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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Inre: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost ' Docket No. 20190001-E1
Recovery Clause and Generating
Performance Incentive Factor Filed: August 23,2019

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC’S REVISED RESPONSE TO CITIZENS’
THIRD REQUEST 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 REQUESTED o

31.  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 of director’s approval of the project prior to the construction of the 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-
006962. DEF also notes that it appears these same documents were requested and produced

in response to OPC’s discovery in Docket Number 20090079-EI specifically questions 21
and 208.



Phase Project Authorization Form

Eu Initial DRevlsion {If checked, enter revision no.):

Phase: Dstudy DDesign &!mplement

Project Title: Bartow Repowerlng Prioritization Category: cO efit - New Aaget

Department: Plant Construction Department Location: Genera! Office Charge To: §0G27D

EESY ™ Accounting System 20051468 Accounting System

Record #: Phase #: ; Maater Project #: 2005813

Account

Class: 0&aMm Capitat X Fuet ___ D Emergency If Emergency, Authorized By.

Project Manager: Andy MacGregor Project Sponsor: Kevin Murray Benefit Assessment Date: NA
[1 Outage Required Study Design Implementation Source of Funds:

Schedule | gtart Date 8/2005 03/2006 1/12007 _X_Budget ___Other

End Date 2/2006 12/2006 08/2010 Total Direct Cost
Prior Years
2005 $1,050,708 $1.050,708

Direct Cost 2006 $338,151 $ 87,051,978 $87,390,129
2007 D $241,152,607 $241,152,607
2008+ $196,054,541 $196,054,541
Project Total $1,388,859 $87,051,978 $437,207 148 $525,647,985

Before- Tax $

Will there be obsolete Inventory aa a result of the project that will require the write-off of Inventory* D Yes D No
If yes, enter the $ value in the box.

Will new inventory be added as a resuit of the project *

If yes, enter the $ value in the box.

DYes D No

* Notify Business Unit Financial Services support , Manager,
in detail on page 2.

Property Plant and Materials Accoun!‘my, Director-Supply Chain and CSD Salvage group. Discuss

Economic Analysis BC Ratio NPV Discounted Breakeven Year
Base Case
Best Case Scenario o
If > $5M Worst Case Scenario
Treasury Control # 2006-1176 Note: Proforma for gntire term must be attached to approval.
Other metrics

We, the undersigned, agree that the project assumptions are reasonable and key risks have been iﬂtlﬁed and accurately considered.
_Approvais: Thresholds based on total project direct costs. All must sign in sequence.

Approval Approval i
Levels Approval Signatures Levels ‘ Approval Signaiures Date
srPioject Manager. enior Vice Presigent
Andy MacGregor w/z ﬂ Miie Willia
g Z w3/
f Project Sponsor: . 12 PEC or PEF Presidggt & $EO res ~ Proguass J 7
4 Pro:ect ; Vepitures | Exec. VI n
. irect cos
A3 Phase | Kevin Murray 2/“""" /)“’)W7/ {0 ‘lB’O{, > $1M
Projects
require o PRG Chairperson:
these e
approvals \3 V.»S\\ vag e ‘s Q):\ u\ AN -
erBlsiness Services Mgr or Superwsor Financial
Services;
Sue H@n / {/
e N M Ok V(A /e
Seepg 3 | uDepartment
for Head - DH: Project /
additional direct cost v .
Project sng{noffs > $5M
direct cost m ui(:ir e o Department Head — DH, Charge By bsldrary Chairman or Progress Energy, Inc.
>$260K charpe Org. (required for facilities projects): aifman & CEQ:
bys o |08 Kamya . Mc m{:\ Gnﬁ% u |28
y's or q
charge K
35 Tleed S Koy o 8]ico

Return original to PRG Administrator who must maintain a fi
Executed Lease Evaluation Form, FRM-SUBS-01110 must be attached to approval if the recommende
Directors or Officers based on legal entity sponsoring project.
Capital Planning and Control Review (initial & date):

he signed original:

o dap— ,/107&@ |

projectincludes a lease. Signatures as Subsidiary

Keywords: accounting; capilal budgeling; three-phasa project management; Acr-suasmzm project approvel

Applies to: Progress Energy Carolnas, Inc.. Progress Energy Florida, IRc., Prograss Energy Servlce Company, LLC; Progress Energy Venlur

Progress Fuels subsidianes (including corporate employess)

e v
FRM-5UBS-00690
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Project Authorization Revision
' Variance Analysis Form

Attach completed PAR form to revised PPA form 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 guidefines:

Authorized Amount Percentage Variance AND Dollar Amount
Up to or equal to $1M 10% AND $100K
Over $1M 5% AND $150K

Project Title Bartow Repowering

,
Project # 20051467 Accounting System Master Project # 20051383
Study [] Design [X] Implementation [_]
Direct Costs
Current Actual Proposed Variance
Authorized Authorized
Amount Amount
1 . $ °/°
Current Phase $103,193,000 $ 87,051,978 $ 87,051,978 $-16,141,022 | -1564% «
Total Project $516,153,000 $525,647,985* $525,647,985 $9,494,985 %\ 99 6’°+
|| variance: N Schedule M Cost [ Other:

Original Total Project (Authorized Cost at the Design phase): _ 516,153,000

Reason for Revision:

The increase in the total project relates to the contingency. See attached BAP & PAF for explanation. The decrease
in the design relates to the dollar being shifting between the design and implementation phases. The work and scope

have not changed. See the attached BAP for explanation of project scope. 7

* This denotes the actual costs that are being requested in the attached PAF.
**Actual denotes — projected $$ by end of phase as of 12/31/2006 o

o>
Reviewed by PRG: : I ) {Q ~ K rorm—mf
PRG Chalrperson (initial & date) u
Return Original to: Elizabeth Murray
= VYT TR T ———
Keywords:  accounting: capilal budgelting; three-phase projeci managerment: ACT-SUBS-00261; project approval FRM-SLIBS-00693
Applies ta:  Progress Energy Carclinas, Inc.; Progress Energy Fiorida, Inc.; Progress Energy Service Company, LLC: Progress Energy Ventures, inc.; Rev. 4 02/06

Progress Fuels subisidianes (including corporate smpioyees) DEF-19FL-FUEL-008B869 '



Proprietary and Confidential

Sponsoring Business Unit: Progress Enérgy Florida

Bartow Repowering

Business Analysis Package

Funding Legal Entity: Progress Energy Florida

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

Key Project Contacts:
Role, Dept!Grp

Plant Canstruction
Plant Construction
Plant Canstruction
Plant Construction
Enviranmental Services
Community Relations
Legal

CT Operations

Fossil Operations
Transmission

Fuels

Treasury

Carporate Communications
Regulatary Affairs
Resource Planning

Name

Andy MacGregor

Kevin Murray
Sue Hardison
Joel Kamya
Jamie Hunter
Nancy Loehr
Alex Gienn
David Sands
Rufus Jackson
John Goff
Pam Murphy
Mike Brennan
Scott Sutton
Paul Lewis
Dan Roeder

Phone #
vnet 770-2427
vnet 770-5046
vnet 770-3062
vnet 770-7428
vnet 230-5764
vnet 220-2430
vnet 230-5587
vnet 280-6105
vnet 220-6111
vnet 280-2526
vnet 770-4553
vnet 770-3484
vnet 240-6420
vnet 230-5085
vnet 770-7966
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Executive Summary

(This document contains transmission information which is subject to the FERC Standards of
Conduct and should not be distributed or discussed with any merchant function employees.)

Project Basic Information

The original 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 combined cycle
technology and utilizes natural gas as the primary fuel with 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 4CT x 4HRSG x 1ST unit design will be used along with auxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs
and steam power augmentation for the CTs to provide optimum peaking capacity. By-pass stack dampers
on all four CTs will provide added flexibility and reliability and will allow two of the CTs to be operated in
simple cycle during the winter of 2008/2008 to provide generation as required to support winter peak
demand.

The 4x4x1 configuration will have a winter capacity of 1279 MW, increasing system capacity by 827 MW
compared to 598 MW of the original 1x1x1 configuration. The additional ¢apacity from the 4x4x1
configuration eliminates two CTs from the resource plan (summer 2010 and summer 2012 additions}.

Recommendation and High Level Discussion

We recommend proceeding with the Implementation 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 fo 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 level of physical reserves for the system.

» Repowering the Bartow plant will reduce system wide NOx and SO, emissions as part of the
Company's plan for compliance with the Clean Air Interstate 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 voitage during peak periods. To alleviate these low voltage
conditions, combustion turbines in the area are operated out of merit order. Repowering the
Bartow oil units with gas-fired combined cycle technology can reduce the amount of uneconomic
dispatch, thereby saving fuel costs.

Current Status {Generation)

The Design Phase PAF was approved in March 2006, changing the original three, 1x1x1 configuration fo
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. Preliminary site work under PEF site management
is now underway involving the relocation of utilities serving the current Bartow facilities to make way for
the new powerblock.
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to a request for additional information (RAI) from the agency and wil| schedule further meetings with the
agency during October and November to work on the final permit. The environmental resource (ERP)
application was submitted to FDEP in August and an RAI received mid September. Our response is
being prepared and meetings will be scheduled during October to review final design of our stormwater
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 later than the scheduled start of
construction for our EPC contractor. Our EPC contractor has been fotified of this potential delay and
discussions are underway to determine what impact, if any, this will have to the overall project completion
date.

The air permit application was submitted to DEP in July and the proirct team has received and responded

Current Status (Transmission)

Design of the underground duct bank and cables is nearing completion; contracts 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
transformers will be ordered by the end of 2006. Preparation of permit submittals is underway.
Preliminary design of the system reinforcements has been started, as well as real estate acquisition for
the substation expansion at 51 St.

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

Funding Requirements

$ Thousands
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total .

. I —— — —— i . - —_— OWA)‘ '5
Generation $1,051  $87,390 $241,153 $171,892 = $19,922 $4,241 $525649 < oW
Transmission $0 $1,373  $86,0569 $40,749 . $5,835 $0 $134,016 oA
Total $1,051  $88,763 $327,212 $212,641 . $25,757 $4,241 $659,665

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

Current forecast costs for generation are ~$515 million excluding any contingency. Although the majority
of equipment is now under contract, the project has some risk for material and labor escalation for those
items still to be procured and for certain engineered equipment under the EPC contract for which both
PEF and the EPC contractor have shared procurement risk. The degision was made during the Design
phase to re-use existing intake cooling water structures which had been constructed as part of the original
Bartow plant construction and which had always been intended for fliture expansion. Dewatering and
inspection of these structures is scheduled for the end of October and it is likely that some degree of
remedial work will be required on these structures but at this time thé extent of that remedial work is
unknown. For these reasons, Plant Construction is seeking approv | for additional generation costs of
$10.2 million — or ~2% of forecast project capital expenditure — for contingency.

Transmission estimates are $37 million higher due to increased costs of transformers, conductor, and
poles; an increase in equipment and material required to accommodate 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 Implementation

$ Miliions :
) Generation Transmission | Total Project
| Design Phase Estimate, 2/1/06 $516.2 7 $97.2 $613.3
| Implement Phase Estimate, 10/3/06 $5256 ¥ | $1340 $659.8
Increase/(Decrease) $9.4 $36.8 $46.5

Project Capital Allocation Metric Summary Table

As this is a least cost analysis, standard B/C and DBEY calculations cannot be calculated. Please see the
Economic Analysis Detail below for the detailed 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) 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 total gas
demand of the re-powered plant at full ioad for 16 hours. Gulfstream’s project will consist of constructing
approximately 17 miles of 24" pipeline in the Tampa Bay from their existing pipeline to the Bartow site,
additional compression at Gulfstream’s existing station in Coden, AL, and consiructing 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 Gulfstream project is as follows:

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

See the Guifstream Firm Pipeline Transportation Bartow Re-Power BAP (1/3/2008) for more details.

Community Acceptance — Meetings with community members and organizations began in November
2005 and have continued through 2006. The overall community relations plan focuses on communicating
with several important stakehoiders, such environmental groups and homeowner associations near the
Bartow 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. Representatives from Progress Energy attended a
series of three Gulfstream public meetings in July 20086. The partnership has been beneficial and
provides customers with a more comprehensive understanding of the entire project. Progress Energy
has also written @ communication piece for use in home owner association newsletters. This was
published by the Venetian Isles HOA in September. Below is a list of Progress Energy community
meetings:

e Friends of Weedon Island, 11/05

e Friends of Weedon Island, 5/20/06
e Pinellas County Environmental Forum, 8/10/06
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CONA (Council of Neighborhood Associations-St. Pete), 8/16/06
Venetian Isles HOA, 9/21/06 f
Progress Energy General Public Meeting, scheduled 10/26/06
Riveira Bay HOA, scheduled 11/14/06 o

Construction Cost Escalation ~ With most of the major equipment under contract and the EPC contract
awarded, much of the risk associated with material and labor escalation has been reduced. However,
certain items of equipment such as the field erected tanks and the engineered equipment within the EPC
contract carry some risk for escalation due primarily to material escalation. The secondary market
Mitsubishi steam turbine procured from Tenaska was designed and fabricated for a project with different
design criteria from that of the Bartow repowering project. Therefore|items such as pedestal design,
steam piping, turbine enclosure, etc. are undergoing review and chahges will be required to make this
unit fit the requirements of the Bartow project. The overall design ofithe once-through cooling 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.

EPA/DEP Permitting Risks — As stated above, the configuration change will require modification to the
existing cooling system. This modification will require updating the gooling water intake structure to meet
new EPA standards. This process also has the risk of reducing the present temperature discharge limits.
In order to mitigate this risk, a smail “helper’ cooling tower may be required to lower the discharge
temperature of the cooling water returning from the condenser to the 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 construction under the EPC contract is currently scheduled for December 2006. Under the EPC
contract, the Contractor is entitled to both schedule relief and direct costs associated with any delay,
based on a demonstrable impact to the project’s critical path. The Contractor has been advised of the
potential permitting delay and workarounds are being discussed toﬁf\itigate any impact to the overall
project schedule. 3

Transmission Risks - The transmission estimate of $134M includes $1 19M of equipment, material, and
construction contracts, all of which are at risk until committed. By the end of 2008, contracts and
purchases estimated at $78M will have been awarded. The balance 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 delayed construction starts.

Key Assumptions |
Please see Appendix A for key assumptions used in the Design pha%e BAP economic analysis.

Project Alternatives Analyisis

i
'

Alternatives Considered

The original Bartow Repowering project invoived adding three gas-tiirbine generators and Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (HRSG) to the site to provide steam to the existing three steam turbines. The existing
#6 fuel oil furnaces would be taken out of service and natural gas would 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 furbine 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 Constructiol. The estimate for constructing the
combined cycle using the existing turbines and providing steam with four gas turbines and HRSGs was
$498.6 million. The economic analysis of this configuration was found to be break-even compared to the
original configuration plus two additional simple cycle CTs, one installed 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 steam 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. In fact, it provided more
operating flexibility (see Operational Analysis Detail, below). In 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 after-tax NPV. In addition, it was shown to be favorable {o 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 pro;ect ,
cost increases (and acceleration of some of the spending) reduce this NPV by $4¢-millien’4 2.~ / / der ) 5
However, it is likely that the cost of the CC required in the Hines 5 alternative has also increased. " ”7/06'
Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for CC costs has increased
from $202 milfion (EPR! TAG) to $312 million (Burns & McDonnell) overnight costs in 2006
” doliars. 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 cost increases. Also, additional emissions equipment
(SCRs) was required in the Hines 5 alternative. The cost of this emissions equipment has
increased since the Design phase, again adding more value to the Bartow alternative.

The Design phase economic analysis also showed the NPV of the 4x4x1 design compared to the
~ other configurations considered. This comparison showed an NPV advantage of $51 million for
\?g%@gﬁguration. Even with the current project cost estimates, the NPV would have still
~ been positive (~§7-rrition). In addition, a significant part of the value added by the 4x4x1

configuration was due fo 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 4x4x1 configuration.

At this point, there are no feasible alternatives to the current project that could meet the -
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 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 least cost
alternative.

Appendix A contains the Economic Analysis Detail section from the Design phase BAP
{February 2006).
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Operational Analysis Detjﬁil

In order to provide increased reliability, hypass stacks have been in¢luded in the design allowing these
units to operate in simple cycle mode if there are steam turbine or condenser probiems that would
preclude operation in combined cycle mode. By-pass stack dampers on CT Unit #1 and CT Unit #2 will
provide generation needed in 2008 and provide added flexibility and reliability for the new plant. In
addition, by-pass stack dampers will also be installed on CT Unit #3|and CT Unit #4. This design provides

. maximum output, operational ease and system dispatch reiiability and flexibility. The 4x4x1 configuration
also allows operation in basic 1x1x1, 2x2x1and 3x3x1 providing maximum response to system dispatch
needs. !

The Bartow plant is very important to the integrity of the Pinellas area and the entire system. The plant
design must allow a steam turbine frip without the loss of the gas turbines. 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.

Regulatory impact Analysis

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

Wrap-up Conclusion and Recommendations
Repowering Bartow is a cost-effective way to increase the generating capability of the PEF system and d

reduce SO, and NOx emissions as a part of the Company’s CAIR comphance plan. We recommend
approval of the Implementation phase of this project. \
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Appendix A — Excerpt from Design Phase BAP, 2/1/2006

Key Assumptions

Standard Assumptions
Tax Rate 38.58%
Escalation Rate 2.5%
WACC 8.17%
Property Tax Rate 1.20%
Property Insurance Rate .06%
Other Assumptions:

Load and Energy Forecast. 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.

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 Changes 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 reflected 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 fo
a 4x4x1. Three significant assumption changes require examination outside of the current analysis to
determine if repowering Bartow continues to be a cost-effective project.

Pipeline reservation fee — The assumption in the original BAP analysis for the cost pipeline
reservation 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
original BAP.

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 Anciote 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 $35 million NPV. Using
this information, the $64 million/unit 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 possibie 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 thé overall net present value of
repowering Bartow by $38 million. Thus, a more up-to-date value of repowerlng Bartow (prior to the
configuration change) is $120 million (NPV). ,

i

E

Project Alternatives Analyfis

Alternatives Considered ;

The economic analysis of the proposed 4x4x1 configuration was compared to a configuration that
included two 1x1x1 units (using existing Unit 1 and Unit 2 steam turllines) and one 2x2x1 unit (using Unit
3 steam turbine). A previous analysis determined this configuration resulted 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 Configuration

Repowering as one 2x2x1 unit Repower Barlow as 4x4x1

and two 1x1x1 units (phased in (phased in between 12/2008 and
between 12/2008 and 6/2009) 6/2009)

Economic Analysis Detail

Detailed Discussion of Results

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 consider costs that were the same in the
two scenarios. The costs not considered in this analysis were costs associated with dismantlement of the
stacks on the existing units. These costs will be incurred in 2010 aftér the new generating units are
placed in-service. Since these costs are common to both scenarios, they will have no impact on the
analysis. The capital and O&M costs of each of the case components (e.g., generation and transmission)
shown above were evaluated separately and included in the economic analysis. The analysis also took
into consideration the difference in the production costs between the two cases. The analysis was
performed through 2034 to capture ail the pertinent cash flows. HowEver the Prosym production cost
analysis was only performed through 2025 and production cost diffefences hetween the two cases were
extrapolated through 2034.

Modeling Tools Used

The Prosym producticn costing model and detailed revenue requnrements/cash flows spreadsheets were
used to perform this analysis.

Cash Flow Graph

The chart below shows the difference between the two cases on an annual basis (bars) and cumulative
net present value (line).
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Savings from 4x1 Configuration
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Thechart below shows the difference in annual capital e}‘(‘pehdlitures used in the analysis of the two
cases. Note this figure does not inelude costs associated with stack demolition. Also, payments that are
‘scheduled to be made after the plant is in-service (approximately $20 million) were advanced from 2010

to 2008 for the purposes of this analysis.
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The results of the analysis show the 4x4x1 configuration for repowering 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 compared to the Base Case
configuration. These savings are the result of lower production costs (NPV after tax savings of $100
million). The production cost savings come from savings related to a better heat rate of the plant through
the use of a new steam turbine and because of the additional operating flexibility of the 4x4x1 design. The
4x4x1 design provides better cycling operation compared to the 2x9x1 and two 1x1x1 design in the Base
Case. This allows Bartow to be “turned down” to a lower capacity at| night, allowing the system's coal units
to operate at a higher capacity state (and higher annual capacity fagtor). This resuits in more coal steam
generation, fower oil-fired steam generation, and less gas-fired compined cycle generation (there are
other changes in system dispatch also). 3

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 repowering Bartow prior to analyzing the configuration change was $120 million. With
the addition of the configuration change, the net present value 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.

Net Present Value

Original Bartow BAP $ 158, Million
Pipeline reservation fee 29| Millien
Anclote SCR (58) Milion
Transmission scope (9)E Million
4x4x1 configuration 51 Million
(including transmission) ‘
Revised Bartow $ 171 Million 7’

i

10
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Integrated Project Plan & Business Analysis Package

#*Please Note: This decurnent contains confidential transmission information and is subject to Progress
Energy’s Standards of Coniluct Procedure, #REG-SUBS-00002%*

Sponsoring Business Unit: | Transmission Ops & Planning (System Planning &
, Regulatory Performance)

Funding Legal Entity: PEF

Date Prepared: 03/10/2008

' Project Contacts:

George Hxxon _ 770-6021
Dir-Pit Const PrOJ-POG Kevin Murray 770-5046
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Project Sponsor Dir-System Planning Ben Crisp 220-4565
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Transmission John Goff | 280-2526

/
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The following is required to be updated for significant revisions rﬁat»'impact the project cost 10% and
$5M and/or the project schedule by 1 year:

R

03/10/08

0 | Elizabeth Murray/Gorge Initial Draft__
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Review & Approval
This séction 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

‘tésponsible for approving project milestone progression & funding,
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| Construction Mar. 2008
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D
GM - Project
Tom Corell Engineering/G&TC
D.
Sue Hardison Dir —Bus. Mgt &
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ot N e Dir-Plt Const Proj-
Kevin Murray G&TCD !
e T Project
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Departmental Review Outside G&TCD
Ben Crisp Dir —System Plan.
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Dale Oliver Ops & Planning
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Johq Goff Pigject Manager
. Gen Mgr-CT
Eric Grant Operations-FL
- Dep Gen Counsel-
Alex Glenn PEF |
Panl Crimi Exec Dir-Pwr Gen
Sves
v . o | Dir-Environ Health
Brenda Brickhouse & Safety
‘Chris Cox Legal
Peter Toomey VP-Finance
. . | VP-Power
David Sorrick | Generation-PEF
LAy Executive Director
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. Dir-Regulatory
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1.0  Project Overview / 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 level 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 resources in an area that relies
heavily on the transmission grid for importing power.

The original 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 Plant 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.]

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 Natural Gas and which will 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 1, 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 Statement:

New Generation:

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.
This 4CT x 4HRSG x 1ST unit design will be used along with auxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs and
steamn power augmentation for the CTs to provide optimum peaking capacity. By-pass stack dampers on
all four CTs will provide added operational flexibility 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 lossiof the gas turbines. Condenser by-pass |
and/or atmospheric vents are included to mitigate this action. An additional feature includes exhaust by- |
pass stacks on each unit.

The 4x4x1 configuration will have a winter capacity of 1279 MW, lincreasing system capacity by 827
MW. The additional capacity from the 4x4x1 configuration eliminates two CTs from the resource plan
(summer 2010 and summer 2012 additions).

Transmission: ;

|
The transmission scope of work associated with the Bartow Repov\*ering falls into two main categories;
namely (i) work required to physically connect the new generators and 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.
¢ 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 ¢ircuits
o Bartow Generator and Aux Transformer connections

(i1) Upgrades to transmlsswn system to accept increased generation capacity.
e Northeast — 40" Street'230kV Rebuild
o Northeast substation — rebuild termination
o 40™ Street substation — rebuild termination
o Northeast — 40" Street —rebuild existing 230kV lme
* Northeast — 32’“’ Street New 115kV Line
o 32 Street new breakers and bus
o Northeast substation new breakers and bus
o Northeast — 32™ Street new 115kV line
e 51 Street — Install 230/115kV Transformer
o 51" Street — land for substation expansion '
o 51% Street — install transformer, bus, breakers, and new control enclosure
o 40" Street - Pasadena —loop the existing 230kV ling into 51* Street
Fuel

PEF has entered into an agreement with Gulfstream 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. 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 the Bartow site, additional compression
at Gulfstream’s existing station in Coden, Alabama, and constructmg a new compressor staftion 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 Gulfstréam project is as follows:

¢ 09/01/08 - Additional pipeline and M&R station complete, providing 80,000 Dths/d of FT
¢ 01/01/09 - Additional compression complete, providing 155,000 Dths/d of FT

Page 7 of 27
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3.0 Remaining Major Deliverables & Milestone Schedule:
Table 1: Major Deliverables and Milestones
Milestone Date
Plan/ Actual
Forecast
Neéw Generation |
e FPCContractBxecuted Q32006
» Combustion. Turbings and Gsneratbrs. Delivery 15-Aug-07
» HRSGs Delivery "30-0c1-07
« ST Delivery 1-Dec-07
» Coritrol/Admin Building Complete 1-Jun-08
-« First Fire CTGB 23-Sep-08
*  First Fire CTGC 26-Oct-08
» First Fire CTGA | 28-Nov-08
»  First Fire CTGD 31-Dec-08
*  Mechanical Cempletum (EPC Cnntrat:to):) lllllllllllllllllll 02-Jan-B9
* STGitialRoll | 24-Mar-09
» Commercial Operation T-Jun-09
Transmission
» Back feed Auxiliary Transfarmars 19-Jul-08
» Complete Generator Conniections/Bartow Substation Expansion in Service 1-Sep-08
s Bariow — Northeast Three new 230kV Underground Circuits in Service 15-Mar-09
» Northeast Substation Expansion in Service 15-Mar-09
» Bartow — 40" St. Rebuild 230kV Line In Service 1-Jun-09
»  Bartow -32" St, New 115kV Line In Service 1-Jun-09
» 51" St new 230/115kV Transformer In Service 1-Jun-09
Fuels . :
" Pipeline and Meteting/Regulation Station Complste (80,000 Dtherms/Day) 1-Sep-08
. Additiorsal Compression Complete (155,008 Dtherms/Day) 1-Jan-09

Page 8 of 27
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4.0 Funding Reéguirements & Update:

Total Project Cost Estimate

Implementatxon

Funding Categories IPP Expected Difference
BAP Forecast

EPC $243.9 $246.4 $2.5
CTs 5119.7 $120.7 $1
Steam Turbine $18.0 519.5 $1.5
HRSG $6e4.2 $64.5 $0.2
Other OEM Exquipment (SST, Tanks Btc) $31.5 ‘$31.6 30.1
Preliminary Engineering (Siting, Permitting etc) $2.6 $2.6 $
Owner's Costs $35.4 $44.8 $9.4
Expected Total Costs $515.3 $530.1 514.8
Contingency 104 $9.8 (80.6)
Total New Generation 525.7 5399 14.2
Connection 1o the Transmission system $102.0 $111.5 $9.5

| Upgrade the Transmission systeni | $32.0 $28.5 $(3.5)
Contract Change Order $- $3.0 $3.0
Total 'I'Iansmlssmn _ 134.0 "$43.u $9.0

Of the $10.4M of original contingency, the full contingency has been used plus an additional $4.4 (Total

$14.8M):
Talile3ARiinding
Oﬁginal Cnnilnggncy Analysis
Funding Calegories ‘Committed
Contingency
Parking Sl
Builder's Risk Premium $1.7
STG Customs 3$0.8
CT Escalation $1.0
EPC Change Orders $25
OEM Scope Growth | §L.1
Control Room 304
Site Development $4.0
Stnrt-up $1.5

Bartow project contingency was established at the Implementation phase/Construction phase approval in
December 2006. The vriginal contingency of $10.4 accounts for approximately 2% of the $525M
approved during the implementation. Including the $4.4M, the actual contingency utilized of $14.8.

accounts for approximately 2.8%.

for new generation projects should be 4-5%.

Experience over the last 24 months has indicated that contingency

Page 9 of 27
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An additional $18.8M of funds are being requasted $9.8 for generation and $9.0 for transmission. "This is
approximarely 5% of the toral generation costs and 3% of total project cosis. Therefore, the total project

is increasing by $23.2M ($4.4M above plus the $18.8M). The detail of the $18.8M is as follows:

Additional Fundmg 6$$s in millions) )
Funding Categories Low Expected High
Intake Structure _ $0.5 $1.0 $2.0
CT Performance Bonus $2.0 $4.0 $6.0
Limit Dual Operations $- 3- $7.0
CO Caralyst $- 18- $4.4
Start-up{OT) PGN 5 505 $1.0
Staffing by JV $- §- $6.5
Builder's Risk Deductible $0.3 303 $0.8
OEM Scope Growth $0.2 $0.2 $0.2
(as availability by 9/08 $- $- $4.0
EPC Change Orders & Other $16 $3.6 $5.6
| Misc. Funding
- ’Tntﬂl Generatmn $4.6 $9.8 $37.5
¢
Funding Reguirements — Financial View ($$s in millions)
Funding Categeries Tinplementation IPP Expected Difference
_ BAP Forecast ‘
Total Préjéct View — Direct Cost (From $659.7 $682.9 $23.2
Above)
Total Burdens & Allocations: $9.6 8-
[N

Scopel Stahls © Total PID-Jan. | Percent | Percent
‘Expected. - 2008 . Expended: | Complete
. _.Cost R |
EPC $246.4 $131.6 62% 35%
CIs 3120.7 $167.9 90% 99%
Steam Turbine $19.5 $19.3 95% 99%
HRSG $64.5 561.1 95% 99%
Other OEM Edquipment (SST, Tanks Etc) $31.6 $26.4 84% 84%
Preliminary Engincering (Sifing, Permitting 326 $2.6 100% 100%
209)
Owner's Costs $44.8 $10.2 23% 23%
Contingency $9.8 $0.0 0% 0%
Transmission 81430 $75:6 S3% 53%
_Total Project View —Direct Cost $632.9 $454.7 67%

OEM percent progress indicates fabrication and receipt of equipmeni on site only. EPC percent progress includes installation

‘gf OEM equipment.

‘ Page 10 of 27
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5.0 Economic Evalunation:
PEF Firm Reserve Requirements and Suncoast Benefits

PEF System Planning criteria targets a 20% reserve requirement for both winter and summer peak
demand periods. Without new resources in the summer 2009, PEF projected firm reserve requirements
would drop below the targeted 20% planning reserve margin criterip. With the addition of the Bartow
Repowering Project, PEF will maintain a 20% reserve margin criteria until the summer of 2013, at
which time an additional 4x1 Combined Cycle is being planned within the PEF system.

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

1) 827 MW of additional capacity support for the Suncoast Re%ion
2) Reduced air emissions ,
3) New generation asset for the Suncoast Region
4) Decrease in oil requirements for the Suncoast Region
5) Increased in natural gas transportation availability in the Suncoast Region
6) Increased power plant operational benefits for the Suncoast Region

a. Faster start capability ,

b. Improved heatrates ‘
7) Less reliance on the Suncoast Transmission Fast Acting Lo:i‘d Shed program
8) Increased transmission operational benefits for the Suncoast Region

a. Additional Bartow Circuit connections to the Suncoast Grid

b. 230 kV Upgrades for the Suncoast Region

Alternatives Considered

The original Bartow Repowering project involved adding three gastturbine generators and Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (HRSG) to the site to provide steam to the existing three steam turbines. The existing
#6 fuel oil furnaces will be taken out of service and natural gas will be used as the primary fuel. Light
fuel oil (#2) will be used as a back up fuel when natural gas is unavilable. System Planning determined

* during the study phase that the load growth in Florida demanded an increase in generation needs. The
feasibility of adding another gas turbine 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 Generation & Transmission Construction. The estimate for constructing the combined cycle
using the existing turbines and providing steam with four gas turbines 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 4x4x1 configuration was shown td be favorable to the other two
configurations by $51 million after-tax NPV. In addition, it was 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.

Page 11 of 27
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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.

Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for CC costs has increased
from $202 million (EPRI TAG) to $312 million (Burns & McDonnell) overnight costs in 2006
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 a 2007 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 Assumptions & Constraints:

e An adequate pool of qualified vendors, personnel, equipment and materials is available to the
project

* A stable regulatory environment and associated set of emission requirements
Adequate contingency to effectively address risk carried by the Company

e Major milestones/schedule listed in Section 3 holds true.

Page 12 of 27
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6.1 Risk Strategy:

!

t

The Project team utilizes a Risk Register, consistent with the Project Risk Planning Guideline CON-
PPDX-00008, to track and manage the project risks, This IPP provides and overview of the major

Projecr 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 Response/Plan. The risks are numbered for reference purposes. only and are-
not an indicator of the impact of the associated risk may have on the project although they are listed, in

general, in order of importance,

Project Risk ID

1. Circulating Water Intake Structure
Siemens performance bonus
Modifications to HRSG

Bartow Commiissioning CT- Steam Plant
Dual Operations

halb e

Likelihood

Very High

High

5. Limi1 Compliance — CO Catalyst Installation Moderate
6. Staffing & Recruiting '
7. Permit Delays for Northeast Substation
8. lnstallation of 230/115ky Transformer at 51st Low
St. Substation is Delayed
9. Hurricane Very Low
10. Gas line availability
11. Rebuilding existing 230kyv line delayed E Z w n 2 s
12. Construction of new NE line Delayed B 8 3 p3 E» <
: 8 7 ¢ EBg
= ® 2 £
. = g
R
New Generation Risks
1. Risk: Circulating Water Intake Structure — Likelihood is Very High,

Consequences are Significant: Im;}act to cost and Sechedule

z
I
S
B8

juesyubis
BukES
{rpg

sesspoy

The concept for the intake structure for the repowered facility is to isolate,
dewater, create a safe working environment and refurbish six unused
exisdng spare cells north of the existing intake cells. Once refurbished,
the new circulating water pumps anq piping can be installed. Dewatering
and inspection of these cells has hadichallenges due to the unknown
Consaquence condition of the existing structure. To date a large coffer dam has been
installed and several attempts to dewater the cells have resulted in the

ingress of seawater due to washout of material adjoining the existing

intake structure.
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Response / Plan

£
5
3

L%

o)RIanoy
Tuey kb

210625

Consonuanoe -

To date, efforts have yet to create a dewatered congdition to allow a safe
work environment 1o begin the intake cell refurbishment work. Further
ingpection by dive teams has prévided additional information on the status
of thie intake structure condition which has been réviewed by a marine

engineering firm contracted to the joint venture. The joint venture is now

developing a révised comprehensive engineering and execution plan to
proceed, with oversight by Progress engineering and Mactec, 1o assure the
protection of the existing intake structure along with the refurbishment

effort. The Corps of Engineers has granted Progress the ability to continue

work for repairs under our existing permit, No new permits will be
needed. Forecast cost increase in excess of the current overall allowance
pricing of $14MM has not yet been determined. Following new
éngineering release this can be estimated and cost updated.

Engineering woik is ongoing to deterniifie the most effective solution to
the seawater ingress below the existing intake structure; initial feedback is
that a new 1000 cubic yard concrete plug will be needed to be constructed
in order to create 2 “dry hole” and to assure a safe working environment.

The re-engineering will likely take until early to mid March to complete
and be approved; at that point actual work can begin again on dewatering
and restoration. This sequence will likely put the intake on the critical path

and could have negative float for simple cycle firing of the units. Work

around for this, should it present itsclf, is one of possibly three solutions
with the likely option being a portable cooling system that will allow
commissioning and check out with testing functions sp until combined
cycle need. This should be adequate to take intake structure off critical
path. Minimal permitting would be required.

le;ehlwed is ngh, Consequences are ngmficant Impact to cost

‘The Siemnens Master Purchase Agréement provides guarantees for

performance of the combustion turbines with respect to electrical output,
heat rate, exhaust flow and exhaust temperature. Should any of the CTGs
fail to meet the guaranteed performance criteria, liquidaled damages
would be paid by Siemens, Should performance exceed any of the
guaranteed criteria, the contract provides for a bonus to be paid to
Siemens. Recent proposals from Siemens for similar CTGs have offered
increased performance guarantees which would indicate that these
inachines are achieving higher performance than first assumed. Based on
estimated performance modeling it appears that Siemens could be eligible
for performance bonus of between $4MM and $6MM (cap of $1.5MM per
Bhit).
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?
3. Risk: Modifications to HRSGs Due to CTG Exhaust Profile.
Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Severe: Impact to cost.
Siemens has recently updated data associated with the exhaust flow from
—%‘fﬁ their CT'Gs which appears to indicate higher velocities than had previously

High
Madaraie
Low
Vary Low

4.

5 E
g &
- B

H

WESES

iRy

e

Consequance

Response/Plan

Risk:

eupa

BjesRpON

ey

BaARS

taayen [

Consoquance

been stated. Vogt Power, the HRSG manufacturer have studied the data
and have recommended some modifications to the transition ducting
between the CTG and the HRSG to strengthen the casing to be-able to
withstand these higher velocities. Also Vogt is concerned that bleed heat
to back LP sections counld effect performance and warrantee. Vogt has
indicated that further data should bejobtained from Siemens to fully
evaluate the potential impacts to the! HRSG but to date Siemens have
stated that this data is not available. Potential impact to the project could
be damage to the HRSG once the units are in cominercial operation due Lo
the aggressive nature of the CTG exhaust profile which could result in
outage time on the unit for rework as well as the associated cost of rework.
Also performance could be effected that would also require similar
modifications not covered by warrantee

The Project team has pursued this issue with Siemens to secure additional
data on the exhaust profile with no success and expect none. In parallel,
Progress has asked Vogt Power to racommend field modifications during
construction to mitigate potential future effects due to the CTG exhaust
that can reasonably be expected from the latest data. This will be
implemented, Also negotiations are underway to establish a new warrantee
benchmark to provide a level of proiectlon for Progress should damage
occur.

Bartow Commissioning CT — Steam Plant Dual Operation:
Likelihood is High, Consequences|are Moderate; Impact to schedule
During commissioning of the new Bartow Units it is anticipated that load
demand will likely result in the need to also run the old steam generating
units. Dual operation has air and wdter discharge permit impacts. The
Air Construction Permit limits the operation of the new units. to 2
designated CTs in simple cycle only for a limited period ‘while existing
Units 1,2, and 3 are operatmg No cpmbined cycle operation is allowed,
Operation during commissioning was not addressed in the permit.
Additionally, operation of the CTs in combined cycle mode while the
existing units are in operation will rgsult in an increase of the discharge
water thermal plume area. The FDEP has requested an evaluation of this
potential impact that may or may not be-acceptable to the Department.
Should FDEP deny our request for short term increased air emissions or
increased thermal discharge there would be an impact to the
commissioning schedule and cost asjthe new combined cycle plant would
only be permitted to operate when the existing Bartow facility was offline.
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PEF intends to approacli the FDEP Air Segtion mid-Maich to negotiate the
ability to operate all the new €Ts in simple and combined cycle modes to
allow for commissioning. PEF is providing the FDEP Water Section with
a biological opinion as to the impact of the increase in thermal plume.
Negotiations to allow for the increased plume during commissioning will
commence at that time.

'.Likehhood is Moderate, Consequemees are Signifieant: Impact to Cost

It is not certnin that the new units will be able 10 meet the permitted CO

limits. The manufacturer guarantee is higher than the permitted limit. The

installation of costly CO oxidation catalyst will be necessary in order for
the units to continue to operate in the event that CO limits cannot be met.

PEF will install CO oxidation catalyst as required. The CTs have been
designed with the necessary interfaces to allow for catalyst installation.

:Cost and lead time for delivery is being confirmed at this time.

Staffing — Attracting and Retaining Skilled Craftspeople
Likelihood is Mederate, Consequences are Significant: Impact to cost

-and impact to schedule.

The heavy industrial construction market is experiencing an annual
reduction in skilled craftspeople-of approximately 500,000 crafispeople

{or 5% of the available workforce) no longer functioning in the role of a

craftsperson due to promotion, retirement, attrition and other reasons.
Simultaneously, the heavy industrial construction market is in a boom
cycle due to increased infrastructure needs due to a combined aging

infrastructure as well as the recent devastation of the gulf coast region

-caused by natural disasters. The risk is that the failure to attract and retain

skilled craftspeople causes a cycle; not staffing in accordance to the plan
increases peak manpower requiring more staffing than originally planned.

- 'This could poentially delay the completion of the project.

To date, the attraction of craft workers, in terms of numbers, has 1ot been
an issue. However, the skill level of the available craftspeople has
evolved over time to be problematic.

Risk assumed by EPC JV Contractor as part of fixed price stryctute,
sibject to force majeure events at the facility that may trigger schedule
relief.
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!

The EPC JV Contractor has several barallel programs in place to mitigate
this risk. ’

. Ensure competitive wages

* HR professional network'ln g* both internal and external is being
utilized.

* Employer of Choice programs to attempt 1o enhance the projects
reputation in the industry in place.

® Internal recruiting strategy f r other projects now in place.

7. Risk: Permit Delays for Northeast Substation (Transmission)

Likelihood is Moderate, Consequences are Severe: Impact to Schedule

and Cost
u::m Florida Depattment of Envirorimental Protection and the Army Corps of

High Engineer receipt of permits for expanding Northeast Substation may delay
Modara completion of the three new 230kV underground circuits.

Low
Vory Low

E 2 & © [conseq
Response/ Plan:

2)  Work with the FDEP to obtainipermit with conditions allowing us to
begin work earlier; hire found4tion contractor to participate in the
permit process and provide expert detailed input to the FDEP Expedite
award of the foundation contr-abl so construction can begin upon
receipt of permits

b) A shorter construction schedulg would be achieved by working
multiple crews and/or multiple|shifts up to seven days per week.

c) Engineering i8 investigating alternative configurations for terminating
the cables within the existing substation using overhead transitions,

d) Work within the existing substation not requiring a permit will
proceed (replacing transformers, replacing breakers, relay
maodifications, bus modifications).

8. Risk Installation of the 230/115kV Transformer at 51% Street Substation is

Delayed: Likelihood is Moderate, Consequernces are Severe: Impact to

Schedule and Cost

o eitiond. ‘ Installation of a 230/115kV transforther at 51% St. Substation requires

Very High
High
Moterate

Law
Vary Low

additional land adjacent to the existing property. While this land has been
acquired, there are challenges to further development:

4. oOne lenant remains until June ’!0(1)8 delaying demolition;

 (fmeemee b, the subsurface has been contamidated by dry cleaning solvents;

PEITRON
Twsyubis
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¢ Comimunity Relations and Project Management have been working with
City Officials to identify and overcome obstacles on this project.
Responseto date has been positive and there has been a spirit of
‘tooperation. In order to assure success, a team lead by Real Estate is
-developing and implementing a strategy to OVercome any resistance 1o
gxpanding the substation. Expert outside counse] will participate.

d. partial closing of the alley is required.

1f comfpletion is delayed beyond June 2009, there will bé some reduction
from the plant output depending upon real time load levels and generation
dispateli conditions, The amount of reduction will be based on real time
conditions of the grid and other generating units.

# “The projectteam is developing a completion schedule that fits within
thie restraints of the delay in demolition. Installation of a new control
.griclosure is the most critical activity and this can proceed without
demolition. ‘ _

b. Prior to closing oni the properties, when the contamination was
discovered and quantified. the expert opinion was that this would not
create a problem obtaining construction permits. The source of the
‘contamination is not on the property we have acquited. PEF may be
required by the Florida DEP to remediate contamination on the
substation site during construction independently of any remedial
activities on adjoining property which may be the source of the
iconlammauon

¢. Community Relations and ijéct Managemant have been working with
City Officials to identify and overcome obstacles on this project.
Response o date has been positive and there has been a spirit of
pooperation. A review of our application is underway and we do not
expect this to become a delay.

le‘elihnod is Moderate, Consequences are Significant: Imipact to cost
and impact to schedule

Dise o the location of the project on Tampa Bay there is a risk that a major
storm could impact the project during construction. Should a major storm

“hit the project there could be significant damage and subsequent delays:

Builder’s Risk insurance is in place for the construction phase of the
project to mitigate cost impact. The basic policy limit is $459 million per
pceurrence, except $459 million in the aggrcgate for the policy term for
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windstorm, flood and earthquake, The deductible is $250k per loss,
except $1 million during hot testing| $1 million for damage to existing
property and 2.5% of values at risk at the time and place of loss subject to
a minimum of $2.5 million for windstorm and lood. Earthquake
deductible is $500k. A hurricane regponse plan has been prepared and
contains procedures for storm preparation to ensure that the site is secured
in the event of a major storm,

kaelihood is Low, Consequences are Severe: Impact to cost.

Gulfstream mobilized mid-Februar_\,q, some five months behind schedule.
Current plan from their management is to still meet the September 2008
date for pipeline and metering/regulation station completion. The cause of
this delay was primarily permitting problems, shortage of needed
equipment, and problems in mobilizing some 17 barges.

Their cutrent schedule utilizes boring around the clock 24 hrs / day up to 7
days a week if needed. Unknown geplogy anomalies also could impact
progress as will weather and hurricahes, Progress will closely monitor
progress hut due to the highly limitell number of companies that do this
wark and lead times available options are limited.

Rebuilding existing 230kV NF Line is Delayed

Likelihaod is Very Low, C‘onseque#nces are Moderate: Impact to
schedule

Rebuilding the existing 230kV line tTrom Northeast to 40 Street substation
could be delayed due to some unforgseen circumstance. One half of the line
is within an existing PEF cross couniy right of way and the other half is
within road right of way in the City of St. Petersburg. No special permits
are required and the work is scheduled to be done during the shoulder
months so acquiring line outages shauld not be a problem. Engineering is
on schedule and there are no material issues. The probability of a delay is
very low and the impact is low 10 m%de‘rate. If completion is delayed
beyond June 2009, there will be some reduction from the plant output
depending upon real time load levels and generation dispatch conditions.
The amount of reduction will be based on real time conditions of the grid
and other génerating units,

a. Construction is scheduled to be done during the shoulder months to
minimize the challenges of acquiring line outages.

b. Transmission is working with the ECC to schedule and coordinate all
outages required for the Bartow Re-powering scope.

c. New structures will only be required in the cross country portion; all
roadside structures will remain, minimizing the impact on distribution
and other utilities.
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6.1.2 Operational Risks

d. Transmission and Community Relations will work closely with the City
of 81. Petersburg and the local communities to develop maintenance of
traffic plan to minimize the impact on the general public and reduce the
potential for complaints/work stoppages.

Construction of the new Northeast~ 32" 8t. 115kV Line is Delayed
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequences are Severe: Impact to schedule

Construétion of the-new 115kV line from Northeast Substation to 32™ St.
Substation could be delayed due to some unforeseen circumstance. This
line is being built along the same route as the first half of the 230kV NF
Line, as a second circuit on the same structures. The risks and responses
are identical and are covered above.

The following are considered to he Operational risks, which are post-construction risks that are nutside

of the scope of this project:

Risk

L ialihood

Very High
Hign
Maerate
Low
Vary Low

indaylis

) [Consequonce

C‘T Ini!et Icing — Compressar-dama e due to ice ingestion

Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Critical: Impact to availability

-of commercial facility.

Siemens advised in Technical Advisory 2005-015 that inlet icing of the
compreéssor bell mouth and the first stage diaphram is possible under
certain atmospheric conditions. Bell mouth jcing exists at temperatures
less than 41°F and first stage diaphram 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, whichis located Bast South East of Saint Petersburg, FL.
Atmospheric conditions have been monitored:at the site and icing
conditions cxist on low temperature mornings and last for periods up to 10
hours. The time frame for icing conditions is coincident with expected
starfup times for the plant when in cycling service. ‘Work arounds and
dispatch exceptions will be required to avoid starting the units during
these time frames. The only solution that provides full availability of the
CTs is the installation of Inlet Heating. The Inlet Heating system is
expected to cost $1.5MM per CT for a total of $6MM for the site. Based
oh arisk of a 1% on two units ten times a year the B/C Ratio for this
install is 2.74 with a break even duration of 4 years. Running as ishas a
NPV of (-$12.96M) for the 10 year analysis period based on the same
assumptions.
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Siemens has proposed four options tp mitigate this risk,

* Run the equipment and identify when the potential for icing exists
and retune the turbine to avoid the condition.

s Provide an Inlet Icing alarm {o alert Operations of the potential,

+ Install Inlet Heating to raise the inlet air temperature above the
icing potential temperature.

#  Use the two year watranty to repair any damage caused by inlet
icing,

316(b) Phase I Determination: v
Likelihood is Very Low, Comequ#nces are Seyere; May impact cost.

The FDEP has verbally agreed with PEF that the repowering of the
Bartow Plant places it in the category 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.
Currently compliance with this rule allows for the use of Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) by the FDEP. BPJ allows the agency to use mitigation
such as restoration (fish hatchery) on other meaps to mitigate any adverse
environmental impacts that are provén to be caused by facility operations.
Il the FDEP were 1o change their delermination that the facility no louger
qualifies as an “existing facility” as could 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 facility (new facility). This designation
requires the facility to limit any impingement and entrainment impacts to
the same as would occur if the unit were using closed cyele cooling. A
change in determination to a Phase 1 facility would most likely require the
facility to go to closed cycle or air cooling to achieve the performance
standard, Note that extended dual operation (see Risk 3) could trigger
reclassification to Phase I facility.

PEF has discussed this issue with the FDEP numerous times and there is
no indication that a change in deternfination is being considered.

Thermal Biological Study: 1

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 study| be conducted to evaluate any
biclogical impact that can be attributed to the once through cooling
discharge plume. This study will begin in April of 2008. Results of the
study must be supplied to the FDEP in 2009. There is a risk that an
adverse environmental impact could be demonstrated and that the FDEP
would then require PEF to comply wiith stringent temperature discharge
limitations which would necessitate the addition of supplemental cooling
an the discharge from the circulating water system. This should not
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hpact‘s"chedule as it is likely thiat FDEP would allow some time to
comply with any revised discharge thermal limits but would impact

overall cost.

Resporise / Plag:

Results of the study are expécted in January of 2009, At that fime
sufficient information will be available to develop an appropriate

mitigation plan. 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.

In addition to thé specific operational risks noted above, the Bartow configuration is a first for PEF

operations, and as such certain activities will be monitored closely during commissioning and start-up to

‘ensure no additional operational issues occur. Examples of these types of potential issues are:

» Commissioning and proper operation of liquid fuel systent

turbine trip at load
s Cold start startup time

6.1.3 Project Risk Cost Assessment

¢ Commissioning and proper operation of the steam bypass system and demonistiation of steam

Table 4 provides an overview of the status of various scopes of work and tisk elements, a5 described
above, and the associated ranges of uncertainty, For a majority of the scopes of work listed below; (1)
engineering and procurernent are nearing completion and construction is well underway, and (2) scope is
under contract, Lump Sum, with qualified, well performing vendors, thereby increasing the degree of
‘gccuracy of the estimated Expected Total Project Cost.

Table 6: Summary Risk Asséssment [Project View $M]
___ Risk - Low | Expected High
[1] Intake Structure 80.5 | $1.0 $2.0
{2] CT Performance Bonus $2.0 '$4.0 $6.0
[3] HRSG Modifications 30.2 $0.2 $0.2
[4] Limit Dual Operation $- $- 540
[5] CO Limit Compliance $- $- - $4.4
[6] Start-up (OT) PGN $- $0.5 $51.0
[6] Staffing by IV $- % $3.5
[7] Permit Delays for Northeast Substation $- $- $2.3
{8] Installation of transformer at 51" delayed $- - §- $0.8
[9] Hurricane $0.3 $0.5 $0.8
[10] Gas available by Sept. 2008 ) $- $- $2.0
[11] Rebuilding existing 230kv line delayed - $- $1.9
[12] Construction of new NE line Delayed $- _ 8§ $0.3
All Other Risks [Cost Uncertainty] $1.6 $3.6 $5.6
Total Potential Cost Impact $4.6 $9.8 $34.8
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Based on the information provided in Table 6, the Project does not have adequate contingency to cover
any of the remaining risk items, As part of the project approval process, we are requesting the expected
case to be funded and only in the event that all scopes of work fall/in the High cost range will the Project
require additional funding 1o achieve completion.

6.2 Contracting & Procurement Strategy: |

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

[ % ngressEnergy»» | ]

. st assou fales

revseremsimanianane .;...{ TIC /131151, E\]

: : EPC & Owner's Agent
SIEMENS S E
. Combustion . :
Turbine Stea_m E; Condenser | E
Generator Turbine . ‘ :
GSV's ; : :
. qucted Steel Products
: - of Alabama
Coaelze i coved Fue! Oil Tanks
HRSGS ~ Heat
Recovery Steam
Generation

Figure 1: Project Organizational Structure

Concurrent with a lump sum approach, individual contracts with the vendors shown in Figure 1, utilize a
payment milestone structure with assaciated, schedule of liquidated damages for completion of work. In
addition, PGN has mitigated cost and performance risk by capturing favorable contract terms and
conditions; such as, retention provisions, performance guarantees, jand 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.
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7.0 External Stakeholders:

Wi censider the comuunity surrounditig the Bartow site to he a'key stakeholder and work with ifiternal
community relations and plant communications personnel to respond to issues raised by the publie
tegarding this work.,

The project cominimity relations-plan has been finalized and atcepted. Updates of community relations
initiatives will continue throughout the praject planning and construction phases. The following events
are schedule for the near future:

8t. Petersburg City Coyncil Tour — March 4, 2008
Coritaét S, Central FL Archeological Society

* Work with corporate communications to prepare article for Venetian Iéles HOA newsletter. Article
explains repower project and comrnunicates key messages.

# Continuouos identification of community stakeholders

Meeting with community organizations began in November 2005 and has continued into 2008. The
overall community plan focuses on communicating with various organizations including environmental
groups and homeowner dssaciations near Bartow Plant. Public response has been positive toward the
project and Progress Energy Florida'’s proactive communication. The project team waorks closely with
‘Gulfstream to ensure its participation in meeting opportunities. The partnership has been beneficial and
provides customers with a more comprehensive understanding of the entire project.

8.0 Internal Stakeholdess Roles & Responsibilities:

8.1 Project Teaim

r,o;ect Maager/G&TCD

George Hixon
Mgr ~ Gas Projects/G&TCD Roy Haris _ ' 7707521
Developmeiit Lead/G&TCD John Umstead/Rick Yates TI0-44107770-4362
Project Engineer Lead Akos Arany 770-4447
Site Construction Lead Russ Lattuca 242-3543
Construction Manager Terry Taylor 242-3528
Project Controls Lead - GRETCD | Dhiman Bose ] 770-7674
Environmental Lead - G&TCD Teresa Williams 770-4111
Safety Lead -~ G&TCD ' Al Rios 7704799
Document Control Lead — Carol Watkins 770-4071
G&TCD
Business Analyst Lead - GETCD | Elizabeth Murray 7704346
Start-np & Commissioning Lead Dave Farris _ 770-3997
Pit Mgr CT - Bartow Tom Callaghan - 242-3547
Supply Chain Managerhent Lead | Brooks Strickler 770-6091
Environmental Services Patti West ' | 230-5739
IT&T Jeff Hauer ‘ 230-5086
Community Relations Melissa Seixas ' 220-3297
Project Assurance Daniel Grannan ' | _240-6069
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Legal Chris Cox 770-7501
Fuels John Trimble 770-3323
Transmission Project Mgr John Goff ' 280-2564
'I'ransmission Business Services Matt Petrousky 280-2240

8.2 Internal Stakeholders

The Project Manager works with the team and with members of G&TCD managemnent to ensure key
stakeholders throughout the company remain informed of the statys of the project. Key stakeholder
groups include: ‘

) s

% GN Executive and or
Management, including PEF
President

b i

Updates are provided periodically by the G&TCD aet teamn; |

as well as periodic updates from POG Senior VP at SMC meetings.

POG Senior VP Vice President of G&TCD provides weekly updates on all projects —
including Bartow —to POG Senjor VP and staff

PEF Power Operations The PM ensures up-to-date communications 1o VP PEF Power
Generation and site operations |

PEF Finance G&TCD Business Managemen provides monthly updates (o the PEF

Capital Oversight Commiltee fdcusing on cost managementissues and
impact to PEF financials

Capital Planning and Control

G&TCD Business Management works. with this section to ensure
capital guidelines and approval processes are being followed

Environmental Services

This group-is represented on the core PM team and provides critical
input to environmental and permitting issues as they arise

Project Assurance

This group provides dedicated resources to ensure ongoing project
assurance and guidance on specific issues

Community& Media Relations

Melissa Seixas works with the dommunity surrounding the Bartow site
and responds to issues raised by the public,

i

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 decision
milestanes for the project and will review appropriate project documentation ta provide assurance that

adequate documentation is prepared and maintained to demonstrate that those decisions were reasonable.

and prudent.
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10.0 Communication Plan / 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 Implementation PAR September 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
March 2008 Initial IPP approval
e Update on Plant Construction Progress
Update on Transmission Construction Progress
December 2008 ¢ Update on Bartow Plant Construction

e Update on Transmission Construction

Further updates to be determined as the project develops
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Definitions & Acronyms:

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

COD - Commercial Operation Date

CTG - Combustion Turbine Generator

ECC — Energy Control 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
GSU - Generator Step-up Transformer

HRSG ~ Heat Recovery Steam Generator

kV - Kilovolts ‘
NERC - North American Electric Reliability Corporation
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System -
POG — Power Operations Group

RFP — Request for Proposal

STG — Steam Turbine Generator

UAT - Unit Auxiliary Transformer
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Review & Approval
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 milestone progression & funding.

: Reviewing Party

Rev'

Reviewing Position Reviewed - Signature P Date
John Elnitsky é’gn;tﬁir:i.ocgg Trans. Mar. 2008 ( } M/ 2/ 706
Mark Smothers GM -PM _& /' o T T
gonstructlon/G&TC N Mﬁ’ 02 / 2 f/ W
Tom Cornell S:g.-;e?.-?i?o&m 4/22 A Z»~9‘Q 2.(26 /7%
Sue Hardison Bir —Bus. Mgt &

/
C’\%’V;_ &A—)\T\s o

Compliance/G&TCD 5ISI10.
: Dir-Plt Const Proj- % : »
Kevin Murray G&TCD ! 2o ”"’L_)/ 3/ for
George Hixon Project
Manager/G&TCD See attached apprwal
Departmenial Review Outside G&TCD
Ben Crisp Dir —System Plan. U\ROYII\I‘QA WA P 5[ q‘) 08
. -Transmission Ops .
Dale Oliver & Planning apprrred via. esnail Yoy
Transmission , .
john Goff Project Manager wpmﬂh’d vVid W{\ﬁd 5{b/ 0
Eric Grant Gen Mer-CT ) : '
ciran Operations-FL M l{ﬂ)}/{ﬁ\ 4 imdl l 3! 5‘10 §
Dep Gen Counsel-
Alex Glenn PEF Se¢ sttached approval
L. Exec Dir-Pwr Gen H
Paul Crimi .

Sves

se¢_attached opprnral

Brenda Brickhouse

Dir-Environ Health
& Safety

34og

&gz)?mvad via_emaul

Chris Cox Legal ( ,Q ) a«c 3/ 7/ 0%
Peter Toomey VP-Finance aprnvd Va Lma_” 3["”07
; . VP-Power o |

David Sorrick Generation-PEF
Sasha Weintraub Executive Director

Regulated Fuels

Javier Portuondo

Dir-Regulatory
Planning

Magnus Ohlsson

Mgr-Strategic
Sourcing

1/

A revised version of this document was sent to the fuels group for approve to ensure c'amWﬂEe with the FERC Standards of Conduct. REG-SUBS-00002.

Page 3 of 27



Bartow Repowering IPP
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" President & CEO-
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Sr. VP-Corp.
John Mc Arthur Relations & Gen
Counsel
Mark F Muthern Sr. VP-Finance '
, President & CEO % {(“
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. Chairman, CEO & , » . 1/,
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. President & CEOQ, 4 A
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.. Progress Enengy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Review & Approval
This section contains formal sign-ofTs (or both review & approval of the IPP. “Reviewing” applies to

any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, whiie “Approving” applies to those parties
responsible {or approving project milestone progression & funding.

VP - Gen, & Trans.
Construction

Mar. 2008

;Mark Smothers

GM -PM &
Conslruclion/G&TC
D

Tom Cornell

GM ~ Project
Engineering/G&TC
D

Sue Hardison

Dir — Bus. Mgt &
Compliance/G&TCD

Kevin Murray

Dir-Plt Const Proj-
G&TCD

George Hixon

Project
Manager/G&TCD

3£

Departmental Review Oulside G&ICD

Ben Crisp Dir -System Plan.
, VP-Transmission
Dale Oliver Ops & Planning
. Transmission
fohn Goft Project Manager
. Gen Mgr-CT
Eric Grant Operations-FL
Dep Gen Counsel-
Alex Glenn PEF
Paul Crimi Exec Dir-Pwr Gen
Sves
. Dir-Environ Health
Brenda Brickhouse & Safety
Chris Cox Legal
Pcter Toomey VP-Finance
David Sorrick VP-Power

Generation-PEF

Sasha Weintraub

Executive Director
Regulated Fuels

. Dir-Regulatory
Javier Portuondo Planning
Magnus Ohlsson Mgr-Strategic

Sourcing

" A revised version of this document was seni 1o (he fuels growp for approve lo enstre complunce with the FERC Standurds of Conduct. REG-SUBS-00002
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Vo Progress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Review &

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

the IPP. “Reviewing” applies to
g applies to those parties

-~ Rey

T

Reviewing Party |, Reviewing Position. | €%, Sigiature- Date .
John Elnitsky VP - Gen, & Trans.
Construction Mear. 2008
Mark Smothers GM -PM &
Construction/G&TC
D
GM - Project
Tom Cormell Engineering/G&TC
D
Sue Hardison Dir-Bus. Mgt &
Compliance/G&TCD
. . Dir-Plt Const Proj-
Kevin Murray G&TCD l o
P Project
George Hixon Manager/G&TCD

Departmenial Review Outside G& TC}['D

Ben Crisp Dir ~System Plan.
. VP-Transmission
Dale Oliver Ops & Planning ;
Transmission I
John Goff Project Manager 1
. Gen Mgr-CT ' ]

Eric Grant Operations-FL M i

! Dep Gen Counsel- Z; ;?
Alex Glenn PEF —/_4 Z /6 / 0(3

N Exec Dir-Pwr Gen / i

Pau! Crimi

Sves

Brenda Brickhouse

Dir-Environ Health
& Safety

Chris Cox Legal
Peter Toomey VP-Finance
David Sorrick VP-Power |

Generation-PEF

Sasha Weintraub

Executive Director

Regulated Fuels |
Javier Portuondo Dir-Regulatory |
Planning
Magnus Ohlsson 2’181' -Strategic
Sourcing

]
A revised version of this document was sent 1o the fuels group for approve 1a ensure compliance with tﬂe FERC Standards of Conduct REG-S

JBS-00002.
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Progress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Roview & \ppros al

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 milestone progression & funding.

Revlewingl’any

John Elnitsky

7] Dae

' R I R RO [
VP — Gen. & Trans.

Construction

Mar. 2008

Mark Smothers

GM -PM &
Construction/G&TC
D .

Tom Cornell

GM — Project
Engincering/G&TC
D

Sue Hardison

Dir - Bus. Mgt &
Compliance/G&TCD

Kevin Murray

Dir-Plt Const Proj-
G&TCD

George Hixon

Project
Manager/G&TCD

Departmental Review Ouiside G&TCD

Ben Crisp Dir —System Plan.

Dale Oliver gl; ;1“;{5;:;;1

tohin Goff Project Manager

Eric Grant g;‘; rg\g(: ;gg y

Alex Glenn ?Elg Gen Counsel-

S gxg i Eui N;.{ 4 Q C/Lc, rd S'j SZ 0%

Dir-Environ Health

Brenda Brickhouse & Safety

Chris Cox Legal

Peter Toomey VP-Finance
VP-Power

David Sorrick

Generation-PEF

Executive Director

Sasha Weintraub Regulated Fuels
Javier Portuondo Dir-Regulatory
Planning
Magnus Ohlsson gt gr-Strategic
ourcing

A revised version of this documens was sent ta the fuels group f

or apprave 10 ensure compliance with the FERC Standards of Conduct. REG-SUBS-00002
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Murray, Elizabeth L

From: Brickhouse, Brenda
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 3:46 PM
To: Murray, Elizabeth

Subject: RE: Final Bartow {PP - Please sign-off

| approve the Bartow IPP! Thanks, B

----- Original Message-—--

From: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM
To: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevip; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David;
Portuondo, Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman
Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off : R

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bénow IPP. 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 | can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow IPP"
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. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final IPP, please give me a call.
Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf >> << File: Sign-off Sheet.pdf >> :

"This document contains non-public transmission system information that inay not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate cither electronically or via other means, If you have questions regarding the
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance pfficer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 546-
6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray

Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy

Direct: (819) 546-4346
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Murray, Elizabeth

S T
From: Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben)
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:34 PM .
To: Murray, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Final Bartow |PP - Please sign-off

{ approve the Bartow IPP.

Ben Crisp

Director, System Planning and Regulatory Performance
Progress Energy Florida

0 -{727) 344-4190

C -(727) 366-6991

ben.crisp@pgnmail.com

-—--Qriginal Message----~

From: Murray, Eiizabeth
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM
To: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevin; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sarrick, David;
Portuondo, Javier 3; Ohisson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Danfel P.; Bose, Dhiman
Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow IPP. 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 | can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "I approve the Bartow IPP"
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. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

5

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final IPP, please give me a call.
Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf >> << File: Sign-off Sheet.pdf >>

*This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other means. If you have questions regarding the
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance officer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 546-
6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray

Financiat & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy

Direct; (919) 546-4346

DEF-19FL-FUEL-006913



Murray, Elizabeth |

From: Grant, Eric

Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2008 8:30 AM
To: Murray, Elizabeth

Subject: RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

‘I approve the Bartow IPP" Thanks.

Cnio . Brant, P.L. |

GM - CT Generation - Florida
Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
299 First Avenue, North

Mail Code/Suite: PEF-134
Saint Petersburg, FL 33701

Phone: 727-820-5853

Cell: 727-580-1826

Fax: 727 820 4611

E-mail; eric.grant@pgnmail.com

~-—---Criginal Message—--

From: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM ‘
To: Elnitsky, John; Smethers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevir; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brend#; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David; Portuondo,
Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman
Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow IPP. 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 | can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2, Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow IPP" ;
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. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday. ;

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in theifinal PP, please give me a call.

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

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf >> << File: Sign-off Sheet.pdf >>

"This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fiels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other means. If you have questions regarding the FERC
Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance officer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 546-6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray

Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy

Direct: (919) 546-4346
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":: Progpess Encigy

Bartow Repowering IPP

FEEEE
¥

“This section contains formal si-ofsfr
any party reviewing the IPP for accuracy & clarity, while “Approving” applies to those parties
responsible for approving project milestone progression & funding,

v & Approval
ew & approval of the IP

P. “Reviewing” applies to

Rev

Reviewing Party Reviewing Position Reviewed Signature Date
John Elnitsky VP - Gen. & Trans.
Construction Mar. 2008
Mark Smothers GM-PM &
Construction/G&TC
D
GM ~ Project
Tom Comell Engineering/G&TC
D
Sue Hardison Dir - Bus. Mgt &
’ Compliance/G&TCD
. Dir-Plt Const Proj-
Kevin Murray G&TCD d
. Project
George Hixon Manager/G&TCD
Departmental Review Outside G&TCD
Ben Crisp Dir ~System Plan. -
. VP-Transmission
Dale Oliver Ops & Planming
Transmission
John Goff Project Manager
. Gen Mgr-CT
Exic Grant Operations-FL
Dep Gen Counsel-
Alex Glenn PEF
Paul Crimi lgxec Dir-Pwr Gen
ves
. Dir-Environ Health
Brenda Brickhouse & Safety
Chris Cox Legal
Peter Toomey VP-Finance
David Sorrick VP-Power

Generation-PEF

Sasha Weintraub

Executive Director
Regulated Fuels

Javier Portuondo

Dir-Regulatory
Planning

7

Magnus Ghlsson

Mgr-Strategic
Sourcing

3/5of

A revised version of this document was sent (0 the fiels group fi

o approve (o ensure compliance with the FERC Standards of Conduct. REG-S

UBS-00002.
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Murray, Elizabeth

From: Toomey, Peter
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 5:41 PM
To: Murray, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off
Importance: High
| approve the Bartow IPP
Peter Toomey
PEF VP Finance
-—--Original Message-----

From: Murray, Elizabeth

Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM

To: Elnitsky, John; Smathers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevin; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin {Ben); Qliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David;
Portuondo, Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman
Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

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

be presented next Monday (March 10th) to SMC. We now need everyohe's sign-off. There are a few options:

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

provided before we ¢an present to SMC on Monday.

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included it the final IPP, please give me a call.

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

Please choose one of these three options and provide approval by Fridhy, March 7th at 12:00. All sign-offs must be
i
|
\
\

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf >> << File; Sign-off Sheet.pdf >> '
"This document contains non-public transmission system information that inay not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulatdd Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not |
distribute/disseminate cither electronically or via other means, If you have questions regarding the }
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance Lff icer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 546- |
6794."

\

Elizabeth A. Murray |
Financial & Business Services , |
Plant Construction Department ‘ |
Progress Energy

Direct: (919) 546-4346
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Murray, Elizabeth

—— e P — ; —
From: Goff, John
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2008 9:47 AM
To: Murray, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off
Elizabeth,
| approve the IPP.
John Goff
----- Original Message-----

From: Murray, Elizabeth

Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM

To: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevin; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,

Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David;
Portuondo, Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman
Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow IPP. 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 | ¢can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow IPP"
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. All sign-offs must be
provided before we can present to SMC on Monday.

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final IPP, please give me a call.
Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow IPP Final030408.pdf >> << File: Sign-off Sheet.pdf >>

"This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other means. If you have questions regarding the
FERC Standards of Conduct, please contact your compliance officer, Kendal Bowman at (919) 546-
6794."

Elizabeth A. Murray

Financial & Business Services
Plant Construction Department
Progress Energy

Direct: (919) 546-4346

DEF-19FL-FUEL-006917



Murray, Elizabeth

i
From: Oliver, Dale |
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2008 9:29 AM ‘
To: Murray, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off
| approve the Bartow IPP,
Thanks...
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
{f) 727-820-5940
dale.oliver@pgnmail.com
-----Original Message-----
From: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2008 12:49 PM
To: Oliver, Dale; Glenn, Alex; Sorrick, David; Cox, Chris
Subject: FW: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off
Friendly reminder, please approve the IPP by tomorrow @ 12:00.
Thanks,
Elizabeth
----Qriginal Message-----
From: Murray, Elizabeth
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2008 12:19 PM
To: Elnitsky, John; Smothers, Mark; Cornell, Tom; Hardison, Sue; Murray, Kevin; Hixon, George; Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben); Oliver,
Dale; Goff, John; Grant, Eric; Glenn, Alex; Crimi, Paul V; Brickhouse, Brenda; Cox, Chris; Toomey, Peter; Sorrick, David;
Portuondo, Javier J; Ohlsson, Magnus; MacGregor, Andrew; Grannan, Daniel P.; Bose, Dhiman

Subject: Final Bartow IPP - Please sign-off

Thank you to everyone who provided feedback and comments on the Bartow IPP. 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 | can bring the sign-off sheet to you.
2. Send me an email stating "l approve the Bartow IPP" ‘
3. Print the attached sign-off sheet, sign i, scan it and email the signed ¢opy back to me.

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

If you feel your comments or feedback were inadvertently not included in the final IPP, please give me a calil.
Again, thank you to everyone who provided input for this document!

<< File: Bartow PP Final030408.pdf >> << File: Sign-off Sheet.pdf >> .

"This document contains non-public transmission system information that may not be shared with
employees in Regulated Commercial Operations and Regulated Fuels (Energy Affiliate Employees)
pursuant to the FERC Standards of Conduct set forth in FERC Order 2004. Please do not
distribute/disseminate either electronically or via other means. If you have questions regarding the

1 \
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Hardison, Sue

N _ . o o
From: Hardison, Sue
Sent: Sunday, February 24, 2008 5:39 PM
To: Sorrick, David
Cc: Wilterdink, Dale; Murray, Kevin; Elnitsky, John
Subject: CR North CAIR ESP -FINAL IPP_022108.doc

Importance: High

David -- | made the changes per our discussion & have sent them in the above file with edit marks. Please take a
look at pgs 5-6, 10-11, 12, and 17-18 to ensure you concur; if so, | can get your signature this week while I'm in
Fla -- thanks!

\j'*“‘"j'bc& OR a0 52
“\%«M}L, 'L\v;lof;s"'/

©5 1y

DEF-19FL-FUEL-006919



.\,'_‘ Progress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Approving Party .|

2

Appriving Pos

A pprav

. ,Ba,fe. '

Jeff Lyash

President & CEO-
PGN Florida

Initial

SRR
Publication %% /08

Michael A Lewis

Sr. VP-Energy
Delivery-FL

!

ﬁ G &,. 3/alor

Page [ of' 1
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Hamm, Shawnita

From: Murray, Elizabeth

Sent: Friday, May 09, 2008 11:30 AM
To: Hamm, Shawnita

Subject: FW: Bartow IPP Sign-off

Please include as part of the final Bartow IPP.

From: Weintraub, Sasha

Sent: Friday, May 09, 2008 11:16 AM
To: Murray, Elizabeth

Cc: McCallister, Joseph; Trimble, John
Subject: RE: Bartow IPP Sign-off

| approve. Thanks.

Sasha

From: Murray, Elizabeth

Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2008 4:22 PM
Ta: Weintraub, Sasha

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

Sasha,

I was filing the final Bartow IPP and realized that | 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 IPP.
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

Direct; (919) 546-4346

DEF-19FL-FUEL-006921



$23 Progress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Bartow Repaweﬁng

|
Integrated Project Plan

**Please Note: This document contains confidential transmissioninformation and is subject to Progress
Energy’s Standards of Conduct Procedure, ¥ REG-SUBS-00002, Please do not distribute to Fuels & Power
Optimization or Efficiency and Innovative Technology groups**

i

Sponsoring Business Unit:

Transmission Ops & Planning (System Planning &

Regulatory Performance)
Funding Legal Entity: PEF :
Date Prepared: 12/1/2008

Key Project Contacts:

Project Mahager/G&TCD

770-6021

George Hixon L
GM - Florida Projects/G&TCD Kevin Murray 230-4383
GM - Construction/G&TCD Mark Smothers 770-7520
Director — Business Mgt & Sue Hardison 770-3062
Compliance/G&TCD
VP Generation & Transmission John Elnitsky 230-4481
Construction
Project Sponsor Dir-System Planning Ben Crisp 220-4565
& Regulatory Performance
Project Manager Transmission John Goff 280-2526
GM - Trans Const & Engring Bobby Burgess 1 280-2217
VP-Transmission Ops & Planning Dale Oliver 230-5806

Page | of 28
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m Progress Energy Bartow Repowering IPP

Plan Revision Control

Elizabeth Murray/George Hixon Initial Draft 03/10/08
1 Joel Rutledge/George Hixon December 2008 SMC Update 12/1/2008

Page 2 of 28 DEF-19FL-FUEL-006923
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Pregress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

Review & Approval
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 “Approvnjlg applies to those parties
responsible for approving project milestone progression & funding. |

John Elnitsky

VP - Gen, &Trans Constructlon

Mark Smothers

GM — Construction/G&TCD

Sue Hardison

Dir — Bus. Mgt & Compliance/G&TCD

Kevin Murray

GM ~ Florida Projects/G&TCD Z ’

Randy Paulson

Dir — Project Develop & Engring

George Hixon

Project Manager/G&TCD V

\_

Magnus Ohlsson Mgr-Strategic Sourcing ‘/ \

Chris Cox Legal ‘ )
Departmental Isfview Outside G&TCD

Ben Crisp Dir —System Plan. V/

Dale Oliver VP-Transmission Ops & Planning

John Goff Transmission Project Manager .

Eric Grant Gen Mgr-CT Operations-FL ‘/

Alex Glenn Dep Gen Counsel-PEF TM{/

Paul Crimi Exec Dir-Pwr Gen Svcs [\y

Brenda Brickhouse

Dir-Environ Health & Safety ‘é/

Peter Toomey

VP-Finance |//4r.

David Sorrick

Sasha Weintraub

VP-Power Generation-PEF S(Hm’
VP-Fuels & Pwr Optimiz;ﬁon

Javier Portuondo

Dir-Regulatory Pla‘% ju.\n;l‘—g"k

Paula Sims

Sr VP-Power Operatlons

Thomas R Sullivan

VP-Treasurer & CRO

Michael Lewis

Sr VP-Energy Delivery-FL

Jeff Lyash

President & CEO-PGN Florida

John McArthur

Sr VP-Corp. Relations & Gen Cnsl

Peter Toomey

VP-Finance

Mark F Mulhern

President & CEO SvcCo/CFO-PGN

William D Johnson

Chairman, CEO & President

Page 3 of 26
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@ Progress Energy

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” apphes to those parties
responsible for approving project milestone progression & funding.

John Elnitsky

VP — Gen. & Trans. Construction

Mark Smothers

GM - Construction/G&TCD

Sue Hardison

Dir— Bus. Mgt & Compliance/G&TCD

Kevin Murray

GM - Florida Projects/G&TCD

Randy Paulson

Dir — Project Develop & Engring

George Hixon

Project Manager/G&TCD

Magnus Ohlsson Mgr-Strategic Sourcing
Chris Cox Legal
Departmental Review Outside G&TCD
Ben Crisp Dir —System Plan.
Dale Oliver VP-Transmission Ops & Planning
John Goff Transmission Project Manager
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Review & Approval
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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 a back-up fuel.

Transmission upgrades will be required to accommodate the increased generation. Upgrades include
the expansion of the existing Bartow 230kV and Northeast 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 Natural 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 satisfy its Reserve Margin and loss of load probability criteria, while
maintaining an appropriate level of physical reserves for the system;
e Reduce system-wide NOx and SO2 emissions as part of the Company’s plan for
environmental compliance.
e Provide additional system reliability by increasing generation resources in an area that relies
heavily on the transmission grid 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:

o $6.8M of additional costs for scope increases
$3.2M of anticipated close-out costs

These total costs of $10.0M are offset by $3.1M 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 governance 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 Repdwermg project including an overview
of the scope, schedule, cost and risk elements of the project ex#cutlon plan.

2.0 Scope Statement: ; -
i
New Generation: ’

H
H

The proposed unit design consists of installing four (4) combustion turbines (CTGs), four (4) heat

recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and one (1) steam turbine generator (STG). The 4x4x1 configuration
will have a winter capacity of 1,279 MW, increasing system capacity by 827 MW over the existing steam
units output.

The 4CTG x 4HRSG x 1STG unit design will be used along with duxiliary duct firing for the HRSGs and
steam power augmentation for the CTs to provide optimum peaking capacity. By-pass stack dampers on
all four CTs will provide the option to run in simple cycle as well as 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 loss of the gas turbines. Condenser by-pass
and/or atmospheric vents are included to mitigate this action. An addltlonal feature includes exhaust by-
pass stacks on each unit.

The project also includes construction of a new control administra(Lion building, modification of the
existing intake structures, and $3M for the demolition of the three smoke stacks related to the retirement
of the oil fired steam plant. ;

Additional Major Scope Items

12,000 Hour Basket Hardware

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

Inlet Icing
Siemens advised the project team that inlet icing of the compressor bell mouth and the first stage

diaphram is possible under certain atmospheric conditions. The 1ngest10n 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 equipment. Labor to install inlet heating in
all 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 for 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 system and (ii) upgrades to the transmission system to accept the increased generation
capacity of the repowered facility.

The project team has identified a modification requirement to the 115kV & 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.

(1) Connection of new generators and auxiliary transformers to transmission system.
¢ 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 transmission system to accept increased generation capacity.
e Northeast — 40™ Street 230kV Rebuild
o Northeast substation — rebuild termination
o 40™ Street substation — rebuild termination
o Northeast — 40" Street —rebuild existing 230kV line
o Northeast — 32° Street New 115kV Line
o 32" Street new breakers and bus
o Northeast substation new breakers and bus
o Northeast ~ 32™ Street new 115kV line
o 51 Street — Install 230/115kV Transformer
o 51% Street — land for substation expansion
o 51* Street — install transformer, bus, breakers, and new control enclosure
o 40" Street — Pasadena —loop the existing 230kV line into 51% Street
o Central Plaza — replace 115kv breaker

Fuel

PEF has entered into an agreement with Gulfstream 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 County, FL. The contract provides for 80,000 Dths/d to be available to support
testing and startup of the first two CT's 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 of 28 DEF-19FL-FUEL-006933



ﬁ Progress Energy i Bartow Repowering IPP
3.0 Major Deliverables & Milestone Schedule:
Milestone Date
Initial IPP Forecast Actual

New Generation
e EPC Contract Executed Q3 2006 33 2006 14-Aug-06
e Combustion Turbines and Generators Delivery 15-Aug-07 15-Aug-07 29-Jul-07
e HRSGs Delivery 30-Oct-07 30-Oct-07 14-Oct-07
e STG Delivery 1-Dec-07 1-Dec-07 20-Nov-07
e Control/Admin Building Complete 1-Jun-08 1-Jun-08 1-Jun-08
o First Fire CTGB 23-Sep-08 5-Nov-08 5-Nov-08
e First Fire CTGC 26-Oct-08 19-Nov-08 19-Nov-08
» First Fire CTGA 28-Nov-08 15-Dec-08
o First Fire CTGD 31-De¢-08 15-Jan-09
e Mechanical Completion (EPC Contractor) 02-Jan-09 5-Jan-09
e STG Initial Roll 24-Mar-09 24-Mar-09
s Commercial Operation 1-Jun-09 1-Jun-09
Transmission
o Back feed Auxiliary Transformers 19-Jul408 19-Jul-08 12-July-08
¢ Complete Generator Connections/Bartow Substation 1-Sep-D8 1-Sep-08 29-Aug-08

Expansion in Service i
e Bartow — Northeast Three new 230kV Underground 15-Mar-09 15-Mar-09

Circuits in Service
¢ Northeast Substation Expansion in Service 15-Mar-09 15-Mar-09
o Northeast 40" St. Rebuild 230kV Line In Service 1-Jun-09 15-Mar-09
o Northeast 32™ St. New 115kV Line In Service 1-Jun-09 15-Mar-09
e 51 St. new 230/115kV Transformer In Service 1-Jun-{9 22-Mar-09
Fuels :

Pipeline and Metering/Regulation Station Complete 1-Sept-08 25-Oct-08 25-Oct-08

(80,000 Dtherms/Day) ,

Additional Compression Complete (155,000 1-Jan-09 1-Jan-09

Dtherms/Day)

™" Final punchlist items and warranty work will extend beyond this date
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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 93.5% planned. The ongoing mitigation plan will proceed with the intent of closing the
gap between complete and planned. We anticipate the conclusion of site construction 15-Feb-09. Other
key activities:

Placed CTG C on turning gear.

The 12,000 hour upgrades have been installed on units A and B.

Hydro testing complete on all boilers, A, B, C, and D.

Mechanical completion of CTG B and CTG C.

The construction of the Steam Turbine is proceeding as planned with the Qil flush scheduled
for December.

Bk wh =

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 78% complete versus 77% planned. Other key activities:

1. Auxiliary transformers 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 construction originally intended to commence 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 Project Cost Estimate x

PTD
Expenditure - | Estimated to | Estimate at Percent

Funding Categories as of Oct 08 Complete Completion | Expended

EPC $232.8 $21.0 $253.8 92%

CTs 122.4 9.5 131.9 93%

Steam Turbine 19.3 04 19.7 98%

HRSG 62.3 2.2 64.5 97%
Other OEM Equipment 27.1 ' 5.0 32.2 84% |-

Preliminary Engineering 2.6 0.0 2.6 100%

Stack Demolition 0.0 © 3.0 3.0 0%

Owner’s Costs 26.7 ;lS.6 423 63%

Total New Gen Direct Costs 493.2 256.7 ] 549.9 90%

,

Total Burdens and Allocations 53 33 3.6 62%

Total New Generation 498.5 ]560.1 558.5 89%

Connection to the Trans system 111.9 {26 114.5 98%

Upgrade the Transmission system 12.8 15.7 28.5 45%

Total Transmission 124.7 18.3 143.0 87%

AFUDC 58.5 354 93.9 62%

Total Funding \ $623.1 $78.4 $795.4 78%

LESS: Prior IPP Fun;ding ($788.5)

Note: See Section 6.1.3 — Table 5 for risk analysis and expected costs generating additional funding requirements.
5.0 Economic Evaluation:
PEF Firm Reserve Requirements and Suncoast Benefits
PEF System Planning criteria targets a 20% reserve requirement for both winter and summer peak

demand periods. Without new resources in the summer 2009, PEF projected firm reserve requirements
would drop below the targeted 20% planning reserve margin criteria.
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The Bartow Repowering Project also provides the following benefits for the Suncoast Region:

1) Increased capacity of 827 MW
2) Decreased air emissions
3) Decreased oil requirements
4) Increased natural gas transportation 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
a. Additional Bartow Circuit connections to the Suncoast Grid
b. 230 kV Upgrades ‘
¢.. Additional 115kV 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 fuel oil furnaces will be taken out of service and natural gas will be used as the primary 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 turbine 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 a 4x4x1 configuration
using the construction and performance values provided by Generation & Transmission Construction.
The estimate for constructing the combined cycle using the existing turbines 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 4x4x1 configuration was shown to be favorable to the other two
configurations by $51M after-tax NPV. In addition, it was 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 $171M.

Economic Analysis Detail

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 $171M for Bartow.

Since the Design phase analysis, the corporate standard assumption for combined cycle costs has
increased from $202M (EPRI TAG) to $622M (Burns & McDonnell) overnight costs in 2008 -

~ dollars. The Design phase analysis was revised in 2005 using a current generic cost assumption of
$312M (Bumns & 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.

\
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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.

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

5.1 Operational Life Cycle Costs:

2008 2010 Total

Operations 5.01 7.17 1221 9
O&M Projects 0.35 4.20 4,55
Capital Projects 0.79 1.52 2i31
™ Partial Year 6.15 12.89 |  19/05

Operation Costs
e Headcount of 32 for 2009 and headcount of 34 for 2010 forwaﬁd

O&M Projects
¢ Balance of Plant (BOP) Fall and Spring of 2009 and 2010 w1th] total spend of $1.35M.
e Combustion Inspection (CI) Spring and Fall 2010 totaling $3.2M.

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

6.0 Assumptions & Constraints:
¢ An adequate pool of qualified vendors, personnel, equlpmelnt and materials is available to the
project
A stable regulatory environment and associated set of emission requirements
Adequate contingency to effectively address risk carried by the Company
Major milestones/schedule listed in Section 3 holds true.
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6.1 Risk Strategy: ' g
The Project team utilizes a Risk Register, consistent with the Project Risk Planning Guideline CTCX-

PPDX-00008, to track 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 Response/Plan.

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 Very High

Construction Risks

1. Circulating Water Intake Structure High

2. Siemens Performance Bonus

4. Bartow Commissioning CT- Steam Plant Dual Operations

5. Carbon Monoxide (CO) Limit Compliance — CO Catalyst Moderate §
Installation i

9.  Hurricane/Other Insurance Claims

13. *Commissioning - Cost/Schedule

16. *Cost of Fuel During Startup Low

18. *CTG Equipment Addition for Inlet Icing

Operational Life Cycle Risks Very Low
19, Inlet Icing

20. 316(b) Phase | Determinations

21, Thermal Biological Study

22. Loss of Auxiliary Power Feed

[BUITULIA

9JRISPOIA
210A9G
[eant)

WO IuSIg

Mitigated Risks (See Appendix for Mitigation Details)

3. Modifications to HRSG

6. Stalfing & Recruiting

7. Permit Delays for Northeast Substation

8. Installation of 230/115kv Transformer at 51st St. Substation is
Delayed

10. Gas line availabiliry

11. Rebuilding existing 230kv line delayed

12. Construction of new NE line Delayed

14, *Bartow to NE Underground Cable Rework

15. *Increased Scope for Boiler Clean

17. *Increased Scope for Equipment Allowance

AUINDISUOD)

* _ New Risks Identified Since Last IPP

Page 14 of 28 DEF-TIFL-FUEL-UUBYS5Y



Likellhood

umgmsEnergy

Bartow Repowering IPP

6.1.1 Construction Risks

1. Risk:

Very High
High
Moderate

Low | H
VeryLow N |
£ 5 & g S |consequence
Response / Plan

2. Risk

Likelihood
Very High
High
Moderats
Low )

Very Low §

Conseguence

fewiuK
0jRIOPON

Response / Plan:

4. Risk:

Circulating Water Intake Structure Likelihood is Very Low,

Consequences are Moderate: Imp?ct to cost and schedule

The process is in final construction W1th a limited amount of vulnerability
if a major failure would result in dlswptlon of the intake capacity.

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

The portable cooling tower is installed to support the first fire of the
CTG’s allowing additional time to complete the intake structure before
performance testing. Construction is nearing completion and this risk has
been almost completely mitigated.

Siemens CTG Contract — Performance Bonus:
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequﬂ.nces are Moderate: Impact to cost
If the performance of the CTGs exc¢eds the contractually guaranteed
criteria, the contract provides for a bonus to be paid to Siemens. The
Siemens Master Purchase Agreement provides guarantees for performance
of the combustion turbines with respect to electrical output, heat rate,
exhaust flow and exhaust temperature. Should any of the CTGs fail to
meet the guaranteed performance criteria, liquidated damages would be
paid by Siemens. ;

|
Recent proposals from Siemens for $imilar CTGs have offered increased
performance guarantees which would indicate that these machines are
achieving higher performance than first assumed.

Based on estimated performance madeling 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 remajning 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. |

The bonus is a contractual obligatioﬁl to be paid if the performance criteria
are achieved.

Bartow Commissioning CT — Steam Plant Dual Operation:
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Very High
High
Moderale
Low
Very Low

£
EX
3
5

Consequence

9jeIopon
weogubis
8J0A9G
L2247

Response / Plan:

5. Risk:

Likelihood

Very High™ [
vigh § _-
Moderate

Low | ]
VeryLow § -
§ g 2 g g Conzequence
g » 3 & §
i 5§ =
¥ 2
Response / Plan
9. 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 remains 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 are unacceptably high. The FDEP has requested an evaluation of
this potential impact. If FDEP denies our request for short-term 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.

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 Catalyst Installation:
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequences are Significant: Impact to Cost

The plant 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.

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 catalyst installation.

Hurricane/OQther Insurance Claims
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Likelihood is Low, Consequences ﬁre Moderate: Impact to cost and
schedule

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

Builder’s risk insurance is in place fTr the construction phase of the
project to mitigate cost impact. The basic policy limit is $459M per
occurrence, except $459M in the aggregate for the policy term for
windstorm, flood and earthquake. The deductible is $250k per loss,
except $1M during hot testing, $ 1M for damage to existing property and
2.5% 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 plant will be operational before next
hurricane season.

Commissioning — Cost/Schedule
Likelihood is Moderate, Consequehces are Significant: Impact to cost
and schedule i

Delays related to gas delivery and cantractor productivity have increased
the total commissioning risk by exhdusting the majority of the float from
the schedule. Additional personnel jnd/or funds may be required to
mitigate the risks. ‘

We continue to closely manage and monitor the timeline and cost. Four
additional staff and needed equipment/supplies have been added to the
commissioning team to help manage this risk.

Cost of Fuel During Start-up :
Likelihood is Low, Consequences are Moderate: Impact to cost

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

The project team has worked with the fuels group to compare expected
usage with anticipated demand, which heavily relied upon historical data,
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to confirm the appropriateness of the $6.5M in funds currently available to
the project for fuel.

CTG Equipment Addition for Inlet Icing

Likelihood is Low, 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.

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.

Likelihood i

Very High

Jewy

alesepopy

uedyiubis

Risk

(e}
=1
=
g
e

Consequence

CT Inlet Icing — Compressor damage due to ice ingestion

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 41°F and first stage diaphram 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 mornings 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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* 316(b) Phase I Determination:

during these time frames. The only {olution that provides full availability

of the CTs is the installation of Inlet

eating.

Siemens has provided an Inlet Icing alarm to alert operations when
conditions are right for icing to occut. The alarm is an interim measure
while waiting for the installation of Inlet Heating to raise the inlet air

F

temperature above the icing potential temperature (Refer to Risk #18).

|
!
|

Likelihood is Very Low, Conseque}xces are Severe; May impact cost.

;
The FDEP has verbally agreed with fEF that the repowering of the
Bartow Plant places it in the category 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.
Currently compliance with this rule allows for the use of Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) by the FDEP. BPJ dllows the agency to use mitigation

such as restoration (fish hatchery) or:
environmental impacts that are prove

other means to mitigate any adverse
n to be caused by facility operations.

If the FDEP were to change their determination that the facility no longer
qualifies as an “existing facility” as dould 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 facility (new facility). This designation
requires the facility to limit any impingement and entrainment impacts to
the same as would occur if the unit were using closed cycle cooling. A

change in determination to a Phase 1
facility to go to closed cycle or air cd
standard. Note that extended dual o
reclassification to Phase I facility.

PEF has discussed this issue with the
no indication that a change in determ

facility would most likely require the
oling to achieve the performance
eration (see Risk 3) could trigger

FDEP numerous times and there is
ination is being considered. This

determination would change if the existing units were to remain in
operation after the agreed upon retirement date.

Thermal Biological Study:

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 study|be conducted to evaluate any
biological impact that can be attributed to the once through cooling
discharge plume. This study is in progress. Results of the study must be
supplied to the FDEP in 2009. Theré is a risk that an adverse
environmental impact could be demonstrated and that the FDEP would
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Response / Plan:

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 time
sufficient information will be available to develop an appropriate
mitigation plan. 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 damage.

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.
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6.1.3 Project Risk Cost Assessment

E

Based on the information provided in Table 3, the Project does not/have adequate contingency to cover
the remaining risk items. As part of the project approval process, we are requesting the expected case to

be funded (See Table 3).

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

estimate to completion is reliable.

[13] Commissioning - - 0.9
[16] Cost of Fuel During Startup 1.5
[18] Inlet Icing (Labor to install) @ 2.1
12,000 Hour Basket Upgrades ® 5.2
Project Close-Out 7.5
Total Project Cost Requested 17.2
Contingency Balance Oct 2008 0.0
Incréase in: Duectﬁ’ﬁy%bt Costs . .1 17.2
Less: Reductlons in AFUDC & Indirects (3 1)
Tgﬁf‘g”!Qfg 4&?’(305 Ilﬁpaﬁ 14,

)]

6.2 Contracting & Procurement Strategy:

$6.8M of additional costs is for scope increases.

PEF has assembled a portfolio of lump sum, firm-price contracts wiith qualified suppliers that are
responsible for the execution of various aspects of the Project. Figure 1 provides an overview of the
vendors involved in the Project and their associated scope of responsibility.
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L S:;"% Progress Energy ]
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SIEMENS . E
Combustion . :
Turbine Steam : Condenser 3
Generator Turbine . .
GSV’'s . .
. Erected Steel Products
. of Alabama
Cospuy o} meeed Fuel Oil Tanks
HRSGS - Heat
Recovery Steam
Generation
Figure 1: Project 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 liquidated 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 the next rate case.

7.0 External Stakeholders:

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

The project community 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 of the project:

¢ Open house to introduce the project to the community (Oct 2006)
e Project overview meetings with various stakeholders including elected officials, environmental
groups, and homeowner association meetings

DEF-T9FL-FU

EL-006947
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St. Petersburg Times and Audubon Society Tour (Oct 2007 res}xlted in favorable article)

St. Petersburg City Council Tour — March 4, 2008

Contact S. Central FL Archeological Society ‘

Work with corporate communications to prepare article for Vehetian Isles HOA newsletter. Article
explains repower project and communicates key messages. |

Continuous identification of community stakeholders |

Project update communication to 3,200 customers in immediatF vicinity of the plant (Sep 2008)

Meeting with community organizations began in November 2005 and has continued into 2008. The
overall community plan focuses on communicating with various organizations including environmental
groups and homeowner associations near Bartow Plant. Public response has been positive toward the
project and Progress Energy Florida’s proactive communication. The project team works closely with
Gulfstream to ensure its participation in meeting opportunities. The partnership has been beneficial and
provides customers with a more comprehensive understanding of the entire project.

8.0 Internal Stakeholders Roles & Responsibilities:

8.1 Project Team

Role, Department / Group Name . Phone No.
Project Manager/G&TCD George Hixon 770-6021
Transmission Project Mgr John Goff _ 280-2564
Construction Manager Terry Taylor Y 242-3528
Development Lead/G&TCD John Umstead/Rick Yates 770-4410/770-4362
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 i 770-4799
Document Control Lead - G&TCD Carol Watkins 770-4071
Business Analyst Lead - G&TCD Joel Rutledge 770-3182
Start-up & Commissioning Lead Dave Farris 770-3997
Plant Manager Tom Callaghan 242-3547
Environmental Services Patti West 230-5739
IT&T Jeff Hauer 230-5086
Community Relations Melissa Seixas 220-3297
Project Assurance Daniel Grannan | | 240-6069
Legal Chris Cox f 770-7501
Fuels John Trimble 770-3323
Transmission Business Services Matt Petrousky 280-2240

Page 23 of 28 DEF-TOFC-FUEL-006948



S Progress Energy

Bartow Repowering IPP

8.2 Internal Stakeholders

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

PGN xecutive and Senior
Management, including PEF
President

]

Uptes are provided periodically by the GD management team;
as well as periodic updates from POG Senior VP at SMC meetings.

POG Senior VP

Vice President of G&TCD provides weekly updates on all projects —
including Bartow — to POG Senior VP and staff

VP of Transmission

Transmission Project Manager provides formal monthly updates and
interim discussions of issues or events

PEF Power Operations The Plant Manager ensures up-to-date communications to VP PEF
Power Generation and site operations
PEF Finance G&TCD Business Management provides monthly updates to the PEF

Capital Oversight Committee focusing on cost management issues and
impact to PEF financials

Capital Planning and Control

G&TCD Business Management works with this section to ensure
capital guidelines and approval processes are being followed

Environmental Services

This group is represented on the core PM team and provides critical
input to environmental and permitting issues as they arise

Project Assurance

This group provides dedicated resources to ensure ongoing project
assurance and guidance on specific issues

Community& Media Relations

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

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:

Stack Bypass Valves

The Steam Turbine Enclosure

The Fire Service Water System

Costs to delay the start of Construction

Pilings cost adjustment due to added length of pilings
Additional Startup resources
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10.0 Communication Plan / Next Steps: E
i
k

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 Milestons - Request

Early 2010 Post Project Benefit Assessment

Further updates to be determined as the project develops

11.0 Appendix

Risk Mitigation

3. *Modifications to HRSG
Installation of the modifications is complete and funded through the last IPP.

6. *Staffing & Recruiting
The EPC vendor combined a competitive wage structure and end-of- prmect bonuses to make the jobs more attractive.

These actions mitigated the risk by attracting and retaining the skilled labor needed to complete the project.

7. *Permit Delays for Northeast Substation
PEF Transmission worked with the FDEP and Corps of Engineers to expedute the permit processes and allow construction

to proceed on target.

8. *Installation of 230/115kv Transformer at 51st St. Substation is Delayed

PEF Transmission worked with the City and community leaders to overcome obstacles to the project so no delays in
permits or approvals were encountered.

10. *Gas line availability ;
Natural gas has been received at the site. G&TC condensed and otherwise modified the start-up schedule to account for

the later receipt of gas without impacting the overall commissioning date.

11. *Rebuilding existing 230kv line delayed
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 minimize impacts along the right of way.

12. *Construction of new NE line Delayed
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 minimize impacts along the right of way.

14. Bartow to NE Underground Cable Rework
PEF transmission worked with the cable supplier to expedited manufacturing and delivery of the replacement cables to

coincide with completion of the cable installation into Northeast substation;

15, Increased Scope for Boiler Clean ’
Praoject team clarified results of the study and clarified cost and benefits to management. Management agreed with the

project team that the additional scope was not prudent.

17. Increased Scope for Equipment Allowance
The project team managed this exposure through existing, previously unallgcated contingency.
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EPC
Change Orders and Scope Adds 3.6 0.3 - 3.9
Intake Structure - 2.6 - 2.6
HRSG Modification - 0.2 - 0.2
Project Close-out - - 3.2 3.2
Total EPC 9.9
CTG '
Price Escalation 1.0 - - 1.0
Performance Bonus - 4.0 - 4.0
12,000 Hour Basket Upgrades - - 5.2 5.2
Inlet Icing (Labor to install) - - 1.6 1.6
Total CTG 11.8
Owner's Cost
Site Development 4.4 - - 4.4
Start-up 1.5 1.2 - 2.7
Site Security - 1.0 - 1.0
Staffing 0.7 0.3 - 1.0
Parking 1.1 - - 1.1
Total Owner's Cost 10.2
Other
Builder's Risk Insurance Premium 1.7 - - 1.7
Limit Dual Operation - - - 0.3
Hurricane/Other Insurance Claims - 0.3 - 0.3
STG Customs 0.8 - - 0.8
Total Other 3.1
T IGERNew Generation T O [l o4 Aa8. [ 0BT 110407
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Ongmal Cost Compared to Current Request _
.1 Fible'6:1] xpected IBRC ofiiarison to Oyiginal
IPP
Implementation | Expected & Percent
Cost Categories BAP Forecast | Difference | Change
EPC $243.90 $253.80 $9.90 * 4.1%
CTs $119.70 $131.90 §12.20 10.2%
Steam Turbine $18.00 $19.70 $1.70 9.4%
HRSG $64.20 $64.50 $0.30 0.5%
Other OEM Equipment o
(SST, Tanks Etc) $31.50 $32.15 $0.65 2.1%
Preliminary Engineering ; o
(Siting, Permitting etc) $2.60 $2.60 $0.00 0.0%
Owner’s Costs $35.40 $42.25 $6.85 19.4%
Contingency $10.40 $0.00 ($}O.40) -100.0%
Total New Gen Direct $525.70 | $546.90 52120 | 4.0%
Costs ‘
Total Burdens and » s
Allocations $9.60 $7.80 ($1.80) -18.8%
Total New Generation $535.30 $554.70 $19.40 3.6%
Connection to the $102.00 | $114.50 1250 | 12.3%
Transmission system v .
Upgrade the Transmission $32.00 $28.50 $350 |  -10.9%
system
Total Transmission $134.00 $143.00 $9.00 6.7%
AFUDC $96.00 $93.90 ($2.10) -2.2%
B M T W

Definitions & Acronyms:

ACSR - Aluminum Cable Steel Reinforced
AFUDC - Allowance for Funds Used During Construction

BOP - Balance of Plant

CBs — Circuit Breaker

CC — Combined Cycle

CI - Combustion Inspection

CO — Carbon Monoxide

COD — Commercial Operation Date

"CTG — Combustion Turbine Generator

E&P — Engineer & Procure
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ECC - Energy Control Center

EPC — Engineer Procure Construct

FDEP - Florida Department of Environmental Protection
FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

G&TCD — Generation & Transmission Construction Department

GFF — Generation & Fuels Forecast

GSU — Generator Step-up Transformer

HRSG — Heat Recovery Steam Generator

IPO - Independent Pole Operation

kV - Kilovolts

LTSA — Long 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 Control

RFP - Request for Proposal

RMC - Risk Management Committee

STG - Steam Turbine Generator

T&M - Time & Material

TRT — Treasury Risk Transaction Committee

UAT - Unit Auxiliary Transformer

VAr - Volt-amperes reactive
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Oliver, Dale

Wednesday, November 12, 2008 8:42 PM
Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it
Sign-off

to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
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Rutledge, Joel

From;
Sent:

Grant, Eric

Saturday, November 15, 2008 6:22 PM
Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Harris, Glenn

Monday, November 17, 2008 6:46 AM
Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it
Sign-off

i
|
¢

ito be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Portuondo, Javier J

Monday, November 17, 2008 9:25 AM

Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
Sign-off
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Crisp, John Benjamin (Ben)

Monday, November 17, 2008 10:22 AM
Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it
Sign-off

to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
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Rutledge, Joel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ohlsson, Magnus
Monday, November 17, 2008 4:55 PM
Rutledge, Joel

Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review

i
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Rutledge, Joel

From: Glenn, Alex

Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2008 10:54 AM

To: Rutledge, Joel

Subject: RE: Bartow Integrated Project Plan (IPP) Revieyv by Key Stakeholders
Joel:

The IPP looks fine.

Alex

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
Importance: High

Alex,

Are you able to send a representative? If not, would you be able to reviewi and pravide your feedback to me? | will be in
the downtown St Pete offices around lunch time today, if you would like td discuss.

I am especially interested in your opinion on the first paragraph of section b.0 regarding the 20% reserve requirement
with regards to accuracy and appropriateness.

Either way, | am going to need your agreement with the document. Thanks,

Joel g

----- Original Appointment-----

From: Glenn, Alex

Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 8:42 AM

To: Rutledge, Joel

Subject: Declined: Bartow Integrated Project Plan (IPP) Review by Key Stdkeholders

When: Tuesday, November 11, 2008 4:00 PM-5:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastetn Time (US & Canada).
Where: CR PEF 13A2-1, Cap. 14; MMCCG-34 General (Cap. 10) VNet:770-6964

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

From:
Sent:

Cox, Chris
Friday, November 21, 2008 10:01 AM

Rutledge, Joel .
Yes, | have reviewed the Bartow IPP and find it to be accurate and clear: Bartow IPP Review
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Rutledge, Joel

From: " Sorrick, David

Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 2:08 PM
To: Rutledge, Joel

Subject: RE: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off

In that case, | approve the current IPP.
Thanks.

David

From: 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 intier-ofﬁce mail. My address is PEB 8. The e-
mail response would also suffice.

Thanks,

Joel

From: Sorrick, David . :
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 1:50 PM i
To: Rutledge, Joel ‘
Subject: RE: Bartow IPP Review Sign-off i

Joel,
How do | 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

Importance: High

Thank you for participating in the IPP process for Bartow. Attached is the most 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 havei reviewed the Bartow IPP for accuracy and
clarity. If you have concerns about the document, please give me a cali to discuss.
I require a response by the end of the week to keep our time table for presentation to senior management. Thanks,

1
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