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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost
Recovery Clause and Generating
Performance Incentive Factor

Docket No. 20190001-EI

Filed: August 23,2019

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC'S REVISED RESPONSE TO CITIZENS'
THIRD REOUEST TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS NOS.30.33)

Duke Energy Florida, LLC ("DEF"), incorporates its objections filed on July 22,2019, and

submits a revised response to the Citizens of the State of Florida, through the Office of Public

Counsel's ("Citizens" or "OPC") Third Request to Produce Documents (Nos. 30-33), specifically

question 31, as follows:

DOCUMENTS REOUESTED

Please produce any and all documents that represent a business action plan or integrated
project plan (or any functional equivalent, regardless of title or characterization) or portion
of such business action plan that represents or serves as documentation of management's
and/or any board ofdirector's approval ofthe projectprior to the construction ofthe Bartow
plant.

Response:
Subject to and without waiving DEF's objections filed on July 22,2019, please see the
attached documents bearing bates numbers DEF-19FL-FUEL-006868 - DEF-19FL-FUEL-
046962. DEF also notes that it appears these same documents were requested and produced
in response to OPC's discovery in DocketNumber 20090079-El, specifically questions 21
and 208.

31.
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Project Authorization Revision
Variance Analysis Form

A1t3ch completeO PIR form to revised PPAform and submit both forms to the Project Review Group

Note: This form should be used to notify management of changes in the schedule of a project and/or for
changes in the cost of a project based on the following guidelines:

Authorized Amount

:lplo 
or €qual to $1 M

Project Title Bartow Repowering

Project # 20051467

StudyE Design El

Reviewed by PRG:

Percentaoe Variance AND DollarAmounL
10% ANO $100K
s% AND $150K

Accounting System Masler Project # 20051383 '

lmplementation !

Return Originalto: Eltzabeth Murrav

rcy\ro.d-r: accitur]tingi capriCl-budgetingi threephffie ploject r€nag€fiEnt ACT-SUBS-00261i project approval FRM€UBS-00693

lpbtte to: PrcgreEs Energy Caroliflas, Inc.i PTcgr€ss Energy Flgide, hc.; Frogress Energy Service Compsny, LLC: Progr6ss Energy Venturst, Inc; Rev. 4 ov06
Proa€se Fuels substdlan$ (lnclud|ns corporate employees) DEF-1 gFL-FU EL-0ffi869 1

Direct Gosts

16,141,Q22$103,193,000 $ 87,051,978** $ 87,051,978

Variance: u schedule [l Gost t.l Other:

OriginalTotal Project (Authorized Gosi at the Design phase): 516.153.000

Reason for Revision:

The increase in the total project relates to the contingency. $ee attached BAP & PAF for explanation. The decrease

in the design relates to the dollar being shifling between the design and implementation phases, The work and scope

have not changed. See the attached BAP for explanation of project scope. ni-tz.r

* This denotes the actual costs that are being requested in the attached PAF.

"*Actuaf denotes - projected $$ by end of phase as of 1213112006y'.a,.,r*



Bartow Repowering
Business Analysis Package

Sponsoring Business Unit: Progress Endrgy Florida

Funding LegalEntity: Progress Energy Florida

Date Prepared: February 1,2006; Updated October 10,2006

Key Project Gontacts:
Role, DepUGrp
Plant Construction
Plant Construction
Plant Construction
Plant Construction
Environmental Services
Community Relations
Legal
CT Operations
Fossil Operations
Transmission
Fuels
Treasury
Corporate Communications
Regulatory Affairs
Resource Planning

Name
Andy MacGregor
Kevin Murray
Sue Hardison
Joel Kamya
Jamie Hunter
Nancy Loehr
Alex Glenn
David Sands
Rufus Jackson
John Goff
Pam Murphy
Mike Brennan
Scott Sutton
PaulLewis
Dan Roeder

Phone #
vnel770-2427
vnet 770-5046
vnet 770-3062
vnetTTA-7428
vnet 230-5764
vnet220-2430
vnet 230-5587
vnet 2E0-6105
vnet220-6111
vnet 280-2526
vnet 770-4553
vnet770-3484
vnet24A-6420
vnet 230-5095
vnet 770-7966

Proprietary and Confidential
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Executive Summary

(This document contains fransmission information which is subject to the FERC $tandards of V
Conduct and should not be distributed or dtlscussed with any merchant function employees.)

Project Basic Information

The orlginal configuration of the Bartow Repowering Project called for three, 1x1x1 units. During the study
phase, it was determined that a more cost-effective and practical design would be a 4x4x1 configuration.
This new configuration consists of site re-powering the Bartow Steam Units with F-Class oombined cycle
technology and utilizes natural gas as the primary fuelwith distillate fuel oil as a back-up fuel. The
proposed unit design consists of installing four (4) combustion turbines (CTs), four (4) heat recovery
steam generators (HRSGS) and one (1) steam turbine that replace the existing boilers and steam
turbines. The present plant will be placed in cold stand-by mode after commercial operation of the new
units. This 4GT x 4HRSG x 1ST unit design will be used along with auxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs
and steam power augmentation tcr the CTs to provide optimum peaking capacity. By-pass stack dampers
on all four CTs will provide added flexibili$ and reliabili$ and will allow two of the CTs to be operated in
simple cycle during the winter of 2008/2009 to provide generation as required to support winter peak
demand.

The 4x4x1 configuration will have a winter capacity ol 1279 MW, increasing system capacity by 827 MW
compared to 598 MW of the original 1xlx1 configuration. The additional capacity from the 4x4xl
configuration eliminates two CTs from the resource plan (summer 2010 and summer 2012 additions).

Recommendation and High Level Discussion

We recommend proceeding with the lmplementation Phase of the Bartow Repowering Project for the
following reasons:

Repowering the Bartow plant will add approximately 820MW of 'capacity over the June 2009.-
Dec 2009 time period. The additional capacity is needed to support the growing population in our
Florida service territory and witt allow PEF to satisfy its Reserve Margin and loss of load
probability criteria while maintaining an appropriate levelof physical reserves for the system.
Repowering the Bartow plant will reduce system wide NOx and SO2 emissions as part of the
Company's plan for compliance with the Clean Air lnterstate Rule (CAIR).

Repowering Bartow provides additional system reliability benefits by increasing the amount of
generation in Pinellas County. There is currently significantly more load than generation in the
peninsula, at times resulting in low voltage during peak periods. To alleviate these low voltage
conditions, combustion turbines in the area zre operated out of merit order. Repowering the
Bartow oilunits with gas-fired combined cycle technology can reduce the amount of uneconomic
dispatch, thereby saving fuel costs.

Gurrent Status {Generatio n}

The Design Phase PAF was approved in March 2006, changing the originalthree, 1x1x1 configuration to
the new 4x4x1 plant configuration. Since that time, most of the major equipment has been placed under
contract including the combustion turbines (Siemens), heat recovery steam generators (Vogt), steam
turbine (Mitsubishi), generator step-up transformers (Siemens) and condenser (Holtec). Field erected
tanks have been released under an LOI and auxiliary transformers have been bid and these bids are
currently under review

The main engineering, procurement and construction (EPC) contract has been awarded to a joint venture
partnership comprised of TIC and Bibb & Associates. Pretiminary site work under PEF site management
is now undenray involving the relocation of utilities serving the current Bartow facilities to make way for
the new powerblock.
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The air permit application was submitted to DEP in July and the projpctteam has received and responded
to a request for additional information (RAl) from the agency and will schedule further meetings with the
agency during October and November to work on the final permit. Ihe environmental resource (ERP)
application was submitted to FDEP in August and an RAI received nfrid September. Our response is
being prepared and meetings will be scheduled during October to re{rriew final design of our stormwaler
management system. FDEP has stated that they have an extremely heavy workload and that issuance of
our final permit may not be until early January 2007, one month laterlthan the scheduled start of
construction for our EPC conhactor. Our EPC contractor has been rirotified of this potential delay and
discussions are underway to determine what impact, if any, this will have to the overall project completion
date.

Current Status (Transmission)

Design of the underground duct bank and cables is nearing completion; conlracts for furnishing and
installing the cables, and installing the duct bank and manholes will be awarded in December 2006.
General layouts for the cable terminations at Bartow and Northeast substations are completed, and the
trans{ormers will be ordered by the end of 2006. Preparation of permit submittals is undenrvay.
Preliminary design of the system reinforcements has been started, as well as real estate acquisition for
the substation expansion at 51't St.

Funding Requirements

The capital expenditures for Bartow Repowering are included in the table below.

Funding Requirements 
$ Thousands

2005
Generation $1,051
Transmission $0
Total $1,051

2006 2qo7 2008

$87,390 $241,153 $171,892
$1,373 $86,059 $40,749

$88,763 $327,212 $212,641

2009 zOfi Total h,-,
, 819,922 $4,241 $52m *t*?;
: $5,835 $0 $134,016 dzr\
i $25,757 $4,241 $659,66s

The capital expenditures for Generation at Design Phase approvalvfere forecast to be $516 million,
which included approx $30 million contingency for material and labcir escalation. Forecast cost for EpC
at Design phase approval was $200 million however the final EPC cfntract value is $236 million, In
addition to the increased costs due to escalation within the EPC confract, certain items of major
equipment, including generator step-up transformers have seen matlerial escalation resulting in almost
100% increase in pricing.

Cunent forecast costs for generation are -$515 million excludinq an! contingency. Although the majority
of equipment is now undeicontract, the project has sorGlE[ioi m{terial and tabor escalation for those
items stitlto be procured and for certain engineered equipment unddr the EPC contract for which both
PEF and the EPC contractor have shared procurement risk. The Aepision was made during the Design
phase to re-use existing intake cooling water structures wfrich had bpen constructed as part of the original
Bartow plant construction and which had always been intended for frhture expansion. Gwatering and-
inspection of these structures is scheduled for the end of October arld it is likely that some degrel of
remedial work will be required on these structures but at this time th$ extent of that remedial work is
unknown. For these reasons, Plant Construction is seeking approv{tfor additionat Eeneration costs of
$1 0.2 million - or -2o/o of frcrecast project capital expenditure - for cSntingency.

Transmission estimates are $37 million higher due to increased costp of transformers, conductor, and
poles; an increase in equipment and material required to accommodEte the additional load; a better
understanding of the system reinforcements included in the project.
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Summary of changes in total project capital requirements from Design to lmplementation

_o_ 
esi911 rlqse E!i4el9liu06-.

_lmplemgnlllase Estimjite,'! 0q/0q
Increase/(Decrease)

$ Millions
Generation Transmission Total Proiect

$516.2 r
$525.6 ,/

$97.2
$134.0

$613.3_
$659.8

$s.4 $36.8 $46.5

Project Gapital Allocatlon Metric Summary Table

As this is a least cost analysis, standard B/C and DBEY calculations cannot be calculated. Ptease see the
Economic Analysis Detail below for the delailed financial analysis.

Strategic Fit

There is no change to the Strategic Fit of the project, Repowering Bartow will enable the Company to (1)
increase capacity to serve customer growth, (2) reduce air emissions, (3) meet air emission compliance
requirements cost effectively and without adding expensive emission controls on oil-fired units, (4)
increase system reliability by providing additional voltage support for the Pinellas County area, and (5)
reduce the need to run certain generating units out of merit order to alleviate low voltage periods,

Key Risk Analysis

Natural gas pipeline - PEF has entered into an agreement with Gulfstream Natural Gas System for Firm
Pipeline Transportation (FT) capaci$ to access gas supply for the Bartow plant. The total FT capacity
contracted for is 155,000 Dths/day for a term of 23 years, This is roughly equivalent to the total gas
demand of the re-powered plant at full load for 16 hours. Gulfstream's project will consist of constructing
approximately 17 miles of 24" pipeline in the Tampa Bay trom their existing pipeline to the Bartow site,
additional compression at Gulfstream's existing station in Coden, AL, and conslructing a new compressor
station in Manatee County, FL. The contract provides for 80,000 Dths/d to be available to support testing
and startup of the first two CTs and then the full 155,000 Dths/d to be available to commission the
additionaltwo CTs and four HRSGS. The in-service schedule for the Gulfstream project is as follows:

o 9/1/08 New pipeline and M&R station complete providing 80,000 Dths/d of FT
r 1/1/09 Additional compression complete providing 155,000 Dths/d of FT

See the Gulfstream Firm Pipeline Transportation Bartow Re-Power BAP (1/3/2006) for more details.

Community Acceptance - Meetings with community members and organizations began in November
2005 and have c,ontinued through 2006. The overall community relations plan focuses on communicating
with several important stakeholders, such environmental groups and homeowner associations near the
Bartou/ Plant. The initial public response toward the project and Progress Energy's proactive
communications has been positive. The project team is working closely with Gulfstream Natural Gas,
LLC, to ensure its participation in public meetings. Representaiives from Progress Energy attended a
series of three Gulfstream public meetings in July 2006. The partnership has been beneficial and
provides customers with a more comprehensive understanding of the entire project. Progress Energy
has also written a communication piece for use in home owner association newsletters, This was
published by the Venetian lsles HOA in September. Below is a list of Progress Energy community
meelings:

o Friendsof Weedon lsland. 11/05
o Friends of Weedon lsland, 5nU06
r PinellasCounty Environmental Forum, 8/10/06
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. CONA (Council of Neighborhood Associations-St. Pete!, 8/16/06

. Venetian lsles HOA, 9121106

. Progress Energy General Public Meeting, scheduled 10126106
r Riveira Bay HOA, scheduled 11l1UA6

Construction Cost Escalation - With most of the maior equipment contract and the EPC contract
has been reduced. However.awarded, much of the risk associated with material and labor

certain items of equipment such as the field erected tanks and the efgineered equipment within the EPC
contract carry some risk for escalation due primarily to material ion. The secondary market
Mitsubishi steam turbine procured ftom Tenaska was designed and for a project with different
design criteria from that of the Bartow repowering project. such as pedestal design,
steam piping, turbine enclosure, etc. are undergoing review and witt be required to make this
unit fit the requirements of the Bartow project. The overell design ofithe once-through cnoling system for
Bartow will utilize existing, spare intake structures situated adjacent to the existing intake bays. The
structural integrity of these spare bays has yet to be fully inspected and repairs and some modifications
will be required to ensure that these will last for the lifetime of the new facility.

EPNDEP Permitting Risks - As stated above, the configuration chahge will require modification to the
existing cooling system. This modification will require updating the cooling water intake structure to meet
new EPA standards. This process also has the risk of reducing the present temperature discharge limits.
ln ordef to mitigate this risk, a small "helpe/' cooling tower may be rgquired to lower the discharge
temperature of the cooling water returning from the condenser to thd bay. Due to the complexity of the
stormwater management system for the repowering project, and theiheavy workload of DEP, there exists
the potential for receipt of the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP| to be delayed until January 2007.
Start of mnstruction under the EPC contract is currently scheduled fur December 2006. Under the EPC
contract, the Contractor is entitled to both schedule relief and direct posts associated with any delay,
based on a demonstrable impact to the prolect's critical path. The qonhactor has been advised of the
potential permitting delay and workarounds are being discussed to rfitigate any impact to the overall
project schedule.

Transmission Risks - The transmission estimate of $134M includes $t tgfut of equipment, material, and
mnstruction contracts, all of which are at risk until committed, By thp end of 2006, mntracts and
purchases estimated at $78M will have been awarded. The balaned of commitments will be made
throughout 2007 and into the first quarter of 2008. FDEP and other permit requirements may result in
additional costs for substation and line construction, as well as dela$ed construction starts.

Key Assumptions 
I

Please see Appendix A for key assumptions used in the Design phape BAP economic analysis,

Project Alternatives Analylis

Atternatives Gonsidered 
I

The original Bartow Repowering project involved adding three gastrjrrbine generators and Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (HRSG) to the site to provide steam to the existirlg three steam turbines. The existing
#6 fuel oil furnaces would be taken out of service and natural gas wquld be used as the primary fuel.
Light fuel oil (#2) would be used as a back up fuel when natural gas iis unavailable. System Planning
determined during the study phase that the load growth in Florida demanded that an increase in
generation would be needed. The feasibility of adding another gas {urbine to the Unit #3 steam turbine
combined cycle configuration was investigated. System Planning investigated the value based upon the
construction and performance values provided by Plant Constructio$. The estimate for constructing the
combined cycle using the existing turbines and providing steam withifour gas turbines and HRSGs was
$498,6 million. The economic analysis of this configuration was fourld to be break-even cornpared to the
original configuration plus two additional simple cycle CTs, one instdlted in 2010 and one in 2012_
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It was determined that the highest uncertainty and schedule risk to the project was centered in the
existing stearn turbines. The final output (MW) that could be achieved was uncertain. In addition, a firm
estimate of the capital needed to extend the life of the turbine was difficult to obtain before the point in
construction when the old steam turbines were opened up and inspected. Startup times for the existing
steam turbines also provided another level of uncertainty to the repowering option. These uncertainties
lead the investigation into determining the possibility of using a new steam turbine,

A secondary market 400 megawatt steam turbine was found. The use of this turbine was investigated
and proved to be a very good fit for the 4 CT and 4 HRSG combinations. ln fact, it provided more
operating flexibility (see OperationalAnalysis Detail, below). ln addition, the uncertainty in project
schedule and cost was reduced.

In the Design phase analysis, the 4x4x1 configuration was shown to be favorable to the other two
configurations by $51 million afier-tax NPV. In addition, itwas shown to be favorable to the initial
alternative to Bartow Repowering (a fifth combined cycle at Hines in December 2009 and a 150 MW
capacity purchase for the summer of 2009) by $171 million,

Economic Analysis Detail

UPdate

The Design phase economic analysis compared Bartow Repowering to a Hines 5 alternative,
including a fifth combined cycle (CC) at Hines and a 150 MW capacity purchase for the summer
of 2009. This comparison showed an NPV advantage of $171 million for Bartow. The proiect
cost increases lanit acceleration of some of ttre speiding) reduce this NPV uV nn++nHfi[n.$47,"; I l:,'t {6 ,
However, it is likely that the cost of the CC required in the Hines 5 alternative has also increased. ,, lrs/oC
Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for CC costs has increased

-from $202 miltion (EPRI TAG) to $312 million (Burns & McDonnell) overnight costs in 2006

' dollars. lf this new cost assumption had been used for the Hines 5 alternative in the Design
phase analysis, it would have increased the NPV by approximately $100 million, more than
offseiting the impacl of the Bartow project cost increases. Also, additional emissions equipment
(SCRs) was required in the Hines 5 altemative. The cost of this emissions equipment has
increased since the Design phase, again adding more value to the Bartow alternative.

tQ.-too,,1,''_ The Design phase economic analysis also showed the NPV of the 4x4xl design compared to the

. ., -11\?l 
other configurations considered. This comparison showed an NPV advantage of $51 million for

,9 1 '-' \the 4x4x1 conllguration. Even with the current project cost estimates, the NPV would have stillr ' TEffiositive FfiLfliflbn). ln addition, a significant part of the value added by the 4x4xl
configuration was due to its lower heat rate. Since the current gas price forecast (Nov 06 GFF) is
higher than the forecast used in the Design phase analysis (Nov 05 GFF), the value of this benefit
is even higher now. Also, the significant cost and schedule risk associated with using the existing
steam turbines was eliminated with the 4x4xl configuration.

At this point, there are no feasible alternatives to the cunent project that could meet the r
scheduled in-service dates of December 2008 and June 2009, Consequently, a full economic
analysis with Prosym and Strategist runs was not performed. However, at a highJevel, the major
components of the Design phase analysis were reviewed. The review showed at a directional
level that, even with the increased project costs, Bartow Repowering is still the least cost
alternative.

Appendix A contains the Economic Analysis D€tail section from the Design phase BAP
(February 20061.
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Operational Analysis

In orderto provide increased reliability, bypass stacks have been in the design allowing these
units to operate in simple cycle mode if there are steam turbine or problems that would
preclude operation in combined cycle mode. By-pass stack on CT Unit #1 and CT Unit #2 will

reliability for the new plant. Inprovide generation needed in 2008 and provide added flexibility
addition, by-pass stack dampers will also be installed on CT Unit CT Unit #4. This design provides
maximum output, operational ease and system dispatch reliability a flexibility. The 4x4x1 configuration
also allows operation in basic 1x1x1, 2x2x1and 3x3x1 providing
needs.

response to system dispatch

The Bartow plant is very important to the integrity of the Pinellas arda and the entire system. The plant
design must allow a steam turbine trip without the loss of the gas turtbines. Condenser by-pass and/or
atmospheric vents are included to address this concern. The addition of exhaust by-pass stacks on each
unit provides an additional level of reliability protection.

Reg ulatory lmpact Analysis

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) - Florida Department of Environmental
Protection has been contacted to determine the applicability of the Fower Plant Siting Act to the Bartow
Site. Progress Energy has received confirmation that since the amQunt of eleckicity generated by steam
will not exceed the present steam generation, the Florida Power Pldnt Siting Act does not apply to the
Bartow project.

Wrap-up Gonctusion and Recommendations

Repowering Bartow is a cost-effective way to increase the generatirlg capability of the PEF system and '
reduce SO2 and NOx emissions as a part of the Company's CAIR cfmpliance plan. We recommend
approvalofthe|mp|ementationphaseofthisproject.

oetfit
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Appendix A - Excerpt from Design Phase BAR 21112006

Key Assumptions

Standard Assumptions
Tax Rate 38.58%
Escalation Rate 2.5o/o

WACC 8.174/o

Prooertv Tax Rate 1.20%
Prooertv Insurance Rate .05%

Other Assumptions:
. Load and Energy Forecasl September 2005 forecast, which is included in the November 2005

GFF. The September forecast has higher loads after 2008 compared to the January forecast
included in the original Bartow Repowering BAP.

e November 2005 GFF Resource Plan, which reduced term of CP Lime purchase from 2015 to
2010.

. Fuel Prices Forecasts: September 2005 forecast for natural gas and oil from Treasury &
Enterprise Risk Management (consistent with the November GFF).

Assumption Ghanges Since Original BAP
A number of assumptions have changed since the original Bartow Repowering BAP. The impacts of most
of the changes have been captured in the updated analysis and are refleoted in the savings figures
provided above. The primary analysis performed for this BAP update was to determine the economic
impact of changing the configuration of the Bartow repowering project from one 2x2x1 and two 1x1x1s to
a 4x4x1. Three significant assumption changes require examination outside of the current analysis to
determine if repowering Bartow continues to be a cost-effeciive proiect.

. Pipeline reservation fee - The assumption in the original BAP analysis for the cost pipeline
reseryation fee was $0.70/mmBtu-day. This assumption was at the upper end of the range of
$0.60 - 0.70/mmBtu-day and was used to be conservative. The current estimated price is
$0.59/mmBtu-day, At 155,000 mmBtu/day, this translates into over $6 million in savings per year,
and an increase of $29 million net present value (after tax) over the study period compared to the
originalBAP,

. Anclote SCRs - In the original BAP analysis, it was anticipated that if Bartow was not repowered,
selective catalytic reduction controls for NOx would have to be installed on both Anclote units as
part of the Company's CAIR compliance plan. The assumed capital cost estimate for the SCRs
was $'105 million per unit. Subsequent analysis of control technologies for Anclote found the cost
to install SCRs at Anclote would be approximately $64 million per unit, This is less than the $80
million "best case" estimate sensitivity analysis discussed in the BAP. As explained in the BAP,
an $80 million/unit cost decreased the savings from repowering Bartow by $gS million NPV. Using
this information, the $64 millionlunit reduces the savings of repowering Bartow by approximately
$58 million.

. Transmission scope - The scope of the transmission work at the Bartow plant has increased from
two circuits to three circuits. This is due to the desire to have one spare circuit for reliability
purposes and to allow possible future expansion at the Bartow site. This change in scope
increases the capital costs by approximately $12 million and decreased the NPV of the project by
$9 million.
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The net impact of these three changes in assumptions decreases thi overall net present value of
repowering Bartow by $fg million. Thus, a more up-to-date value of fepowering Bartow (prior to the
configuration change) is $120 million (NPV). 

i

Proiect Alternatives Analyf is

Alternatives Considerod
The economic analysis of the proposed 4x4xl configuration was corfpared to a configuration that
included two 1x1xl units (using existing Unit 1 and Unit 2 steam tur{ines) and one 2x2x1 unit (using Unit
3 steam turbine), A previous analysis determined this configuration riesulted in essentially the same NPV
as the original configuration and two future simple cycle CTs, which are called for in the PEF resource
plan in 2010 and 2012. The two cases are shown in the table below:

Base Case New Confiqunation
Repowering as one 2x2xl unit
and two 1x1x1 units (phased in
between 1?J2008 and 6/2009)

Repower Barlow as 4x4x1
(phased in behpeen 12l20OB and
612009)

Economic Analysis Detafl

Detailed Discussion of Reeults
The economic analysis of the Base Case and the New Configuration case captures the costs associated
with the changing the configuration of the Bartow repowering project, as shown in the table in the
Alternatives Considered section, above. The analysis did not considFr costs that were the same in the
two scenarios- The costs not considered in this analysis were costs Associated with dismanflement of the
stacks on the existing units. These costs will be incurred in 2010 the new generating units are
placed in-service. $ince these costs are common to both scenarios,lthey will hale no imFact on the
analysis. The capital and O&M costs of each of the case (e.9., generation and transmission)
shown above were evalu_ated separately and included in the econo(ric analysis. The analysis also took
into consideration the difference in the production costs between th{ two ffises. The analysis was
performed through 2034 to capture all the pertinent cash flows. , the Prosym production cost
analysis was only performed through 2025 and
extrapolated through 2034.

Modeling Tools Used

production cost d

The Prosym production costing model and detailed revenue requirerpentslcash flows spreadsheets were
used to perform this analysis,

Cash Flow Graph
The chart below shows the difference between the two cases on an Bnnual basis (bars) and cumulative
net present value (line).

between the two cases were

DEF.1gFL-FUEL.OO6878



$avings from, 4x{ Gonfiguration

The chart below sholtrg the difference in annual cani-ta] expend,itures Bsed in the anagsis of $ie hrvoeases' Note this figure does npt inelude costs assoeiated with sihcr oemolition. Also, payments that arescheduled to be made afie1jh.e plant is in-servhe dilr*i*;Ery oeo mittion) weie- aolranceo from 2010te 2009 for the.purpose$ of this inalysis.
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The results of the analysis show the 4x4x1 configuration for repow*ing Bartow to be more cost effective
than the Base Case. As shown on the cash flow graph above, the npw configuration will increase the net
present value of cash flows in excess of $51 million through 2034 c$mpared to the Base Case
configuration. These savings are lhe result of lower production cost$ (NPV after tax savings of $100
million). The production cost savings come from savings related to { better heat rate of the plant through
the use of a new steam turbine and because of the additional opera[ing flexibility of the 4x4x1 design. The
4x4xl design provides better cycling operation compared to he 2xlx1 and two lxlxl design in the Base
Case. This allows Bartow to be uturned down" to a lower capacity atlnight, allowing the system's coal units
to operate at a higher capacity state (and higher annual capacity fa{tor). This results in more coal steam
generation, lower oil-fired steam generation, and less gas-fired compined cycle generation (there are
other changes in system dispatch also). ,

The $51 million in NPV savings are the savings associated with the inew configuration, and are in addition
to the updated savings of repowering Bartow. As discussed in the Assumptions section above, the
updated value of tepowering Bartow prior to analyzing the configuration change was $120 million. Wlth
the addition of the configuration change, the net present vafue of repowering Bartow is now projected to
be $171 million (2005 dollars). The table below summarizes the change in value of the Bartow
Repowering project.

Original Bartow BAP

Pipeline reservation fee

Anclote SCR

Transmission scope

4x4x1 configuration
(including transmission)

Revised Bartow

Ng!Pregent Valug
$ 158, Million

Million

Million

Million

51 Miliion

$ 171 Mittion /

2sl

(581

(e)

10
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The foniowing is reqpired to be updated for significant revisions t$at impact the project cost l07a and
$5M ad/ortheproject scheduleby tr yean

0 Elizabeth Murrav/Georqe Hixon InidalDraft 03/r0/08

Page ? of 27
DEF-19F1-FUEL-006882



ffi nosu"arcqrv

This section contains format sigr*offs for bsth.review & approval of the IFP. 'Reviewing" applles to
any party reviewing the IPF for accur.acy & clari4r, while 'Approvingl' applies to tlose partios

i*sponsible for approving project milestqne progression & funding,

S,attow Rrpoweriirg IFF

YP-Gen, & Trans.
Construcrion
GM -PIvl &
Con*tructisn/G&TC
D
pM - Project
Ehgineedng/G&TC
D

frgpgrffipet Jteuiery Outside G&TCD

Exec Dir-Ptur Gen
Svcs

g raup lor uppmte to ensara totttpllonreverslon ol thls documilI wat lenl to
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E nort*rtttgy Bartow Repowering IPP

1.0 Project Overview I Recommendation:

1.1. Overview

Repowering the Bartow plant will add approximately 820MW of capacity in December 2009. The
additional capacity is needed to support the growing population in our Florida service territory and

will allow PEF to satisfy its Reserve Margin and loss of load probability criteria while maintaining
an appropriate levei of physical reserves for the system.

Repowering the Bartow plant will also reduce system wide NOx and SO2 emissions as part of the
Company's plan for compliance with the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR). Moreover, repowering
Bartow provides additional system reliability by increasing generation resourcss in an area that relies
heavily on the transmission grid for importing power.

The original configuration of the Bartow Repowering Project called for tlree, lxlxl units. During the
study phase, it was determined that a more cost-effective and practical design would be a 4x4x1
configuration. This new configuration consists of site re-powering the Bartow Steam Piant with F-
Class combined cycle technology and utilizing natural gas as the primary fuel with distillate fuel oil as

a back-up fuel. [Note: The existing steam units will be retired, and environmental permits will
expire,l

Transmission upgrades will be required to accommodate the increased generation. Upgrades include
the expansion of the existing Bartow 230kV substation, construction of new 230kV underground
cable circuits between Bartow and Northeast substations, expansion of the Northeast 230kV
substation as well as certain other upgrades to both the 230kV and 115kV systems.

Fuel gas for the combined cycle facility will be via a new, 17 mile undersea pipeline which will be
constructed by Gulfstream Naturai Gas and which wiil connect to the existing Gulfstream pipeline at

Port Manatee.

Recommendation

The project team recommends that Senior Management authorize additional funding of $18.8 million (See

Table 4 for details) and continue funding of the Project, thereby ensuring that the commercial operation
date of June I,2009 is met. The following documentation provides additional information on the history,
status and forward looking aspects of the Bartow Repowering project including an overview of the scope,

schedule, cost and risk elements of the project execution plan.

2.0 Scope Staternent:

New Generation:

The proposed unit design consists of installing four (4) combustion turbines (CTs), four (4) heat recovery
steam generators (HRSGs) and one (1) stearn turbine that replace the existing boilers and steam turbines.
This 4CT x 4HRSG x lST unit design will be used along with auxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs and
stearn power augmentation for the CTs to provide optimum peaking capacity, By-pass stack dampers on
all four CTs will provide added operational flexibiliry and reliability. This design provides maximum
output, operational ease and system dispatch reliability and flexibility.

Page 6 of 27
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The plant design should allow a steam turbine trip without the losslof ttre gas turbines. Condenser by-pass
and/or atmospheric vents are included to mitigate this action. An rtdditional feature includes exhaust by-
pass stacks on each unit.

The 4x4x1 configuration will have a winter capacity of L279 MW,iincreasing system capacity by 827
MW. The additional capacity from the 4x4xL configuration eliminftes two CTs from the resource plan
(summer 2010 and summer 2012 additions), 

I

Transmission:
I

The transmission scope of work associated with the Bartow Repoufering falls into two main categories;
namely (i) work required to physically connect the new generators iand auxiliary transformers to the
transmission system and (ii) upgrades to the transmission system to accept the increased generation
capacity of the repowered facility.

(i) Connection of new generators and auxiliary transformers to transmission system,
e Bartow - Northeast Underground

o Bartow substation expansion, equipment upgrades, pnd new control enclosure
o Northeast substation expansion and equipment upgrpdes
o Bartow - Northeast three new 230kV underground {ircuits
o Bartow Generator and Aux Transformer connectionF

(ii) Upgrades to ffansmission system to accept increased generatiod capacity.
r Northeasr - 40th streelz30w Rebuild

o Northeast substation - rebuild termination
o 40'h Street substation - rebuild termination
o Northeast - 40'h Street -rebuild existing 230kV liner

r Northeas t - 3Xd Street New 1 15kV Line
o 32"d Street new breakers and bus
o Northeast substation new breakers and bus
o Northeast - 32nd Sffeet new 115kV line ,

. 51" Street - Install 230/115kV Transformer
o 5 I't Street - land for substation expansion
o 5l't Street - install transformer, bus, breakers, and riew control enclosure
o 40'h Street - Pasadena -loop the existing 230kV lin$ into 5l't Street

F'uel

PEF has entered into an agreement with Gulfstream Natural Gas System for Finn Pipeline Transportation
(FT) capacity to access gas supply for the Bartow plant. The total FT capacity contracted for is 155,000
Dths/day for a term of 23 years. This is roughly equivalent to the tptal gas demand of the re-powered
plant at full load for 16 hours. Gulfstream's project will consist of iconstructing approximately 17 miles
of 24" pipeline from their existing pipeline in the Tampa Bay to th$ Bartow site, additional compression
at Gulfstream's existing station in Coden, Alabama, and constructitrg a new compressor station in
Manatee County, FL. The contract provides for 80,000 Dths/d to be available to support testing and
startup of the first two CTs and then the full 155,000 Dths/d to be available to commission the additional
two CTs and four HRSGs. The in-service schedule for the Gulfstrgam project is as follows:

. 09/01/08 - Additional pipeline and M&R station complete, pro{iding 80,000 Dths/d of FT
r 01/01/09 - Additional compression complete, providing 155,00p Dths/d of FT

PageT of27
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ES Ptryr*rrmsy Barfow Ropow*ing.IIP

3.0 RemaininB MajorDeliverables & Milestsn* Scheilulel

Table fu lilsior nelivqablm and llffiMnnes
Milestone Dnte

Plan/
For:ecast

Actual

NewGeneration
. EPC.ContrrctExeeuted 03 2006

r Combustlon T,trbiaei a$d Geueinfofls.D"elivorv 15-Aup{7
r FIRSGs Delivery 30-Ocr-07
r Sf,6'Delivery 1-Dec-07
r Contirl/Admin Builtline Complete lJun{8
I Flret Fire CTG"B 23-Sep-08

r Flrst Fire CTGC 26-Oct-08
. FirstFircCTGA Zt;Nsv-08
r First Fire CTGD 3l-Dec-08
r Mec[anical'ConttlEtio]l(EFeCohtr*t ^ 02-J'atr|o9

r STG TNitiAI ROII 14-Iv[ar-0g
r Commercial Operation l*Jun 09

Trsnsmlsslon
r Back feed Auxiliriry Ttart*formnrs 1$IulrCI8
r Comnlete Generator Connr#.tiiins/Eamolr'$ubstation Expansion in Silryice 1-Sen{8
r' Bartow - Northeasr Three new 230kV Undersround Circuitn in Service l5.Mar-09
. Northeast Substation Expansion in Service t5;Iylnr09
. Bartow - 408 8u Retuild 230kV Line In Servieo 1-Jun-09

r Barbw * 32M St, New 1 15kV Line In Service I-Iun-09
. 5l '' SL ncw 230/1 15kY Transformerln Servise 1-Iun-09

Fuels
Pipeline and Mcte.rln'F/Resuladofl."Srffiion'Complete (80,000 DthermslDay) 1-Sep-08

Addiliodal Compressi ou Comolete ( 1 55,0U0 Dthenns/D ay) t-Jan:09

P.ngs I of ??
DEF-19FL.FUEL-006887



b3 r.s*barsv Bartow RepoweringIPF

4.0 Funding Requirements & Updat*t

Total Proiect Cost Estimate

Of the $ | 0.4M of original contingency, the full contingency has been used plus an additional S4.4 (Total
$r4,8M):

Bar,towproject contingency was established at the lmplementationphase/Construetion phase approval iir
Deuernbc,r 2006. Tlru uriginal uondnguncy uf $10,4 acuounts hr appruximately 27o of the $525M
approved during the implementation, Including the $4.4M, the ac{ual contingencyutilized of $14.8
accounts for approximateily z.ETo. Expelience overthe lasr 24 mqlfts has indicared that sonringency
for new generation projects should be 4-5Vo.-

Fundins Resuiremsnts - Froiet YIeW
Funding Crtcgories Inplementation

EAP
IFP F,ryscted

FDrecast
Dif,l'trerrce

EPC $243,9 9246.4 $'2,5
CTs $r t9,7 $ 120,7 $r
Ste,arnTffiine $18.0 $19.5 $t,5
HRSC $64.2 , ti64.5 s0.3
Othcr OEM Equipmeut (SST, Tanks Etc) s3l.s :$31,6 $0.1
pjerlimi5dr\l EDcineednc (Sliins. Permittinr etcl $?,6 $3.6 $-
Ownerts Costs $35.4 $44.8 $9,4
Expectsd Total Cos{s .b5t).5 .s530-t g 14.8
Contingency 10,4 $9.8 ($0.6)
Tolal New Gcneraffon 525.? 539.9 14.2
Connection to the Transmi"seion system s102.0 sr | 1.5 $9.5
Upgrade the Ttansmission svstem $32.0 $28,s $(3.5)
Contract Change Order $- $3.0 $3,0
Tolal Tlensmission $134.0 i$r43.0 $e.0

Page I of t7
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[3 nug"*f,*sy Hqrtarv,Reiio*restng lPf

An additional $18.8t\{ of funds are being rcquegte4.$9.8 for generation and $9.0 for transmission. 'This is
approximarcly 57o of the roral generation costs 'and 3Vo of toral project costs. Therefore, the rcml proj€ct
is increasing by $23.2M ($4,+ttt above plus the $ 18.8M). fiie deuil of the $18.8M is as follows:

Adililioual F'uqding ($$s in urillions)
Fundinc Catesories Low Eroected flieh
Intakp Srructure s0"5 s1.0 $2.0
CT Perfonnancr Bonus $"0 s4.0 $6.0
LirnitDual OBerations s- $- $7;0

C0 Catalvst b- $4.4
Stan-up{QT} PON s- $0.5 $1.0

Staffine bv JV s $- $6,5

B ui_lderrs RisE Deducrible $Q.3 $0,5 $0,8
OEMScope Crowth $0.2 $0.? $02
(]a^s avoilabjlity by 9/08 $- $- $4.O

EPC Change Orders & Other
Misc. Furdins

$1.6 $3.6 $s,6

TotalGeudrition $4.6 $t.8 $37,5
Transrlissi s6.6 $9.0 $9.5

Toqlr$'{gf ectJEos& uirilsln

QEM perrent progrBJJ

of OEM cguipment.

in clu dz s insta llatitin

dT D{.iEbhl.il

$dopc,/Statur 'Ib*il
Eiprcled,

.Cost

1ry9'-fan;
l{l08

Pertent
Expeldd

fcrceil
Coqilore

EPC $246.4 $15 t.6 62% 3sqr
CTs $ I ?0,7 $107.9 9O9o 99Eo

StsanTubine $r9.5 $ I9.3 95q" 99%

HRSG $@,5 $61.1 9s% 99?a

Other OEM Etiulpment tSST. Tanks Etc) $31.6 26.4 84o/o 84Er

hclilriiuary Eugiueuring (Siting, Fcunitting
etcl

s2,6 $2-6 lCi0To t00%

Ocmerts Costs u,8 $ 10.2 23% 23%

Contingency $9,8 $0.0 Aqo agb

Tranemibsion $d43.O s75.6 53i1" $ryo

Total Prqiect Yiew - Dircct Cost s6E2.e $,l5tl.? 67Va

OEM peruent progrgsJ inilicatulubricafionand receipt ofcqvipment on site onl!. EPC perceiltprogre.rs

Page- l0 of 2?
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E n"gr*E-gy Bartow Repowering IPP

5.0 Economic Evaluation:

PEF Firm Reserve Requirements and Suneoast Benefrts

PEF System Planning criteria targets a20%o reserve requirement fof both winter and summer peak
demand periods. Without new resources in the summer 2009, PEF frojected firrn reserve requirements
would drop below the targeted 20Vo plantnng reserve margin criteri[. With the addition of the Bartow
Repowering Project, PEF will maintain aZOVo reserve margin critetia until the summer of 2OL3, at
which time an additional4xl Combined Cycle is being planned wi(hin the PEF system.

The Bartow Repowering Project also provides the following benefifs for the Suncoast Region:

New generation asset for the Suncoast Region
Decrease in oil requirements for the Suncoast Region
lncreased in natural gas transportation availability in the Supcoast Region
lncreased power plant operational benefits for the Suncoast ft.egion

a. Faster start capability
b. Improved heatrates I

Less reliance on the Suncoast Transmission Fast Acting I-o{O StreO program
lncreased hansmission operational benefits for the Suncoas{ Region

a. Additional Bartow Circuit connections to the Suncoast Gdd
b. 230 kV Upgrades for the Suncoast Region

Alternatives Considered

The original Bartow Repowering project involved adding three gasiturbine generators and Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (HRSG) to the site to provide steam to the existi$g three steam turbines. The existing
#6 fuel oil furnace's will be taken out of service and natural gas willibe used as the primary fuel. Light
fuel oil (#2) will be $ed as a back up fuel when natural gas is unav[ilable. Systern Planning determined
during the study phasp that the load growth in Florida demanded anjincrease in generation needs. The
feasibility of addingianother gas turbine to the Unit #3 steam turbinp combined cycle configuration was
investigated. System Planning investigated the value based upon tqe construction and performance values
provided by Generation & Transmission Construction. The estimatB for constructing the combined cycle
using the existing turbines and providing steam with four gas turbirles and HRSGs was $498,6 million.
The economic analysis of this configuration was found to be more Cost-effective than the original
configuration.

In the Design phase analysis, the 4x4xl configuration was shown t{ be favorable to the other two
configurations by $51 million after-tax NPV. h addition, it was shbwn to be favorable to the initial
alternative to Bartow Repowering (a fifth combined cycle at Hines in December 2009 and a 150 MW
capacity purchase for the summer of 2009) by $171 million.

l)
z)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)
8)

Page l1 of27
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E PmgessEreruy Bartow Repowering IPP

Ec onornic Analysis Detail

Update

The Design phase economic analysis compared Bartow Repowering to a Hines 5 alternative,

including a fifth combined cycle (CC) at Hines and a 150 MW capacity purchase for the summer

of 2009. This comparison showed an NPV advantage of $171 million for Bartow.

Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for CC costs has increased

from $202 million (EPRI TAG) to $3lZ million (Burns & McDonnell) overnight costs in 2005

dollars. If this new cost assumption had been used for the Hines 5 alternative in the Design phase

analysis, it would have increased the NPV by approximately $100 million, more than offsetting
the impact of the Bartow project increased NPV cost of $42M. During 2007,there have been no

significant events to initiate a2Q07 economic update.

At this point, there are no feasible alternatives to the current project that could meet the scheduled in-
service date of June 2009. Consequently, a full economic analysis with Prosym and Strategist runs was

not performed. However, at a high-level, the major components of the Design phase analysis were

reviewed. The review showed at a directional level that, even with the increased project costs, Bartow

Repowering is still the most cost-effective alternative.

6.0 Assurnptions & Constraints:

o An adequate pool of qualifred vendors, personnel, equipment and materials is available to the
project

r A stable regulatory environment and associated set of emission requirements
r Adequate contingency to effectively address risk carried by the Company
. Major milestones/schedule listed in Section 3 holds true.
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The Project tearn utilizar a Rbk Register, consisrenr with rhe Projfct Risk Planning Guideline CON-
PFDX-00008, m uack and mflnage the project risks, This nr p{uiaes and overview Of the major
Frojecr speoific risks currently being tracked by theFrojecr rearn. 

I

The overall Risk Impact Mauix for rhe Project is provided below,lfollowed by a d.erailed Risk
Descriptiou 4nd asssciated Response/Plan. The risks are number{d for reference purposes only and are
not aD iudicator of the impact of the associated risk may have on t[n projeet although they are listed" in
general. in ordef of importance, 

i

Proiect Risk ID

l, Circulating Water Intake Stnrcture
2. Siemens perfurmance bonus
3. Modificatisns to HRSO
4. Bartow Commissioning CT- Stearn Plant

Dual Operations
5. Limlt Compliance-CO Catalyst lnstallation
6, Staffing & Recruiting
7. Pennit Delays for Northeast Subsration
8. lnstallatisn of 230lllSkv Tr,ansforrner ar 5lot

St, Substation is Delayed
9, Hunicnne
10, Ga{ line availability
11. Rebuilding existing 230kv line delaysd
I2. Constuction of new NE line Delaved

New Generation Risks

1. Ris,k:

Likelihood

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

Very Low

Fi F H r ilF

- Likelihood is Yery Higho
to cost nnd Schedute

The concept fof th€ intake. shuctur.e for the repowered facility is to isolatE,,
dewater, create a safe working envirfnment and refurbish six unused
existing spare cells north of ths exisling innke cells. Once refurbished,
the new circulating warer pumps an{ piping can be instiilled Dewarering
and inspection of these eells,has hadichaledges due to the unknown
condition of tlre existing structure, T'o date a large coffer dam has been
installed and several attempts to deWater the cells have. resuked in the
ingress qf seawater due to washout 0f rnaterial adjoining the existing
intake structure.

Conseq uences ere Signlllcant:

Ftge l3 of?7
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ffi rr.gr*fmsy Bartow RepoweringlP'P

Response / Plan

fi Risk

To date, efforts have yet to sreate a dewatered condition to allow a safe
work envircnmqnt to begin the inmke cell rsfurbithment work. Furrhpr
in*p'ection by divctoams has ptqvided additionalinformatiou on the $tarus
of ffie inmke struemre condition which has been reviewed by a marirre
engineering firm contracted to tbe joint venture. The joint venture is now
developing a revised comprehensive engineering and execution plan to
proceedo with oversigbt by Progress engineering and Mactec, to assurethe
protection of the existirtg intake structure along with the refurhishment
effort. The Corps of Engineers has granted Progress the abilif lo continue

$,ork for repairs under our existing permit, No new permits wilt be
ueeded. Foresast costine.rcase in excess of the current overall allowarlce
gficingsf $14MM has,not yet been detery-iined. Following new
e4gincering release this can be estimated and cost updatcd.

Engineering workis ongoing to detefiI'iifie themost effective. solutton to
the seawater ingress below the existing intake slructurei initial feedbackis
that a new 1000 crtbic yard concrete plug will be needed to be consuucted.
in order to create a "dfy hole" md to assure a eafe working environment.

The re-englnee-ring will tilely take unril early to mic!'Marc,h ro eompiete
and be approved; at that point actual work oan begin again oo dowalering
and restoration. This seqtrence will likgly put theintake on the criticat path
and could have naga$ve float for simple cycle frringof the units. Work
arouud for thisn should it gncscnt itsclf, is onc of possibly throc solutions
wirh the likeJy option being a portable cqoling system that will allow
sommissioning and cheak our with testing firncdons up until combined
cycle,need. This should be adequate to take intake structure off critical
path- l\4inimat permitting would be reguircd,

Sltmdns CTG Contrgct - P€irforia*nce Bonus:
f,ih*li,IroOd io High, Conseguences ane Signiffcail: Impact to es$t

,Thn Sienrens MaiterPurchase Agrbomrrnt provides guararrt€er for
FErforrnauce of the combustion turbines with respect to electrical output,
heat rate, exhaust flow and exhaust temperaturc. Shoul4,any of the,CTGs
fail to mcet thc guarailced pcrforrr"rancc crileria, liquidalcd damages

would be paid by Siernens. Should performance exceed any of the
guaranteed criteria, the contrael provides for abonus to be Paid to
Siemens. Recent proposals from Siemens fbr similar CTGs have offured
incrcased perfomrirnce guarantses which would indieate that these

machines are achieving higher performancethan first assumed. Based on
estimated performance modeling it appears that Siemens cpuld be eligible
forgerformanoe bonus of betwebn $4MM and $6MM (cap of $1.5MM per

ilnftJ.
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Bartow Repo$,rring IBP

3; Risk:

ResponsdPlan

4. Risk;

their CTGs which appears to
been stated. Vog! Pdwer, the

Likellhooil is Low, Consequences pre Severe: Inrpact to *osL
Siemens has rccently updated data wigh the exhaust flow from

L*rUlwd
V,|t Hhh

firfn

th(hnra

higher velocities than had prcviously
manufacturer have studipd the data

hYJ

Vrry Lotr

and have recommended some to the transition ducting
betweEn the CTG andthc HRSG to thecasing to be"able to
vithstsnd frese hiigher velocities. Vogt is concerned that bleed heat
to back LP sectiolls could effiect and warrarrtee. Vogt has
indicated that further data sho-uld beiobtaineil from Siemens to fully
pvaluate the potential irnpacts to rhdl{RSG but to dste Siemens hove
stated that this data is nst available. I Potential impact to the project could
bc damage to thE llI{S$ oncc lhe u{its are in.commcrcial opcration due to
the aggressive uature of the CTG exhaust profile which could result in
outagF time on the unit for tework as well as the associated qost of rework.
Also performance could be effected that would also require similar
modifications not covered by waffa$tee

The Project team has pursued rhis ispue with Siemens to secure additioffil
data on the exhaust profile with no duccess and expect none. In parallel
Progress has asked Vogt Powu to rdeommond freld modifications during
consrucdon to rnitigate porcntial fblure effects due to the CTG exhaust
that can reasonably be expected ftory the laisst data. This will be
implemented, Also ueg,otiationr are lrnderway to establish & new wsrantse
benchmark to provide a level of prolection for hogress should damage
occur.

Dnring cornmissioning of the new qa$rrw Units it is anticiparrd that load
demand will likely result in the need to also run the old sreiun generating
mirs. Dual operation has air and w{ter discharge permit impacts. The
Air Constmction Permit limits the o$eration of the new units to 2
designated CTs in simple cycle onlf for a limited period'while existing
Units 1,2, and 3 are operating, No cpmbined eycle operation is allowed,
Opcration during cornmissioniog wqs nol addressed in the permit-
Additionally, opemtion of the CTs i{ combined cycle mode whilethe
exlsting units are in operation will rdsllr in an increase of rhe discharge
water thefirral plume area, Thc FDEP bas requested an eyaluation of this
potental impnct that may or rnay noN be.accsptable to the Department.
Shoutd FDEP deny our requestfor rhsn rerm increased air emissions or
increased thennal discharge there wguld be an impactto the
commis$ioning schedule and co$t a$ithe new combined cycls plaflr woulel
only be permitted to opersre when the existirrg Baraow faciliry was offline.

Moilerate; fmpact to schedule

Page 15 of27
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Response / Plan: Pffi intends to approacli the FDEF Ah Srietios mid-Mar{h to negofiare the
ability to operara all the ncw GTs in simplil and combiucd cyclc rnodcs to
allsrv for cornmissioning. PEF is providiug thf'FDEP Water Section wittr
a biological opinion as to the impact of the increaee in thermal plrtrtre.

Negoriations to allorry for the increasetl plume during comrnissioning will
cpmmenEs a1 that time,

C0 Limit Connliancc - CO Catalvst Installntion:
I,,iketihood is Moderater *Onse4rrdiltiss ate $ignifreanh trmpact to Cd'st

It is not certain that thenew urrits willbe able 1o meet the perrnitted CO
limits. The mnnufacurcr guaranlee is higher than the permined limir The
ihstallation of costly C0 oxidatisn catalyst will bc ntrccssaly in arder for
the units to continue to operate in the event that CO lirnits cannot bemet.

FEFwtll install CO oxid'*tisn caralyst as required. TheCTs have been

desieued with the neces$ary interfaces to allow for cirtalyst installation
eott and lead time for delivery is being confumed at this time.

Staffing - *ttractine and Retainine Skiiled Craftsneqple
Ltkelihood lc Moderate, Consequencas are Signilicant: fmpact to'tssJ
aud impaet to sehedult.

The heavy industrial construction market is experiencirtg an annual
'reduction in skilled craftspeople of approxirnately 500,000 crafupeople

{or SVo of the available workforce) no longer functioning in the role of a

eraftsperson due to promotion, retirement, attrition and other reasons,

Smultaneously, the heavy indusuial construction market is in a boorn
eyele due to iucreased iDfrastruc$re needs due to a sombined aging
infrastructure as well as the regent devastation of the gulf coast region
sauscd by natural disasters. Therisk is that the failure to attract and retain
skilled craf,tspeople causes a cycle; not stalifing in accordance to the plan
increeses peak ma:rpower requiring flofe staffing than originally planned.

This could potemially delay fhe compledon of rhe project.
To date, the attmction of craft wotkers, in trrms of numbers, has not been

an issue . However, the skill level of the available craftspeople has

6y01ved over time to be problematic.

Risk assumed by EFC JV Contracuor as Pail of fi*ed price sttructutre,

,$.[bject to force majeure events at the facility that may bigger scheduln
relief.

. urrfiiirarl

V.0l-th
'fi{h

ilodci[t
L6lt

.vrf.h

S, Risk:

Response / Plan

6; Risk

Rpeponre Plan
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7. Risk;

Response/ P[an:

8. Risk

Bartorry Repowering IPP

TheEPC JV Connactor hae several
this risk.

programs in placc to mitigate

r Ensure competitive wages uork hsws. ln February a sizable
adjustment was made to c.nfts, pondiem incroased anda
retainage bonus program

r F{R profossional
utilized.

both internal and external is being

r Empluyer of Choice to attempt to enhance the projects
rcputation in the industry in

r Internalrecruitingstrategy other pmjecm now in plaee.

Permit Delays for Northeast Substation (Trilsmission),
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequsnccs are Severe: knpact to Sche.ilut+
and Cbst

Florida Department of Enviionmentrl Prot€stion and the Army Corps of
Engineer receipt of permits for expanding Northeast Substation may dela:y
completion of the lhrree new 230kV underground circuits"

Work with the FDBF to obtainipermit with conditions allowlng us to
begin work earlieU hire found{tiotr contraclor to participate in the
permit process and provide ex{ert detailed input. to the FDEP Expedire
award of the foundarion conha[t so construetion can begin upon
receipt of permits
A shorter conshilretion schedulp would be achieved by working
multiple crews and/or multipleishifts up ro seven days per week.
En gineeri n g is i nvesti gatin g aliernative confi gurati on s for terminatin g
the cnbles wirhin tbe exiutingsirbstation using overhead transitions,
'Work vTithin the existing subsarion nor requiring a permit will
proceed (replacing transforme/p, replacing breakers, rel ay
mqdifi cafi ons, bus modifi cations),

3l

DeEved: Likelihood is Moderate, are Severgl fmpact to

b)

c)

d)

Schedulesnd Cost

Installation of a 230/lI5kV transfbrrher at 51sr St. Substatipn requires
additional land adjacent tn the existiilg lroperry. While rhis land has br:en
acquired, thcrc are challcnge-l to furtfrer devclopment:

one lenantremains unril June ?008, delaying demolition;
the subsurfacehas been contamigated by dry cleaning solverts;

a"

b.

Page l? <rf97
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RcsponsclPlan:

L Risk

C, GomnUnl$ Relatitin$,and hojear Managernent hatrre beeu working with
€ity Qffibials to identify ald overcomc obstaclcs on this prbjcct'

Eesponre to date has been positive.and there has been a spirit of
cooperation, In orrler to agsure succe$s" a team lead by Real Eitateis
deV.eloping andimplemenring a $rategy to overcome any resistance to
e-xpanding the subslation. Expert outside aounsel will participate.

d, partial closing of the alley is required.

If completion is delayed beyond June 2009. thete will be some reducrion

.fiOmthe plant output depending upon realtirne load levels and gqneratior

dt:qpa,teh conditions" Tte amouot of reduction witrl be based on real time
cdnditions df the grid.and other generating units.

' Thp projbet te am .i s de ve,l opin g a cornpletion sch e dule rhat f itu within
tfie reshaints of the delay irr demolition. lnstallation of a new coutrol
,eilelosure is the rnost critisal activity and this can proceed without
ilemolition.
Prior to closing onthepl$per$et, when *re contamination wrs
discovcred and quantified. the expert op.inion was that this would not
greate a problem obtaining construction pernitg" The source of the

conurilination is not on the property we have acquired. PEF may be \

required by the Floriila DEP to remetliate contamination on the
:substation-site during construction independently of any remedigl

activities on adjoining property whieh may be the sourse of the

'contamination,
c. ConimunityRelations anit F'FojestMafifrggmsiithAve:hbeb.lf$iikirtg with

City Offrcials to identify and overcome obsl.acles on this project.

Response to date has been Positive and t}erd has besn a spirit of
.poopeiation, A review of our application is underway and we do uot
expect this to become a delaY.

b,

cost

Dile,to the location of tlie project on Tampa Bay thcre is a risk that a major

$19rrn eould impact the p ject during construction. Should a inajor storm

hit rhe project there could be significant daxnage and subsequent delayu

Builder's Risk insunmce is in place for the constnrsdon phase of the

project to mitigate cost impact. The basic policy timit is $45,9 million per

bccurrence, excepl $459 rniillon in the aggregate for the policy term for

is lf{oilerate, Conoequences are Signilicanh lirripn,tt to
ilud impaet to scheilule

Response/Flan

Page tB of?7
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10. Riek:

11. Risk

ResponselPlan:

Sartow Repow*ring'TPF

windstorm, flood and earthquake. dsductible is $2S0k per losr,
excelrt Sl million duringhor S1 million for damage to existing
propert^y and 2.5V0 of values at risk the time and place of loss subjectto
amininum of $2'5 rlrilli6[ t'tt and llood.. Eanhquake
deductible is $5001r, A hurricane plan has been prepared and
contains procodurcs fof storm
in the event of a major storrn,

to cnsuro that the site is, secursd

Likelibood ls Lown Consequences Severe: Impact lo cost.

Gulfstrenm rnobi lized mid-Februaryl, some fi ve months behind schedule.
Current plan fiCIm their managemenf is to still meet the Seprember 2008
date for pipeline and mereringlregulfrion station eompletion. The cause of
this d6l6y was priruarily perrnitting$roblems, shonage of needed
equipment, and problems in rnobiliz.ing some l? barges.

Theii curren.t s.chedule utilizes boring around the clock 24 hrs / day up to ?
days a week if needed. Unknown geblogy anomalies also could impact
progress as will weather and hunicahes. Progress will closely monitor
progr€.ss hut due to the highly limitehl numher of cornpnnias that rln rhis
wsr,k artd lead timps available eptiorls are limitsd.

$e,buildins sxistins 230kV N['Liqe is Delaved
trifu r"lihaod is Yery Loy, Consequ{ucss arc Moderate; Impacl to
schedrile
Rebuilding the exi$ting 230kv line ftom Nonhsast to 40th srrefi subsrario,n
could be delayed dug to iome unfor{seen circumstance. one half of tlre line
is lvithin an existing PEF cross counfy right of way and the other half is
within road right of way in rhe City ff St, Fetersburg. No special perrnits
are -required and the work is schedulfd to be done dqring rhe shoulder
months so acquiring line outages sh{uld notbe a problern Engineering is
on sshedule and there are no rnaterin[ issues. The probability of adelay is
very low and the impact is.low ro nr$derate. If completion is delayed
beyond June 2009, there will be some reduction fipm the plant output
depending upon real rime loadlevelg and generation dlspatch conditions.
The amount of reductiou will bebas0d on real tine conditiong of thegrid
and othor generating units.

a. Consbuetion is scheduled to be done duringthe shsulder months to
minimize the challenges of acquiping line outages.

b' Transmission isworking with th$ ECC to schedule and coordinate all
outage$rsquired fot the Baito\4, $e-powering scope.

c. New stru*ures will only be required in the cross eountry psr[ion; all
roadeide structures will remain, rninimizing the irnpact on disuibution
and othel utilities.

Page 1.9 of 2?
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t2:

d. ?ran$nission sod0ffnriluniry Relations will worli clogely with the City
pf St. Ferershtug and rhe local communities to drvelop maintenance of
traffie plan to minimize the impact onthe genefal public and reduce the
potential tbr complaintB/w ork sioppages.

Cousttqgttsrr of tl\ri new Northeast -.3f{ St;, 115kV Line is Delaved
l,ikeJihood is Moderate, Conseqnebces are Severe: Impaet to schedule

Construciisn of the.n,ew ll5kV linu from Northeast Substatiqn to 32nd Sf.

Substiition could bc dclaycd duc to sorns unfor"esesn citcumstancc; This
linq is being built along the $ame route as the first half of the 230kV NF
Lins, as a second circuit on thg sarnc structures. The risks and responses

are identical and arecovered above.

6.1.2 Operadoual Riska

The,followlng are cnnsidered to he Operarionnl riskii, Whieh are posf*canslrustion ,risks rhsf are iutside
sf the ffope of thin project:

Rist tf .kilet leinE.* €onnse$q{tt'il*iit[rtgdug'lo ice insestion

Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Critical: lnpact to availability
of csmmerclal facitity.

Sierrrerts advised in Techdical Advisory 20b5+tS that inlet icing of the
compr€ssorbell mouth and the fust slage diaphram is possible under
cenain atrnospheric coflditions. Bell mouth icing exists at temperatures
lcss thar 4l'F and first stage iliaphram icing exists at tcmperatures lss$
than 55"F in conjulctioq with high relative humidity and ialet guide vane
positiorrs less than 35n- The ingestiort of this ice into the corntrnessor has

caused signifi.cant damage on operatingunits as far south as Bowliirg
Green, EL, which is loeated Eilst South East of Saint Petersburg, FL.
Atmospheric conditions have been monitored'.at tbe site andicing
cond.itions erist po lsriv tempffaturc morniugs and last for periods up to l0
hffirrs. The time fr,ame for icing conditions is coincident with expected

$tartup times for the plant when in cycling service. rilork.arounds and
tlispatch etceptiont will be required to avoid starting the units duing
these time frames. T'lre only solution thatprovides firll availability of the

CTs is the installation sf Inlet HeaHng The Inlet Hearing systcm is
expected to eost $!.5MM per CT fot a to.tal of $6MM forthe site Based

nh a risk af a l{a on two unih tcn times a y€ar the B/C Ratio for this
'install is 2.74 with a break even duration sf 4 years. Running as is has a

NPY of (-$12.q6M) for the 10 ye.rir analysis period based on the same

ansumptions.

Urdltsd
Vr'ry HOn
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Response Plan

Risk:

Bartsw Repoverlng IPP

Siemens has proposed four options tb midgate [ris rjsk,
r Run the equipment and idenfil when the potential for icing exists

and retune the turbine to avoid the condition.
r Provide an Inlet Icing alarrr io,alert Operations of the potential.
r Install Inlet Heating to raise fhe inlet air temperature above the

icing potential temperature. 
ir Use the nvo year warnruty tolrepair any damage caused by inlet

icing, 
I

116ft) Phase I Detcrminrdon: 
i

l,ikelihsod is Very Low, Consequ{nces sre Severel May impsqt cosL

The FDEPhas verbally agreedwith PEF tlxat the repowering. of the
Bartow Plant places it in the catsgory of a Phase II facility (existing
facility) and as such must comply with ths 4ppropriate rules conceming
impingemurt and entrainment impaqts caused by intake operatione.
Currently compliance with thi's rule +llows for the use of Best Professional
Jud8ment (BPJ) by the FDEP. BPJ A.llows the agenay to use mitigation
such qs r€storation (fish hatchery) o! other msan$ to rnitigate any adverse
environnrental irnpacts that are proydn to be caused by faciliry operations.
Itllrs FDEP werc tu clrrurgc thcir rletbnnirrul,ion tltat [rc fuuilily no louger
qualifies as an "Enisting faciliry" as could be the case if any sne of the
existing units remains in operation utben the CTs go commercial, or in lhe
pveqt the FDEP has.an unexpeeted change in philosophy, then the facility
would bs cqnsidered a Phase I facili{y (new faciliry), This deeignation
requires the lacility to liqit any imp$gement aqd eftainment imFacts to
tle same as would occur if the unit {rere using closed cycle cooling. A
change in determi$ation to a Phase 1l facility would most likely require the
facility to go to closed cycle or air c$oling to achisve the perfonrrarrce
standard" Non that exbended dual o$eration (see Risk 3) could trigger
reclassificatiou to Phase I t'acilitv. I

PEF has discussed this issue wirh the FDEP numerous times a.nd there irs

no irdication that a change in deternfination is being considsred,

ThermalBioloeical Study: 
,

LikeHhood is Moderate, Consequefoces are Severe: trrnpact to cost

The cument surfase water discharge fermit (NPDES) for theplant once
throug;h coolingrequires that a studylbe conducted to evaluate any
biological impact that can be atrihu$d to the once through cooling
discharge plumc. This study will. be$o irr April of ?008. Results of tbe
study must be supplletl to the FDEF In 2009. Thore is adsk thar an
sdverse etrvironmental impact could ibe denronstrated and that ths FDEP
would then require PEF to comply wlith sringent tempe(ature discharge
li,mi tations which wo u ld necessiute {he addi ri oo of suoplernen tal coolin g
on the discharge from the circulatinglwater syste.m. This should not

Rcoponse / Flan;
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Respagge I Plap;

impact schedule as it is likelytbatFFEP woulll allow ssme time to
eom.plywith any revised discharge ther.mal limits but would imBact
ov,ffiall es,8l,

Results of the study are expeotrd in January of 2009, At that Errre
suffrcient information will be available to develop an appropriate
mitigation plan. lf necessary atr'additional study cfil be offered to the
FDEP to be"conducted after the new unite are iri operation- Ther€ is

Fotential that the lowerheat rejpction profile of the'Eew ulits can be

6ffered to the FDBP a$ whole or partial mitigation for any identified
lmpacts.

'ih addition to the spocific operational risks noterl above; the Bart'ottl configuration is a first for FEF
,operations, snd as sush sertain activities will be monitored closely during commissioning and start-up to
ensure no additional operational issues oscur. Examples of fiese rypes of potentinl issues arc;

.r Commissioriing and p,roperoperatiqn of liquid fuel systtiti{

, t Commissioning and pinoperoperation of the stearn bypass system and demottsffatiou ofistean:
turbine trip at load

l €sld start startrrp lime

,f;I.$FfoJ€*t Ri$k Scnt A*ssfisrner,it

Tabte 4 protideil an overview of thestatus of various scopes of work and tisk elements, as described
above, and the associatedranges of uncertainty, For amajority of the scopes of work [stcd below; (I)
engineering and procurementare nearing cornpletion and cortshuction is well underway, and (2) scope is
under contrac! Lump Sum. wiih qualified, well performing vendots, thereby increasing the degree of
'accuracy of the estimated Expected Tstal Project Cost.

Table 6: Sumrnary Risk Assessment fPioiect Yiew SM
Risk Low 'tsxurttud Hish

ll Intake Strucnue s0.5 $1,0 $2.O

121 CT Performance Bonus $2.0 $'1.0 $6.0

I3l HRSG Modificatio'ns s0.2 $0.2 $0.3
l4l Limit Dual Oneration $- $- .$4"0

ffl CO Limit Comoliance $- s- s4.4
t6l Strt-up (O$ PGN $- $0.5 $1.0
[6] Staffrnc bvfV $- $- $3.5

l7l Permit Delavs for Northeast Substation $- $- s2.3
t6] Instzllarion of transformer al 51"' delaved $- $- $0.E
f9l Hurricane $0.3 $0,s $0,8
ll0l Gas aviilable by Sept.2008 $- $- $2,0
Il ll Rebuildins existins 230kv line delayed ,$- $- $1.9
il21 Construction of new NE line Delayed $- $- $0.3
All Other Risk.s [Cost Uncertainty] $r.6 $3,5 $s.6

Total poten6al fsst [mpact $4.fi $e.8 $34.8

Firgq $,of ?7
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reguire additional funding to achisve completion.

6.2 Contracting & Procurernent Strategyl
I

PEFhas a$seflbled aportfolio of lump $urn, firm+rice contracts ri,ittr qualified suppliers that are
responsible for the executinn of va-rious aspe4ts of the Project. Fi$ue I provides an overview of the
vendocs involved in the Project and their associated scope of resp{nsibility,

EPC & Owrer's Agent

. Gombuslion
Turbine

Generalor
GSV'e

$teant
Turbine

Gondenser

Fuel OilTanlrs

HRSGS* Heat
Hecovery$team

GEneration

Figure l: Froject Organizational st^rut'tpre

Concurrent with a lump sum approach, individual contracts with the vcndors shown in Figrrrc l, utilize a
ptrymentmilestone strxcture with associated, schedule of liquidated damages forcompletion of work. In
additiort, PGN has rnitgated eost and performance risk by capturutg favorable contract terms and
conditions; such as, retention provisions, performance guarartees, iand reliability guaraotees.

6.3 Regutatory Requirements I

The project cgnslitutes a repowering, as confirmed by the S'lorida Department of Environmenul
Protection (FDEP) and the PowEr Plant Siting Act does D.ot spply.

tr; Prugess Energy

TtClr*lhl,,*_
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-7.0 External Stak*holdersl

'Wh.oensiderthe coffiilrnitY'$utrsrrltditlg,fheBartow site to bs alrey $ak€holder,md work with ittf€.rnal
community relations audf plant eornrnunications personnel to respond to issues rai.sed by the public
regarding this work,

The projeot community relafions"plan has been finalised and aceepted. Updates of community relations
initiatives will continue tbroughout the project planning and consuuction phssss. The following events
are schedule for the near future:

r SL Petersburg City,$oun Tour-March 4,tnSB
r Cbiitaet S. Csntral FL Archeological Sociery
r rlVork with corporan communications to lrepare article for Venetian Isl'eslIOA uewslsthii Alticle

ffiFlains repower projeet and somrnunicates key message{.
{' Continuous identification of comrnunity stakeholders

Meeting with community organizations began in November 2005 and has continiJed into 2008,. The
overall eommunity plan focuses on communicating with various organizations including environmental
groups and homeowner rissociations near Bartow Plant. Public r.esponse has been positive toward the
prdcct and ProgressEnergy Florida's proactivo coftmunication- The project team ry64.* closely with
{trrtfstreqm to ensure its participotion in meeting opportunities, The partnership has been beneficial nnd
plovides customers with a more comprehensive undersranding of the entire project.

8.0 Inkrnat :$tnkgh0ldsf$, Roles &,Se$$on$iililitie$"

S.l Project Teain

Project Manager/G&TCD Georse Hixon 770.602t
Mgr - Gas Prqiects/G&TCD Rny Harri-s t 70:t3ar
Developmetit Leail/G&TCII J&hn UmsteadlRick Yates ??0;t41llfl70,tlil6t
Proiect Eneineer Lead Akos A,rany 779-1;ddi|

Sits Conetruction tead Russ Lauuc.a 2/;ri954t
Constructlon Marager Terry Taylor '2A2.35?E

Proiect Controls Lead - G&'TCD Dhiman Bose '770.J674

Environmental Lead - G&TCD TeresaWilliams ?70'4nt
Safety Lead- G&TCD AlRios 770.$W
Documnnt Control Lead-
G,llzTfln

Carol Watkins 17$"401I

Bu.riness Analyst Leail - G&TCD Elizabeth Murrav ??0.4{tr4$
Start.up & Commissioninc Idad Dave Farris 710-39ry/
PltMsrCT.Bartow Tom Csllashan u?-3547
Supply ehain Managerneot Lead Brooks Strickl.cr 770-609r
En vlronmentral Servi ces Patti West 230-5739
IT&T Jeffltrauer 230-50E6

Community Relations Melissa Seixas r,20"f,297
Proiect Assursnce Daniel Grannan 240-6069

,Pnee*l uf Z?
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ffiwrrww Bartow Repowering IFF

8,2 Internal Stakeholders

9"0 Pro.iectAssuranqePlan:

A designated Project Assurance advisor has been appoiuted to sqlport and advise the project managemenr
team, The advisot wilI work with the project manager to identify key projoct decisions and decision
milesto.nes for theproject and will review appropriate project donrirmenution to provide assurauce that
adequate docurnentation is prepared and maintained to demonsra{e thar those decisions were reasonable.
and prudent,

PGN Exncutive snd Senior
Management, including PSF
Presidetrt

periodica{ly by the'G&TCD rnanagement team;
as well as ppriodic updates frorfl POO SeniorVP at SMC meetingg.

Vice Presjdent of G&TCD progides weekly updates on allpmjects -
including Bano* -to POG Senrior VF aud staff
Ths PM ensurcs up-to-datE

6&TCD Brtsiness Maragemeutlprovides monthly updates to rh€PEF
Capital Ovcrsight Committee focusing on cosl rnanagemsntissues and

Business Managemen0 works. wi$r this eection to ensure

This group.is represented on core PM feam and providus critical

to ensure ongoing proj eet

Community& Media Relations Melissa Seixae rvorks with the niry surtounding the Earrow
and rosponds to issues raised

Page ?5 of27
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E noressrttetgy Bartow Repowering IPP

10.0 Communication Plan I Next Steps:

The following milestones are complete:
. Approved Study BAP October 2005
. ApProved Design BAP March 2006
. Approved Implementation BAP November 2006
. Approved Design and lmplementation PAR Septembet 2007

The following milestone meetings will provide Senior Management with updates on the project and the

opportunity to defer, stop, or otherwise change the project direction as needed:

Date Milestone - Request

March2008 r Initial IPP annroval
r Update on Plant Construction Progress
r Uodate on Transmission Construction Progress

December 2{DE r Uodate on Bartow Plant Construction
o Uodate on Transmission Constuction

Farther uodates to be determined as the oroiect develops

Page26 of 27
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E noge$sEetgy Bartow Repowering IPP

Definitions & Acronyms:

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

I

AFUDC - Allowance for Funds Used During Consftuctionl
CC - Combined Cycle 

i

COD - Commercial Operation Date
CTG - Combustion Turbine Generator
ECC - Energy Conftol Center
EPC - Engineer Procure Construct
FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FDEP - Florida Department of Environmental Protection
GFF - Generation & Fuels Forecast
G&TCD * Generation & Transmission Construction Department
CSU - Generator Step-up Transformer
HRSG - Heat Recovery Steam Generator
kV - Kilovolts
NERC - North American Elecfic Reliability Corporation
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
POG - Power Operations Group
RFP - Request for Proposal
STG - Steam Turbine Generator
UAT - Unit Auxiliary Transtbrmer

Pagel7 of27
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E rtrgre.sEnergy Bartow Repowering IPP

This section contains formal sign-offs forboth review & approval of the IPP. "Reviewing" applies to
any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while "Approving" applies to those parties

responsible for approving project milestone progression & funding.

RevlowlngParty Revlcvlng Poaltlon
Rcv'

Revlewed Signaturo Date

John Elnitsky VP-Gen.&Trans.
Construction

Mar.2008 (,,Fre 3f sloe
Mark Smothers GM _PM &

Construction/G&TC
D Ksffi /s/a

Tom Cornell
GM - Project
Engineering/G&TC
D 12A- fuQ ziu,ia

Sue Hardison Dir- Bus. Mgt &
Compliance/G&TCD dq \ -I:.- 3ls ro

Kevin Munay
Dir-Plt Const Proj-
G&TCD

'd** 4-,- t kho

George Hixon
Project
Manaeer/G&TCD gLQ tllathorl apornsil

Deparlmental Review Outside G&TCD

Ben Crisp Dir -System Plan.
I Afilntp )rlia oM n t 4lrl OR

Dale Oliver
-Transmission Ops
& Plannine ArYnVn,pA ub- .Q,wt(i t 4+lov

John Coff
Transmission
Proiect Manager funvrw/. ,,.ia ovluil 3 ulot

Eric Grant
Gen Mgr-CT
Operations-FL Abvvt)\^Ld va ltrnnt slqlot

Alex Glenn
Dep Gen Counsel-
PEF 1ec a**a rhcd onrtrov*l

PaulCrimi
Exec Dir-Pwr Gen
Svcs ges a|*arhcl eDpvnr"J

Brenda Brickhouse
Dir-Environ Health
& SafeW o.gProvd vid, x,ma)l 3lqlop

Chris Cox Legal u'-u shlas
Peter Toomey VP-Finance aD?wYdt via crnail slqlov
David Sorrick

VP-Power
Generation-PEF

v

Sasha Weintraub
Executive Director
Reeulated Fuels

Javier Portuondo
Dir-Regulatory
Planning cxt, d*q&d o+Pnnrrl

Magnus Ohlsson
Mgr-Strategic
Sourcing /w t/r/*s

A revised version oJthis docament was senl lo lhefuels grouplor approve lo eilsure compfillhce wilh lhe FERC Standards ofConduct. REO-SU



# n"ru*cr4ry Bartow Repoweringlltr

Paula Sirns
5r VF-Porpet
Qpcration*

Initial
Publication ttr ilt {os

Lloydltf Yates
Presidenr & CBO-
PGN Carolinas

I ffi tu slplal
Thomas RSullivnn YP-Tteasurer &

cRo ,H lffft*- +/d/*I

Iohn Mc.{rthur
Sr. VP-Corp.

Relations & C€n
Counsel Q! 7%74ffi 3 f nlat

Mark FMulhern Sr. VP-Finance ?'M4A 5-r,r.*,44'"* lJsh
Peter M Scott lll Frssident & C.8O

SvaCo/CFo-PGN $fu/il #* ,1,f" v
William D Johnson

Chairmarl CEO &
Fresident + ilIfl*"U{ttuib-- "lto/o8

Jim Scarola Sr. VP- Chief
Nuclear Officer

'Initial

Publication al,/os
IeffLyarh Presidont & CEO,

PGN Florida t
'Wrt& 

J ,{
?nzho

JeffCorbett $r. VPEncryy
Delivery Carolinas I wwa,{,,t th' lx

MichaelLewis Sr- VP Energy
Delivery Florida fd,t o c J^ *l[ul"r

Priee 4 of2?



','. Prq*sft*tgy Bartow Repowering IPP

This section contains gn-offs for both review & approval of the lPP. "p.sviewing" applies to
any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while "Approving" applies to those parties

responsiLrle for approving project rnilestone progression & funding.

Sue Hardison

Kevirr Munay

George Hixon
Project

V-frdFManaser/6&TCD

Departme ntal Review Ou tside

John Goff

Eric Grant

Brenda Brickhouse

Pcter'foomey

David Sorrick

Sasha Weintraub

Javier Poftuondo

Magnus Ohtsson

oqptOve to cngrtre

CM _PM &
Constructioly'C&TC
D
GM - Project
Engineering/C&TC
D

Tom Cornell

Dir-Bus. Mgt &
Compliance/G&TCD
Dir-Plt Const Proj-
G&TCD

VP-Transmission

Alex Clcnn

PaulCrimi

iiiia1G;Gfrt'Affi

Page 3 of27

DEF-19F1-FUEL-OO69O9



This section contains formal sign-offs for both review & approval IPP. "Reviewing" applies to
any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while "Approvin
responsible for approving project milestone progression & funding.

" applies to those panies

approve to eriturc cornplidnce

VP-Gen.&Trans.
Construction

GM - Project
Engineering/G&TC
D
Dir-Bus. Mgt&

Kevin Murray
Dir-Plt Const Proj-
G&TCD

Departmentol Review Oatsids G&

David Sonick

Executive Director

lhis documsnt val senl to

Pagc 3 of?7
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I Ptog*rn"sy Bartow Ropowering IPP

fhis section contains formal sign-offs for both review & approval of the lPP. "Reviewing" applies to

any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while "Approving" applies to those parties

responsiblc for approving project milestone progression & funding.

'"i .r'r '11' :
r'4 . t;,'t .',<r,.

OM -PM &
Construction/G&TC
D
GM - Project
Engincering/G&TC
D
Dir - Bts. Mg &

Departmental Review Outside G&TCD

4plZfAtC tO enru'c

Page 3 of27
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Elizabeth

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brickhouse, Brenda
Tuesday, March 04, 2008 3:46 PM
Munay, Elizabeth
RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

I approve the Bartow lPPl Thanks, B

---Original Message--* ,

From: Murny, Elizabeth 
iSent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM iTo: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cunell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Muray, Keviir; Hixon, Georgel Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, lohn; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alo<; Gimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, prenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, peter; Soniclq David;
Portuondo, Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan l Danid p,; Bose, Dhiman

Subject Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off .

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow lPP. Attached is the final IPP that will
be presented next Monday (March 10th) to SMC. We now need everyone's sign-off. There are a few options:

1, Give me a call and I can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2, Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and email the signed copy back to me.

Please choose one of these three options and provide approval by FridBy, March 7th at l2:00. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

lf you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included irrr the final lPP, please give me a call.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf

"This document contains nonl)ublic transmission system infopmation that rnay not be shared rvifh
employees in Rcgulatcd Commercial Opcrations and Regulat{rt Fuels (Energy Afliliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth iu FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate cither electrouically or via other means, If you have questions regarding the
FERC Standarrds of Corrduct, please contact your compliance bfficer, Kendal Bowman at (gtgi S+e-
6794."

Elizabeth A. Munay
Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy
Direct (919) 5464346

DEF-19F1-FUEL-006912



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

I approve the Bartow lPP.

Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben)
Tuesday, March 04,2008 12:34 PM
Murray, Elizabeth
RE: FinalBartor,rr IPP - Please sign-off

Ben Crisp
Director, System Planning and Regutatory Performance
Progress Energy Florida
o - (727) 344-4190
c - (7271 366-6991
ben. crisp@pg nmail. corn

---Original Message--'
From: MurraY, Ellzabeth
Sent: TuesdaY, March 04,2008 12:19 PM

To: Elnitsky,'John; Smothers, Mark; Comell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Munay, lcvini Hixori, Geotgel Clsn lohn Benjamin {Be1); Oliver,

Olie; Gotr, John; Grant, Eriq Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhotrse, Brenda; Cox, Chris;.ToomeY, Peter; Sorrick' David;
portgondo, Javier l; Ohlsson, Magnw; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhlman

SubJect Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow lPP. Attached is the final IPP that will

be predented next-Monday (March 1Oth) to SMG. We now need everyone's sign-off. There are a few options:

1. Give me a call and I can bring the sign-off sheet to you.

2. Send me an emailstating "l approve the Barlow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and email the signed copy back to me.

please ehoose one of these three options and provide approval by Friday, March 7th at 12:00. Atl sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMG on Monday.

lf you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final lPP, please give me a call.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf
I'This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared rvith

employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)

pursuant to t[e FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in F'ERC Order 2004. Please do not

clistribute/rlisseminate either electronically or via other means. If you have questions regarding the

FERC Stanclards of Conduct, pleasc contact your compliance officer, Kendal Bowman nt (919) 546-

6791."

Elizabeth A. Murray
Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction DePartrnent
Progress Energy
Direct; (919) 5464346

DEF-19F1-FUEL.OO6913



Murra Elizabeth

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

"l approve the Bartow lPP" Thanks.

Grant, Eric
Wednesday, March 05, 2008 8:30 AM
Murray, Elizabeth
RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

t* b. h,,*1, P.t,.
GM - CT Generation - Florida
Progress Energy Florida, lnc,

299 FirstAvenue, Nofth
Mait Code/Suite: PEF-1 34

Saint Petersburg, FL 33701

Phone: 727-820-5853
Cell: 727-580-1826
Fax:727 820 461 1

E-mail ; eric,grant@pgnmail.com

---Original Message---
From: Murray, Elizabeth
Scnt: Tuesdan Marcjr 04,2008 12:19 PM
To: Elnibky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Torn; Hardison, Sue; Murray/ Kevirf; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); oliver,

Dale; Goff.John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul v; Brickhouse, Brend{; Cox, Chrisi Toomey, Peteri Sorricl( David; portrcndq
Javierl; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel p.; Bose, Dhiman

SubJectl Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartory lPP. Attached is the final tPP that wiil be
presented next Monday (March 1Oth) to SMC. We now need everyone's sign-off. There are a few options;

1, Give me a call and I can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2, Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and email the signed copylback to me.

Please choose one of these three opiions and provide approval by Friday, Iriarctr 7th at 12:00. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

lf you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in tneitnal lPP, please give me a cail.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input forthis document! ;

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408,pdf

"This documcnt contains uon-public transmission system information that rnay not be shared rvith
employees in Regulafed Commercial Operations and Regulated Frfels (Energy Affitiate Employees)
;rursuant to the FERC Stntrdards of Corrduct set forth in FERC Ofder 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via ofher nreans. If you lrave questions regar<ling the FEIIC
Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance officer, Kerf dal Bowman at (919) 546-6i94.,,

Elizabeth A. Murray
Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy
Direct: (919) 5464346

DEF-19F1-FUEL-006914



{ PrriqrcssEntrqy Bartow Repowering IPP

This section contains formal sign-offs for both review & approval of the IPP. "Reviewing" applies to
any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while "Approving" applies to those parties
responsible for approving project mjlestone progression & funding,

GM -PM &
Construction/G&Tc
D
GM -Project
Engineering/C&TC
D
Dir - Bus. MCt &

D epartmental R efi ew O u tsid e G & TCD

dpptora @ ensure

Page 3 of27
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Elizabeth

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lmportance:

I approve the Barto,v IPP

Peter Toomey
PEF VP Finance

Toomey, Peter
Tuesday, March 04,2008 5:41 PM
Murray, Elizabeth
RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

High

---Original Message---
From: Munay, Elizabeth
Sent, Tuesday, Mardr 04,2008 12:19 PM

To: Elnitsk% John; smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, 5ue1 Murray, Kevin; Hixon, George; Cnsp. John Beniamin (Ben); Qliver,
Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, DaMd;
Portuondo, JavierJ; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman

Subjech Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow lPP. Attached is the final IPP that will
be presented next Monday (March 1Oth) to SMC. We noar need everyoire's sign-off. There are a few options:

1. Give me a call and I can bring the signoff sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and email the signed popy back to me.

Please choose one of these three options and provide approval by Fridfy, March 7th at 12:00. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

lf you feel your comments orfeedback were inadvertently not included ih the final lPP, please give me a call.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document! i

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf

"This document cotttains non-public transmission systenr infol'mation that lnay not be shared rvith
employecs in Regulatctl Conrmercial Operations and Regulat{rl Fuels (Energy Afliliate Employecs)
pursuaut to the FBRC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate cither electronically or via other meansi If you have questions regarding thc
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance pfficer, Kendal Bowman at (9f 9) 546-
6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray
Financial & Business Services
Pla nt Construction Dep artment
Progress Energy
Direct; (919) 546.4346
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Goff, John
Thursday, March 06, 2008 9:47 AM
Murray, Elizabeth
RE: FinalBartow IPP - Please sign-off

Elizabeth,
lapprove the lPP.
John Goff

---Original Message.---
Frorn: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: TuesdaY, March 04,2008 12:19 PM

To: ElniFky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Toml Hardison, Sue; Munay, Kevin; Hixon, George; Olsp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Oimi, Paul V; Brickhouse. Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David;

Portuondo, JavierJ; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman

$ubJect: Final Battow IPP - Ptease sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow lPP. Attached is the final IPP thatwill be
presented next Monday (March 10th) to SMC. We now need everyone's sign-off. There are a few options:

1. Give me a call and I can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and email the signed copy back to me.

Please choose one of these three options and provide approval by Friday, March 7th at 12:00. Alt sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

lf you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final lPP, please give me a call.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408,pdf
,,This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared with
employees in Regulatcd Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order ZAA4. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other means. [f you have questions regarding the
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance officer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 5a6-

6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray
Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy
Direct: (919) 5464346

DEF-19F1-FUEL-006917



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

I approve the Bartow lPP.

Thanks...

Oliver, Dale
Friday, March 07,2008 9:29AM
Murray, Elizabeth
RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Dale Oliver, P.E.
Vice President
Transmission Operations and Planning
Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
(v-net) 230-5806
(o) 727-820-5806
(c\ 727-204-1776
(tl 727-820-5940
dale.oliver@pgnmail.com

---Original Message--..-
From: Murray, Elizabeth
SenU Thursday, March 06,2008 12:49 PM
To: Oliver, Dale; Glenn, Alexl Sorrick, David; Cox, Chris
Subject: FW: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Friendly reminder, please approve the IPP by tomorrow @ 12:00,

Thanks,
Elizabeth

---Originat Message---
Frorn: Murray, Elizabeth
SsnU Tuesdly, March 04,2008 12:19 PM
To: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Munay, Kevilrr; Hixon, George; Oisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Erlci Glenn, Alex; Criml, Paul V; Brickhouse, prenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Soniik, david;
Portuondo, JavierJ; Ohlsson, Magnusi MacGregor, Andrew; Grannanl Daniel p.; Bose, Dhiman

Subject: Final Batow IPP . Please sign-off 
i

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the B4rtow lPP. Attached is the final lpp that wiil be
presented next Monday (March 10th) to SMC. We now need everyone'q sign-off. There are a few options:

1. Give me a call and I can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow lPP"
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign it, scan it and emailthe signed dopy back to me.

Please choose one of these three oplions and provide approval by Frid{y, March Zth at 12:00, All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

lf you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included i4 the final lPP, please give me a call.

Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf
'rThis document contains non-public transmission system infolmation that may not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulate[ Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERN Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other meansj If you have questions regarding the

DEF.19FL-FUEL-006918



Hardison, Sue

From:
Sent:
to:
Cc:
Subiect:

lmporlance:

Hardison, Sue
Sunday, February 24,2008 5:39 PM
Sorrick, David
Wilterdink, Dale; Murray, Kevin; Elnitsky, John
CR North CAIR ESP -FINAL IPP 022108.doc

High

David * | made the changes per our discussion & have sent them in the above file with sdit marks. Please take a
look at pgs 5-6, 10-11, 12, and 17-1E to ensure you concur; if so, I can get your signature this week while l'm in
Fla - thanksl

Q.-"^}*,SL c*+-s..li
\e'\r\i\; '?- \?-E r oqa 

t/

bvr*
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Hamm, Shawnita

From: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: Friday, May 09, 20AB f:30 AM
To: Hamm, Shawnita
Subject: FW: Bartow IPP Sign-off

Please include as part of the final Bartow lPP.

From: Weintraub, Sasha
Sentr Friday, May 09, 2008 11:16 AM
To: Murray, Elizabeth
Cc: McCallister, Joseph; Trimble, John
SubJecH RE: Bartow IPP Sign-off

I approve. Thanks.

Sasha

From: Murray, Etizabeth
SenH Wednesday, May A7,2008 4:22 PM

To: Weintraub, Sasha
Cc: McCallister, Joseph; Trimble, John
Subject: Bartow IPP Sign-off

5asha,

I was filing the final Bartow IPP and realized that I did not receive a sign-off from fuels. Attached is the final Bartow IPP

that was presented to SMC in March. This IPP excludes transmission.

Please take a look and provide an email stating you approve the Bartow lPP.

Feel free to give me a call if you have any questions.

Thanks for your help with this,

Elizabeth A. Murray
Financial & Business Services
Generation & Transmission Construction Department
Progress Energy
Direcl (919) 546-4346

DEF.19FL.FUEL.OO6921



ffi Pngr*Energy Bartow Repowering IPP

Bartow Repowefing
i

I

Integrated Prof ect lPlan
**Please Note: This document contains confidential transmissioniinformation and is subject to Progress

Energy's Standards of Conduct Proceduren #REG-S[IBS-00002. Piease do not distribute to Fuels & Power
Optimization or Elliciency and Innovative Technology groups**

Sponsoring Business Unit: Transmission Ops & Plar
Rezulatory Performance)

ning (System Planning &

Fundins Lesal Entitv: PEF
Date Prepared: 121112008

Sue Hardison

John Elnitsly

Project Sponsor Dir-System Planning Ben Crisp

Page I of28 DEF-19FL.FUEL-006922



ffi ProgesErreryy Bartow Repowering IPP

0 Elizabeth Murrav/Georse Hixon Initial Draft 03/10/08
I Joel Rutledse/Georse Hixon December 2008 SMC Update 121U2008
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Bartow Repowering IPP

This section contains formal sign-offs for both review & approval of the IPP. "Reviewing" applies to
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1.0 Project Overview / Recommendation:

1.1. Overview

The Bartow repowering project consists of installing a combined cycle plant with a winter rating of
approximately 1,279 MW and an estimated in-service date of June 1,2009.

The plant's design consists of four (4) Siemens' F-Class combustion turbines (CTGs), four (4) heat

recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and one (1) steam turbine generator (STG). Natural gas is the

primary fuel source with distillate fuel oil as aback-up fuel.

Transmission upgades will be required to accommodate the increased ge'neration. Upgrades include

the expansion of the existing Bartow 230kV and Nordreast 230kV substations, construction of new

230kV underground cable circuits between Bartow and Northeast substations, and certain other

upgrades to both the 230kV and 115kV systems.

Fuel gas for the combined cycle facility will be via a new 17 mile undersea pipeline constructed by
Gulfstream Natual Gas and connect to the existing Gulfstream pipeline at Port Manatee'

This additional generation capacity is needed to support our Florida service territory and will:
o Allow PEF to satis$ its Reserve Margin and loss of load probability criteria, while

maintaining an appropriate level of physical reserves for the system;

o Reduce system-wide NOx and SO2 emissions as part of the Company's plan for
environmental compli ance.

c Provide additional system reliability by increasing generation resources in an area that relies

heavily on the ffansmission grld for importing power.

Subsequent to the completion of the project, PEF anticipates that the existing steam units will be

retired and the related environmental permits will expire.

The current estimated project cost is $795.4M which is comprised of $143M for Transmission,

$558.5M for New Generation, and $93.9M for AFUDC. The current estimate represents an increase

in project costs of $6.9M from the IPP approved in April 2008. The increase is primarily due to scope

changes related to 12,000 hour basket upgrades and inlet icing mitigation for new generation

construction.

1.2 Recommendation

The project team recommends that Senior Management approve a project cost increase of $6.9M:

. $6.8M of additional costs for scope increases

. $3.2M of anticipated close-out costs

These total costs of $10.0M are offset by $3.lM in reductions in AFUDC and indirect costs for a net

project increase of $6.9M.

The purpose of this document is to apply the project govemance discipline as outlined in the IPP

procedures to this project. The following documentation provides additional information on the
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history, status and forward looking aspects of the Bartow Rep(wering project including an overview
of the scope, schedule, cost and risk elements of the project exfcution plan.

2.0 Scope Statement:

New Generation:

The proposed unit design consists of installing four (4) combustio turbines (CTGs), four (4) heat
recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and one (l) steam turbine ge,nprator (STG). The 4x4xl configuration
will have a winter capacity of 1,279 MW, increasing system capacfty by 827 MW over the existing steam
units output.

I

The 4CTG x 4HRSG x lSTG unit design will be used along with {uxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs and
steam power augmentation for the CTs to provide optimum p'eakirlg capacity. By-pass stack dampers on
all four CTs will provide the option to run in simple cycle as well ds combined cycle mode. This design
provides maximum output, operational ease, and system dispatch reliability and flexibility.

The plant design should allow a steam turbine trip without the losstof the gas turbines. Condenser by-pass
and/or atmospheric vents are included to mitigate this action. An 4dditional feature includes exhaust by-
pass stacks on each unit. 

,

The project also includes construction of a new control administra{ion building, modification of the
existing intake sfuctures, and $3M for the demolition of the three bmoke stacks related to the retirement
of the oil fired steam plant. :

Additional Major Scope ltems

12.000 Hour Basket Hardware 
,

The Plant Operations Group executed a long-term service agreem{rt with Siemens to provide ongoing
maintenance of the CTGs. As part of that agreement, Siemens wilf modifu the 4 CTGs with upgraded
baskets that extend tho maintenance duration from 8,000 hours to 12,000 hours. The benefits to Progress
Energy include extended maintenance duration and a reduction in {he number of combustion turbine
inspections. The $5.2M portion of the long-term service agreemerit attributable to parts will properly be
accounted for as capital. Additional scope and related costs were 4pproved by the PEF Finance
Committee.

Inlet Icing
Siemens advised the project team that inlet icing of the compresso{ bell mout}r and the first stage
diaphram is possible under certain afrnospheric conditions. The ingestion of ice into the compressor
would cause significant damage to the operating units. The proJect and operations teams evaluated
options to mitigate the risk and decided to install inlet heating equiilment. Labor to install inlet heating in
a1l units will be provided by Progress Energy at an expected cost of $1.2M and parts will be paid for by
Progress Energy at an expected cost of $400k. The amount paid fqr parts will reduce the cap on Siemens'
CTG performance bonus by a like amount.
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Transmission:

The transmission scope of work associated with the Bartow Repowering falls into two main categories;
namely (i) work required to physically connect the new generators and auxiliary transformers to the
transmission systern and (ii) upgrades to the transmission system to accept the increased generation
capacity of the repowered facility.

The project team has identified a modification requironent to the I 15kV &230kV Switchyard which
will be managed outside the scope of the repowering project. Otherwise, the transmission scope of work
remains unchanged since the last IPP.

(i) Connection of new generators and auxiliary transformers to transmission system.
o Bartow - Northeast Underground

o Bartow substation expansion, equipment upgrades, and new control enclosure
o Northeast substation expansion and equipment upgrades
o Bartow - Northeast three new 230kV underground circuits
o Bartow Generator and Aux Transformer connections

(ii) Upgrades to hansmission systern to accept increased generation capacity.
o Northeast - 40s' Skeet 230kV Rebuild

o Northeast substation - rebuild termination
o 40tr Steet substation - rebuild termination
o Northeast - 40d' Street -rebuild existing 230kV line

o Northeast - 32nd Street New 115kV Line
o 32od Sheetnewbreakers andbus
o Northeast substation new breakers and bus
o Northeast -32"d Street new 115kV line

. 51st Street - Install 230/115kV Transformer
o 51$ Street - land for substation expansion
o 51tt Street - install hansformer, bus, breakers, and new conhol enclosure
o 40$ Street - Pasadena -loop the existing 230kV line into 51't Street

o Cenhal Plaza- replace 115kv breaker

FFel

PEF has entered into an agreement with Gulfsheam Natural Gas System for Firm Pipeline
Transportation (FT) capacity to access gas supply for the Bartow plant. The total FT capacity contracted
for is 155,000 Dths/day for a term of 23 years. The daily capacity is roughly equivalent to the total gas

demand of the re-powered plant at full load for 16 hours. Gulfstream's project consisted of constructing
approximately 17 miles of 20" pipeline from their existing pipeline in the Tampa Bay to the Bartow site,
additional compression at Gulfstream's station in Coden, Alabama, and constructing a new compressor
station in Manatee Countyo FL. The conhact provides for 80,000 Dths/d to be available to support
testing and startup of the first two CTs and then the full 155,000 Dths/d to be available to commission
the additional two CTs and four HRSGs. The scope of work remains unchanged since the last IPP,

Page 8 of28 UEF-l VFL.FUtrL-UUO955
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3.0 Deliverables & Milestone Schedule:

Milestone Date
Initia IPP Forecast Actual

New Generation
o EPC Contract Executed Q3 20 6 03 2006 l4-Aus-06
r Combustion Turbines and Generators Deliverv l5-Au -47 l5-Aus-07 29-Ju,l-07

r HRSGs Deliverv 3O-Oc 07 30-Oct-07 l4-Oct-07
o STG Deliverv l-Dec ,7 1-Dec-07 20-Nov-07
r ControVAdmin Buildine Complete l-Jun- 8 1-Jun-08 1-Jun-08

r First Fire CTGB 23-Sel .08 5-Nov-08 5-Nov-08

r First Fire CTGC 26-Octr08 19-Nov-08 l9-Nov-08
r First Fire CTGA 28-Nov-O8 15-Dec-08

o First Fire CTGD 3l-Ded-08 I 5-Jan-09

o Mechanical Comoletion (EPC Contractor) 02-Jan.O9 5-Jan-09 ('

r STG kritial Roll 24-Mar-09 24-Mar-09
r Commercial Operation 1-Jun-09 1-Jun-09

Transmission
r Back feed Auxiliarv Transforrners 19-Jul+08 19-Jul-08 l2-Julv-08
r Complete Generator Connections/Bartow Substation

Expansion in Service

1-Sep-O8

i

1-Sep48 29-Aug-08

o Bartow - Northeast Three new 230kV Underground
Circuits in Service

15-Maf-09 l5-Mar-09

o Northeast Substation Expansion in Service 15-Mr -09 15-Mar-09

r Northeast 40'St. Rebuild 230kV Line In Service l-Jun- r9 15-Mar-09

r Northeast 32no St. New i 15kV Line In Servtce 1-Jun- 9 15-Mar-09

. 51" St. new 230/115kV Transformer In Service 1-Jun- 9 22-Mar-09

Fuels
Pipeline and Metering/Regulation Station Complete
(80.000 Dtherms/Day)

1-Septi-08 25-Oct08 25-Oct-08

Additional Compression Complete (1 55,000
Dtherms/Dav)

1-Jan-09 I -Jan-09

Finalpunchlist items and waranty work will extend beyond this date

Page 9 of28 utr t--1 vt- L-t- u tr L-uubvJ4
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Other New Gen Status

The project is on schedule for commercial operation by June 1, 2009, Site construction actual 89.5%
complete versus 935% planned. The ongoingmitigation plan will proceed with the intent of closing the
gap between complete and plarured. We anticipate the conclusion of site construction 15-Feb-09, Other
key activities:

1. Placed CTG C on tuming gear.
2. The 12,000 hour upgrades have been installed on units A and B.
3. Hydro testing complete on all boilers, A, B, C, and D.
4. Mechanical completion of CTG B and CTG C.
5. The construction of the Steam Turbine is proceeding as plarured with the Oil flush scheduled

for December.

Other Transmission Status

Transmission projects are on schedule to support commercial operation date of June 1,2009 and on
target to meet the $143M budget. Progress is 78o/o complete versus 77% plamed. Other key activities:

1. Auxiliary hansformers back feed complete.
2. Bartow substation is in service.
3. Generator step-up transformers have been energized.

Other Fuel Status

The projected in service date for the gas pipeline was pushed back to October 25,2008 which is 55 days
later than the original targeted in service date of September 1. Project delays have been attributed to three
(3) storms which required demobilization from pipeline construction activities in Tampa Bay, a delayed
start of construcfion originally intended to commenco in January of 2008 which commenced in March of
2008, and the discovery of undersea rock which required longer drill time.
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4.0 Funding Requirements & Update:

Total Proiect Cost Estimate

Note: See Section 6.1.3 - Table 5 for risk analysis and expected costs $enerating additional funding requirements.

5.0 Economic Evaluation:

PEF Firm Reserve Requirements and Suncoast Benefits

PEF System Planning criteiqia targets a20o/o reserve requirement fOr both winter and summer peak

demand periods. Without new resources in the summer 2009, PEFrprojected firm reserye requirernents

would drop below the targeted 20%planning reserve margin critefia.

Funding Categories

PTD
Expenditure -

as of Oct 08

i

Estimate{ to
Comntete

Estimate at
Completion

Percent
Expended

EPC $232.8 2 r,0 $253.8 92%

CTs 122.4 I g.s 131.9 93%

Steam Turbine 19.3 0.4 19.7 98%

HRSG 62.3 aaL.L 645 9't%

Other OEM Equipment 27.1 5.0 32.2 84%

Preliminary Engineering 2.6 0.0 2.6 t00%

Stack Demolition 0.0 J.U 3.0 0%

Owner's Costs 26.7 15.6 42.3 63%

Total New Gen Direct Costs 493.2 56.7 549.9 90Vo

Total Burdens and Allocations 5.3 J,J 8.6 62%

Total New Generation 498.5 60.1 558.5 89Yo

Connection to the Trans system I I1.9 2.6 I14.5 98%

Upgrade the Transmission system 12.8 15.7 28.5 45%

Total Transmission r24.7 18.3 r43.0 870

AFUDC 58.s i35,4 93,9 62Vo

Total Funding $623.1 $78.4 $795.4 780h

LESS: Prior IPP Fuflding ($788.s)

1 
l1 i',., p6ingripngi;ffir-ft €r{t HS$i
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The Bartow Repowering Project also provides the following benefits for the Suncoast Region:

l) lncreased capacity of 827 MW
2) Decreased air emissions
3) Decreased oil requirements
4) Increased nahral gas kansportation availability
5) Increased power plant operational benefits

a. Faster start capability
b. Improved heat rates

6) Decreased reliance on the Suncoast Transmission Fast Acting Load Shed program
7) Increased transmission operational benefits

Additional Bartow Circuit connections to the Suncoast Grid
230 kV Upgrades
Additional I I 5kV capacity

Alternatives Considered

The original Bartow Repowering project involved adding three gas-turbine generators and Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (HRSG) to the site to provide steam to the existing three steam turbines. The existing
#6 fueloil fumaces will be taken out of service and natural gas will be used as theprimary fuel. Light
fuel oil (#2) will be used as a back-up fuel when natural gas is unavailable. The feasibility of adding
another gas turbine to the Unit #3 steam trxbine combined cycle configuration was also investigated.
System Planning determined during the study phase that the load growth in Florida demanded an increase

in generation needs.

Based on the increased demand forecast, System Planning investigated the value of a4x4xl configuration
using the construction and performance values provided by Generation & Transmission Construction.
The estimate for constructing the combined cycle using the existing twbines and providing steam with
four gas turbines and HRSGs was $498.6M. The economic analysis of this configuration was found to be
more cost-effective than the original configuration.

In the Design phase analysis, the 4x4xl configuration was shown to be favorable to the other two
configurations by $51M after-ta,x NPV. In addition, it was shown to be favorable to the initial altemative
to Bartow Repowering (a fifth combined cycle at Hines in December 2009 and a 150 MW capacity
purchase for the summer of 2009) by $171M.

Economic Analysis Detail

The Design phase economic analysis compared Bartow Repowering to a Hines 5 altemative,
including a fifth combined cycle (CC) at Hines and a 150 MW capacity purchase for the summer
of 2009. This comparison showed an NPV advantage of $171M for Bartow.

Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for combined cycle costs has

inueased from $202M (EPRI TAG) to $622M (Bums & McDonnell) ovemiglrt costs in 2008
dollars. The Design phase analysis was revised in 2005 using a culrent generic cost assumption of
$312M (Bums & McDonnell). If the 2005 cost assumption had been used for the Hines 5
alternative in the Design phase analysis, it would have increased the NPV by approximately
$100M, more than offsetting the impact of the Bartow project increased NPV cost of $42M. Since
2005, there have been no significant events to initiate an economic update.

a,

b.

c.
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Update 
i

At this point, there are no feasible altematives to the current proSelt that could meet the scheduled in-
service date of June 2009. Consequently, a fulI economic analysislwith Prosym and Strategist runs was
not performed. Howev er, at a high-ievel, the major components of the Design phase analysis were
reviewed. The review showed at a directional level that, even witfl the increased project costs, Bartow
Repowering is still the most cost-effective alternative.

Bartow repowering continues to be the rnost economical option anp there have been no significant
events to initiate an economic update since 2005. 

i

I

Operation Costs
o Headcount of32 for 2009 and headcount of34 for 2010 forwatd.

O&M Projects
o Balance of Plant (BOP) Fall and Spring of 2009 and 2010 withltotal spend of $1.35M.
o Combustion Inspection (CI) Spnng and Fall 2010 totaling $3.2M.

Capital Projects I

o Projects including CC Simulator, Water Reclamation, and Cybbr security totaling $ 1.2M.
. Combustion Inspection (CI) Spring and Fall 2010 totaling $ 1 . lM.

6.0 Assumptions & Constraints:
o An adequate pool of qualified vendors, personnel, equipmdrt and miterials is available to the

project
o A stable regulatory environment and associated set of emispion requirements
o Adequate contingency to effectively address risk carried by the Cornpany
. Major miiestones/schedule listed in Section 3 holds true.

Page l3 of2S
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6.1 Risk Strategy:
The Project team utilizes a Risk Register, consistent with the Project Risk Planning Guideline CTCX-
PPDX-00008, to tack and manage the project risks. This IPP provides an overview of the major Project
specific risks currently being tracked by the Project team.

The overall Risk Impact Matrix for the Project is provided below, followed by a detailed Risk
Description and associated ResponselPlan.

The risks have been divided into three categories, Construction, Operational, and Mitigated. Mitigated
risks are no longer significant and/or have been resolved,

Likelihood

Enterprise Risks

Construction Risks
l. Circulating Water lntakc Structure
2. Siernens Ped'ormancc Bonus
4. Banow Conrnrissioning CT- Steam Plant Dual Operations
5. Carbon Monoxide (CO) Limit Compliance - CIO Catalyst

lnstallatiou
9. Hun'iczurdOthcrlnsuranceClairns
13. *Commissioning - Coso/Schedule

16. *Cost of Fuel During Starnrp
18. '*CTG Equiprnent Addition fol lnlet lcing

Operational Life Cvcle Risks
19, lnlet Icing
20. 316(b) Phase I Detenninations
21. Themml Biological Study
2?. Loss of Auxiliary Powet Fecd

ivlitisated Risks (See Appeudix for Mitleation Details)
3. Moditications to ttRSC
6. Stafling & Recruiting
'7. Pcnrrit Delays for Northeast Substation
8. lnstallation of 230lll5kvTransfonnerat 5lst St. Substaticrtr is

Delayed
10. Gas line availabiliry
I l. Rcbuilding existing 230kv line delayed
12. Construction of new NE line Delayed
l.t. *Bartow to NE Unde.rground Cable Rcrvork
15. +lrrcreased Scopc lor Boiler Clcan
I 7. *lnsrcascd Scope lbr Equipn:ent Allowance

* - New Risks Identified Since Last IPP

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

Very Lorv
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6.1.1 Colug$rption Risks

l. Risk:

Response / Plan

2. Risk

Response / Plan:

4. Risk:

Cireulatins Water Intake Structufe - Likelihood is Very Low,
Consequences are Moderate: Impfct to cost and schedule

The process is in final construction with a limited amount of wlnerability
if a major failure would result in diquption of the intake capacity.

The concept for the intake structure fior the repowered facility is to isolate,
dewater, create a safe working envirpnment and refurbish six unused
existing spare cells north of the exis{ing intake cells. Once refurbished,
the new circulating water pumps an{ piping can be installed.

The portable cooling tower is installbd to support the first fire of the
CTG's allowing additional time to cbmplete the intake skucture before
performance testing. Construction is nearing completion and this risk has

been almost completely mitigated.

Likelihood is Moderaten are Moderate: Impact to cost

If the performance of the CTGs excseds the contractually guaranteed

criteria, the contract provides for a lonus to be paid to Siemens. The
Siernens Master Purchase Agreemedt provides guarantees for performance

of the combustion turbines with resflect to electrical output, heat rate,

exhaust flow and exhaust temperatufe. Should any of the CTGs fail to
meet the guaranteed performance criteria, liquidated damages would be
paid by Siernens. 

i

Recent proposals from Siemens for $imilar CTGs have offered increased
performance guarantees which woulp indicate that these machines are

achieving higher performance than first assumed,

Based on estimated performance mqdeling it appears that Siemens could
be eligible for performance bonus of between $4M and $5.6M (cap of
$1.4M per unit). The project has regeived authorization for $4M through
the previous IPP process. The remaining risk is limited to the additional
unfunded $1.6M. The $400k cost of inlet icing repair parts (see risk 19)
will offset the maximum performange bonus payment which was
originally $6M and is now $5.6M. 

i

The bonus is a conhactual obligatiotr to be paid if the performance criteria
are achieved.

Bartow Commissionine CT - SteaFn Plant Dual Operation:
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5. Risk:

Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Critical; Impact to cost and
schedule

New combined cycle plant requires testing prior to commercial operation
while the existing steam plant rCInains available for dispatch. Dual
operations could cause thermal discharge temperatures that would damage
or kill large areas of seagrass in the bay. Mitigation costs to restore
seagrass aro unacceptably high. The FDEP has requested an evaluation of
this potential impact. If FDEP denies our request for shortterm increased
air emissions or increased thermal discharge, then the combined cycle
would only be permitted to operate when the existing Bartow units were
offline. Accordingly, there would likely be an impact to the
commissioning schedule and cost.

Response / Plan: We received the FDEP permit revision allowing dual operation between
the combined units and existing steam plant units 1 and/or 3. The project
team is in the process of working with the ECC and Environmental
Services staff to determine the mode of operation or need to operate at any
level of the Bartow existing steam plant. This involves several issues of
transmission reliability and potentially very significant impacts to Progress

Energy if environmental damage was done to local sea grass requiring
mitigation. Preliminary indications are that the steam units will not be run
in conjunction with project testing.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Limit Compliance - CO Catalvst Installation:
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequences are Significant: Impact to Cost

The piant may not meet the permitted CO limits when it comes online.
The installation CO oxidation catalyst will be necessary to continue to
operate in the event that CO limits cannot be met.

Response / Plan PEF will install CO oxidation catalyst if required. The permit allows time
to remediate. The HRSGs have been designed with the necessary
interfaces to allow for catalvst installation.

Hurricane/Other Insurance Claims9. Risk
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13. Risk

Likelihood is Low, Consequences
schedule

Moderate: Impact to cost and

There is a risk that a major storm or pther event could impact the project
during construction. There could belsignificant damage and subsequent
delays related to such an event. i

i

I

Builder's risk insurance is in ptu"" $, the construction phase of the
project to mitigate cost impact. The lbasic policy limit is $459M per
occurrence, except $459M in the ag$regate for the policy term for
windstorm, flood and earthquake. The deductible is $250k per loss,
except $lM during hot testing, $lM,for damage to existing property and
2-5o/o of values at risk at the time and place of loss subject to a minimum
of $2.5M for windstorm and flood. Earthquake deductible is $500k. A
hurricane response plan has been prepared and contains procedures for
storm preparation to ensure that the site is secured in the event of a major
storm. The 2008 hurricane season is nearing its end and there is minimal
risk for a significant event. The plartt will be operational before next
hurricane season.

Commissioning - Cost/Schedule i

Likelihood is Moderate, Conseque[ces are Significant: Impact to cost
and schedule

Delays relatgd to gas delivoy and cqntractor productivity have inqeased
the total commissioning risk by exh{usting the majority of the float from
the schedule. Additional personnel {nd/or funds maybe required to
mitigate the risks. i

We continue to closely manage and fnonitor the timeline and cost. Four
additional staffand needed equipmelVsupplies have been added to the
commissioning team to help managq this risk.

Cost of Fuel Durins Start-up ,

Likelihood is Low, Consequences +re Moderate: Impact to cost

Due to limited flexibility in the schedule, we may incur fuel related
charges because of low demand for eilectricity when testing the units.

The project team has worked with thp fuels group to compare expected
usage with anticipated demand, whidh heavily relied upon historical data,

16.

ResponselPlan

Risk

i $E $ f,l*****"
Response/P1an
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18. Risk

to confirm the appropriateness of the $6.5M in funds currently available to
the project for fuel.

CTG Equipment Addition for Inlet Icine
Likelihood is Lowo Consequences are Minimal: Impact to cost

The project requires installing inlet heating equipment to mitigate the risk
of ice damage to the CTG. This is an additional scope item with funding
approved by the PEF Finance Committee,

Siemens advised in Technical Advisory 2005-015 that inlet icing of the
compressor bell mouth and the first stage diaphram is possible under
certain atmospheric conditions.

Labor to install in all units will be provided by Progress Energy and

scheduled depending on engineering and parts availability. Siemens will
deduct the payment for the parts from their performance bonus.

Siemens has provided an Inlet Icing alarm to alert operations when
conditions are right for icing to occur as an interim solution. PEF and

Siemens will install an Inlet Heating System to raise the inlet air
temperature above the icing potential temperature. Refer to Operational
Life Cycle Risk #19 for additional details.

Response/Plan

6.1.2 Operational Life Cycle Risks

The following are considered to be Operational Life cycle Risks, which are post-construction risks that

are outside of the scope of this project:

19. Risk CT Inlet Icine - Compressor damase due to ice insestion

Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Critical: Impact to availability
of commercial facility.

Siemens advised in Technical Advisory 2005-015 that inlet icing of the
compressor bell mouth and the first stage diaphram is possible under
certain atmospheric conditions. Bell mouth icing exists at temperatures
less than 41oF and first stage diaptram icing exists at temperatures less

than 55"F in conjunction with high relative humidity and inlet guide vane
positions less than 35". The ingestion of this ice into the compressor has

caused significant damage on operating units as far south as Bowling
Green, FL. Atmospheric conditions have been monitored at the site and

icing conditions exist on low temperature momings and last for periods up
to 10 hours. The time frame for icing conditions is coincident with
expected startup times for the plant when in cycling service. Work
arounds and dispatch exceptions will be required to avoid starting the units
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Response Plan

Response / Plan:

Bartow Repowering IPP

during these time frames. The only
of the CTs is the installation of Inlet

ution that provides full availability

Siemens has provided an Inlet Icing plarm to alert operations when
conditions are right for icing to occuf. The alarm is an interim measure
while waiting for the installation of Ifrlet Heating to raise the inlet air
temperature above the icing potentia{ temperature (Refer to Risk #18).

316(b) Phase I Determination: j

Likelihood is Very Low, Consequelces are Severe; May impact cost.

The FDEP has verbally agreed with PEF that the repowering of the
Bartow Plant places it in the categor! of a Phase II facility (existing
facility) and as such must comply with the appropriate rules concerning
impingement and entrainment impacts caused by intake operations.
Cunently compliance with this rule allows for the use of Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) by the FDEP. BPJ 4llows the agency to use mitigation
such as restoration (fish hatchery) orrother means to mitigate any adverse
environmental impacts that are provqn to be caused by facility operations.
If the FDEP were to change their detbrmination that the facility no longer
qualifies as an "existing facility" as {ould be the case if any one of the
existing units remains in operation When the CTs go commercial, or in the
event the FDEP has an unexpected change in philosophy, then the facility
would be considered a Phase I facilif (new facility). This designation
requires the facility to limit any impifrgement and entrainment impacts to
the same as would occur if the unit \iere using closed cycle cooling. A
change in determination to a Phase llfacility would most likely require the
facility to go to closed cycle or air cdoling to achieve the performance
standard. Note that extended dual of,eration (see Risk 3) could trigger
reclassification to Phase I facilitv.

PEF has discussed this issue with the FDEP numerous times and there is
no indication that a change in detennination is being considered. This
determination would change if the eXisting units were to rEmain in
operation after the agreed upon retirement date.

Thermal Bioloeical Studv:
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequences are Severe: Impact to cost

The current surface water discharge permit (NPDES) for the plant once
through cooling requires that a studyibe conducted to evaluate any
biological impact that can be athibutpd to the once through cooling
discharge plume. This study is in prqgress. Results of the study must be
supplied to the FDEP in 2009. Ther4 is a risk that an adverse
environmental impact could be derndnstrated and that the FDEP would

Page re of 28 -----DEF-19FL-FUEL-006944
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Response / Plan:

22. Risk

then require PEF to comply with stringent temperature discharge

limitations which would necessitate the addition of supplemental cooling
on the discharge from the circulating water system. This should not
impact schedule as it is likely that FDEP would allow some time to
comply with any revised discharge thermal limits but would impact
overall cost.

Results of the study are expected in January of 2009. At that fime
sufficient information will be available to develop an appropriate
mitigation p1an. If necessary an additional study can be offered to the
FDEP to be conducted after the new units are in operation. There is
potential that the lower heat rejection profile of the new units can be
offered to the FDEP as whole or partial mitigation for any identified
impacts.

Loss of AuxiliarY Power:
Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Significant: Impact to cost

If the duration of an auxiliary power loss exceeds current back-up source

capability, then it could lead. to equipment darnage.

Lltollhood

VsryHbh

High

tilod€n16

Low

V€ry Low

; F € g Fl'-*'*"*gg3
I

Response / Plan: This is an emergent risk identified during CTG B first fire. We are

beginning the evaluation process of alternative sources of auxiliary power,

such as an onsite generator, additional auxiliary, and/or adding additional
battery capacity.

Page 20 of 28
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Based on the information provided in Table 3, the Project does notlhave adequate contingency to cover
the remaining risk items. As part of the project approval process, qVe are requesting the expected case to
be tunded (See Table 3). 

i

In the event that scope of work falls into the High cost range, the Pfoject may require additional funding
to achieve completion. Based on current information and the matufe stage of this project, we feel the
estimate to completion is reliable. 

I

6.1.3 Project Risk Cost Assessment

i i,i;:,, Fdb,..hF,ffims,ryJffi t psli;ii$tgnffif$
Risk Low Expected High

f13l Commissionins 0.9

[16] Cost of Fuel Durine Startuo (2.5\ 1.5

118l krlet Icine (Labor to install) (2)
1.6 2.1

12,000 Hour Basket Uoerades (2)
5.2 5.2 5.2

Proiect Close-Out 3.2 7.5

Total Proiect Cost Requested 2.71 10.0 t7.2
Contingency Balance Oct 2008 0.01 0.0 0.0

nd*eiii-e in oh68tFfiSnrb[ticorib .
. "''.'ii! r, iriid L7,2

Less: Reductions in AFUDC & Indirects (3.1 )i (3.1) (3.1)

(l) 
$6.8M of additional costs is for scope increases. 

i

6.2 Contracting & Procurement Strategy:

PEF has assembled a portfolio of lump sum, firm-price contracts qith qualified suppliers that are
responsible for the execution of various aspects of the Project. Figire 1 provides an overview of the
vendors involved in the Project and their associated scope of respotrsibility.

Page2l of28 UtrF-1 VF L-F U trL-UU6946
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$S Progress Eneryy

TtC/nit;,hF***

Erected Steel Products
of Alnbama

EPC & Owner's Agent

Gombustion
Turbine

Generator
GSV'S

Steam
Turbine

Condenser

Fuel Oil Tanks

Figure 1:

HRSGS - Heat
Recovery Steam

Generation

Proj ect Organizational Structure

Concurrent with a lump sum approach, individual contracts with the vendors shown in Figure 1, utilize a

payment milestone structure with associated schedules of iiquidated damages for completion of work. In
addition, PGN has attempted to mitigate cost and performance risk by capturing favorable contract terms
and conditions such as retention provisions, performance guarantees, and reliability guarantees.

6.3 Regulatory Requirements :

The project constitutes a repowering, as confirmed by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) and the Power Plant Siting Act does not apply, The Bartow Repower will be included
in thc next rate case.

7.0 External Stakeholders:

We consider the community surrounding the Bartow site to be a key stakeholder and work with intemal
community relations and plant communications personnel to respond to issues raised by the public
regarding this work.

The project cornmunity relations plan has been finalized and accepted. Updates of community relations
initiatives will continue throughout the project planning and construction phases. The following
outreach activities have occurred over the life ofthe project:

o Open house to introduce the project to the community (Oct 2006)
r Project overview meetings with various stakeholders including elected officials, environmental

groups, and homeowner association meetings

Page22 of28
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St. Petersburg Times and Audubon Society Tour (Oct 2007
St. Petersburg City Council Tour- March 4,2008

lted in favorable article)

Contact S. Cenfral FL Archeological Society
Work with corporate communications to prepare article for Velretian Isles HOA newsletter. Article
explains repower project and communicates key messages. 

I

Continuous identification of community stakeholders i

Meeting with community organizations began in November 2005 d has continued into 2008. The
overall communify plan focuses on communicating with various o ganizations including environmental
goups and homeowner associations near Bartow Plant. Public res onse has been positive toward the
project and Progress Energy Florida's proactive communication. he projoct team works closely with
Gulfstream to ensure its participation in meeting opportunities. T e parbrership has been beneficial and
provides customers with a more comprehensive understanding of t e entire project.

8.0 Internal Stakeholders Roles & Responsibilities :

8.1 tTeam

a

a

a

a

a

a

Role, Department / Group Name Phone No.

Project Manager/G&TCD George Hixon 770-602r

Transmission Project Mgr John Goff 280-2564

Construction Manager Terry Taylor 242-3528

Development Lead/G&TCD John Umstead/Ribk Yates 774-44r0t774-$62

Project Engineer Lead Karl Humberson 770-5476

Project Controls Lead - G&TCD Scott Fandrich 770-7674

Environmental Lead - G&TCD Teresa Williams 770-4111

Safety Lead - G&TCD Al Rios 7744799

Doeument Control Lead - G&TCD Carol \ilatkins 7704071

Business Analyst Lead - G&TCD Joel Rutledge 770-3182

Start-up & Commissioning Lead Dave Farris 770-3997

Plant Manager Tom Callaghan 242-3s47

Environmental Services Patti West 230-5739

IT&T Jeff Hauer 230-s086

Community Relations Melissa Seixas i 220-3297

Project Assurance Daniel Grannan r 240-6069

Legal Chris Cox 770-7501

Fuels John Trimble 770-3323

Transmission Business Services Matt Petrousky ?80-2240
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E.2 Internal Stakeholders

The Project Manager works with the team and with mernbers of G&TCD management to ensure key
stakeholders throughout the company remain informed of the status of the project. Key stakeholder
groups include:

9.0 Project Assurance Plan:

A designated Project Assurance advisor has been appointed to support and advise the project management
team. The advisor will work with the project manager to identify key project decisions and milestones for
the project. The key project decisions and milestones will be identified in a Project Assurance Plan that
establishes the way in which key project stakeholders will work together to ensure that material decisions
for the Bartow project are prudent, appropriately documented and support the regulatory process for cost
recovery.

Some Key Project Change Notice (PCN) Packages that have been assembled to date include:
r The Steam Turbine Enclosure
. The Fire Service Water Systern
r Costs to delay the start of Conskuction
. Pilings cost adjustment due to added length of pilings
r Additional Startup resources
. Stack Bypass Valves

PGN Executive and Senior
Management, including PEF
President

Updates are provided periodically by the G&TCD management team;
as well as periodic updates from POG Senior VP at SMC meetings.

Vice President of G&TCD provides weeklyupdates on all projects -
includineBartow -to POG SeniorVP andstaff
Transmission Project Manager provides formal monthly updates and
interim discussions of issues or events
The Plant Manager ensures up-to-date communications to VP PEF
Power Generation and site operati
G&TCD Business Management provides monthly updates to the PEF
Capital Oversight Committee focusing on cost management issues and

G&TCD Business Management works with this section to ensure

ital zuidelines and approval are beins followed
Capital Planning and Control

This group is represented on the core PM team and provides critical
input to environmeirtal and ittins issues as they arise
This group provides dedicated resources to ensure ongoing project

Conmunity& Media Relations Melissa Seixas works with the community.surrounding the Bartow site
and responds to issues raised by the public.

Page24 of28
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10.0 Communication Plan / Next Steps:

The following milestone meetings will provide Senior M*ug"orolt with updates on the project and the
opportunity to defer, stop, or otherwise change the project directiofi as needed:

11.0 Appendix

Risk Mitigation

*Modifications to HRSG
Installation of the modifications is complete and funded tbrough the last IPf .

!

*Staffins & Recruitine I

The EPC vendor combined a competitive wage structure and end-of-projecf bonuses to make the jobs more attractive.
These actions mitigated the risk by attracting and retaining the skilled laborineeded to complete the project.

*Permit Delavs for Northeast Substation
PEF Transmission worked with the FDEP and Corps of Engineers to exped[te the permit processes and allow construction
to proceed on targel

*Installation of 230/115kv Transformer at 5.1st St. Substation is Delaydd
PEF Transmission worked with the City and community leaders to overcorfe obstacles to the project so no delays in
permits or approvals were encountered.

10. *Gas line availsbility
Natural gas has been received at the site. G&TC condensed and otherwise fnodified the start-up schedule to account for
the later receipt of gas without impacting the overall commissioning date.

11. *Rebuildine existine 230kv Hne delayed
PEF Transmission and the ECC jointly developed outage schedules to suppbrt the construction schedule; PEF
Transmission continues to work with the City and community leaders to milhimize imfacts along the right of way.

12. *Construction of new NE line Delaved
PEF Transmission and the ECC jointly developed outage schedules to support the construction schedule; PEF
Transmission continues to work with the City and community leaders to miinimize impacts along the right of way.

14. Bartow to NE Undereround Cable Rework
PEF transmission worked with the cable supplier to expediled manufacturing and delivery of the replacement cables to
coincide with completion of the cable installation into Northeast substation,

15. Increased Scope for Boiler Clean
Project team clarified results of the study and clarified cost and benefits to {nanagement. Management agreed with the
project team that the additional scope was not prudent.

17. Increased Scope for Equipment Nlowance
The project team managed this exposure tbrough existing, previously unallqcated contingency-

lJhF-1 9F L-F UtL-U06950

1.

8.

Date Mileston - Reouest
Earlv 2010 Post Proiect Benefit Assessment

Further updates to be determined as the pr iect develops
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New Generation
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Cost Compared to Current Reouer it

Cost Catesories
Implementation

BAP

IPP
Expected
Foreeast

i

Differlence
Percent
Chanee

EPC $243.90 $2s3.80 89.90 4.1%

CTs $ 119.70 $131.90 t2.20 10.2o/o

Steam Turbine $18.00 $19.70 i 1.70 9A%

HRSG $64.20 $64.50 ;0.30 05%

Other OEM Equipment
(SST, Tanks Etc)

$31 .50 $32.15 $0.65 2,1%

Preliminary Engineering
(Sitins. Permittine etc)

$2.50 s2.60 's0.00 0.0%

Owner's Costs s3s.40 $42.25 $6.85 19.4%

Contingency $10.40 $0.00 (sr0.40) -100,0%

Total New Gen Direct
Costs $s2s.70 $s46.90 s2r.20 4.00h

Total Burdens and
Allocations

s9,60 $7.80 ($ 1.e01 -18.8%

Total New Generation $s3s30 $554.70 $19.40 3.60/0

Connection to the
Transmission svstem

s102.00 $l14.s0 $112.s0 123%

Upgrade the Transmission
svstem

$32.00 $28.50 ($r.so1 -r0.9%

Total Transmission $134.00 $143.00 $9.00 6.70

AFUDC $96.00 $93.90 ($2.r0) -2.2%

ir,";i,#he, U., .,,;.,frt70

Definitions & Acronyms:

. ACSR - Aluminum Cable Steel Reinforced
o AFUDC - Allowance for Funds Used During Construction
. BOP - Balance of Plant
o CBs - Circuit Breaker
o CC - Combined Cycle
. CI - Combustion lnspeetion
o CO - Carbon Monoxide
o COD - Commercial Operation Date
o CTG - Combustion Turbine Generator
r E&P - Engineer & Procure
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a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

o

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

ECC - Energy Control Center

EPC - Engineer Procure Construct
FDEP - Florida Deparbnent of Environmental Protection

FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
G&TCD - Generation & Transmission Construction Deparhnent

GFF - Generation & Fuels Forecast

GSU - Generator Step-up Transformer
HRSG - Heat Recovery Steam Generator

IPO - Independent Pole Operation
kV - Kilovolts
LTSA - Inng Term Service Agreement
MCM - Multichip module
NCDWQ - North Carolina Division of Water Quality
NCUC - North Carolina Utilities Commission
NERC - North American Electric Reliability Corporation

NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

OEM - Original Equipment Manufacturer
PLC - Part's Life Credit
POG - Power Operations Group

QA/QC - Quality Assurance/Quality Conhol

FJP - Request for Proposal

RMC - Risk Management Comrnittee

STG - Steam Turbine Generator

T&M-Time&Material
TRT - Treasury Risk Transaction Committee

UAT - Unit AuxiliaryTransformer
VAr - Volt-amperes reactive
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Oliver, Dale
Wednesday, November 12,2008 8:42 PM i

Rutledge, Joel irrvuvvvvr svgt 
i

Yes, l have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find itlto be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off

DEF-19F1-FUEL-006954



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Grant, Eric
Saturday, November 15, 2008 6:22 PM
Rutledge, Joel
Yes, lhave reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off

DEF-19F1-FUEL.OO6955



From:
Sent:
TO:
Subject:

Harris, Glenn
Monday, November 17,2008 6:46 AM
Rutledge, Joel
Yes, I have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it ito be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-otf

DEF-19FL.FUEL.OO6956



Rutledge. Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Portuondo, Javier J
Monday, November 17,2008 9:25 AM
Rutledge, Joel
Yes, I have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off

DEF-19FL.FUEL-006957



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben)
Monday, November 17,200810:22 AM
Rutledge, Joel 

i

Yes, I have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it lto be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off i

DEF-19F1-FUEL-OO695B



Rutledqe. Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ohlsson, Magnus
Monday, November 17,2008 4:55 PM
Rutledge, Joel
Yes, I have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review

DEF-19FL.FUEL-006959



Glenn, AlexFrom:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel:

The IPP looks fine.

Alex

Tuesday, November 18, 2008 10:54 AM
Rutledge, Joel

I

RE: Bartow Integrated Project Plan (lPP) Revie{,v by Key Stakeholders

From: Rutledge, Joel
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 9:54 AM
To: Glenn, Alex
Subject: FW: Bartow Integrated Project Plan (IPP) Review by Key Stakeholders
Impoftance: High

Alex,

Areyouabletosendarepresentative? lfnot,wouldyoubeabletoreviewiandprovideyourfeedbacktome? lwillbein
the downtown St Pete offices around lunch time today, if you would like to discuss.

I am especially interested in your opinion on the first paragraph of section p,0 regardin gthe ZQ%reserve requirement
with regards to accuracy and appropriateness.

Either way, I am going to need your agreement with the document. Than$s,
;,

Joel 
I

-*--Original Appointment---
From: Glenn, Alex
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 B:42 AM

To: Rutledge, Joel
SubJect: Decllned: Bartow Integrated ProJect Plan (IPP) Review by Key St{keholders
When: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 4:00 PM-5:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastein Time (US & C-anada).
Where: CR PEF 13A2-1, Cap.74; MMCCG-34 General (Cap. 10) VNet:770-6964

I will be on a plane at 4pm.
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cox, Chris
Friday, November 21, 200810:01 AM
Rutledge, Joel
Yes, I have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Monday, December 01, 2008 2:08 PM
Rutledge, Joel
RE: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off

In that case, I approve the current lPP.
i

Thanks.

David

Fromr Rutledge, Joel
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 2:06 PM

To: Sorrick, David
Subject RE: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off

David,

You can print the sign-off page (page 3), sign it, and send it up to me via in{er-office mail. My address is PEB 8. The e-
mail response would also suffice.

Thanks,

Joel

' "--"-'--l*-- +- -' -

From: Sorrick, David
Sent: Monday, December0l, 2008 1:50 PM

To: Rutledge, Joel
Subject: RE: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off

Joel,

How do I physically sign this?

David

From: Rutledge, Joel
Sent: Wednesday, November 12,2008 11:19 AM

To: Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver, Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Sorrick, David; Portuondo, Javier J;
Harris, Glenn
SubJect: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off
Impoftance: High

Thank you for participating in the IPP process for Bartow. Attached is the rnost recent version of the document with
only minor changes from the previous version you received.

Please reply via e-mail using the voting buttons above to indicate you haveireviewed'the Bartow IPP for accuracy and
clarity. lf you have concerns about the document, please give me a call to discuss.

I require a response by the end of the week to keep our time table for predentation to senior management. Thanks,

I

-l-'

Sorrick, David
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