e t e  documenta t ion  w i l l  be k e p t  on how the b i d  l i s t  w a s  d e v e l o p e d  

and  who w a s  s o l i c i t e d .  

T h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  w i l l  i n c l u d e  a b i d  c l o s i n g  da t e .  T h i s  date  w i l l  

i d e a l l y  allow f o u r  t o  f i v e  weeks f o r  r e s p o n s e s ;  however ,  s h o r t e r  

t i m e s  may be al lowed depending  on t he  urgency of t h e  need f o r  c o a l .  

A s  p r o p o s a l s  are  r e c e i v e d  p r i o r  t o  t h i s  c l o s i n g  d a t e ,  t h e  Opera-  

t i o n s  Department s e c r e t a r y  w i l l  be r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  r e c e i v i n g ,  

logging, and s e c u r i n g  t h e s e  proposals unopened u n t i l  c l o s i n g  da te  

h a s  o c c u r r e d .  Upon r e c e i p t  of t h e  p r o p o s a l ,  the  secretary w i l l  

g e n e r a t e  a form l e t t e r  acknowledging  receipt which s h a l l  be s e n t  t o  1 

t h e  respondee .  After t h e  c l o s i n g  d a t e ,  all b i d s  w i l l  be  opened and 

rev iewed f o r  comple t eness  and  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  the basic q x a l i t y  

p a r a m e t e r s  are i n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n .  L a t e  b i d s  will n o t  

I 
I 
I 
I ' ' 
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be c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  t h e  c u r r e n t  s o l i c i t a t i o n ,  b u t  s h a l l  be r e t a i n e d  

f o r  p o s s i b l e  use on o t h e r  c o a l  p u r c h a s e s .  

a n  economic a n a l y s i s  w i l l  be deve loped  on a 

Th i s  a n a l y s i s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  FOE mine  p r i c e  

e l e m e n t s .  S ince  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  e l emen t  

For a l l  q u a l i f y i n g  b i d s  

" d e l i v e r e d  c o s t "  basis. 

and all t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

is such  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  

of o u r  d e l i v e r e d  c o s t s ,  maximum e f f o r t  is expended t o  d e t e r m i n e  the 

best t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  estimates a v a i l a b l e .  Once d e l i v e r e d  p r i c e s  a r e  

e s t i m a t e d ,  a c e n t s  p e r  m i l l i o n  Btu c o s t  i s  c a l c u l a t e d  by t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  formula :  

D e l i v e r e d  Cos t  Per Ton : (Guaran teed  Btu/lb. X . 0 0 2 ) .  

Once a d e l i v e r e d  c e n t s  p e r  m i l l i o n  btu cost h a s  been  d e t e r m i n e d  f o r  

e a c h  c o a l  submi t t ed ,  a r a n k i n g  by d e l i v e r e d  c o s t  c a n  be  made. 

S t a r t i n g  w i t h  t h e  c a n d i d a t e  h a v i n g  t h e  l o w e s t  d e l i v e r e d  c e n t s  p e r  

m i l l i o n  Btu c o s t ,  EFC w i l l  b e g i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  of s e c u r i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  

i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  p r o d u c e r  and h i s  c o a l s .  T h i s  s u p p l e m e n t a l  

i n f o r m a t i o n  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e ,  b u t  n o t  be l i m i t e d  t o ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

1 .  D e t a i l e d  q u a l i t y  data i n c l u d i n g  p r o x i m a t e ,  u l t i m a t e ,  and 

a s h  mineral  a n a l y s e s ,  ash f u s i o n  t e m p e r a t u r e s  f o r  a l l  f o u r  

measures ,  s u l f u r  f o r m s ,  and any o t h e r  i t e m s  of p a r t i c u l a r  

concern .  T h i s  data s h o u l d  be by seam i f  more t h a n  one 

seam i s  i n v o l v e d ,  as well as f o r  t h e  b l e n d  e x p e c t e d  t o  be 

sh ipped .  T h i s  d a t a  is t h e n  s u b m i t t e d  t o  F l o r i d a  Power 

Corpora t ion  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  and a p p r o v a l ,  

5 
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2 .  Reserve  and p e r m i t  da t a ,  t o g e t h e r  with a mining  p l a n ,  on 

t h o s e  r e s e r v e s  e x p e c t e d  t o  be d e d i c a t e d  t o  an EFC 

c o n t r a c t .  

companies ,  i f  any. 

4 .  Mine equipment  l i s ts .  

5 .  Bus iness  and cus tomer  r e f e r e n c e s .  

6 .  Complete d e s c r i p t i o n  of p r e p a r a t i o n  p l a n t  and l o a d o u t  

f a c i l i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  s ampl ing  and weighing.  

7 .  Thoughts on c o n t r a c t  p r o v i s i o n s  such  as e s c a l a t i o n /  

d e - e s c a l a t i o n ,  p remium/pena l t i e s ,  f o r c e  m a j e u r e ,  r i g h t  t o  

a u d i t ,  e t c .  

Upon r e c e i p t ,  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l .  be e v a l u a t e d  by  EFC f o r  ope ra -  

t i n g  s t r e n g t h s  of t h e  mine o r  mines ,  q u a l i t y ,  and t h e  l o w e s t  c o s t  

b i d d e r s .  The o b j e c t i v e  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  a l i s t  of 

s e m i f i n a l i s t s  based  on low q u o t e d  p r i c e  and c a p a b i l i t y  of  h a n d l i n g  

a term c o n t r a c t .  I n  a r r i v i n g  a t  a l i s t  of s e m i f i n a l i s t s ,  e l i m i n a -  

t i o n s  are  c a r e f u l l y  documented with s p e c i f i c  r e a s o n s  c i t e d ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h o s e  n o t  e a s i l y  q u a n t i f i a b l e .  

6 
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Once t h e  s e m i f i n a l i s t s  have  been d e t e r m i n e d ,  EFC f i e l d  i n s p e c t i o n s  

o f  each o p e r a t i o n  w i l l  be conducted .  T h i s  w i l l  c o n f i r m  t h e  e x i s -  

t e n c e  and c o n d i t i o n  of t h e  mine, f a c i l i t i e s ,  and equipment ,  as w e l l  

as a l l o w i n g  f a c e - t o - f a c e  d i s c u s s i o n s  with k e y  mining p e r s o n n e l .  

Aga in ,  f o r  t h o s e  b i d d e r s  e l i m i n a t e d  by t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  doc- 

u m e n t a t i o n  is produced on t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  r e a s o n s  f o r  e l i m i n a t i o n .  

Those  b i d d e r s  p a s s i n g  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  a re  f i n a l i s t s  and t h e  

o n l y  remain ing  s t e p  i s  t o  n e g o t i a t e  a c o n t r a c t .  

I n  n e g o t i a t i n g  w i t h  t h e  f i n a l i s t s , ,  e f f o r t s  should proceed  toward  

a c h i e v i n g  t h e  b e s t  a l l - a r o u n d  d r a f t  c o n t r a c t  document wi th  each and 

t h e n  s e l e c t i n g  t h e  b e s t  o v e r a l l  c o n t r a c t o r  t o  s i g n .  Again,  docu- 

m e n t a t i o n  is k e p t  on t h e  procurement  p r o c e s s  and r e a s o n i n g  beh ind  

t h e  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n .  

Whether it be a t e r m  o r  s p o t  p u r c h a s e  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  nlarket s t u d y  

t e c h n i q u e  o r  a p u r c h a s e  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n ,  a l l  t h e  q u a l i t y  

d a t a ,  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  aa t a ,  mine v i s i t  data ,  e tc .  is  t a k e n  i n t o  con- 

s i d e r a t i o n  on same t y p e  p u r c h a s e s .  There a r e  many f a c t o r s  t h a t  go 

i n t o  a pu rchase  of  c o a l  o t h e r  t h a n  p r i c e .  Some o f  t h e  o t h e r  fac- 

t o r s  t o  c o n s i d e r  on c o n t r a c t  term agreements  o r  on s p o t  p u r c h a s e s  

are  as f o l l o w s :  

1 .  Is p roduce r  u n i o n i z e d ?  I f  a s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  of o t h e r  Ad 

t e rm ag reemen t s  are w i t h  u n i o n i z e d  o p e r a t i o n s ,  it may be 

d e s i r a b l e  t o  s e e k  d i v e r s i t y  by p l a c i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  emphas is  

on non-union o p e r a t i o n s .  

7 
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2 .  Does t h e  p roduce r  have  r e a s o n a b l e  a c c e s s  t o  b o t h  r a i l  and 

wa te r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ?  Those p r o d u c e r s  who o f f e r  t h e  a d d i -  

t i o n a l  f l e x i b i l i t y  of b e i n g  a b l e  t o  s h i p  on b o t h  t h e  w a t e r  

and r a i l  sys tems may w a r r a n t  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  

3 .  A b i l i t y  t o  s h i p  b o t h  1 p e r c e n t  and compl i ance  s u l f u r  c o a l  

w i l l  w a r r a n t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

4 .  Does p roduce r  have a d d i t i o n a l  c a p a c i t y  t o  s h i p ?  I n  t i m e s  

o f  emergenc ie s  ( s t r i k e ,  h u r r i c a n e ,  e t c . ) ,  it may be d e s i r -  

ab le  t o  have e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t  s u p p l i e r s  i n c r e a s e  t o n n a g e s  

t o  cove r  f a l l s  f r o m  o t h e r s .  Those  p r o d u c e r s  w i t h  t h i s  

c a p a b i l i t y  may d e s e r v e  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

5 .  What i s  p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  this p r o d u c e r ?  I t  may be 

n e c e s s a r y  and  desirable  t o  e l i m i n a t e  a p r o d u c e r  f rom con- 

s i d e r a t i o n  because of bad p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of  

p r i c e .  

8 
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SPOT COAL PURCHASE PROCEDURES 

Spot coal purchases are typically.those purchases for a term of 

less than one year. These coal purchase requirements may be of a 

predictable (term contracts at a level less than 100 percent of 

requirements) or unpredictable (strikes, disasters, etc.) nature. 

Depending upon the particular circumstances, and to some extent the 

market situation, different approaches to purchasing spot coal may 

be required. The following will outline procedures for each. 

Predictable  Spot Requirements 

If term contract commitments are less than projected coal require- 

ments for a given period, a more orderly and thorough approach to 

spot coal procurement can be utilized. For these requirements, the 

primary considerations w i l l  be (a) delivered price, and (b) utili- 

zation of spare transportation capacity. 

1. Is producer union or non-union? If a substantial portion 

of existing term requirements are from unionized producers 

and a new union contract is due to be negotiated during 

the period under consideration, it may be appropriate to : 

place additional emphasis on non-union operators for the 

spot business. 

9 
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2 .  Does t h e  p roduce r  have  t h e  capacity t o  i n c r e a s e  sh ipmen t s?  

If  a s t r i k e  s i t u a t i o n  as d e s c r i b e d  i n  1 d e v e l o p s ,  it may 

b e  most  d e s i r a b l e  t o  have t h e  s p o t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  w i t h  a 

p r o d u c e r  o r  p r o d u c e r s  who can  i n c r e a s e  shipments t o  c o v e r  

c o a l  l o s t  due t o  t h e  s t r i k e .  

3 .  A b i l i t y  t o  s h i p  1 p e r c e n t  and c o n p l i a n c e  s u l f u r  c o a l .  

4 .  A r e  any term a g r e e m e n t s  coming t o  an end? If an  e x i s t i n g  

t e r m  agreement  is  coming t o  an e n d ,  it may be d e s i r a b l e  t o  

p l a c e  a l l  o r  a p o r t i o n  of t h e  s p o t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  w i t h  a 

p r o d u c e r  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  a new term agreement  t o  

t e s t  h i s  c o a l s  and a b i l i t y  t o  pe r fo rm.  

5 .  What is  our  p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  c a n d i d a t e ?  

A p roduce r  w i t h  a h i s t o r y  of poor  pe r fo rmance  w i l l  w a r r a n t  

v e r y  ca re fu l  r e v i e w ,  i f  n o t  e x c l u s i o n ,  d e s p i t e  f a v o r a b l e  

p r i c i n g  I 

Procedures  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  r e c e i p t ,  l o g g i n g ,  c o n t r o l ,  

e v a l u a t i o n ,  and n e g o t i a t i o n  a r e  t h e  same f o r  a term p u r c h a s e  

s o l i c i t a t i o n .  

Unpredictable Spot Requirements and 

Purchase of Distress or S a r g a h  Coal 

Unpred ic t ab le  s p o t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  are  those r e q u i r e m e n t s  r e s u l t i n g  

f rom e v e n t s  ove r  which no c o n t r o l  c a n  be e x e r t e d .  Examples of s u c h  

1 0  
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e v e n t s  a r e  s t r i k e s ,  (UMWA,  r a i l ,  w a t e r ,  t r u c k ,  d o c k ) ,  n a t u r a l  

d i s a s t e r s  ( h u r r i c a n e s ,  c a v e - i n s )  , major  d e r a i l m e n t s ,  and t h e  l i k e .  

F o r  t h e s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  t h e  p r i m a r y  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  w i l l  be t h e  abil-  

i t y  t o  l o c a t e  and d e l i v e r  usable c o a l s .  The re  w i l l  l i k e l y  be lit- 

t l e  t i m e  t o  deve lop  a n  o r g a n i z e d  s o l i c i t a t i o n .  T h e r e f o r e ,  EFC 

would p l a c e  n o t i c e s  i n  t h e  i n d u s t r y  p a p e r s  and c o n t a c t i n g  v i r t u a l l y  

e v e r y o n e  t h a t  can b e  i d e n t i f i e d  from o u r  f i l e s  and from t h e  

Keys tone  Coal I n d u s t r y  Manual. E x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t  s u p p l i e r s  t h a t  

a re  s t i l l  o p e r a t i n g  w i l l  most  l i k e l y  be approached  on t h e  p o s s i b i l -  

i t y  of i n c r e a s e d  s h i p m e n t s  inasmuch as w e  h a v e  some u p s i d e  c a p a b i l -  

i t i e s  b u i l t  i n t o  o u r  c o n t r a c t s .  A s  w i t h  o t h e r  s p o t  p u r c h a s e s ,  i t  

i s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  a s i m p l e  p u r c h a s e  o r d e r  form w i l l  be  s u f f i c i e n t .  

Thorough documenta t ion  w i l l - b e  k e p t  on t h e  n a t u r e  and  e x t e n t  of t h e  

emergency and  t h e  d e t a i l s  on what  e f f o r t s  were r e q u i r e d  t o  l o c a t e  

t h e s e  c o a l s .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  EFC a lways  attempts n o t  t o  commit a l l  of our  a n t i c i -  

p a t e d  s p o t  volume r e q u i r e m e n t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  of  what 

w e  term " d i s t r e s s e d  c o a l  s a l e s " .  T h i s  a l l o w s  u s  t o  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  

of  b a r g a i n  d e a l s  and f u r t h e r  lower  o u r  c o s t  t o  F l o r i d a  Power 

C o r p o r a t i o n .  

1 1  
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CR4and5 ' 

July03 

Sollclbilon 
RAIL COALS 
SHORT LIST 

12.00% 

10.00% 

10.009~ 

19.00% 

10.00~. 

10.00% 

Single Year 

AEP No 5a 

Koch Carbon I 

Koch Carbon 2 

Alpha 

Alpha 

Dominion 

0.75% 12,500 8.00% 30.00% 42 1.20 $50.75 2.030 $5202 $2.08 

0.78% 13,000 8.00% 3250% 43 1.20 $53.00 2.038 $5226 $2.01 

0.78%. ,I~.OOO a.oo*/. 32.50%. 43 1.20 $53.25 2.048 $52.51 $2.02 

0.77% 12.800 7.50% 2t1.00~. 65 120 $52.85 2.064 $53.19 , ~zoe 

0.77% 12.800 7.50% za.oox 65 1.20 ~52.85 2.064 $53.19 $2.08 

0.75% 12.500 8.00% 31.00% 42 ~ $ 5 1 . 7 5 2 0 7 0  $51.42 ~ -$2.06 

300 300 

140 140 

240 240 

360 360 

iao  180 

360 360 

Koch Carbon 3 

AEPNo2 

Alliance No 2 

Massey 3a 

1/04 - 12/05 Nonspecific 240 240 240 10.00% 0.78% 13,000 8.00% 32.50% 43 

1/1/04-6130/00 Damron Fork 900 300 300 300 10.00% 0.77% 12.800 8.00% 32.50% 44 

11i104 - 12131106 MC Mining 900 300 300 300 9.00% 0.75% 12,500 8.00% 3200% 42 

1/04 - 12/04 Eandmlll 2,160 720 720 720 13.00% 0.73% 12,100 8.00% 30.00% 42 

b 
0 
P 

-4 
2 

1.20 $53.75. 2.100 $53.16 $2.08 

1.20 $53.14 2.196 $55.03 $2.27 

so2 Price El 
. .  



CR 4 and 5 
July 03 Solfciratlon 

Western Coals FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY - Review Later 

Kennecott 

RAG 2 

Kennecott 

DTE 1 

Arch 

DTE 2 

AEP NO 3 

Oxbow 

AEP NO 4 

RAG 1 

Trlton 2 

Trlton 1 

Peabody 2 

/01/03 - 12131101 

1/04 -12/04 

/01/03 - 12/31/01 

1/1/04 - 5130104 

1/01/04 - M0/04 
1/1/04 - 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1/04 -12106 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1/04 42/04 

1/04 -12104 

1/04 -12104 

1/04 - 12/04 

Sprlng Creek 

20 Mile - COL 

Jacobs 

PRB 

PRQ - 11.rf-r 

PRB 

PRB unrp.clfird 

Elk Creek CO 

PRB Ynlp.dR.8 

PRB - Belle Ayr 

PRB Buckskln 

DRB N Rochelle 

PRE-AnURoch 

100 ' 

500 500 

100 

168 

300 300 

336 

1,500 ,500 

1.500 500 

1,500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

4.00% 0.34% 9,350 

10.00% 0.51% 11,300 

5.82% 0.48% 8,700 

6.00% 0.35% 8.800 

6.00% 0.35% 8,800 

6.00% 0.35% 8.800 

5.50% 0.35% 8,800 

12.00% 0.58% 11.500 

5.50% 0.34% 8.400 

4.50% 0.27% 8,550 

5.90% 0.30% 8,400 

4.70% 0.35% 8.800 

4.40% 0.22% 8,800 

24.90% 

10.00% 

27.72% 

27.00% 

28.00% 

27.00% 

27.00% 

10.00% 

27.00% 

2980% 

29.90% 

27.90% 

26.70% 

32.43% 55 

39.00% 40 

32.19% 54 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

32.00% 45 

35.00% 50 

31.00% 58 

31.00% 55 

31.00% 55 

31.50% 59 

CR 45.Ecanomlcr Base SpedflcaUans 

Ash Sulfur Btu Mobture Val HGI 

10.00% 0.70% 12.000 a.00~. 31.00% 4p 

0.73 $37.14 1.986 

0.90 $44.50 4.969 

1.10 $35.89 2.063 

0.80 $36.54 2.076 

0.80 $36.69 2.085 

0.80 $36.74 2.088 

0.80 $35.60 2.023 

1.00 $47.03 2.045 

0.80 $34.60 2.060 

0.63 $36.64 2.143 

0.71 $36.39 2.166 

0.80 $37.00 2.102 



CR 4 and 5 
July 03 Solicitation 
Foreign Water Coals 

SHORT LIST 

D"nond2  I11104 -12/31106 McDuffle 2.250 750 750 750 5.00% 0.70% 11,700 14.00% 31.00% 44 

Guasare 111104 - 12131106 IMT - Belted 1,150 650 500 8.00% 0.77% 12,800 8.00% 31.00% 45 

~ Guasare 111104-12131106 IMT-Belted 1,950 650 650 650 8.00% 0.77% 12,800 8.00% 31.00% 45 

Drummond 1 

Glencore 

Guasare 

Emerald I 

Glencore 

Emerald 2 

Glencore 

111104 - 12/31/04 

111104 - 12/31104 

111104 - 12131104 

111104 - 12/31/04 

111104 - 12131104 

111104 - 12131/04 

1/1/04 - 12131104 

mcDume 

IMT-Gearlass 

IMT -Belted 

Mobile 

IMT-Belted 

IMT 

IMT-Geared 

1.20 $55.41 $54.22 $2.12 

SO2 Plica 



CR 4 and 5 
July 03 Solicitation 

Domestic Wafer Coals 
Short List 

Infinity 

PFC 

Infinity 

1/01/04 - 12/31/07 Panther 3.000 750 750 

1104 12/06 CoallSynfuel 2.700 900 900 

1/01104 - 12/31/07 Panther 3,000 750 750 

b 
0 
P 
21 Q\ 
0 

CR 45 Economlca Bass SpeclnaUons 

Ash Sulfur Blu Molrturs Vol HGI 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 6.00% 51.00% 40 

I i n  
so2 Price 

$160 

$60.06 $2.3S 

$60.66 $2.43 



PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
C R 4 a n d 5  

July 03 
- Solicitation 
RAlL COALS 

AEP No 5a 

Koch Carbon I 

Koch Carbon 2 

Alpha 

Alpha 

Dominion 

SHORT LIST 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 CSX BS 300 300 

1104 - 7/04 Non-specific 140 140 

1/04 - 12/04 Non-specific 240 240 

1/1/04 -12131104 McClure 360 360 

1/1/04 -6/30/04 McClure 180 180 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 MC Mining 360 360 

8.00% 30.00% 42 1.20 

, 8.00% 

8.00% 

7.50% 

7.50% 

8.00% 

- 
12.00% 

10.00% 

10,00% 

10.00% 

10.00% 

10.00% - 

32.50% 43 1.20 

32.50% 43 1.20 

28.00% 65 1.20 

28.00% 65 1.20 

31.00% 42 1.20 

0.75% 12,500 

0.78% 13,000 

0.78% 13,000 

0.77% 12,800 

0.77%. 12.800 

0.75% I 12,500 

Koch Carbon 3 

AEP No 2 

Alliance No 2 

Massey 3a 

1/04 - 12/05 Non-specific 240 240 240 

1/1/04 - 6130106 Damron Fork 900 300 . 300 300 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 MC Mining 900 300 300 300 

1/04 - 12/04 Bandmill 2,160 720 720 720 

$52.02 

$52.26 

$52.51 

$53.19 

$53.19 

$51.42 

1 .  

10.00% 

10.00% 

9.00% 

13.00% 

- 
$2.08 

" $2.01 

$2.02 

$2.08 

$2.08 

$2.06 

0.78% 13,000 8.00% 3250% 43 1.20 $53.80 2.069 $53.06 $2.04 

0.77% 12,800 8.00% 32.50% 44 1.20 $53.75 2.100 $53.16 $2.08 

0.75% 12,500 8.00% 32.00% 42 1.20 $52.75 2.110 $52.12 $2.08 

0.73% 12,100 8.00% 30.00% 42 1.20 $53.14 2.196 $55.03 $2.27 

Ash Sulfur Btu Moisture Voi 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 31.00% 40 
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 

CR 4 and 5 
July 03 Solicitation 

Western Coals 
~ FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY - Review Later 

Kennecott 

RAG 2 

Kennecott 

D E  I 

Arch 

DTE 2 

AEP NO 3 

Oxbow 

AEP No 4 

RAG 1 

Triton 2 

Triton I 

Peabody 2 

7/01/03 - 12/31/0~ 

1/04 -12/04 

7/01/03 - 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 6130/04 

1101104 - 6/30/04 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 

1/1104 - 12/31/06 

. 1/04 -12/06 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1/04 -12/04 

1/04 42/04 

1/04 42/04 

1 I04 - 12/04 

Spring Creek 

20 Mile - COL 

Jacobs 

PRB 

PRB 

PRB uns- 

Elk Creek CO 

PRB umpecined 

'RB - Belle Ayr 

'RB Buckskin 

RB N Rochelle 

PRB-AntRoch 

100 

500 500 

I00 

168 

300 300 

336 

1,500 500 500 500 

1,500 500 500 500 

1,500 500 500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 

. .. 

ggggj - 
4.00% 

10.00% 

5.82% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

5.50% 

12.00% 

5.50% 

4.50% 

5.90% 

4.70% 

4.40% 

0.34% 9,350 

0.51% 11,300 

0.48% 8,700 

0.35% 8,800 

0.35% 8,800 

0.35% 8,800 

0.35% 8,800 

058% 11,500 

0.34% 8,400 

D.27% 8,550 

0.30% 8,400 

D.35% 8,800 

0.22% 8,800 

24.90% 

10.00% 

27.72% 

27.00% 

28.00% 

27.00% 

27.00% 

10.00% 

27.00% 

29.90% 

29.90% 

27.90% 

26.70% 

32.43% 55 

39.00% 40 

32.19% 54 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

35.00% 50 

32.00% 45 

35.00% 50 

31.00% 58 

31.00% 55 

31.00% 55 

31.50% 59 

CR 45 Economlcs Base Specifications 

ksh Sulfur Btu Moisture Vol HGI 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 31.00% 40 

0.73 $37.14 1.986 

0.90 $44.50 1.969 

1.10 $35.89 2.063 

0.80 $36.54 ' 2.076 

0.80 $36.69 2.085 

0.80 $36.74 . 2.q88 

0.80 $35.60 2.023 

1-00 $47.03 2.045 

0.80 $34.60 2.060 

D.63 $36.64 2.143 

3.71 $36.39 2.166 

1.80 $37.00 2.102 

I50 $45.27 2.572 I 

g@3% 
% % z  

$38.54 

$44.82 

$3922 

$39.35 

$39.60 

$39.55 

$38.26 

$47.94 

$37.61 

$3927 

$39.69 

$39.50 

$47.14 -kit SO2 Price 

$2.06 

$1.98 

$2.25 

$2.24 

$2.25 

$2.25 

$2.17 

$2.08 

$224 

$2.30 

$236 

$224 

$2.68 
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q#i If;.p SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

"D" Rail Contracts 

- 2005 - 2006 - 2007 ' 

PROJECTEDBURN 3,838,000 4,098,000 3,921,000 3,931,000 

Equals Net Rail "D" 1,831,000 

0 0 

Minus Water Delivered Coal 

Existing contracts: 

2,100,000 2100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 

Massey 
0 
0 

Total Committed Contracts - 1,512,000 400,000 300,000 300,000 
Total Open Position: 226,000 1,598,000 1,521,000 1,531,000 

Amvest 212,000 
AEPIQuaker 0 0 0  
Alliance -4- 3Q0,  - 2 300,000 '&,OOO 300,000 300,000 

Potential Contract Suppliers: 
AEPlQuaker (3) 0 200,000 200,000 ' 0  
Alliance (3) 0 200,000 200,000 0 
Amvest (3) 0 212,000 212,000 0 

0 400,000 400,000 0 
0 -244688 0 0 

44WaJ 1,012,000 1,012,000 0 

-4%&OQ& 586,000 509,000 1,531,000 

Koch Carbon (4) 
Massey (3) &JAf?$ e Total 

Potential Spot Purchases: 
216 OBQ 

Ailocation: 
% Existing Contract to bum: 
% Potential contract to bum 
% Total contract to burn 
% Potential spot to bum 

Notes: 
(I) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) The open positions, each year, 
will be filled with a X to main- 
tain approximately a 80120 
spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Potential contract extensions 
from existing suppliers. 
(4) Based upon results of the 
2004 solicitation. 

87.0% 20.0% . 16.5% 16.4% 
8.1% 50.7% 55.6% 55.3% 
95.1 % 70.7% 72.1 % 71.7% 
4.9% 29.3% 27.9% 28.3% 

7/2842003 1455 

PEF-FUEL-004765 



PROJECTED BURN 
Existing contracts: 

Consol 
Massey 
AEPlQuaker 

Total Committed Contracts 
Total Open Position: 

Potential Contracts: (2) 

Potential Suppliers: (3) 
AEP/Quaker 
Consol 
Massey 

Total 

Remalning Open Position 

Potential Spot: (2) 

Allocation: 
% Existing Contract to burn: 
% Potential contract to bum 
% Total contract to bum 
% Potential spot to bum 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) For 2004 the Open Position will 
be filled by spot purchases only. 
For the remaining years, a % will be. 
used to maintain approximately a 
70130 spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Potential contract extensions from 
existing suppliers. 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

-. 

Exhibit No. (AWP-2) 
Page 21 of 52 

- 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

"A" Rail Contracts 

- 2005 - 2006 - 2007 - 2004 

2,241,000 2,252,000 2,231,000 2,239,000 

0 
0 0 

0 
161,000 1 ,I 02,000 1,231,000 2,239,000 

0 716,300 677,050 1,567,300 

1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
600,000 ' 150,000 
480,000 0 0 0 

2,080,000 1,150,000 1,000,000 

0 100,000 200,000 200,000 
0 100,000 
0 400,000, 400,000 400,000 
0 600,000 600,000 600,000 

0 116,300 77,050 967,300 

161,000 551,000 492,400 895,600 

92.8% 51.1% 44.8% 0.0% 
0.0% 31.8% 30.3% 70.0% 
92.8% 82.9% 75.1% 70.0% 
7.2% 17.1% 24.9% 30.0% 

7/28/2003 1455 

PEF-FUEL-004766 
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Required Water Delivery 
Existing contracts: 

Massey 
Panther 

Total Committed Contracts 
Total Open Position 

Potential Contract Suppliers: 
Guasare #1 (3) 
Guasare #2 (3) 
Black HawklCalla Synfuel (3) 

Total 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

Allocation: 
% Exlsting contract to requirement 
% Potential contract to requirement 
% Total contract to requirement 
% Potential spot or additional contract 

to requirement 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"D" WATER 

2007 - - 2004 - 2005 - 2006 
2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 

633,000 210,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

633,000 210,000 0 0 
2,100,000 

200,000 0 0 0 
. 550,000 650,000 650,000 0 

525,000 525,000 0 0 
1,275,000 1,175,000 650,000 0 

1,467,000 1,890,000 2,100,000 

192,000 715,000 ' 1,450,000 2,100,000 

30.1% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
60.7% 65.5% 31.0% . 31.0% 
90.8% 75.5% 31.0% 31.0% 

9.2% 24.5% 69.0% 69.0% 

Note: 
(1) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) The open positions, each year, 
will be filled with a % to main- 
tain approximately a 80/20 
spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Based upon results of the 
2004 solicitation. 
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Required Water Delivery 
U s t l n g  contracts: 

Massev 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"D"WATER 

2006 - 2007 - 2004 - 2005 - 
21 00,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 

633,000 210,000 0 0 
Panther 0 0 0 0 

Total Committed Contracts 633,000 210,000 0 0 
Total Open Position 1,467,000 1,890,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 

Potential Contract Suppliers: 
Guasare #1(3) 
Guasare 12 (3) 
Black HawWCalla Synfuel (3) 

Total 

Potential Spot or Addtlonal 
Contract Purchases: 

Allocation: 
% Existing contract to requirement 
% Potential contract to requirement 
% Total ,contract to requirement 
% Potential spot or additional contract 

to requirement 

200,000 0 0 0 
550.000 650,000 6 5 0,O 0 0 0 
525;OOO 525;OOO 0 0 

1,275,000 1,175,000 650,000 0 

192,000 715,000 1,450,000 2,100,000 

30.1% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% , 

60.7% 65.5% 31.0% , 31.0% 
90.8% 75.5% 31.0% 31.0% . 

9.2%. 24.5% 69.0% 69.0% 

Note: 
(1) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) The open positions, each year, 
will be filled with a % to main- . 
tain approximately a 80/20 
spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Based upon results of the 
2004 solicitation. 

PEF-FUEL-004774 
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PROJECTEDBURN 
Minus Water Delivered Coal 
Equals Net Rail "D" Delivered Coal 
Existing contracts: 

Massey 
Amvest 
AEPlQuaker 
Alliance 

Total Committed Contracts 
Total Open Position: 

Potential Contract Suppliers: 
AEPlQuaker (3) 
Alliance (3) 
Amvest (3) 
Massey (3) 
Koch Carbon (4) 

Total 

Potential Spot Purchases: 

Allocation: 
% Existing Contract to bum: 
% Potential contract to bum 
% Total contract to bum 
% Potential spot to burn 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) The open positions, each year, 
will be filled with a % to main- 
tain approximately a 80/20 
spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Potential contract extensions 
from existing suppliers. 
(4) Based upon results of the 
2004 solicitation. 

I 
P 
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

"D" Rail Contracts 

2007 - 2004 - 2005 - 2006 - 
3,838,000 4,098,000 3,921,000 . 3,931,000 
2,100,000 2.1 00,000 2,100,000 2,100.000 
1,738,000 1,998,000 1,821,000 1,831,000 - . 

600,000 100,000 0 0 
212,000 0 0 0 
400,000 0 0 0 
300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 

1,51&000 400,000 300,000 300,000 
226,000 1,598,000 1,521,000 1,531,000 

0 200,000 200,000 0 
0 200,000 200,000 0 
0 212,000. 212,000 0 
0 400,000 400,000 0 

140.000 0 0 0 
140,000 1,012,000 1,012,000 . 0 

86,000 586,000 509,000 1,531,000 

87.0% 20.0% 16.5% 16.4% 
8.1% 50.7% 55.6% 55.3% 
95.1% 70.7% 72.1% 71.7% 
4.9% 29.3% 27.9% 28.3% 

7/28/2003 1455 

PEF-FUEL-004775 
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PROJECTEDBURN 
Existing contracts: 

Consol 
Massey 
AEPlQuaker 

Total Commltted Contracts 
Total Open Position: 

Potential Contracts: (2) 

Potential Suppllers: (3) 
AEP/Quaker 
Consol 
Massey 

Total 

Remaining Open Position 

Potential Spot. (2) 

Allocation: 
% Existing Contract to bum: 
% Potential contract to bum 
% Total contract to bum 
% Potential spot to bum 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes reopener or 
potential reopener. 
(2) For 2004 the Open Position will 
be filled by spot purchases only. 
For the remaining years, a % will be. 
used to maintain approximateiy a 
70/30 spot to contract on total bum. 
(3) Potential contract extensions from 
existing suppliers. 
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

"A" Rail Contracts 

2007 - 2004 - 2005 - 2006 - 
2,241,000 2,252,000 2,231,000 2,239.000 

1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 0 
600,000 150,000 0 0 
480,000 0 0 0 

2,080,000 1,150,000 1,000,000 0 
161,000 1,102,000 1,231,000 2,239,000 

0 716,300 677,050 1,567,300 

0 100,000 ~200,000 200,000 
0 100.000 
0 400,000 400,000 400,000 
0 600,000 600,000 600,000 

967,300 0 116,300 77,050 

161,000 551.000 492,400 895,600 

92.0% 51.1% . 44.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 31.8% 30.3% 70.0% 
92.0% . 82.9% 75.1% 70.0% 
7.2% 17.1% 24.9% 30.0% 

7/28/2003 1 4 5 5  

PEF-FUEL-004776 
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SUBJECT: 2004 REQUEST FOR PROPOS~C(RFP) AND CONTBACT RE-OPENFRS p - a p m s )  

.+ 
a TO: . Charlie Gates : DATE: October 2 ,2003 

As discmsed, during the past several months Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) has been 
evaluating the results of the 2004 RIP and had discussions with various suppliers regarding 
their 2003 price re-opener provisions. 

We have eight contracts with price re-openers during 2003, five of which =-e for the Delta 
coal and three of which are for the Alpha coal. We have successfully renegotiated five 
conkacts (two Alpha and three Delta), were ImsuccessW with one supplier (Delta), and hzve 
two renuiring to be renegotiated (one Alpha and one Delta). A portion of the tonnage for the 
unsuccessful contract was replaced With another Supplier and the balance -d be secured in 
t he  2004 spot market. PFC's purchase strategy is io eventually achieve a 75/25, 70/30  split 
between contract and spot. 

The results of the 2004 RFP provided PFC a good selection of potential suppIiers for 2004 and 
beyond. We received bids from 21 domestic and foreign suppliers who submitted 42  bids. 
Some bids contained "bids wifhin bids," for a total of approximately 75 bids. These supplier-s . 
offered 31 million bns spread f d y  evenly over foreign and domestic water, rail-eastern, and 
rail-west" I have enclosed with .this memo a Supply Assessment for years 2004-2007 (see 
attachment A), and the Short List evaluations for the domestic water, foreign water, and 
domestic rail (eastern only) (see attachment B). The western coals will be evaluated separately 
and used for test bum purposes only. 

We currently haye agreements with the suppliers noted below. We were abIe to improve some 
of the economics, as compared to the RFP results, on selected bids while increasing the tonnage 
pihased. 

m r c y u & j ; { -  

FOREIGN WATER 

. Choice: 

0 The G k a r e  single-year bid from its Mina Norte mine (200,000 tons) was converted to . 
a two-year contract during negotiations with 250,000 tons to be shipped in year one 
and 150,000 toits to be shipped in year.two. This coal will deliver to Crystal River (CRS 
for 2.126 $/MMI3tu and 2.236 $/MABtU 

The multi-year bid fivm its Paso DiabIo mine (550,000 tons for 2004 and 650,000 
tons/year for 2005 a i d  2006) was negotiated into 650,000 tons/year for 2004 and 

years one and two, respec.tively. 

PEF-FUEL-004734 
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2005 with a market re-opener for 2006.‘This coal will deliver to CR for 2.124 
$/MMBtu and 2.134 $/MMBtu for years one and two, respectively. Guasare would 
account for 43.0 percent of ow water-delivered coal in year one and 38 percent in 
year two. However, these foreign coal purchases, based upon total burn, account for 
only 1 3 -1 5 percent of the total. 

. 

Explanation: 

Guasare ‘is clurently a supplier and was previously a short-term contract supplier. 
Their coal has excellent qualities, CR likes t h e  product, they have performed very well 
even though Venezuela had a major strike during 2002, and the cod makes an 
excellent blend product for other purchases. Guasare has fulfilled aIl obligations, 
including a substantial price reduction on the tons affected by the‘strike. Their original 

~ bid was tied with Glencore; but Glencore is a broker of coal, whiIe Guasare is a 
producer. B&e of some price concessions, Guasare became the- most competitive 
water coal purchased. 

.The Drurnmond Colombikn coal evaluated fist, but because of the low Btu  and high 
‘moisture the plant is concerned about a de-rate. As previously discussed, since this cod 
will potentially de-rate the plant, the plant will the Dnunmond coal during 
November and December. This test is still on schedule. 

DOMESTIC WATER 

Choice: 

Nopurchase. 

Explaitation: 

0 The foreign coals, as expected, evaluated ahead of the domestic coals offered. The Black 
. Hawk/calia coal/synfuel bid evaluated second among domestic bids and fourth overall, 

but was offered subject to obtaining the coal supply. Infinity Coal Sales evaluated 
slightly ahead of Black JbwWCaIIa with a straight cod product, but sold the coal prior 
to  us making a decision. The coal was offered “subject to prior sale.” There were no 
single-year bids considered competitive enough to place on the short list. Due to intense 
market activity, Black HawWcalla could not obtain a coal s o m e  for their bid Because 
of the tight supply of domestic Delta water coal and the resultant eIevated prices, the 
planned purchase of 350,000 tom was deferred until 2004. hrrcl-iases, as required, will 
be made in the spot market. 

DOMESTIC RAIL 

. . .  ‘ Choice: 
. .  

The Domixion one-year bid for 120,000 tom. 

Explanation: 

. The Koch Ca.rb01-i bid esalrzated first in both the single- and multi-year bids. Plans were 
’ to purchase only 120,000+/- tons for 2004, leaving the remaining for the spot market . .  

PEF-FUEL-004735 
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Once again, because of intense market activity and increasing prices, Koch Carbon 
began providing excuses as to why they did not have the coal as offered. Long story 
short, I have removed Koch Carbon from ow active bidders list; and 1 purchased twelve 
traiqs (120,000 tons) from Dominion (#5 in the evaluation). The coal will ship from 
one of o w  existing supplier's mines-the coal is excellent quality. The price did 
increase slightly'from the original offer, but it will deliver b Crystal River at 2.074 
$/MMBtu. The Alpha Coal Sales Com&iny bid, which evaluated at #3 and #4, was 
eliminated because of the 28 percent volatile. 

. 

px*:c s m j  

As noted above, we have eight contracts with price re-openers during 2003. The first to 
occur was Consol (May I, 2003) and 'the last two are Amvest (Delta coal-November I , 
2003) and Quaker (Alpha coal-November I, 2003). Between May 1 and October 1 we 
renegotiated prices for six of the eight contracts; or in the case of one supplier, r ea l lh t ed  
their tons to another supplier. 

In every case; we e k e d  ourselves that the renegotiated price was within the current 
market range and very competitive compared to other bids offered. 

Attached is a summary of these re-opener activities (see Attachment C) . 

. 

. .  

' We anticipate burn of 2.2 milIion.tons:for Crystal River Units 1 and 2 and 3.9 million tons 
for Crystal River Units 4 and 5, for a total burn of 6.1 million tons. 

We have purchased all needs for CrystaI River Units I and 2 from our long-term contracts, 
and wil l  transport 100 percent of the product via rail. 

Regarding Crystal River Units 4 and 5, we have purchased approximately 1.5 million tons 
on contract, which will be delivered by rail; and we will purchase the remaining rail 
tonnage (approximately 200,000 tons) from the spot market. We will deliver 2.1 million, 
tofts via barge; 1.5 million tons have been purchased on contract, and we wil l  purchase the 
remaining wafer tonnage (approximately 600,000 tons) from the spot market. - 

I wil l  be available, as r e q k e d ,  to anwer  any questions you or Lloyd might have. 

1 .  

A W / r o  

Attachments 

x: RrrfusJackson 
Bonnie Hancock 

A. W. Pitcher , 

PEF-FUEL-00473 6 
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Docket No. 060658 
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Exhibit No. - (AWP-3) A'TTAC-A 
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- 

PAGE I 
SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

"D" RAIL 

2004 - 2005 - 2007 . ' - -  2006 - 
PROJECTED BURN 
Minus Water Delivered Coal . 
Equals Net Rail "D" Delivered Coal 
Exiiing contracts: 

Massey 
A m v a  . 
AEP/Quaker 
Alliance 

Total Existing Contracts 

Total Open Position: 

PotentialContract Suppliers: 
' AEP/Quaker 

Alliance 
Amvest 
Massey 
Dominion 

Total Potential Contracts 
Total Existing & Potential .' ' 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

Allocation: 
% Existing Contract to bum:, 
% Potential contract to burn, 
% Total contract to bum 
% Potential spot to bum, 

Notes.: 
(1) BOLD denotes 2004 reopener and 
potential or actual results or new 
purchase. 

' 

- - 

. .  
3,838,000 4,098,000 . . 3,921,000 3,931,000 
2,100,000 2,100,000 .2,100,000 ' .  . 2,100,000 
1,738,000 - . 1,998,000 1,821,000 1,831,000 

0 0 200,000 1s0,000 
21 2,000 ' 
400,000 ' 0 0 - n  0 0 

n - 
Y u 

300,000 300,000 ' 0 
450,000 300,000 0 

300,000 
1,112,000 

626,000' 1,548,000 1,521,000 . - 1,831,000 

700,000 0 - 0  
300,000 300,000 ' 0  

0 . o  0 

100,000 
200,000 

' 0  
0 0 n '  n - u 

400,000 1,000,000 0 300,000 0 0 '  0 100,000 ' 

1,512,000 1,450,000 600,000 0 .  

226,000 

64.0% 
23.0% 
87.0% 
13.0% 

548,000 . 3 z1,ooo '?*. :1 ,lg 1,000 

. .  
22.5% 16.5% ' 0.0% 
50.1 yo 16.5% . 0.0% 
?2.6Y0 33.0% . .O.O% 
27.4% 67.0% 100.0% 

(2) Purchase strategy is 
to maintain, if possible, 

' approximately a 7OBO split 
between contract and spot 

(3) Purchases based upon 
the 2004 RFP results and . . 
various contract reopener 
negotiations. 

. .  

PEF-FUEL-004737 

911 Si2003 9:OO 
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..Water Delivery 
. Existing contracts: 

. Total Existing Contracts .. 
Massey-Contract Terminated 

Total Open Position 

Potential contract Suppliers: , 

' Progress Fuels ' 

Total Potential Contracts . 
Total Existing & Potential 

Guasare #1 
Guasare #2 

(New Supply; Replaces Massey) 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

. .  
Allocation: 

'9% Existing conisadto delivery . 
% Potential contract to delivery . 
% Total contract to delivery ' 

% Potential spot or additional mntraj 
to requirement 

. . .  

Notes:  . 
(1) E(OLD,denotes 2004 reopener, 

. potentjal or actual results or new 

.purchase: . 

(2) Purchase strategy is to 
maintain, if possible, 
approximately a 70130 split 
between contract and spot  

(3) Purchases based upon 
the 2004 RFP results and 
various contract reopener 
negotiations. 

. .  

Exhibit No. - (AWP-3) 
Page 5 of 12 

ATTACHMENT A 
PAGE 2 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"D"WATER . 

2DO7 - . 2005 ,. ' 2006 - 2004' . - .  

2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 '  

. .  
2,100,000 2,100,000 . 2,100,000 . i,i oo,ooo 

. o  . 0 
* o  

250,000 -I 50,000 ' 

650,000 . 650,000 650,000 

600,000 0 0 0 
1,500,000 800,000 . 650,000 - 0 
1.500,OOO 800,000 650,000 0 

. 600,000 1,300,000 . 1,450,000 2,100,000 

.O.O% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
71.4% 38.1% . 31.0% 0.0% 
71 -4% 38.1% 31.0% 0.0% 

28.6% '61.9% 69.0% 100.0% 
. . .  

. .  
~. . .  

. .  

9/19/03 8% AM ' . .  

PEF-FUEL-00473 8 
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Progress Energy Florida 

. .  
. . "A" KAlL 

- - .  - - . .  2007 ,2004 2005. . 2006 

PROJECTED BURN 
Existing centra cts : 

2,241,000. 2,252,000 2,23 1,000 2,239,000 , 

Consol 1 ,000,0~0 , 1,00Q,000 . 1,000,000 . , ' 0  . 
Massey . 600,000 .I 50,000 0 .  

0 
' 0  

0 

Total Open Position: .16.1,000 7,1B2,000 . 1,231,000 2,239,000 

0 0 AEPlQuaker . 480,000 . . 

Total Existing Contracts 2,080,000 1,150,000 1,000,000 

Potential Contracf Supptiers: . 
400,000 200,000 - - . 200,000 0 

0' . 0 0. 0 

0 400,000 500,000 500,000 
0 800,000 , 700,000 700,000 

Total CommitmentdPotential 2,080,000 1,950,000 1,700,000 700,000 

AEPlQuaker 
Consol 
Massey . 

T O ~ ~ I  Potential ~oni;;cti 

. .  

Potential Spot Purchases: ' : 16'1,000 302,000 531,000 

% Existing Contract to bum: 92.8% 51.1% 44.8% . 
% Potential contract to bum 0.0% ,. . . 26.6% 

' ' %Totalcontracttobum 
% Potential spot to bum 

AIlocation : . .  

26.9% 

I 
.92.8% . 82.9% 75.2% 

7.2% 17.1% 24.8% . I 
. .  

.. 
Notes: . .  
(1) BOLD denotes 2004 reopener,. 
potential or actual resu I t s  or new. 
purchase. 

' 

I 
I 

, (2) Purchase stiategy-k to . 
maintain, ifpossible, . ' . 

.approximately a 70/30 split . 
between contract and spot 

(3) Purchases based upon .. 

the 2004 RFP results and 

. .  
I 

variops coninct reopener 
negotiations.. I . .  

1,539,000 

0.0% 
26.9% 

-70.0% 
30.0% 

. .  

. .  . .  

ERORD03 1303 . 

I 
PEF-FUEL-00473 9 



PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION. 
C R 4 a n d 5 .  A'ITACE.IM€NT I3 . July 03 Solicitafion 

Drumnlond 2 

Guasare 

PAGE I ' Foreign Water Coals 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 McDuffle 2,250 750 .750 750 '  5.00% 0.70% 11,700 14.00% 31.00% 44 1.20 $40.78 2.085 $49.19 $2.10 

8.00% 0.77% 12,800 8.00% 31.00% 45 1.20 $55.41 2.164 $54.22 $2.12 1/1/04 - 12/31/06 IMT.- BCIIIXJ 1,150 650 500 ' 

Single Year (04) 

Guasare 1/1/04 - 42/31/06 

Drummond 1 

Glcncore 

Guasare 

Emerald 1 

GlEIflCOfe 

Emerald 2 

Glencore 

IMT - Belled 1,950 650 650 . 

111104 - . I  2/31/04 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 

'f/l/O4- 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 1?31/04 

111104 - 12/31104 

1/1/04 - 12/31/04 

McbuffIe 

IMT-Gearless 

IMT - Belled 

Moblle 

IMT-Belted 

IMT . 

IMT-Geared 

- 
5.00% 

7.00% 

8.00% 

7.00% 

7.00% 

7.00% 

7.00% 

0.70% 

0.74% 

0.77% 

0.74% 

0.74% 

8.74% 

1.74% 

- 

11,700 14.00%.' 31.00% 44 

12,400 8.00% 35.00% 45 

13,000 8.00% 31.00% 45 

12,400 a m %  35.00% 45 

12,400 8;OOX 35.00% 45 

12,400 8.00% 35.00% 45 

12,400 0.00% 35.00% 45 

. .  

1.20 

1.20 

1.18 

1.20 

1.20 

1.20 

1.20 

- 
$47.37 

$52.04 

$55.52 

$54.24 

$54.74 

$54.84 

655.24 

- 

_I_ 

2.024 

2.135 

2.135 

2.187 

2.207 

2.21 I 

2.227 

- 

- 
$47.78 

$51.70 

$54.13 

$53.08 

$53.58 

$53.GO 

$54.08 

_.I_ 

$2.04 

$2.09 

$2.08 

$2.14 

$2.16 

$2.1 6 

$2.18 

I I 
fO.OO% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 31.00% 

I .  1 

SO2 Prlce El 
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
. C K 4 a n d 5  , 

July 03 Solicitation 
. Donmsfic Water Coals 

In fin Ity 

lnflnlty 

I 

3,000 750 750 750 8.00% 0.77% 12,800 8.00% 31.00% 45 1.20 $61.25 2.393 $60.06 $2.35 1101104 - 12/31/07 Panlher 

1/04-12/06 COallSynfuel 2,700 QOO goo QOO 12.00% 0.75% i z , ~ o o  8.00x 31.00% 44 1.20 $60.39 2.416 $60.66 $2.43 

. 3,000 750 760 750 10100% 0.75% 12,500 8.00% 31.00% 45 1.20 $60.45 2.418 $60.11 . $2.40 1/01104 - 12/31/07 Panlher 

. .  

CR 4'6 Economtcs Base Spsclncattons 

Ash Sulfur Blu Molslura Val . HGI 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 31.00%' 40 

T 
0 
0 n 

1 

4 
P 
hl 



Supplier 

COlZSOl 

Massey-Goff 

AEP/Quukcr 

Massey-Bmidmill 

r\mvcst ' 

4EPl Quaker 

Illiance 

vlassey-Elk Run 

'regress Fuels 

A 

A 

. A  

D '  

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

P 

Deliver 
Mode 

Rail 

- 

Rail 

Rail 

.Rail 

Rail 

Rail 

Rai 1 

Water 

Water 
- 

2003 CONTRACT RE-OPENERACT~V~~Y 

2003 

Tons 
(000) 

1,000 

600 

480 

GOO 

212 

400 

'300 

600 

---- 

Estiinatec 
Deliverec 
$/MMDtl 

- 

2.22 1 

2.271 

2.140 

2.4 16 

. .  

2.399 

2.184' 

2.204 

2.740 ' 

------ 

2004 

1,000 

600 

Pending 

240 

Peiidiiig 

500 

500 

.,-a- 

600 

Estimstec 
Deliverec 
$/MMBfl 

2.045 

2.098 

Pending 

2.1 58. 

Pending 

2.134 

2.131 

------- . 

2.530 

Comments 

Price agreed Lo April 2003; effective July 1 
2003. 

Price agreed. to early September 2003; effeclive 
October 1,2003. 

Reiiewal'price to be established by 1 1 / O  1 /03. 

Tomage reduced due to price, Re-alloculed 
belweeii Alliance, AEP/Quaker, mid spot. 

Renewal price to be established by 11/01/03. 

Price fixed for both 2004 and 2005. 2005 
tonnage increases to 700,000 tom. 

I'wo-year contract;. 2005 'tonnage 600,000; 
price 2.142 $/MMBtu delivered. 

Pike not agreed; new contract with Progress 
Fuels: Price requested by ,Massey 2.640 
I/MMBtu delivered. 

jee abave. 
ZT 30 01 a8ed 

(€-dMV) - 'ON W!Yx9 
~ p f ~ o 1 d  d8.1a1.19 sSal80Jd 

8~9090 *ON w o a  



PROGRESS F U ~ L S  CORPORATION 

. C R 4 a n d 5  

FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY - Review Later 

'101103 - 12/31/04 

1104 -12104 

'101103 - 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 6/30/04 

1/01/04 - 6/30/04 
111104 - 12/31/04 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1104 -12106 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1/04 -12104 

. 1/04 -12/04 

1/04 -12/04 

1/04 - 12/04 

Sprlng Creek 

20 Mile - COL 

Jac,obs 

PRR 

Pf?B - 81.EhThund.r 

PRB 

PRB unrpoclflid 

Elk Creek CO 

PRB unrpeclned 

PRB - Belle Ayr 

PRB Buckskin 

PRB N Rochelle 

PRB-AnURoch 

Ju1y 03 Sollclfallon 
Western Coals 

100 

500' 500 

I 0 0  

160 

.300 .300 

336 

1,500 500 

1,500 500 

1,500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 

500. 500 

500 500 

500 500 

4.00% 

10.00% 

5.02% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

5.50% 

12.00% 

5.50% 

4.50% 

. .  

5.90% 

4.70% 

4.40% 

24.90% 

10.00% 

27.72% 

27.00% 

28.00% 

27.00% 

27.00% 

10.00% 

27.00% 

29.90% 

29.90% 

27.90% 

26.70% 

CR 45 Economics B a s e  Speclncations 

Ash Sulfur ,BIu  Molslure Vol HGI 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 131.00%. 40 

@ 
- 6d2 

0.73 

0.90 

1-10 

0.80 

0.80 

0.80 

0.80 

I .oo 

0.00 

0.63 

0.71 

0.80 

0.50 

$37.14 

$44.50 

$35.89 

$36.54 

$36.69 

$36.74 

$35:60 

$47.03 

$34.60 

$36.64 

$36.39 

$37.00 

$45.27 

j02 Prlce 

$160 

1.986 

1.969 

2.063 

2.076 

2.085 

2.008 

2.023 

2.045 

2.060 

2.143 

2.166 

2.1 02 

2.572 

$38.54 

$44.82 

$39.22 

$39.35 

$39.60 ' 

$39.55 

$30.26 

$47.94 

$37.61 

$39.27 

$39.69 

$39.50 

$47.14 

I .  

. .  

$2.00 

$1.90 

$2.25 

12.24 

$2.25 

$2.25 

$2.17 

$2.08 

$2.24 

$2.30 

$2.36 

$2.24 

$2.60 

o z  
- 9  

;J( 
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
CR 4 and 5 

Jury 03 Solicitation 
Western Coals FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY - Review Later 

'/01/03 - 12/31/04 

1/04 - l a 0 4  

'101103 - 12/31/01 

1/1/04 - 6/30/04 

1/01/04 - 6/30/04 

1/2/04 - 12/31/04 

111104 - 12/31/06 

1/04 -12/06 

1/1/04 - 12/31/06 

1/04 -12104 

1104 -12/04 

1/04 -12104 

1/04 - 12/04 

Spring Creek 

20 Mile - COL 
Jacobs 

PRB 

PRB 81.chThund.r 

PRB 

PRB unrpeclflad 

Elk Creek CO 

PRB unrpeelflad 

PRB - Belle Ayr 

PRB Buckskin 

PRB N Rochelle 

PRB-AntlRoch 

100 

500 500 

100 

168 

300 300 

336 

1,500 500 500 500 

1,500 500 500 500 

1,500 500 500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 500 

500 

4.00% 

10.00% 

5.82% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

6.00% 

5.50% 

12.00% 

5.50% 

4.50% 

5.90% 

4.70% 

4.40% 

0.34% 9,350 

0.51% 11,300 

0.48% 8,700 

0.35% 8,800 

0.35% 8.800 

0.35% 8,800 

0.35% 8.800 

0.58% 11,500 

0.34% 8,400 

0.27% 8,550 

0.30% 8,400 

0.35% 8,800 

0.22% 8,800 1. 

24.90% 

10.00% 

27.72% 

27.00% 

28.00% 

27.00% 

27.00% 

10.00% 

27.00% 

29.90% 

29.90% 

27.90% 

26.70% 

CR 46 Economlcs Base Speclflcallons 

Ash Sulfur Btu Moisture Vol HG 

10.00% 0.70% 12,000 8.00% 31.00% 4( 

5.73 

3.90 

1.10 

0.80 

0.80 

0.80 

0.80 

1.00 

030 

0.63 

0.71 

0.80 

0.50 

$37.14 

$44.50 

$35.89 

$36.54 

$36.69 

$36.74 

$35.60 

$47.03 

$34.60 

$36.64 

$36.39 

$37.00 

$45,27 

SO2 Prlce 

$181 

1 .DE6 

1.969 

2.063 

2.076 

2.085 

2.088 

2.023 

2.045 

2.060 

2.143 

2.1 66 

2.1 02 

2.572 

$38.54 $2.06 

$44.82 $1.98 

$39.22 $2.25 

$39.35 $2.24 

$39.60 $2.25 

$39.55 $2.25 

$38.26 $2.17 

$47.94 $2.08 

$37.61 $2.24 

$39.27 $2.30 

$39.69 $2.36 

$39.50 $2.24 

$47.14 $2.68 

I 
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Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

Page 1 of 5 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-4) 

A p d  12, 2004 

COMPLIANCE COAL RFP 
BID DEADLINE: MAY 12,2004 
TIME: 5PM EDT 

Potentid Supplier: 

To place a portion of om requirements under conkact for Progress Energy's CrysfaZ Rivw Units Nos. 
4 and 5, Progress Fuels Corporation (FFC) is considering entering into a new cod  supply agreement(s) 
beginning January 1,2005. Accordingly, we prefer that you quote a minimum of 150,000 tons annually 
to be delivered in generally ratable monthly amounts during the following perioas; however, lesser 
quantities will be considered (please quote ea& offer separately): 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1. January 1,2005 through December 31,2005 
2. January 1,2005 fhrough December 31,2006 
3. January 1,2005 through December 31,2007 

The quality of all cods submitted'should conform to the spedfications Listed on the attached bid form. 
Coals not meeting a 1.2 LB/SO2 maximum standard will not be considered 

PFC prefers a price quote effective on the start date, which will be fixed for the first twelve months. For 
terms longer than twelve months, PFC will consider fixed and firm, adjusted and/or reopener(s) if 
term is three years. All prices should be quo fed eithmf.0.b. mine loading point for rail delivery and 

5o.b. barge loading point f o r  water delivey.  Your proposal for this business must be submitted in 
writing by 5 PM EDT on May 12, 2004, and should be valid and binding for a minimum of thu-ty (30) 
days from that date. PFC encourages offers that provide added value, including, but not limited to: 

1. 
2 
3. Innovative pricing proposals. 

Annual tonnage flexibility (expressed as a percentage), 
Unilateral extension option(s) for PFC, 

In evaluating the submitted proposals, PFC Wiu consider all relevant factors indudkg a n  "as burned" 
bus bar analysis. Hawever, the delivered cost per million Btu has been and will continue to be the 
factor with the strongest overall impact to the evaluation process. PFC encourages suppliers to quote 
their coals at the highest quality rating they fe$ they can comfortably maintain. All cost calculations 
will be based m guaranteed values rather than typical values expected. Guaranteed values are 
expected fo be met on a per shipment basis. Negotiations of the remaining tenns and conditions will be 
conducted with those suppliers making a "short list" based on delivered economics. 

Due to OUT ability to deliver coal to Crystal River by both rail and ocean barge, PFC Wiu consider both 
r d  and water delivered origins of the submitted product Those suppliers planning to ship by barge 
should indicate any dock preferences. (Thx would also apply to westem USA coal suppliers.) Those 
suppliers planning to ship CSX rail direct must be capable of shipping 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
we&, in 90-car unit -train lots (PFC-owned or leased rapid discharge cars) and k e y  must speafy 

. I- 
1 
I 

' 

B - J  , . 

Progress Fuels Corparstioo 
200 Central Avenue 
St. Pstersburg. FL33701 PEF-FUEL- 00 0 3 52 
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Docket No. 060658 

Exhibit No. __ (AWP-4) 
Page 2 of 5 

loading h e  requirements and CSX rail disbict origin Please do not attempt t o  secure domestic 
raif iauge rates us these me to  be tiegotiated by PFC. 

Draft and narrow channel resiiiictions at the power pimt receiving facility will not accommodate large 
deep-draft vessels. Therefore, foreign origin coals will require delivery through a New Orleans or 
Mobile area import termjnal. Foreign origin coals should be quoted on a ''W basis in "Self- 
Dischar,$ng" vessels. Belted tVpe vessels are preferred. 

Proposals must be submitted by the date and time specified above in a sealed envelope clearly marked 
" T m  Contract Compliance Coal Quotation" addressed to W s .  Robin Ott at the address indicated on 
the attached bid fonn. Note that bids submitted directly t o  me via e-mail or fax will not be 
considered. Proposals must include a completed copy of the attached bid $ o m  (for multiple 
proposals, please copy the attached form and submit a separate form for each proposal) complete with 
current and projected typical ash mineral analysis including minimum and maximum NaZO (sodium 
oxide), typical rrltimate analysis including maximum rtitrogen and chlorine, surftrr foms ,  all reducing 
ash fusion points (average and minimum temperatures), and trace elements. In some cases, where 
suppliers are quoting a blend of various seams of coal, ihe above requested quality data must  be 
provided for the blended product as well as the individual seams f o r  all coals you would expect t o  
ship on this business. Any extraneous information not  included on the provided bid form will not 
be considered. 

Weighing and sampling and analysis will be done at the mine facility, loading dock or the power plant 
by a mutually agreeable independent testing company. . 

PFC reserves the right to waive infomal technicalities or irregularities and reject any and al l  proposals 
for any reason PFC deems appropriate under the circumstances. PFC does not represent that  it wilI 
accept the lowest bid or any other bid. In no event shall PFC be considered to have accepted any offer 
except and'unless in a n  express written acceptance or contract signed by a n  officer of PFC. 

. 

Thank you for y o u  attention to this Repesffor Proposals. If you have any questions or requ&e further 
information regarding this invitation to quote, please contact me at 727/8246692 

' 

/ Vice President - Coal Procurement 

AWPJro 

Attachment 

PEF-FUEL-0003 53 



COAL PRODUCERS' SOLlClTATlON FORM Docket No. 060658 CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 
PAGE I OF 3 Progress Energy Florida 

Exhibit No. (AWP-4) 
CORPORATION - Page 3 of 5 

STREET ADDRESS: 

. .  

HOURS TRACK CAPAC 
TONS 

- 
N P E  OF COAL SAMPLING: 

OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: 

SCALE CERTIFIED? -YES -NO - 
PERIOD TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER TON FOB M I N E  

- 
F THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS N O T M E  PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY M U N G  AN "X":IN THIS SPOT. 

)RODUCER'S COMMENTS: 

;REDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): 

4DUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): 

TITLE: DATE: IGNATURE: 

MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADOlTlONALlNFORMATlON TO: 
MRS. ROBIN OR 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
ONE PROGRESS P W ,  SUITE 600 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701 

OR 
POST OFFICE BOX 15208 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 
PHONE NO. 72718265670 

FAX NO. 7271824-6601 

PEF-FUEL- 0 0 0 3 54 



COAL PRODUCERS' SOLICITATION FORM 
CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 

PAGE 2 OF 3 

Uocket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. __ (AWP-4) -- 
Page 4 of 5 

PROGRESS 
FUELS 

I - I .  I 

OFFERED COALSPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS - 
BITUMINOUS SUB-BllUMINOUS 

'AS RECEIVED" 'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED 

DESCRIPTION 
'AS RECEIVED" 

I - ~ 

4 8.0% MAX 30.0% MAX. 

5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX. 

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 

4 lO.O%MAX.2 . 7.8% MAX.? 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 1.2 LBIMAX.1 1.2 LBlMAX' 

ASH % 

4 8,200118 MIN. BTUUILB 12,300 MIN. 

ASH SOFTENING 1 
2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN. DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (RI 

VOLATILE % 4 31.0% MIN.' 31.0% MIN.1 
I 4 

4 GRINDABILIW, HARDGROVE 42 MIN? 65 MIN.3 

SIZE TXO" 2' x 0' 

FINES (-1/4' X 0") 45% MAX5 30% MAX5 

02% MAX.' PYRITIC SULFUR 0.2% MAX> 

- -. - FIXED CARBON % - 
HYDROGEN % - - 
NITROGEN % - - 

OWNE % - - 
OXYGEN % I I I I 

1Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 
'Adjustable in direct proportjon to Ed. 
3Adjustable in Inverse proportion to Btu.' 

4Emnomic analyses will be based on these values. 
SPreferred value, wals not meeting this specification will be considered. 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE, ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STDDEV. . 

'205 Antimony 

:e203 Beryllium 

tho3 Cadmium 

ioZ Chromium 

:a0 Cobalt 

190 Fluorine 

03 Lead 

20 I Lithium 

a20 Manganese 

ndetermined Mercury 

=a/Acid Ratio Nickel 
r 

,hum BaselAcid Ratio Seienium 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 

PEF-FUEL-0003 55 



~ 

rr 

1 

1 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
C 

1 - 
DESCRiPTlON 

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 

ASH % 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 

BTUILB 

ASH SOFTENING 
DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 

VOLATILE % 

GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 

SIZE 

FINES (-1/4' X 0") 

PYRITIC SULFUR 

FIXED CARBON % 

HYDROGEN % 

NITROGEN % 

)ORINE % 
I 

3XYGEN % 

1Must be met on an individuai shipment 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

Page 5 of 5 

COAL PRODUCERS' SOLICITATION FORM 
CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 

PROGRESS 

FUELS PAGE 3 OF 3 Exhibit No. __ (AW-4) CORPORATION 

\ 1 1 - 
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

'AS RECEIVED' BNJMiNOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
"AS RECEIVED̂  'AS RECEIVED" 
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX 

5 0% MAX 

'AS RECEIVED" 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED - 

4 

5 0% MAX 

4 10.0% MAx.2 7.8% MAXZ 

1.2 mMAx.1 1 2 LBIMAX.1 

12,300 MIN. 8,20O/LB MiN. 

2,500 MIN 2,200 MIN. 

31 0% MIN 1 31.0% MIN 1 

4 

4 

4 

I 42 MIN 65 MIN 3 

2'XO" 2'XO' 

45% MAX 5 30% MAX 5 

02%MAx' 0 2% MAX.' 

- - 
- - 
- - 
- - 
- - 

basis. 4Economic analyses will be based on these values 

~~ ~ 

DESCRiPTlON 1 AVERAGE I STD.DEV. I DESCRIPTION ' 1  AVERAGE 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT I ' TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

STD DEV. 

'205 

ii@ 

~ ~~~ 

. .  Antimony 

Arsenic 

I jOz a0 . 

I :: 
!O 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Fluorine 

Lead 

Lithium 

idetermined 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 

I PEF-FUEL-0003 56 

I I 

Manganese 

Mercuq 

..mm BaselAcid Ratio 1 
Nickel 

Selenium 



MR. FREDERICK J. MURRELL 
PRESIDENT 
ADARO ENVIROCOAL AMERICAS 

BRADENTON, FLORIDA 34205 

FAX NO.: 9411747-8081 

1401 MANATEE AVENUE WEST, SUITE 91 0 

PHONE No.: 9411747-2630 

MR MICHAEL F. MORAN 
DIRECTOR - MARKETING 

11622 CHESTNUTHILL DRIVE 
MAITHEWS, NORTH CAROLINA 28105 
PHONE No.: 7041846-8248 
FAX No.: 7041844-0569 

AEP ENERGY SERVICES, INC. 

MR. JOHN W. TANNER 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
ALLIANCE COAL SALES CORPORATION 
5000 SAILWIND CIRCLE 
ORCANDO, FLORIDA 3281 0 
PHONE No.: 4071523-9797 
FAX NO.: 4071.~23-7a70 

MR. L ELLIS DUSENSURY 
VICE PRESIDENT 
ALPHA COAL SALES 
9300 HARRtS CORNERS PARKWAY, SUITE 
21 0 
CHARLOITE, NORTH CAROLINA 28269 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
PHONE NO.: 7041596-9253 
FAX NO.: 704/598-8115 

MR. ERNIE L.THRASHER 
PRESIDENT 
AMCl EXPORT CORPORATION 

LATROBE, PENNSYLVANIA 15850 
PHONE No.: 7241537-2444 

ONE ENERGY PLACE, SUITE 2000 

FAX NO.: 7241537-2382 

MR. ANDREW W. COX 
VICE PRESIDENT 
AMVESTCOALSALES, INC. 

CHARLOlTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 22905 
?HONE NO.: 4341972-7754 
FAX NO.: 434295-3203 

POST OFFICE Box 5347 

locket No. 060658 
+ogress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 
Page 1 of 15 

I 
m E R  OF 
DECLINE 

OFFER SUBMITTED 
VIA E-MAIL 

I 

1 

BID NON-RESPONSIVE AS IT WAS 
NOT S U E M l m D  IN A SEALED 
CONFIDENTIAL ENVELOPE AS 

XfQUIRED B Y  THE RFP. 

PEF-FUEL-0005 00 
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MR. DAVID E. LONG 
PRESIDENT 
APEX COALSALES 
SIX MOUNTAIN MEADOWS 
CHAPMANVILLE, WEST VIRGINIA 25508 
UNITED STATES O F  AMERICA 
PHONE NO.: 3041752-2365 
FAX NO.: 304/752-5769 

MR. JOHN C. SMITH 
PRESIDENT 
APPALACHIAN FUELS, LLC 
1500 NORTH BIG RUN ROAD 
ASHLAND, KENTUCKY 41102 
PHONE No.: 6061923-5890 
FAX No.: 

~ ~~ 

MR. KEN HODAK 

ARCH COAL, INC. 
ClWPUCE ONE, SUITE 300 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63141 

REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, SOUTHE~ST 

PHONE No.: 31419942842 
Fay No.: 31 41994271 9 

WR. VICTOR 1. VALENZUEU 
MARKETING MANAGER - AMERICAS 
3HP BILLITON ENERGY COAL 

SANTIAGO, CHILE 
JEseucio SUR 100, PIS0 7, U S  CCJNDES 

SOUTH AMERICA 
'HONE NO.: 01 1-56-2-330-5981 
'AX NO.: 011-56-2-330-541 8 

dR. DAN HENDRICKSON 
3LACK GOLD, LLC 
I10 WINTERHAM DRIVE 
~BINGDON, VIRGINIA 2421 1 
'HONE NO.: (276) 623-8336 
'A% NO.: (276) 61 9-2499 

AR. DON E. CAiN 
'RESIDENT 
:IC CHEMICAL & COKE COMPANY 
)I 77 MARIA DRIVE 
MINGTON, KENTUCKY 4051 6 
'HONE NO.: 
ay No.: 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 

~ 

I BID TITLE CHANGED TO: 
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT-REGIONAL SALES 

PEF-FUEL-00050 1 
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D 

I: 
MR. MIKE GOFF 
MANAGER, EASTERN COAL SALES 
CENTRAL APPAUCHIAN MINING 
I1  6 MAIN STREET 

PIKEVILLE, KENTUCKY 41 502 
P.O. BOX 11 69 

PHONE NO.: 606/432-3900 EXT. 306 
FAX NO.: 6061432-0031 

MR. STEVE HERSHBERGER 
CENTRAL COALAND COKE, INC. 

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46280 
PHONE No.: 3171841-7733 

POST OFFICE BOX 80092 

FAXNO.: 3171841-9180 

MR. CLARK WISMAN 

CENTRAL COAL COMPANY 

BRISTOL, VIRGINIA 24202 

PHONE No.: 2761669-8599 

DIRECTOR OF M A R K ~ N G  &SALES 

148 BRISTOL & ~ T R o A D  

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FAX NO.: (276) 669-3543 

MR. FPANCISCO J. GARCIA 
MARKETING MANAGER 
CMC -COAL MARKETING COMPANY LTD. 
CARRERA 54 # 72-80, P.20 
BARRANQUILLA, COLOMBIA 
SOUTH AMERICA 
PHONE No.: 011-57-5-350-2123 
FAX NO.: 011 -57-5-350-2475 

MR. GREG JORDAN 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
COAL ENERGY RESOURCES INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX 2043 
ABINGDON, VIRGINIA 2421 0 
PHONE NO.: 540/676-3101 
FAX NO.: 5401676-3068 

1 BID 

2 BIDS 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

MR. SAM BROVERMAN 
PRESIDENT 
COAL SOURCING AND SALES, INC. 
DPAWER 1878 
LEWISBURG, WESTV~RGINIA 24901 

PHONE No.: 3041645-5950 
UNITED STATES OFAMERICA 

FAX NO.: 3041645-5009 

PEF-FUEL-000502 



Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 

MR. ROBERT H. Scon 

5413 PAITERSON AVENUE, SUITE 205 

PHONE No.: 8041282-9826 

COMMONWEALTH COAL SALES, Lc. 

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23226 

FAX NO.: 8041282-9836 

\ 

MR. ALAN WEED 
COMPUANCE HOLDING COMPANY, INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX 727 
EENTON, ILLINOIS 62812 
PHONE No.: 
FAX NO.: 61 8 / 4 5 - 5 6 7 6  

MR. DENNIS P. DUFFV 

C O N S O L  ENERGY INC. 
GENEML SALES MANAGER 

3330 CUMBERLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 440 
ATLANTA, GA 30339 

PHONE No.: 7701951-2625 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FAX NO.: 7701951-0601 

MR. JOHN SEIBEL 
CONONA RESOURCES 
176 EARNWOOD DRIVE 
EDGEWOOD, KENTUCKY 4101 7 
PHONE No.: 8591426-1375 
FAX NO.: 8591426-7295 

MR. CHARLES R. REASOR 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
:UMBERLAND RIVER ENERGIES, INC. 
1 6 5 9  OAK CREST COURT 
UARIEITA, GEORGIA 3 0 0 6 6  
'HONE No.: 7701977-31 77 
' A X  NO.: 7701977-31 77 

VIR. D. TATE RICH 
/ICE PRESIDENT 
IELTA COALS, INC. 
:AVALIER BUILDING, SUITE 404 
)5 WHITE BRIDGE ROAD 
~ASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 3 7 2 0 5  
'HONE NO.: 6151352-5484 
:AX No.: 

AR. DOUGLAS c. YOUNG 
;ENIOR FUELS TRADER 

'OST OFFICE BOX 25593 
)OMINION ENERGY 

:ICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23260 
#HONE NO.: 8041787-5779 
AX NO.: 8041787-6482 

PEF-FUEL-000 5 03 



Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida -. 

Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 

MR. DENNIS J. STEUL 
DIRECTOR, NORTH AMERICAN SAL 
DRUMMOND COAL SALES, INC. 

.ES 

530 BE4CON PKW. W., STE. 800 
BIRMINGHAM, AIABAMA 35209 
PHONE No.: 205/945-6411 
FAX No.: 2051945-6440 

' 1 BID SUBMIlTED BY GEORGE E. WILBANKS, 
ATORNEY IN FACT, INTEROCEAN COAL SALES 

No CHANGE !N CONTACT 
f NFORiVIkTlON 

MR. ROLAND0 SANZ-GUERRERO 
DIRECTOR OF SALES, DTECS 
DTE ENERGY 
425 SOUTH MAIN STREET, SUITE~OI 
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 481 04 
PHONE No.: (734) 913-5877 
FAX No.: (734) 994-5849 

3 BIDS 

MR. RONALD I WHALEN 
EAST RIVER COAL COMPANY 
POSTOFFICEBOX I451 
BLUEFIELD, WEST VIRGINIA 24701 

FA% No.: 3041325-3708 
PHONE NO.: 3041327-2596 

WR. STEVEN E. WEBER 
~MERALD INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION 
j895 BURLINGTON PIKE 
-LORENCE, KENTUCKY 41 042 
'HONE No.: 859/525-2522 
:AX No.: 8591525-4052 

d ~ .  ROBERT LEwis 

'212 KINGSTON PIKE 
(NOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37919 
'HONE No.: 86515849200 
:AX No.: 865/588-2988 

3NERGY CONSULTING, INC. 
RETUKXED TO SENDER-bJOT 
DELIVERA8LE AS ADCRESSED; 

UNABLE To FORWARD 

I 

MR. THOMAS HIEMSTRA 
EVOLUTION MARKETS LLC 
65 BROADWAY, FIFTH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10006 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 

I I 

MR. GEORGE F. WILLIAMS 
SALES MANAGER 
GARLAND COALCOMPANY 
300 FOREST PARK BOULEVARD 

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37939-0288 
POST OFFICE BOX 10288 

ADDRESS CHANGED TO: 
10 BANK STREET 

W H I T E  FLAINS, NY 1060fi-1933 

PEF-FUEL-000504 
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I 
I 
I 
C' 
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i 
I 
1 

1 

I I 

I 

MR. JOHN MCCONAGHY 
TRADER 
GLENCORE LTD. 
THREESTAMFORDPLAZA 
301 TRESSER BOULEVARD 
STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT 06901-3244 
PHONE No.: 203/328-4958 
FAX NO.: 2031978-2630 

MR. ELADIO BUENO 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
GUASARE COAL INTERNATIONAL 
LINCOLN HOUSE ' 

137 - I 4 3  HAMMERSMITH ROAD 
LONDON W14 OQL 
UNITED KINGDOM 
PHONE No.: 44 207471 3806 
FAX No.: 44 207 471 3809 

MR. TIMOTHY MONSON 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
HORIZON NATURAL RESOURCES 

LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 4051 3 
4509 OLoE BRIDGE COURT 

PHONE NO.: 859121 9-1 250 
FAX NO.: 859/219-2031 

' 2 BIDS 

2 BIDS 

MR. BUD RUNYON 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
HORIZON NATURAL RESOURCES 
401 EOGEWOOD ROAD 
HURRICANE, WEST VIRGINIA 25526 
PHONE No.: 606/920-7777 (KY) 3041562- 

FAX No.: 606/920-7788 (KY) 
3320 (WV) 

MR. THOMAS A. MCQUADE 
PRESIDENT 
INFINW COAL SALES 
3315 SPRINGBANK UNE, SUITE 106 
CHARLO~E, NORTH CAROLINA 28226 
PHONE No.: 704/542-4100, EXT. 11 
FAX No.: 704/542-4107 

MR. KEVIN McEvov 
GENEWL MANAGER 

490 WHEELER ROAD, SUITE 165M 
HAUPPAUGE, NEW YORK I 1788 
PHONE No.: 631/582-6340 

INTEGRlPl COALSALES, INC. 

FAX NO.: 631/582-6364 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

2 Exhibit No. ___ (AWP-5) 
3 Page 6 of 15 5. 
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I- 
1. 
B 
I 
I 
I MR. MARK DOOLEY 

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT & COO 
JAMES RIVER COAL SALES, INC. 
901 -ST BYRD STREET, SUITE 1600 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-4080 
PHONE NO.: 804/780-3003 
FAX NO.: 804/649-9319 

# 
8’ 
II 
8 
8 
I 

I I 

- -. 

. 

. Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

MR. ED L ~ N E  
VICE PRESIDENT, MARKETING 
KERR-MCGEE COAL CORPORATION 
POST OFFICE BOX 25861 
OKLAHOMA C in ,  OKLAHOMA 73125 
PHONE No.: 4051270-3964 
FAX No.: 403270-2967 

MR. RODNEY L. CAMP 
GENERAL MANAGER, MARKETING 
JIM WALTER RESOURCES, INC. 

BROOKWOOD, ALABAMA 35444 
PHONE No.: 20.515546230 (TUSCALOOSA) 
FAX No.: 205155461 61 (TUSCALOOSA) 

POST OFFICE BOX Y 33 

I 1 

MR. J. MICHAELE. KELLEY 
DIRECTOR, TRADING & DIRECTSALES 
KENNECOTT ENERGY COMPANY 
505 SOUTH GILLETTE AVENUE 
GILLRTE, WYOMING 8271 6 
PHONE NO.: 3071687-6045 
FAX No.: 307/687-6015 

MR. EARL Roop 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
KNOTT FLOYD U N O  COMPANY, INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX2765 
PIKEVILLE, KENTUCKY 41 502 
PHONE NO.: 6061874-9003 
FAX No.: 6061874-1261 

I. 

I 
PEF-FUEL-000506 



I. 

MR. ROBERT NELSON 

KOCH CARBON LLC 
20 EAST GREENWAY P W ,  8TH FLOOR 
HOUSTON, T W S  77046-2002  

DIRECTOR, COAL ORIGINATION 

PHONE No.: 713/544-5031 
FAX No.: 71 31544-6052 

MR. GENE MITCHELL 
KOCH CARBON, INC. 
632 OVERHILL ROAD 
AROMORE, PENNSYLVANIA I9003 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 

MR. JOHN BARNARD 
VICE PRESIDENT 
LAFAYEITE COAL COMPANY 
5 6 0 0  EXECUTIVE CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 11 3 
CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA 28212 
PHONE No.: 7041536-5698 
FAX NO.: 7041536-8045 

Ms. MARY EILEEN O'KEEFE 
'RESIDENT 

1362 NORTH STATE PARKWAY 
~HICAGO, ILLINOIS 60610 
'HONE No.: 31 2/482-9701 

AKE SHORE INTERNATIONAL, LTD. 

'AX NO.: 312/482-9703 

fiR. PAUL GREER 

AKEWAY FUEL CORPORATION 
]NE KING JAMES SOUTH, SUITE 11 8 

>LEVELAND, OHIO 44145 

~EGIONAL SALES MANAGER 

!4700 CENTER RIDGE ROAD 

'HONE No.: 4041835-2990 
'AX NO.: 4041835-3027 

f!R. CHRIS RATLIFF 
ANDMARK MINING COMPANY, INC. 
59 MAIN STREET 
~HELBIANA, KENTUCKY 41562 
'HONE NO.: 60616394346 
AX NO.: 6061639-9348 

IR. STEVE MELTON 
'IRECTOR, UTILITY & INDUSTRIAL SALES 
OGAN &. KANAWHA COAL CO., INC. 
.O. BOX 18370 

5 3 0 3  
NlTEO STATES OF AMERICA 
HONENO.: 3 0 4 1 7 4 6 4 0 1 4  
4~ NO.: 3 0 4 7 4 6 4 7 0  

OUTH CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 

i 

. .  

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 



Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

d ~ .  JOHN A. COLLINS 
'RESIDENT 
)AK HILL COAL CORPORATION 

164 Om FLEMINGSBURG ROAD 
(OREHEAD, KENTUCKY 40351 

'HONE No.: 6061780-0824 

'OST OFFICE BOX 723 

JNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

AX NO.: 6061780-0749 

IR. JAY ERUTON 
ICE PRESIDENTOF MID WEST SALES 
IXBOW CARBON & MINERALS, INC. 
901 SOUTH PARK PLAZA, SUITE202 

HONE NO.: 3031795-0413 
4X NO.: 3031795-1524 

ImmoN, COLORADO 80120 

, -- 

I- 
i 5- 

1 BID 

Exhibit No. __ (AWP-5) 

MR. JOHN R. PARKER 
SENIOR VICE PRESIOENT 

FOUR NORTH FOURTH STREET 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 

MASSEY COAL SALES COMPANY, INC. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
PHONE No.: 8041782-1 678 
FAX NO.: 8044788-1 811 

AWARDED CONTRACT 

MR JOHN R. BAKER, JR. 
MCWANE COAL SALES, INC. 
1927 FIRSTAVE. N., SUITE 900 
BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA 35203 
PHONE No.: 2051323-2400 
FAX No.: 

RESURNED TO SENDER- 
FORWARDING TIME EXPIRED 

MR. Rocco d. PRICHINELLO 
DEPARTMENTMANAGER, COAL, IRON ORE & 
FERRO 

520 MADISON AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022 
PHONE No.: 2?2/605-2304 
FAX No.: 21 21605-1 935 

MITSUBISHI INTERNATiONAL CORPORATION 

MR. MAIT~NAMURO 
MANAGER 

STEEL AND COALDIVISION 

!OO PARK AVENUE, 36M FLOOR 

:A% No.: 2121878-4150 

'ERROUS RAW MATERIALS & COAL DEPT. 

HlTSUl &COMPANY 

\IEW YORK, NEW YORK 10166-01 30 
'HONE No.: 21 218784117 

PEF-FUEL-00050 8 
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MR. JIM CAMPEEU 
PRESIDENT 

448 NORTHEAST MA~N STREET 
PllTSTON COALSALES CORPORATION 

POST OFFICE BOX 6300 
LEBANON, VIRGINIA 24266 
PHONE No.: 540/889-6300 
FAX NO.: 5401889-6093 

MR. RICK MEADE 
PITSTON COAL SALES CORPORATION 
448 NORTHWSTMAIN STREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 6300 

Ms. BARBARA BUSBY ' 1 BID 
VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
PEABOOY COALSALES COMPANY 
701 MARKET STREET 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63101-1826 

FAX NO.: 314/342-7609 
PHONE NO.: 3141342-7600 

MR. CECIL Lmis 
PRESIDENTOF SALES 
PERRY COUNTY COAL CORPORATION 
POST OFFICE BOX 5001 

PHONE NO.: 6061439-1 391 
HAZARO, KENTUCKY 41 702 

FAX NO.: 606/436-9113 

MR. J. MARK CAMPBELL 
PRESIDENT 
PEVLER COAL SALES COMPANY 
POSTOFFICE Box 3368 
CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25333 
UNITE0 STATES OF AMERICA 
PHONE NO.: 304345-1 276 
FAX NO.: 3041345-1 278 

MR. Scor r  F. BROWN 
PRESIDENT 
PICKANDS MATHER COAL COMPANY 
971 7 CHILLICOTHE ROAD 

PHONE No.: 4401256-7622 
KIRTUND, OHIO 44094 

FAX NO.: 4401256-1 998 

Ms. NANCY JAMES 
PINCELLI & ASSOCIATES 
2009 ALBERMARLE 
HIXSON, TENNESSEE 37343 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 

Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 

LEBANON, VIRGINIA 24266 - 
PHONE No.: 540/889-6300 
FAX NO.: 5401889-6093 I 

PEF-FUEL-000509 



MR. DALE L FENWICK 

POST OFFICE BQX 1430 
POWDERHORN COAL COMPANY 

PALISAOE, COLORADO 81526 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 

MR. JOSEPH B. JEFFERSON 
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
POST OFFICE BOX 308 

PHONE No.: 3041526-0757 
FAX No.: 304/453-6917 

CEREDO, WESTVIRGlNlA 25507 

I 
I 

I 
I 

~ 1 BID 

MR. JIM SOEERY 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT - VP 
PS ENERGY GROUP INC. 
2987 CU~RMONT ROAD, SUITE 450 
ATIANTA, GEORGIA 30329 
PHONE No.: 4041321-5711 
FAX NO.: 404/321-3938 

I 
I 

I 

MR. GENE MOWERY 
%&T COAL COMPANY, INC. 

(NOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37922 
11852 KINGSTON PIKE 

'HONE No.: 
'AX No.: 

I I 

klR. KEN STACY 
~APOCA ENERGY COMPANY 
'700 LEE HIGHWAY 

'HONE No.: 
:AX NO.: 

?.RISTOL, VIRGINIA 24201 

I 
1 

I 
I 

dR. ROEERT CHAOWELL 
tB COAL COMPANY 
'ATHFORK, KENTUCKY 40863 
'HONE No.: 
'AX No.: 

1R. JIM LAFORCE 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

: Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 
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MR. DERON F. SAYLOR 
SAYLOR BROMERS ENTERPRISES, INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX 127 
COLDIRON, KENTUCKY 40819 
PHONE No.: 6061664-2961 
FAX No.: 

MR. JERRY COOKSEY 
SIGMON COAL COMPANY, INC. 

CUMBERUND GAP, TENNESSEE 37724 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 

549LONDONDERRYROAD 

MR. JOHN MCDONNELL 

SMOKY MOUNTAIN COAL CORP. 

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37932 

FAX No.: (865) 777-3633 

VICE PRESIDENT, SALES 

9 7 2 5  COGDILL ROAD, SUITE 203 

PHONE NO.: (865) 966-8222, EXT. 2003 

MR. YURIY PlKSAYKlN 
RUSSIAN FAR EASTERN COAL TRADE 
COMPANY 
SOCRATCo. LTD. 
1309 MARSHALL S T R E E T M O ~  
?.EOWOOO C i n ,  CALIFORNIA 9406 
'HONE No.: 650/366-6930 
'AX NO.: 650/366-6930 

Y1R. FRED A. BOWMAN 
/ICE PRESIDENT, SALES 
; O U R  SOURCES 

IOST OFFICE BOX 47068 
$755 SOUTH GRAY ROAD 

NDIANAPOUS, INDIANA 46247-7068 

'AX NO.: 3171787-0592 
'HONE No.: 31 71788-0084 

I 

{R. RALPH SHELTON 
'RESIDENT/CEO 
iOUTHEAST FUELS, INC. 
'OST OFFICE BOX 4061 

'HONE NO.: 3361854-1106 
;REENSBORO, NORTH CAROLINA 27404 

AX NO.: 336/547-8720 

I 
IR. PETE A. COFER 
ICE PRESIDENT 
OUTHERN APPAUCHIAN COAL SALES, INC. 
0508 EXECUTIVE PARK DRIVE, SUITE 100 

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37923-461 6 
PHONE No.: 8651470-8595 
FAX NO.: 865/470-8644 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. (AWP-5) 
Page 12 o f 1 5  
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I MR. MARK JONES 
VICE PRESIDENT 

10500 LITTLE PATUXENT P K M . ,  SUITE 510 
SSM PETOCKE LLC 

9891 BROKENLAND PARKWAY 
COLUMEIA, MARYLAND 21044 
PHONE No.: 41 01910-0634 
FAX No.: 41 0191 0-0630 

MR. JOHN STAFFORD 
PRESIDENT 
STAFFORD ENERGY, INC. 
1301 GREENUP AVENUE 
ASHLAND, KENTUCKY 41 101-7526 
PHONE No.: 60613242625 
FAX NO.: 6061326-9142 

MR. EDWARD L. BiLLips 
MANAGER, CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 
TECO COALCORPORATION 
200 ALLISON BOULEVARD 

PHONENO.: 606/523-4$& 
FAX No.: 6061523-4490 

CORBIN, KENTUCKY 40701 

I I 

Exhibit No. (AWP-5) 

MR. STEVE ISAACS 
THOROUGHBRED COAL COMPANY 

LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40574 
PHONE No.: 8591381-8200 
FAX No.: 859/225-3535 

POST OFFICE BOX 11 188 

MR. KEVIN C. BURNS 
VICE PRESIDENT & GENERAL MANAGER 
TMT COAL COMPANY LLC 
18800 WOODBURN ROAD 
LEESBURG, VIRGINIA 201 75 
PHONE NO.: 7031771-9191 
FAX NO.: 7031779-2070 

MR. BILL ANDREWS 
PRESIDENT 

'OST OFFICE Box 220 

'HONE No.: 865/856-2859 

rRAlL ENERGY, INC. 

;REENBACK, TENNE.SSEE 37742 

'AX NO.: 865/983-5319 

PEF-FUEL-000512 
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MR. MARK CANON 
SOUTHERN COMPANY ENERGY MARKETING 
1155 PERIMETER CENTER WEST 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30338 
PHONE No.: 
FAX No.: 



Docket No. 060658 

MR. FRANK M. KOLOJESKI 
MANAGING DIRECTOR 
TRANSG LO B AL VENTURES C o RPO RATI o N 
12000 LINCOLN DRIVE WEST, SUITE 108 
MARLTON, NEW JERSEY 08053 
PHONE NO.: 8561396-0808 
FAX NO.: 8561396-0615 

MR. KEITH G. KLEISER 
GENERAL MANAGER 
TRANSMAR COAL, INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX 11 9 
100 L J. KOCH BOULEVARD 
SANTA CLAUS, I N D I A N A  47579 

FAX No.: 81219374639 
PHONE NO.: 8121937-4536 

MR. ROBERT B. GABBARD 
VICE PRESIDENT 

/- 

2 BIDS 

Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-5) 

TRITON COALCOMPANY, LLC 
ONE PARAGON CENTRE, SUITE 110 
2525HARRODSBURGROAD 
LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40504 
PHONE NO.: 8591223-8820 
FAX NO.: 859f223-8744 

I I 
1 I 

MR. JOHN W. PIERCE 
MANAGER, COMMERCIAL SERVICES 
u. s. STEEL MINING COMPANY, LLC 
600 GRANT STREET, SUITE 1880 
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 1521 9-2749 
PHONE No.: 41 21433461 1 
FAX NO.: 412/433-5839 

dR. DAN VAUGHN 
JNITED POWER, INC. 
i801 LEDGESTONE DRIVE 

EVANSVILLE, I N D I A N A  4771 1 
PHONE NO.: 8121473-581 0 
FAX No.: 812l473-5813 

MR. BRUCE L WASHBURN 
USS COAL SALES LLC 
520 MAN 0 WAR DRIVE 
SEYMOUR, TENNESSEE 37865 
PHONE NO.: a 6 ~ ~ 3 - 9 6 3 2  
FAX NO.: 8651609-8828 i 

I PEF-FUEL-0005 13 
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I 
MR. FRANK HURTADO 
VICE PRESIDENT 

45 ROCKEFELLER P w a ,  SUITE 1600 
630 FIFTH AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10111 
PHONE No.: 212/969-1722 

VENRO PETROLEUM CORPORATION 

FA% NO.: 21 2f969-1729 

MR. JOHN W. GARSIDE, JR. 
WOODRUFF COAL COMPANY 

KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN 49005 
PHONE No.:. 6161343-5531 

POST OFFICE BOX 501 90 

FAX NO.: 61 61343-0404 

SUPPLIERS REQUEST!NG RFPS AFTER lNlTlAL ?dAAlLiNG OF SOLlCITATION 

MR. RICHARD CLONCH 
21 129 GOLF ESTATES DRIVE 
LAMONSVIUE, MARYLAND 20882 
PHONE No.: 2401687f2542 
FAX No.: 240/683/6770 

MR. WILLIAM E. MASSN, JR- 
PRESIDENT 
COMPASS COALSERVICES, LLC 
808 MOOREFIELD PARK DR., STE. 206 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23236 
PHONE No.: 804/288/9500 
FAX No.: 804128819502 

12 COMPANIES RESPONDED WITH 19 BID(S) 

ADDED TO B I G O ~ S  UST ;.OR 
FUTURE SOLICJTAT!ONS 

ADDED TO SlGDERS LIST FOR 
FUTUHE SOLICITATIONS 

1 COMPANY SUBMllTED THEIR OFFER VIA E-MAIL (CONSIDERED UNRESPONSIVE) 

2 COMPANIES SENTALETTER DECLININGTO BID 

3 RFPS WERE RETURNED DUET0 FORWARDING ORDERS D(PIRED, ETC. 

~ _ _ _ _ _  

PEF-FUEL-0005 14 
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PROGRESS INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
FUELS Fuel Transportation -- B T I  DE 72718244692 

Office MAC Phone No. 
Corporation 

SUBJECT: 2005-2007 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP), F’URCHASE ACTIVITY AJlD 
CONTRACT RE-OPENERS (RE-OPENERS) 

TO: Charlie Gates CIATE: June 22,2004 

Since the beginning of the year, coal prices have continued to escalate to ;. iu-t p recedented levels. 
At the present time, there does not appear to be anything that will allow ::hese prices to recede 
from their current levels. Most projections show a very strong coal meket, at least through 
2005 and probably well into 2006. Coal has been affected, like other fuels, by a worldwide 
mix of uncertainties, regulatory indecision, improving and in some cases ‘ L b o ~ ~ g 7 7  (China) 
economies, transportation shortages and inefficiencies, and regional coal supply shortages. As 
discussed during each of OUT past meetings, we at Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) are 
committed to continue to seek the most opportune times to enter the cod market to insure the 
competitiveness of the Crystal River plants. In addition to participating in the 2004 spot coal 
market, when we deemed it advantageous, PFC successfully renegotiaked agreements with 
various suppliers in conjunction with their contract price re-opener pravisions. Additionally, 
PFC has just completed evaluating and purchasing coal from the results of the 2005-2007 
Request for Proposals (RFP) . 

Last year, we had eight contracts with price re-openers, five of which were for the Delta coal 
and three of which were for the Alpha coal. We successfully renegotiated six contracts (three 
AIpha and three Delta) and were unsuccessful with two Delta suppliers. A portion of the 
tonnage for the unsuccessful contracrs was placed with other existirig suppliers and the 
balance was secured in the 2004 spot market. More importantly, we negotiated renewed 
prices, tons, and two-year terms (2004 and 2005) with two suppliers; and in each case, we 
have re-openers for 2006. Our 2004 RFP purchases and the renegotiated contracts are 
currently at least $15.00-20.00 below the current market. 

Our challenge this year was to attempt timing the market for our 2005-2007 RFP and any 
other purchases that we deemed of value. Although the prices are dramatically higher than last 
year, we were able to time the market such that the purchases we made, based on the results of 
the UP just one month ago, are $3.00-$5.00 dollars below the current rrarket; and in the case 
of the March Colombian purchase, it is at least $15.00 to $17.00 below t3e current market for 
that cod. 

The remainder of this memo will address the results from the 2OOij-2007 WP and the 
D m o n d  Colombian coal purchase noted above. The 2005-2007 RFP provided PFC a 
reasonable selection of potential suppliers. We received bids from 20 domestic and foreign 
suppliers who submitted 37 bids. Last year we received bids from 21 domestic and foreign 
suppliers, submitting approximately 75 bids. This year we were offered 33.0 million tons of 
which 13% were foreign offers and 87% were water, rail-eastern, and rail-western offers. Last 
year we.were offered 42.0 million tons spread fairly evenly between the foreign and domestic 

I- 
I 

- 

.. 

I 
suppliers. 
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Because of the strength of the current market, we only purchased for 2005 ana 2006. Our 
plan is to watch the market, and re-enter for both spot a.7id contract coal .luring late 2004 and 
early 2005. I have enclosed with this memo the purchases and the economic evaluation from 
the RFP (See Attachment “A”),  a Supply Assessment for 2005 and 2006 (See Attachment “B”), 
and the 2005 and 2006 scheduled purchases including their econojnic evaluations (See 
Attachment ‘[C”). 

-4s always, we attempted to improve the economics, as compared to the prices offered, while 
increasing the tonnage purchased and the term offered. 

FOREIGN WATER 

Choice: 

e During the latter part of March and early April, we begzin negotiations with 
Drummond for an extension of our 2004 agreement. This decision was made because 
all indicators pointed to the beginning of another round of price increases and supply 
shortages for both domestic and foreign coals. We purchased 800,000 tons for 2005 
and I million tons for 2006 from Drummond’s Mina Pri‘obenow mines; this is “De!ta” 
coal. The delivered cost to Crystal hver (CR) is W $ / L M M B T U  2nd- $/iMMBTU, 
respectively. 

No acldirional purchases were made for foreign coal from the K’P because the prices 
submirted from other foreign suppliers were not compenhve. Their prices ranged from 
2 828 to 2 948 $/MI\/IBTU. These prices compared to 2 672 to ,3.082 $ / i W B T U ,  for 
offers from the domesr~c suppliers. 

Explanation: 

During 2004, we began shipments of Drummond’s Colornbi sn coal. The results 
economically, environmentally, and operatlonally have been excellent This coal, 
besides being very low in ash and sulfur, reduces NOx emission: by almost 25% This 
purchase wll assm CR in achievlng their NOx goals, while providing them w t h  a 
competimely priced product 

DOMES‘I7C WARR 

Choices: 

We purchased “Delta” coal from two suppliers for delivery on the river system. We 
were offered and purchased 300,000 tons per year for 2005 ai7d 2006 from Central 
Coal Company. This “Delta” coal will ship via truck to the Kaliawha hver and will 
de!iver into CR a i m  $/iWWTU. We also purchased 360,OOCi and 180,000 tons of 
“Delta” coal for 2005 and 2006 from Masse Energy. This coal will be rail-delivered to 
ihf Ohio hver, and i t  ~ ~ 1 1 1  deliver into CR a t b $ / M M B T U .  



~ 
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Mr. Charlie Gates 
June 22, 2004 
Page 3 -- 

Explanation: 

0 We have had previous experience wlth both of these suppliers 2nd are very satisfied 
thcy will meet or exceed the specificatlons bid. 

IIOMESTIC RAIL 

Choices: 

0 We purchased “Delta,’ coal from two companies and “Alpha” ccal from three others. 
We have previous experience with three of the suppliers and liave added two new 
companies. 

“DELTA COAL” 

We purchased 360,000 for 2005 and 180,000 tons for 2006 fronL Massey Energy. This 
coal will deliver into CR at -$/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 each year 
from Progress Fuels-Marketing and Trading. This product will deliver into CR at 1 
$/MMBTU. 

“ALPHA COAL” 

We purchased 720,000 tons for 2005 and 360,000 for 2006 froni Massey Energy. This 
coal wll deliver into CR at 0 $/MMBTU. We purchased 120,000 tons for 2005 
and 240,000 tons for 2006 from Sequoia Energy LLC. This coal \vi11 deliver into CR at 
- $ / . i i T U  Also, we purchased 240,000 tons for each year (2005 and 2006) 
from B&W Resources. This coal will deliver in10 CR at 0 $/MI14BTU. 

Explanation: 

0 Massey Energy has been a consistently reliable supplier over the past 20 years. Progress 
Fuels-Marketing & Trading has very good quality coal and a ,:eliable track record. 
Because of the shortage of coals in the Central Appalachian regior., we felt it imperative 
to add to our base of suppliers. Both Sequoia Energy and B&W Re:.ources will fulfill this 
need. Prior to contracting with them we had our field representative visit their mining 
operations, and we called other utility buyers to verify their perfcrmance. No problems 
were noted in either case. 

We have only one contract with a re-opener during 2004. Consol 1.hergy (Consol) has a 
price, quantity, and terms re-opener, which needs to be completed.k:y November I, 2004. 
We have already had several discussions with Consol regarding tclnnage for next year. 
Current estimates are that they will have 750,000 to 1 million tons to offer. The current 
contract is for 1 million tons. 

PEF-FUEL-000126 
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Mr. Charlie Gates 
June 22,2004 
Page 4 

We anticipate a burn of 2.3 million tons for Crystal River Units 1 and 2 for both 2005 and 
2006 and 4.3 and 4.4 million tons for Crystal River Units 4 'and 5 .for 2005 and 2006, 
respectively. The total burn is estimated at 6.6 million tons for 2005 and 6.7 million tons 
for 2006. 

Our CR 1 & 2 open position for 2005 is approximately 330,000 tons, while it is 1.9 million 
tons for 2006; and it will be delivered 100 percent via rail. 

Regarding Crystal River Units 4 and 5, our open position 'for 2005 is approximately 
230,000 tons and approximately 920,000 tons for 2006. We will deliver 2.3 million tons 
via barge each year and 2.0-2.1 million tons by rail. 

We will continue to fulfill the open positions from the spot and contra& markets. 

I would like to schedule a meeting with you at your earliest convenience to discuss the details 
of this report and answer any questions you may have. 

A. W. Pitcher 

A W / r o  

Attachments 

cc/att: Rufus Jackson 
Kyle Crake 

PEF-FUEL-000127 
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION Attachment A 

CR Units 7,2, 4 and 5 
PURCHASES from 

RFP 
2005-2006 

@@@ 
%VO& - 
__ 

32 00% 

31 00% 

__ 

__ 

31 00% ___ 

__ 

31 00% 
~ 

32 00% __ 

32 00% __ 

__ 

31 00% __ 

31 00% __ 

06 U V h  __ 

I I I I I 
0.70% 

0.74% 

0.73% 

__ 

__ 

___ 

Drummond I lnterocean D (CR4&5: 1 - i  1105-1210t 

1105-1 2/0[ 

1105-6106 

11,700 

12,300 

12.100 

___ 

Massey D (CR4&5] 

t c- 1/05-6106 -__ 

1105-12106 

0.73% __ 

0.75% 

Massey 12,100 

12,500 

12,500 

-____ 

12.700 

I I  I I 
Progress Fuels 1 D(CR4&5) 

D (CR4&5) t 1105-12106 -___ 0.75% __ CAM-KY _____ 

I I I  I I 1 
I 

Sequoia Energy LLC A (CR1&2) 1105-12106 1.34% 

Massev A (CR1&2) L 1.27% 
I 1  I I t ' - 1  

loa0 I 720 I 360 I1200% 110 5-610 6 CSX BS _____ 12,100 
I I I I 1 ' 1  
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- SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"ALPHA" RAIL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENI'S" 
Existing contracts: 
Consol Energy 
Massey Energy , 

CAM-Kentucky LLC 

Total New Contracts 
Total Existing & New 

Docket No. 060658 

Total Existing Contracts 

Open Position 

N L ~  Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
B&W Resources 

Total Open Position 

Potential Add'l Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Central Coal . 

Sequoia Energy LLC 
B &W Resources 
CAM Kentucky LLC 
2004 Carry over 
Total Potential Suppliers 
Total New and Potential 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

Allocation: 
% Existing contracts to delive?: 
% New contracts to delivery 
% Total contract to delivery 
% Potential spot or additional "tract 

to requirement 

PAGE I OF 3 

- 2005 - 2006 Notes 
2,309,000 2,257,000 

--v 750,000 0 (2) 
150,000 a 

900,000 0 

1,409,000 2,257,000 (1 1 

(3) 
720,000 360,000 
120,000 240,000 
240,000 240,000 

1,080,000 840,000 
1,980,000 840,000 

329,000 1,44 7,000 (1) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 .. 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,980,000 840,000 

329,000 1,417,000 

39.0% 0.0% 
46.8% 37.2% 
85.8% 37.2% 

14.2% 62.8% 

Notes: 
( 7 )  BOLD denotes open position 
(2) These contract has a price.reopener for 2006. 
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

PEF-FUEL-000 130 
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- SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"ALP HA" RAIL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS" 
Existing contracts: 
Consol Energy 
Massey Energy 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 

- 2005 - 2006 Notes 
2,309,000 2,257,000 

Total Existing Contracts 900,000 0 

Open Position 7,409,000 2,257,000 (1 1 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Sequoi'a Energy LLC 
B&W Resources 

(3 1 
720,000 360,000 
120,000 240,000 
240,000 240,000 

Total New Contracts 1,080,000 
Total Existing & New 1,980,000 

Total Open Position 329,000 1,897,000 (1 ) 

Potential Add7 Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Central Coal 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
B&W Resources 
CAM Kentucky LLC 
2004 Carry over 
Total Potential Suppliers 
Total New and Potential 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 , .  0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,980,000 360,000 

329,000 1,897,000 

Allocation: 
% Existing contracts to deliver), 39.0% 0.0% 
'Yo New contracts to delivery 

% Potential spot or additional contract 
c;;;;;q-> ' % Total contract to delivery - 

to requirement 14.2% 84.0% 

Notes: 
(1 ) BOLD denotes open positian. 
(2) These contract has a price:reopener for 2006. 
(3) Purchases based upon the2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

"Based upon burn projections 
I -  

\- - 
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"DELTA" RAIL 

- 

- 2005 ?oos Notes 
PROJECTED REQUIREMEN'I'S" 4,311,000 4,390,000 
Minus Water Delivered Coal 2,300,000 2,300,000 
Equals Net Rail "D" Deliveries 2,011,000 2,090,000 

Existing contracts: 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 
AlIiance Coal LLC 

500,000 200,000 
600,000 600,000 

Total Existing Contracts 1 , I  00,000 800,000 

Open Position 91 1,000 1,290,000 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 360,000 180,000 
Progress Fuels Marketing 24 Trading 360,000 360,000 

Total New- Contracts 
Total Existing & New 

720,000 540,000 
1,820,000 1,340,000 

Total Open Position 191,000 750,000 

Potential Add'l Suppliers: 
Asset Mgmt Group 
A.T. Massey 
2004 Carry over 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Total Potential Suppliers 
Total New and Potential 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

0 0 
1,820,000 1,340,000 

191,000 

Allocation: 
% Existing contracts to delivety 54.7% 38.3% 

25.8% 
90.5% 64.1 O h  

% New contracts to delivery 
% Total contract to delivery 
% Potential spot or additional Gontract 0 

to requirement ( G G  35.9% 

Notes: 
( I )  BOLD denotes open position. 
(2) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

HI I A L r l i V l t l U  I ts 

PAGE 2 OF 3 
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
" D E LT A" WATER 

PROJECTED WATER DE.LIVERY 
2005 - 2006 Notes 

2,300,000 2,300,000 
Existing contracts: 
Guasare #I (Venezuelan);. 150,000 
Guasare #2 (Venezuelan); 650,000 650,000 (2) 
Drummond (Colombian) 800,000 1,000,000 

1,600,000 1,650,000 Total Existing Contracts 

700,000 650,000 (1 1 

(3 1 

Open Position 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 360,000 180,000 
Central Coal 300,000 300,000 

660,000 480,000 Total New Contracts 
Total Existing & New 2,260,000 2,130,000 

Total Open Position 40,000 170,000 

Potential Add'l Suppliers: 
Asset Mgmt Group 0 0 
Central Coal 0 0 
Keys ton e 0 0 
A.T. Massey 0 '  0 
Peabody PRB coal 0 0 
2004 Carry over 0 0 

Total Potential Suppliers 0 0 
Total New and Potential 2,260,000 2,130,000 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 40,000 170,000 

Allocation: 
% Existing contracts to detivery 69.6% 71.7% 
% New contracts to deliveiy 28.7% 20.9% 

% Potential spot or additional contract 
% Total contract to delivety 98.3% 92.6% 

to requirement 1.7% 7.4% 

n I INLrlnVltlu 1 

PAGE 3 OF 3 

PEF-FUEL-000 133 
Notes: 
(1 ) BOLD denotes open position. 
(2) The Guasare contract has a price reopener for 2006. 
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

S:\EXEG\Robin\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Water-D-Open-Position 
r. -I .m ,rrn,nnrr 1 
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PROGRESS INTER-OFFICE 
Technical Services FUELS Office 

Corporation 

SUBJECT: INITIAL PRB TEST 

TO: A. W. Pitcher 

CORRESPONDENCE 
BT’IO-E 727/824-6684 

Phone No. MAC 

Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 

Page 1 of 16 

DATE: May 13,2004 

Exhibit No. ___ (AWP-7) 

Attached please find the observation report of the firing of our first PRB blend to Crystal River 
Unit 4. 

Please advise any questions or comments 

Attachments 

Roy F. Potter 
Technical Services Manager 

PEF-FUEL-000104 
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Observations From Initial. PRB Test Bum 
Crystal River Unit 4 
April 26-28,2004 

Powder River Basin coal was initially tested in blend form in Crystal River Unit 4 to look 
at the feasibility of incorporation into the fuel mix. Not only is PRB one of the cheapest 
coals available based on the current market, but there are some potential benefits (such as 
NOx, SOX production) that are of interest at this time. 

PRB test coal originated from Peabody's Antelope Mine near Gillette Wyoming. PRB is 
commonly available in two grades; 8400 or 8800 Btu products. The 8800 product was 
selected for testing. Coal was transported by Burlington Northem Railroad to Cahokia 
Terminal and transferred to river barge for transit to International Marine Terminal in 
New Orleans. Quality Data for bunkered samples, PRB, and the test barse are shown in 
appendix A. 

PRB is commonly known for dustiness, and propensity for spontaneous combustion. In 
the boiler, it is generally known for it's long lazy flame which tends to focus the heat in 
the back end of the unit. It is also common to see extreme fouling and slagging effects on 
high percentage burns. 

An initial test blend of 15% was established based on exceeding the typical unit derate 
specification of 1 1700 Btu: Blend coals used were Central Appalachian and Venezuelan 
compliance coals. The base ratio of 60/40 Central Appalachian to Venezuelan mirrors 
current tonnage commitments. This blend also capitalizes on the high Btu of the 
Venezuelan and the stable LO1 production of the Central Appalachian. Overall, the 
initial target blend was 15% PRB, 50% Central Appalachian, and 35% Venezuelan. 
Quality data is shown in appendix B and C. 

The three component blend was accomplished on the Amy Thompson April 23-24, 2004 
at IMT. The base Central App and Venezuelan coals were loaded flom ground storage 
using IMT's sophisticated scale based feeder system. The PRB component was added 
manually from river barge (Le. not computer controlled). This method worked fairly well 
for holds 2,3, and 4. There was, however, an increase in percentage on the number 1 hold 
for the PRB percentage up to as much as 22%. This was likely the result of barge 
s w i t c h g  and reestablishing the blend feed ratios in manual mode. The coals were all 
extremely dry, receiving no rain in several weeks. 

Temperature monitoring of the gulf barge loading was performed using an Ircon fixed 
mount infrared device. Temperatures at loading centered around 90 degrees with no hot 
spots indicated. 

The Amy Thompson arrived at Crystal Rwer and began to discharge directly to Unit 4 
the night of April 25'. The coal began to show up in the furnace the morning of the 26th. 
The direct bunkerins continued until approximately 8 am on April Zfh. Coal fiom hold 1 
showed up in the fknace on April 27". 

. PEF-FUEL-000 105 



I 

... 

I 

I 
1 

... ., 

I 
8 
I 

'1 



Docket No. 060658 
Progress Energy Florida 
Exhibit No. - (AWP-7) 
Page 4 of 16 

For the 22% level blend, feeder speeds rose to the 69-70% range. Mill inlet temperatures 
rose to around 400 degrees. Operators lowered the mill outlet temperatures to 155-160 
degree levels in order to bring down the inlet temperature. The Bailey control system 
looked at the feeder speeds and various other items and conducted a "Btu runback" 
dropping load from once from 760 MW to 745 MW and on a second occasion to 
7 3 0 W .  Once the 22% blend material passed the unit retuned to the 15% settings. 
There was an increase in opacity during the passing of the 22% material up to the 15% 
opacity range. 

Due to the softer grindability of the PRB coal (55), it is quite possible that full load could 
be achieved by manipulating the logic or running in manual. It is felt there is adequate 
mill capacity left. 

.-  . . . .  . - -  - 

0 36GAJ419XTE 
290.23 
DEG F 

287.32 
DEG F 

3125 
3EG F 

170.06 

0 46GAJ421XTE 

a 43GAJ423XiE 

0 46GAJ774XTE 

E 4BGAJ775XE DEG F 

169.98 

, DEG F 

170.15 

I I ' 0 4BGAJ776XTE 5/1/04 4QYM 4/26/W 4R7/04 4/26/04 4/29/04 4/30/04 
PLV 403 PA TMP 1 

0 PLV 404 PA TMP 1 
P PLY cos '4 p:j= : 
S PLV 403 OUT TEiLiP 
111 PLV 404 OUT TEMP 
0 PLV 405 OUTTMP 

Mill temperature Plots 

DEG F 
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Mill Feed Rates (Klbslhr) 

Mill differential pressures generally were not impacted substantially by the PRB at any 
level. This would suggest the potential for additional capacity readily exists 

.- . - .- . .  ..- -- . - ... . 
Plot4 5/2/2004 3:16:24 AM 

e 4EGAO61XPT 
19.183 
IN H20 

56.233 
i! 2 >LO 

23-62 
iN 520 

26.056 
IN H20 

20.77 
IN H20 

0 $fiGA,".D2xp7 

:\, . .. 
0 4-EGA053XPT 

0 4BGA084XPT 

m 4EGAO85XPT 

4/26/04 41'2.7104 4/26/04 4/29/04 5/1/04 

Mill Diflerential Pressures 

Continuous emissions monitor (CEIUI) readings for SO2 performed exactly as anticipated, 
producing numbers in the 0.95 ib/MMBtu for the 60140 coal, 0.89 lbs/MMBtu for the 
15% blend, and around 0.85 Ibs/MMBtu for the 22% level. 

PEF-FUEL-000 1.08 
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NOx baselines at 0.54-0.55 Ibs/ivlMBtu for the normal coal. A slight, but sigmficant 
reduction was seen at the 15% PRB blend level down to 0.51 Ibs/IvlMBtu. The 22% 
blend level produced NOx down to 0.44 lbs/MMBtu, however, the derate of 15-30 Mw 
and resulting flow reductions had some contribution. 

Unit 4 has recently experienced some difficulties with their precipitator (ESP). Nominal 
base levels of 10% opacity rose to 12% with the 15% PRB blend and 14% when the 22% 
PRB matenal burned. A short-term peak (1 0 minutes) of 19% occurred when a presumed 
splke occurred in the blend towards the end of the 22% material bum. Ths amounts to 
roughly 50 tons presumably in the 25-30% PRB class. 

p,dto _ _  - .  _ _  - . ._" .. . .. . . .. - .  . . _ _  . _. . .- 
5/2Q004 227144 AM 

. ,  . .  I i  I 1 e 4 C E M O e : ~ l  l2q I 2 I : , .  

0 W % OPACrPl6 MIN AVEPAGE ' .  UOX i;f;?;S 0 E M S  so2 

Opacizy, NOx, and SO2 Data Plots 

F2v Ash L OI 

LO1 in CR 4&5 fly ash baselines at the 5 6 %  carbon level for the 60140 D-Venezuelan 
blend. During the tests the LO1 rose to a spike over 6% for truck shpments, which may 
be indicative of some tank blending with lower LO1 ash. The top samples (whch 
determine if the ash will be trucked) predominantly jumped around in the 6-8% range. It 
is fair to conclude that the influence of the PRB coal was not good for fly ash quality. 

It is not known what impact, if any, the unit 4 ESP may have had on this. The ESP has 
had some difficulties lately that are not beins seen on unit 5. In general, we have seen 
increases in opacity on both units but Unit 4 runs higher. 

Graphs oiboth truck ash samples are included. Top samples are basically grab samples 
and have a much higher variability. Therefore, once again, the ash was not readily 
saleable. 

PEF-FUEL-000109 
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I 400 I :  I I I I I 

Crystal River Units 485 Ash 101 Trend 

Truck samples for LO1 
Unit Performance 

The unit seemed to perform as usual at the 15% PRB level. Temperatures seen as exit 
gas temperatures, or as shown below as air heater inlet temperatures were unaffected. 
This would indicate that within these ranges the unit could make adjusfments. The major 
adjustment noticed, particularly at the 22% PRB level was the possible minor increase in 
attemperation sprays. The increase in superheat and reheat temperatures was one of OUT 
things to look for. While the steam temperatures and pressures were maintained, the unit 
could be trymg to keep these temperatures fiom going up, as opposed to normally tqmg 
to hold them up. This would naturally have an impact on the unit efficiency ad 
eventually load. Judging fiom the intermittent use of sprays as seen on the graph, it does 
not readily appear the use of sprays was very si,gnificant. Note that the 5/1/04 burn had 
only 60/40 baseline material with no PRB. 

S i i  SPRYWAE'R FLOW 

e 4SGAJ028XFK 
100.09 
KLBiHR 

Attemperatiorz Sprays 
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- .. . . - . . . . _  - .  .-. -- . . .. . . . . . . . - . 
Plot0 

Air Heater Inlet Temps 

Similarly the air heater inlet temperatures show no sigpificant change. This was the 
closest indicator to FEGT temperatures readily accessible to me. 

Soot blower activity was not noticeably increased at any level. It is also assumed that at 
15-20% PRB there simply was not enough accumulation of material to be noticed. In 
total only 2400 tons was in the blend at approximately 4% ash. Consequently, only 96 
tons of PRB ash was present over the four days of bum. 

Conclusions 

While one barge load should not be considered as answering all the questions about this 
material, some things have become evident. First, &om a load point of vlew, it was a 
fortunate accident that a hold of 22% was included in this test. It readily and fortunateIy, 
only briefly, indicated where we would notice the presence of the PRB. From the chart 
below, it is relatively easy to see the 22% area on the 27th. 

PEF-FUEL-000 1 1 1 
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We therefore can conclude that 20% will not be a sustainable blend as far as the 
automatic controls are currently capable of Tnese could be adjusted, however, it would 
take us to places the unit has not been before in terms of feeder speeds. 

It was also learned that the blending of this material is more critical than sulfur or  other 
parameters would dictate, as there are no 6-minute or even 3-hour averages to help soften 
the impact. Therefore, an altemative blending technique will be required at IMT that 
utilizes the scales and feeders for the most homogeneity possible. 

It should also be emphasized that all the coal used in this barge were dry and in excellent 
condition. Weatherins and increased moisture will certainly have as much or more 
impact on this blend than a blend without the PRB. 

It is therefore currently contemplated that, as terminal traffic and availability allow, we 
will limit the blends to 15% PRB and ship when feasible. In the event we get more than 
maraginally wet weather, we will have to carefully evaluate pile moisfxres more 
extensively than normally done to determine whether to proceed with a blend. 

In conclusion, the economic impacts of a 15% PRB blend are very compelling. At 
current pricing this amounts to a minimum 6 cent per million saving for each blended 
barge (i.e. all 16000 tons). If all barges came blended we could easily realize savings in 
the 2.3 to 3.5 million dollas per year range, depending on percentage and exact materials 

PEF-FUEL-000112 
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used. No value is considered for SO2 or NOx in this calculation. Further testing will be 
required to ascertain the lower limits for impacts on NOx at levels below 15%. It was 
determined that NOx was substantially impacted at 22% and to a lesser extent, seen at 
15%. 

Roy F. Potter 
Technical Services Manager 
Progress Fuels Corporation 



1-  - 

QUALITY: 

DATE: 

ATTENTION: 

RE: 

ACTUAL [SULFUR % 0.59 

POINT OF DELIVERY 

BARGEnUG 

DATE LOADED: 

ETA: 

TYPE OF COAL: 

SUPPLIER: 

SURVEY WEIGHT: 
(BARGE) 

Docket No. 060658 

Exhibit No. - (Awl'-'7) 
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION progress Energy Florida 
SHIPPING NOTICE 

APRIL 24, 2004 

COAL YARD SUPERVISOR - CRYSTAL RIVER 

SHIPPING NOTICE 

CRYSTAL RIVER 4 8 5  

AMY T I RESOLUTE 

APRl l  23, 2004 

APRIL 25, 2004 

CLASS "D" 

D -FOREIGN & PRB BLEND 

15,500.00 I ESTIMATED 

PFC Operations 

1- IGINNIE MUEHLENDYCK 1 
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Crysr,l Rive r485  
.- 

Crystal River 4 8 5  CR45 BTU 12,000.0000 11,997.0000 a 
10.0000 10.8100 a Crystal Rive r485  CR45 Moisture 

Crystal River485 CR45 SoZmmbm 1.1500 0.9836 3 
0.5900 a 2.0000 

Crystal River 4 8 5  CR45 Sulfur 

Crystal River 485  CR45 Volatile 31.0000 32.7800 

I 
m 

PEF-FUEL-000116 
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4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Date 

04/0 1 /04 

04/02/04 

04/03/04 

04/04/04 

04/05/04 

04/06/04 

04/07/04 

04/08/04 

04/09/04 

04/10/04 

04/11/04 

04/12/04 

04/13/04 

04/14/04 

04/15/04 

Mech Type # ID. #/IO00 
L a b #  Hand 

56882 M 
56883 M 
56884 M 
56890 M 
56891 M 
56892 M 
56898 M 
56899 M 
56900 M 
56908 M 
56909 M 
56910 Ivl 
56919 M 
56920 M 
56921 M 
56928 M 
56929 M 
56930 M 
56938 M 
56939 M 
56940 M 
56949 M 
56950 M 
56951 M 
56957 M 

56959 M 
56966 M 
56967 M 
56968 M 
56976 M 
56977 M 
56978 M 
56985 M 
56986 M 
56987 M 
56994 M 
56995 M 
56996 M 
57002 M 
57003 ti 
57004 H 
57013 ti 
57014 H 
57015 H 

56958 M 

A/D Samo Shift 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

54 00:01-08:0 
40 08:00-16:0 
43 16:00-24:C 
59 00:01-08:0 
50 08:00-16:0 
59 16:00-24:0 
83 00:01-08:0 
69 08:00-16:0 
42 16:00-24:0 
57 0O:Ol-08:O 
54 08:00-16:0 
50 16:00-24:0 
54 oo:o1-08:11 
25 08:OO-16:O 
47 16:00-24:0 
62 00:01-08:0 
64 08:OO-lG:C 
52 16:00-24':0 
60 00:01-08:0 
50 08:OO-16:O 
38 16:00-24:0 
62 00:01-08:0 
24 0B:OO-16:C 
46 16:OO-24:0 
99 0O:Ol-08:O 
19 08:00-16:0 
86 16:00-24:C 
65 00:01-08:0 
39 08:00-16:0 
41 16:00-24:0 
71 00:01-08:0 
32 08:00-16:0 

48 0O:Ol-08:O 
44 08:00-16:0 
48 16:OO-24:0 
52 00:01-08:0 
44 08:00-16:0 
40 16:00-24:0 

48 i~:o0-24:0 

i o 4  OO:OI-O~:O 
44 08:00-16:0 
99 16:00-24:0 
88 0O:Ol-08:0 

174 08:00-16:0 
182 16:00-24:0 

Tons Tonnage Molsture 

12.5 
9.7 

11.8 
11.5 
14.1 
16.0 
20.2 
15.6 
73.8 
22.3 
13.2 

6.0 
13.1 
5.9 

11.0 
16.1 
14.3 
12.9 
16.8 
10.1 
11.4 
13.7 
7.9 

10.8 
18.2 

6.1 
19.1 
17.6 
9.8 

14.0 
14.7 
7.9 

11.0 
11.8 
12.9 
10.0 
12.8 
12.5 
9.6 

23.8 
15.3 
20.4 
21.6 
36.8 
33.1 

4,322 
4,119 
3,629 
5,126 
3,537 
3,693 
4,114 
4,431 

569 
2,556 
4,085 
8.360 
4,116 
4,256 
4,292 
3.861 
4,490 
4,042 
3,570 
4,927 
3,344 
4,518 
3,041 
4,249 
5.425 
3,102 
4.496 
3,700 
3.998 
2,925 
4,827 
4,043 
4,348 
4,066 
3,423 
4,793 
4,078 
3,525 
4,149 
4,363 
2,882 
4,842 
4,076 
4,733 
5,492 

7.60 
6.22 
6.63 
7.16 
7.29 
6.84 
7.95 
7.36 
6.36 
7.53 
6.45 
6.23 
6.93 
6.56 
6.29 
6.84 
5.63 
6.21 
7.25 

6.72 
6.68 
6.95 
7.22 
6.80 
6.59 
6.49 
8.48 
7.38 
7.26 
7.01 
7.42 
7.75 
7.89 
8.94 
7.60 

8.62 
8.34 
8.90 
8.62 
6.90 
7.22 
7.43 
5.74 

7.89 

8.35 

As Bunkered Samples 

Ash 

11.48 
9.52 
8.84 

10.91 
11.07 
10.79 
10.07 
10.45 
10.02 
10.95 
10.66 

7.77 
9.78 

11.08 
10.50 
11.32 
9.47 

10.04 
12.44 
10.85 
9.86 

10.50 
11.36 
11.47 
10.62 

9.43 
9.68 

12.64 
11.92 
11.82 
11.29 
11.03 
10.61 
10.35 
9.70 

11.24 
11.98 
11.02 
10.59 
11.64 
10.42 
9.09 
8.87 
8.78 

12.53 

Volallle 
Matter 

32.47 
33.22 
38.56 
32.14 
37.08 
37.05 
32.06 
35.82 
40.41 
41.19 
32.73 
36.08 
33.07 
32.14 
35.83 
31.85 
32.04 
32.86 
32.01 
34.45 
38.72 
30.71 
30.99 
33.15 
31.64 
35.72 
39.07 
31.44 
34.30 
36.15 
32.04 
33.50 
37.27 
34.18 
37.65 
31.84 
32.03 
30.80 
32.21 
37.88 
33.64 
32.52 
32.19 
31.73 
35.63 

Fixed 
Carbon 

48.45 
51.04 
45.97 
49.79 
44.56 
45.32 
49.92 
46.37 
43.21 
40.33 
50.16 
49.92 
50.22 
50.22 

49.99 
52.86 
50.89 
48.30 
46.81 
44.70 
52.11 
50.70 
48.16 
50.94 
48.26 
44.76 
47.44 
46.40 
44.77 
49.66 
48.05 
44.37 
47.58 
43.71 
49.32 
47.64 
49.56 
48.86 
41.58 
47.32 
51.49 
51.72 
52.06 
46.10 

47.38 

Sulfur BTUILB 

0.60 
0.64 
0.61 
0.64 
0.64 
0.69 
0.63 
0.68 
0.69 
0.64 
0.65 
0.62 
0.65 
0.62 
0.63 
0.66 
0.65 
0.67 
0.70 
0.74 
0.68 
0.62 
0.58 
0.65 
0.58 
0.63 
0.60 
0.63 
0.64 
0.66 
0.67 
0.66 
0.63 
0.59 
0.60 
0.65 
0.65 
0.66 
0.67 
0.70 
0.65 
0.62 
0.59 
0.60 
0.63 

12149 
12460 
12639 
12380 
12334 
12449 
12362 
12367 
12689 
12344 
12633 
12906 
12530 
12502 
12616 
12404 
12537 
12696 
12222 
12356 
12575 
12400 
12135 
12238 
12351 
12614 
12531 
11 955 
12366 
12394 
12399 
12353 
12318 
12308 
12235 
12273 
11987 
12010 
12263 
11 954 
12110 
12533 
12455 
12456 
12271 

Lbs SO2 
/MBTU 

0.99 
1.03 
0.97 
1.03 
1.04 
1.11 
1.02 
1.10 
1.09 
1.04 
1.03 
0.96 
1.04 
0.99 
1 .oo 
1.06 
1.04 
1.06 
1.15 
1.20 
1.08 
1.00 
0.96 
1.06 
0.94 
1.00 
0.96 
1.05 
1.04 
1.07 
1.08 
I .07 
1.02 
0.96 
0.98 
1.06 
1.08 
1,IO 
1.09 
1.17 
1.07 
0.99 
0.95 
0.96 
1.03 

MAF 
BTU 

15014 
14788 
14952 
15110 
151 08 
15114 
15079 
15047 
15175 
15142 
15241 
15007 
15044 
15180 
15162 
15156 
14767 
15159 
15219 
15206 
15074 
14972 
14855 
15051 
14956 
15020 
14948 
15156 
15323 
15316 
15176 
15148 
15088 
15054 
15038 
15122 
15046 
14945 
15126 
15044 
14958 

14843 
14866 
15014 

1491a 



4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
'0 E 

0411 6/04 

0411 7/04 

0411 8/04 

04/19/04 

04/20/04 

04/21/04 

04/22/04 

04/23/04 

04/24/04 

04/25/04 

04/26/04 

04/27/04 

04/28/04 

04/28/04 

04/30/04 

57026 ti 
57027 H 
57028 M 
57033 H 
57034 H 
57035 M 
57043 H 

57045 H 
57055 H 
57056 H 
57057 H 
57065 H 
57066 M 
57067 M 
57076 M 
57077 M 
57078 M 
57066 M 
57087 M 
57088 M 
57093 M 
57094 M 
57095 M 
57099 M 
57100 M 
57101 M 
57107 M 
57108 M 
57109 M 
57115 M 
57116 M 
57117 M 
57123 M 
57124 M 
57125 M 
57132 H 

57134 M 
57132 M 
57133 M 
57134 M 
57151 H 
57152 H 
57153 M 

57044 n 

57133 ti 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
o 
0 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

125 0O:Ol-08:O 
169 08:OO-16:C 
40 16:00-24:0 

112 00:01-08:0 
144 00:00-16:G 
165 16:00-24:C 
167 00:01-08:C 
154 08:OO-16:O 
132 16:OO-24:0 
120 00:01-08:G 
150 08:00-16:0 
142 16:00-24:C 
116 0O:Ol-08:O 
48 08:00-16:C 
84 16:OO-24:0 
22 00:01-08:0 
46 08:OO-16:O 
44 16:00-24:0 
48 00:01-08:0 
58 08:00-16:0 
49 16:00-24:0 

4 00:01-08:c 
48 08:00-16;0 
30 16:00-24:0 

1 00:01-08:0 
27 08:OO-l6:O 
32 16:OO-24:0 
28 00:01-08:0 
60 08:00-16:0 

6 16:OO-24:0 
65 0O:Ol-08:O 
74 08:OO-16:O 
96 16:00-24:0 

106 00:01-08:0 
100 08:00-.16:0 
144 16:00-24:0 
124 00:01-08:0 
20 08:OO-16:O 
60 16:00-24:0 
63 00:01-00:0 
66 08:OO-16:O 
55 16:00-24:0 

115 00:01*08:0 
164 08:OO-16:0 

38 16:00-24:0 

39.0 
92.2 

7.5 
24.9 
38.7 
35.6 
55.2 
43.0 
33.2 
28.4 
72.9 
32.6 
33.8 
13.4 
16.9 
6.6 

10.4 
10.6 
10.5 
16.7 
10.0 
2.8 

11.2 
6.7 
0.3 
8.3 
8.5 
7.8 

18.5 
2.9 

48.3 
34.7 
37.5 
50.7 
46.8 
79.6 
62.4 
12.9 
30.1 
26.5 
26.2 
25.7 
48.5 
82.4 
18.8 

3,205 

5,319 
4,504 
3,721 
4,637 
3,027 
3.581 
3,970 
4,232 
2,057 
4,359 
3,433 
3,570 
4,970 
3.348 
4,407 
4,150 
4,554 
3,469 
4,076 
1,451 
4,271 
4,449 
3,053 
3,236 
3,746 
3,607 
3,246 
2,043 
1,346 
2,131 
2,563 
2,091 
2,139 
1,809 
1,988 
1,552 
1,993 
2,380 
2,520 
2,141 
2,373 
1,990 
2,018 

1,833 
11.50 
7.69 

11.56 
8.25 
7.80 
8.67 
8.05 
8.79 

11.13 
12.38 
11.11 
5.77 
8.87 
6.64 
7.69 
8.01 
6.47 
6.39 
6.11 
5.24 
7.76 
6.74 
6.16 
5.76 
6.22 
7.46 
8.26 
7.39 
7.55 
5.75 
9.07 

10.82 
10.67 
11.73 
11.63 
11.11 
8.12 
5.72 
5.53 
7.81 
7.43 
5.67 
7.71 
7.95 
7.84 

6.57 
11.37 
5.85 

12.02 
10.39 
11.20 
12.09 

8.34 
4.63 
5.04 
6.52 
8.37 

10.81 
9.37 

10.39 
11.31 
9.72 

11.20 
13.25 
9.89 
9.22 

10.25 
8.21 
8.67 

10.75 
10.92 
10.08 
9.96 
9.69 
7.98 

10.24 
9.01 
8.84 

10.18 
8.93 
0.47 

10.50 
12.25 
8.35 

10.55 
9.89 
9.60 

10.11 
9.90 
7.52 

34.36 
32.62 
40.10 
34.21 
36.02 
30.80 
33.90 
37 3 0  
35.65 
36.50 
30.08 
38.61 
36.40 
37'.72 
31.35 
31.18 
33.29 
35.54 
34.53 
32.30 
33.34 
30.34 
35.14 
35.84 

29.00 
32.83 
34.02 
36.15 
32.58 
29.57 
33.56 
36.38 
33.32 
35.28 
36.84 
36.45 
37.23 
32.02 
33.18 
37.01 
35.41 
35.66 
39.58 
33.07 

35.88 

47.55 
48.32 
42.49 
45.52 
45.79 
49.33 
45.96 
45.57 
48.59 
46.08 
44.29 
47.25 
43.92 
46.27 
50.57 
49.50 
50.52 
46.87 
46.1 1 
52.49 
49.68 
52.67 
50.49 
49.73 
47.15 
52.62 
48.83 
48.61 
46.61 
53.69 
51.12 
46.61 
44.1 1 
44.77 
44.16 
43.58 
44.93 
44.80 
54.10 
40.46 
45.67 
49.32 
46.52 
42.57 
51.57 

0.55 
0.63 
0.58 
0.63 
0.64 
0.58 
0.61 
0.60 
0.51 
0.63 
0.55 
0.63 
0.59 
0.64 
0.64 
0.66 
0.65 
0.65 
0.65 
0.73 
0.63 
0.66 
0.64 
0.66 
0.65 
0.65 
0.60 
0.68 
0.65 
0.65 
0.65 
0.60 
0.60 
0.56 
0.54 
0.55 
0.78 
0.63 
0.62 
0.62 
0.61 
0.62 
0.67 
0.67 
0.62 

11462 
11518 
11696 
11 998 
12398 
12130 
12026 
12564 
11 905 
11650 
11 546 
12856 
12083 
12645 
12348 
12204 
12628 
12438 
12122 
12785 
12510 
12451 
12715 
12717 
12535 
12333 
12406 
12478 
12448 
12942 
12106 
11933 
12076 
11 529 
11778 
12052 
12168 
12416 
12809 
12203 
1234 4 
12657 
12305 
12305 
12361 

0.96 
1.09 
0.99 
1.05 
1.03 
0.96 
I .01 
0.96 
0.86 
1.08 
0.95 
0.98 
0.90 
1.01 
1.04 
1.08 
1.03 
1.05 
1.07 
1.14 
1.01 
1.06 
1.01 
1.04 
1.04 
1.05 
0.97 
1.09 
1.04 
1.00 
1.07 
1.01 
0.99 
0.97 
0.92 
0.91 
1.20 
1.01 
0.96 
1.02 
0.99 
0.98 
1.09 
1.09 
1 .oo 

13990 
14230 
14162 
15048 
15155 
15138 
15059 
15161 
14132 
14100 
14017 
14973 
15044 
15055 
15073 
15126 
15067 
15093 
15032 
15064 
15069 
14999 
14849 
14862 
15097 
15110 
15192 
151 01 
15041 
15002 
15003 
14885 
15003 
14754 
14826 
14986 
14952 
15136 
14966 
14947 
14930 
14930 
14973 
14979 
14604 

I ----__- --__-__ ----_-- --___-- ------- ------- ------- --------- ..------. --__- ---- ---- ------_ ------_ -----__ __^____ ̂______ 
-I--___ -___-_-_------__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____--____- _ _ _ _ _ - _  _-_____ -_-__-- _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- 

0 2 'D Composite for Samplc corrected -6000 per JP 319,891 7.57 10.07 34.34 48.02 0.63 12339 1.03 14982 
0 #DIVIOI ' 0  Composite for Sampler 4 APRIL-2004 325,891 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 

t;' 
0 
0 
0 

00 

Y 

t-( 



RUN DATE: 4/30/2004 
RUN TIME: 9:05:47 ani 
BEG DATE: 1/1/2004 
1 L "  DATE: 4/30/2004 

FUELS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

TOTAL WTD AVERAGE QUALITY REPORT (TONS LOADED) 

Page 4 of 10 

TRANS. MODE: River 
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION RPT-ID: TLWTQUAL 

SHIPMENT LOAD UNLOAD CL # OF LOAD TONS 0 1 -  JALTTY ANALYSIS 
SUPPLIER SHIPID NUMBER DATE DATE TP TL# CARS ORIGIN LOADED MOIST ASH VOL SUL BTU SO2 

PCT SDot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PIG3 Coal 
PCT SDot PRB Coal 

PCT Spot PliB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 
PCT SDot PRB Coal 
PCT Spot PRB Coal 

PCT SlJOt PRB Coal 

4 c 
M 
t;' 
0 
0 
0 

05686 
OS682 
05687 
05685 
05684 
05688 
OS683 
05714 
05708 
05712 
0571 1 
05709 
05713 
057 10 

RVG0406-EFC154 4/G 
RVG0406-MEM3017 4/6 4/19 
RVG0406-MEM3 05 5 416 
RVG0406-NM105 4/6 
RVG0406-RF908 4/6 
RVG0406-RF920 4/6 
RVG0406-WRS9301 416 4/19 
RVG0414-CBL332 4/14 
RVG04 14-ITC122 4/14 
RVG0414-MEM5264 4/14 
RVGO414-PIN210 4/14 
RVG0414-IW804 4/14 
RVG0414-RF825 4/14 
RVG0414-RF9 14 4/14 

D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 
D Coal 

Cahokia TeI"l.IL 
Cahokia Terinina1,IL 
Cahokia TerminaLIL 
Cahokia Termina1,IL 
Cahokia Tenninal.IL 
Cahokia TerminalJL 
Cahokia TerminalJL 
Cahokia Termina1,IL 
Cahokia Terininal.IL 
'Cahokia TerminalJL 
Cahokia Terininal.IL 
Cahokia TerminalJL 
Cahokia TerminalJL 
Cahokia Termina1.L 

TOTAL: 

2,001.65 26.37 4.36 31.93 2 3  8985 ,5120 
2,107.00 26.37 4.36 31.93 2 3  8985 .SI20 
1,896.30 26.37 4.36 31.93 .23 8985 ,5120 
1,790.95 26.37 4.36 31.93 .23 8985 5120  
2,001.65 26.37 4.36 31.93 .23 8985 .5120 
1,264.20 26.37 4.36 31.93 .23 8985 ,5120 ' 

2,001.65 26.37 4.36 31.93 .23 8985 ,5120 
1,592.38 27.24 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 .4273 
1,469.68 27.27 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 ,4273 
1,950.25 27.24 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 ,4273 
1,945.70 27.24 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 ,4273 
2,057.50 27.24 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 .4273 
2,047.93 27.24 4.11 30.37 . I9  8894 ,4273 
2,074.78 27.24 4.11 30.37 .19 8894 .4273 

26,231.62 26.81 4.23 31.15 0.21 -8939 ,4694 ................................................................................... . 


