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The proposals received in response to FPL's Request For Power
Supgly Proposals - 1989 solicitation (RFP) must be objectively
evaluated in detail and over a broad range of criteria to
assure that the process results in the maximum potential
benefit to FPL's customers. The purpose of this report is to
provide the methodology and schedule for evaluating the RFP’s.

The evaluation process described in the following sections is
the process to be used in evaluating the power supply
progosals received by January 5, 1990. Each FPL department
shall adhere to the methods and worksheets described except
and unless a specific change is recommended by the Capacity
RFP Team and authorized by Mr. J. W. Williams, Jr.

The steps of the evaluation process are as follows:

> An initial screening to eliminate proposals that fail
to meet minimum requirements will be conducted.
Section II describes the process to be followed in
this step. Appendix A provides the screening
worksheet to be used. Bids that fail to meet minimum
requirements will not be considered in subsequent
steps.

B An economic scroenin? of all remaining bids will be
performed. This evaluation process is described in
Section III. An economic screening worksheet is
attached as Appendix B.

. A detailed technical and economic evaluation will
then be performed. A screening for transmission
requirements will also be performed. The detailed
evaluation process is described in Section IV. The
economic and detailed evaluation worksheet are
attached as Appendix C. Weighting factors for each
evaluation criterion and their determination are
described in Section V.

»  lIdentification of an award group of bidders based
upon the results of the detailed evaluation and
externalities will occur by June 30, 1990.

The overall schedule for the evaluation process is provided
in Fig. 1. Responsible departments for each element of the
process are provided in Table 1.
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Confidentiality of all bids, evaluation worksheets, and this
report shall be maintained at all times. To help assure this,
controlled copies of all bids shall be signed for and
obtained, in person, from Corporate Contracts during the
evaluation. As each bid is evaluated, the bid and its
evaluation worksheets shall be returned to Corporate
Contracts.

Update of the progress in the evaluation process will be
provided in summary format by the Capacity RFP Team Leader as
follows: On a wuld{ basis to the Director of System
Planning, on a monthly basis to the Delivery Cross -
Functional and Management Committee and as required to the
Executive Committee.

A 1ist of successful bidders will be provided at the end of
the Requirements and Minimum Conditions screening to Corporate
Contracts, evaluators, and the Director of System Planning.
System Planning will coordinate the elements of the evaluation
process throughout.
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PLANT MAINTAINABILITY & AVAILABILITY
FINANCIAL VIABILITY

SECURITY FOR PAYMENT
COMPLETION SECURITY

TABULATE
RANKING & GROUPING

Figure 1
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Table 1
EVALUATION PROCESS RESPONSIBILITIES

PROCESS
ELEMENT

Corporate Contracts
(SYP, JEN, JPE)

igﬁé;l Planning

System Planning
(F"Gl Jm' JPE. JEH)

Finance
(CCT, JPE)

Fuel Resources
(SYP)

- Power Plant Engineering

(SYP, PR)
Poulf Supply
(PR, JPE)

Power Resources

Pro ect Man nt
(JPE, FR, JEN, JSE,
FNG, JCM, PR)

Environmental

v vy veYvyewvew v

v

Requirements and Minimum Conditions
Contract Terms and Conditions

Economic Screening
Economic Evaluation

Price and Cost to FPL

Location

Planning and Schedule Flexibility
Contract Term

Reactive Capability and Control

Completion Security
Security for Payment
Financial Viability of Facility and

Respondent

Fuel Diversity and Price Risks
Security of Fuel Supply

Power Quality and Reliability

Dispatchability
Maintenance Outage Scheduling

Plant Maintainability and
Availability

Respondent Experience
Level of Development

State and Community Benefits
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Reguirements and Minimum Conditions Screening

The first step in the bid evaluation process is to screen out
proposals which do not meet the minimum conditions and requirements
outlined in Section 3.3 of the RFP. These minimums are summarized
on the worksheet provided in Appendix A.

This evaluation step requires "go/no-go”" decisions as to whether the
bids meet all minimum conditions and requirements. Some analysis
may be required in order to ascertain whether the requirement
("capable of being sited licensed, and constructed...”) delineated
in Section 3.3.1 is met. Proposed projects which clearly entail
perpetual motion machines, violate thermodynamic principles, or
violate other laws of physics will be considered as failing to
satisfy this requirement. Also, proposed projects which have
incredible attributes, such as a clearly unrealistic construction

_schldulo or heat rates, will be considered to fail to satisfy this

requirement. Specifically, the following heat rates are assumed to
be unrealistic:

0 Less than 8,500 BTU/KWHr for Pulverized Coal
0 Less than 10,000 BTU/KWHr for Combustion Turbine
(] Less than 7,000 BTU/KWHr for Combined Cycle

Proposals which do not meet the Requirements and Minimum
Conditions will not be considered further.

Proposals which fail to meet the requirements and minimum
conditions due to a technicality, such as a missing exhibit

or a probable typographical error, will have the opportunity

to be remedied. The respondent will be notified by Corporate
Contracts of the deficiency and allowed five working days to
supply or correct the deficiency.

Upon letion of this evaluation step, respondents will be
informed by Corporate Contracts whether their proposals were or were
not rejected.
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Each proposal meeting the conditions of Section II will be screened
for potential ecoromic benefit to FPL’s ratepayers. The method to
be employed is the same as that utilized in the "Petition to
Determine Need For Electrical Power Plant 1993-1996", Section IV.C.
The screening calculates a levelized capital, fuel, and O&M revenue
requirement ($/KN-yr), versus capacity factor.

Each project proposed will be compared to Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 6
(I6CC) in this screening. Proposed projects will also be compared
to each other within fuel type technologies to identify outliers.
Depending upon the number and nature of proposals received, it may
be necessary to form and compare other groupings in order to
facilitate further evaluation.

For bids that propose alternate technologies, such as energy

storage, an "effective" fuel cost will be developed to facilitate
comparison to other bids. The levelized cost ($/KW-yr) will then
be computed and compared to Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 6.

nd projects whose revenue requirements are greater than Martin

- Propo.
Unit Nos. 5 and 6 over the entire anticipated range of capacity

factors will be dropped from further consideration. Each of the

 remaining proposals will then receive detailed evaluation. The

method for performing the economic screening is described in
Appendix B.

(0
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Detailed Evaluation

* The seventeen evaluation criteria outlined in Section 3.2 of the RFP

form the basis of the detailed evaluation process. An eighteenth
criterion will also be used to evaluate the proposed contract terms
and conditions. The eighteen criteria are:

1. Price and Cost

2. Location

3. Planning and Schedule Flexibility
4. Fuel Diversity and Price Risks

5. Security of Fuel Supgly
6. Power Quality and Reliability

7. Dispatchability

8. Reactive Capability and Control

9. Contract Term

10. Maintenance Outage Scheduling

11. Completion Security

12. Security For Payment In Excess of Value

13. Financial Viability of Facility and Respondent
14. Plant Maintainability and Availability

15. Respondent’s Experience

16. Level of Development

17. State and Community Benefits

18. Contract Terms and Conditions

Each criterion has been defined as composed of one or more
components. Each component has one or more elements which, in sum,
define the effectiveness of the proposed project in satisfying that

component.

Therefore, the evaluation will proceed in the following manner. The
lead department for each criterion has developed and documented the
basis for a score for each element within the criterion for which
the department has responsibility. The scores are aggregated for
all elements within a component to provide a raw component score.
A normalized score is determined by multiplying the highest score
(among all projects being evaluated) by a factor sufficient to
result in a score of ten. The raw component score of each proposal
will then be multiplied by the same factor. After the normalized
score for each component is similarly determined, the proposed
project score for the criterion is determined by summing the
products of the component weight multiplied by the component
normalized score.

Worksheets for each criterion are attached in Appendix C.

/]
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The analysis to determine the weight of each criterion is included
in Section V. The essence of the analysis is to determine the
relative impact of each evaluation criterion upon FPL’s customers.
The impact is based on (1) how directly the criterion affects the
quality elements, and (2) the weight of the quality elements
themselves (From "Table of Tables"). Using the criteria impacts,
a weight for each criterion is determined. These weights are then
multiplied by the score received in each criteria with the results
sun:edt:: obtain a composite score for each proposed project being
evaluated.

Many of the detailed evaluation criteria have thresholds of
acceptability. That is, proposed projects which receive a score
below the minimum (e.g., score of 1) for these criteria will be
examined for potential rejection. For example, a project may be
awarded from 1 to 10 points on Criterion 13, Financial Viability.
If a project were to be rated below a score of 1, the proposal could
be rejected because the implied risk of the project would be too
great. The criteria which have thresholds are as follows:

Security of Fuel Supply (Criterion 5)

Contract Term (Criterion 9 - Ten Year Threshold)
Maintenance and Outage Scheduling (Criterion 10)
Financial Viability (Criterion 13)

Respondent Experience (Criterion i5)

. & % @
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Evaluation Criteria Weights

The analysis to determine evaluation criteria weights is
i1lustrated in Fig. 2. The purpose of this amalysis is to
determine weights for the criteria which assure that the highest
overall evaluation score also results in the greatest benefit to
FPL’s customers.

The 1ife cycle cost (economic evaluation) of the proposed project
was set at Wl This is consistent with the Vendor Quality
Improvement Program (VQIP) derived weight for 1ife cycle cost and
is consistent with the customers survey derived weight for price
( illustrated in the Table of Tables.

The remaining 17 evaluation criterion were assessed against the
guality elements defined in the "Customer Needs - Table of
ables®, Version 4, May 1989. Summing the weighted impacts for
all quality elements resulted in a total criterion weight.

This approach to developing weights is consistent with the Vendor
Quality Improvement Program (VQIP) method. The overall impacts
on the Customer Quality Elements are reasonably the same as
derived through VQIP. Also, the rated impact is reasonably
consistent with the customers survey of the weights accorded to
the quality elements. These results lend confidence to the
weights assigned to each bid evaluation criterion.

/3
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RFP EVALUATION CRITERIA — DETERMINATION OF WEIGHTING FACTORS

IMPACT ON CUSTOMER NEEDS

FIGURE 2
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Ranking and Grouping of Proposals

The detailed evaluation process, outlined in Section IV, will
result in a ranked 1ist of acceptable proposals for entry into
contract negotiations. However, because the capacity, timing,
and location of individual proposed projects may result in
relative benefits to the system that are independent of scored
rank, a direct use of the rank may not be practical.

Proposed projects which independently pr‘bvide’ benefit when
compared to the base plan, wikl be combined to determine what

~plan will result in greatest overall benefit to the customers.

A set of combinations will be developed to allow analysis of
alternative combinations. The combinations will be derived using
the highest ranked projects feasible within the available
proposals. Combining projects lower in rank than one or more of
a higher rank may result in a plan which has greater overall

" benefit. Determining this combination will be performed by use

of PROSCREEN and TIGER in a manner similar to that described in
developing the base plan in the "Petition To Determine Need For
Electrical Power Plant 1993-1996", November 1989.

" The purpose of ranking and grouping proposals is to assure that

the Towest overall cost is provided to FPL’'s customers consistent
with use of projects that provide positive benefits in the other
evaluation criteria. A1l the preceding analyses had treated each
project as an independent entity to facilitate comparison. This
final analysis treats the projects more realistically, as a
portion of an overall power supply plan, and, therefore, might
result in some changes to- the overall ranked priority of the
projects for entry into negotiation. )

11
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b 3 between 1/1/94 and 12/31/97.
o | g " (Exhibit 4.2.2 and 6.1.1)

Siting Requirements

Lot Affidavit agreeing 1o submit to PPSA (if in Florida) and adhere to all appiicable
environmental laws and regulations.
(Exhibit 4.5.1)
—_ - O - Not primary and not altemate primary
__,__ "'_'. wm«m-mumammuummm.
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CONFIDENTIAL

Completeness

Authorization - by officer or clearly authorized employee
(Exhibit 9.1.1) ‘ -y .

Met January 5. 1990 deadiine

Technical Information

Form 2 - Faciiity Public Summary

Form 3 - System Planning

Form 4 - Siting and Licensing

Form 6 - Operations/Engineering

Form 7 - Fuel Supply

Form 9 - Proposal Submission Letter and Contractual Issues

Commercial Information

Form 2 - Facility Public Summary
Form 5 - Financlal and Corporate Information
Form 8 - Pricing Proposal

i proposal fails to meet Requirements and Minimum Conditions, notify
respondent by that the proposed project has falied to meet minimum
requirements and will not be considered for contract negotiations. I a
Requirement or Minimum Condition is not met due to a technicality (a missing
form or a typographical error), notify the bidder, by an ovemight mail
service, of the deficiency and aliow until 4:00 pm on the fifth working day
foliowing notification for the deficiency to be corrected.

/7
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Appendix A Worksheet
(Page 3 of 3)

Exhibits
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Superimpose screening curve for proposed project on the 1896 IGCC curve.

Proposed projects whose screening curves are above the 1996 IGCC curve for all anticipated capacity
faciors will not receive detailed evaluation and will not be considered for awards.

A 1. $kwyr(TOTAL) = $Mwyr(CAPITAL) + $kw-yr(FUEL) +
$/iw-yr(FIXED O&M) + $/kw-yr (VARIABLE O&M)
2. S$Kw-yr(CAPITAL) = $({1996) per installed kw * capital carrying charge rate

3. $/kw-yr(FUEL - factor * 8760 (hours/year) * net heat rate (BTU/kwhr)
T eRET 1000000 ‘

SMMBTU(Average) =  SMMBTU (1996) * [(1+)" / (140"
k= exp{in(F/P)30] - 1
where F = Nominal Fusl Price In Year 30 (SMBTU)
P = Nominal Fuel Price in Year 1
| = Levelized Fuel Escalation Rate
L = explinfl, / L)30] - 1
where |,, = Inflation Rate in Year 30
|\ = Inflation Rate in Year 1
| = Levalized inflation Rate

4. SAw-yr(FIXED O&M) = O&M Cost Per instalied kilowatt in 1996 Dollars
Assumes that escalation is according 1o infiation uniess otherwise
statad, in which case il is adjusted similar to fuel cost.

5. $kw-yr(VARIABLE OSM) = Capacity Factor 8760 * $/MWH/1,000
Escalation is treated the same as in FIXED O&M

L2




: - Appendix B (CONTINUED)
(Page 2 of 2)
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Scoring Methodology

Presen e Hevenu A e a 1 Q%
PVRR When Compared To Base Plan Without the Project $___
Normalized PVRR for Project (PVRR -:- Rated Power) $ MW

LOLP With Project In Year ( ) of First Operation days/year
LOLP Without Project In Base Plan days/year
"Effective” PVRR of Project To Achieve Same Reliabilty: §
(Change capacity offset in base plan until

LOLP results.)

The Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) of each proposed project will be determined by the
PVRR which results when the capacity of Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 6 is reduced by an amount equivalent
f proposed capacity. The cost of Martin Unit
and 6 Is reduced in direct proportion to the capacity reduction, and replaced by the evaluated
the proposed capacity. This project PVRR will then be compared to the PVRR of FPL's base
(without the proposed ). The proposed project capacity will be adjusted for the effects of
nsmission system impact (location dependent) and availability (bid dependent). The system reliability,

the base pian without
capacity will be adjusted by equivalent

:
E
2
E
i
g
§
H

projects to achieve negative scores. The project having the most negative score in
. The absolute . to all other

i
i
+
:
:

A2

A3
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PVRR When Compared To Base Plan Without the Project
Normalized PVRR for Project (PVRR - Rated Power)

v

LOLP With Project in Year ( ) of First Operation

LOLP Without Project In Base Plan

$

To Achleve Same Reliability:
ofiset in base plan until

ective” PVRR of
essentially equivalent LOLP results.)
Score = ($/MW) -:- $100,000

(Change

USING PROSCREEN:

HERR IR
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MWMmmummmm
mn mmwmm w
R
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meWmmwumm
T H- HE
mw w i

mmw wm

mwmt-t

res consistently without

$CO
SK analysis.

then be added to all other

the most negative score in

value of -8 wml” gy A

£

negative scores.
The absolute
same approach will be used with the @ R

of ten. This has the effect of presenting the

st to
maximum
relative ranking.
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days/year
days/year
project
reduced
capacity
n, and
compared 10
will be
dependent
ivalent
to
having
score

with the @ RISK analysis.
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At
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$
I. Score
proposed
and 6 is
proposed
reductio
capaciy
availability (bid
essentially
ofiset
period 1
presenting

pioject)
(_l-Oli'-P).
essentially
negative scores.
. The absolute value of
of ten. This has the eflect
The same approach will be

when the
proposed
reduced In
proposed '
impact
. i
LOLP is
o
be set 10 zem0
maximum
ranking.

essentially equivalent LOLP results.)

which
and &
the

(without

88 of

proposed
until

possible for

analysis will

Score = (§/MW) -:- $100,000

LOLP With Project In Year (___) of First Operation
*Effective” PVRR of Project To Achleve Same Reliability:
(Change capacity offset in base plan until

LOLP Without Project In Base Plan

PVRR When Compared To Base Plan Without the Project
Normalized PVRR for Project (PVRR -:- Rated Power)

R
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Present Valus Revenue Requirements (PVRR) Per Kilowatt

B. PVRR of Martin Units Nos. 5 and 6 $ ______/year/KW instalied

Scoe =

maximum ofggh! minimum of @

Il. Score =

Total Score for Economic Evaluation:

»

1

L x@+n __xo@p-
Price and cost criterion will be evaluated using both PROSCREEN and @ Risk computer models.

USING @ RISK:

i m
mmu

mem W
R L H
iR

“ »m
mm%m ?

m
mmmm

The

requirement (i.e.,
nt will be no

constitutes 10% of the economic evaluation score.

a 95% confidence level project revenue

% confidence that the revenue requireme

model,
derive
a

Wh

RISK analysis will be
m ]

“m.m

score derived from the
revenue requirements -

m

PROSCREEN analysis and
using the @ RISK model.
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(Page 2 of 3)
Scoring Methodology

The effect and cost implications of proposed projects on FPL's transmission system can vary widely.
Detalled evaluation of the transmission impact is very difficuit and time consuming. To facilitate the
he impact of the project on FPL's transmission

i
:
;

1
§

The effect of transmission losses in this screening is estimated by location. Table 2 illustrates
approximate losses according to location within FPL's service area. Other transmission effects will be
estimated and included within criterion two (location) scoring and are included within Table 2.

Projects which ulimately are selected for contract negotiation will undergo detalled evaluation of the

impact on the transmission system at that time. The results of the evaiuation will affect the final
acceplable pricing during contract negotiation.

o D
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PLANNING &
SCHEDULE
FLEXIBILITY

TOTAL SCORE—

ACCEPTANCE

DATE
FLEXIBILITY

SCORE—

)

EFFECT OF

FLEXIBILITY
ON CONTRACT

SCORE—




(Page 2 of 2)
Scoring Methodology:
ACCEPTANCE DATE FLEXIBILITY -

Flexibiiity in postponing or accelerating the acceptance date by a year.

Scoring:
0 +or-1yearalowed: &

o Either + or - year (but not both): @

o Lesser time frame: (Total flexibillty in time frame years) xg °

EFFECT OF FLEXIBILITY ON CONTRACT -

Scoring:

o Cost for total 2 years flexibility
1'I.Pmu'__l_mmmpaﬂ:‘
o Cost for total 2 years flexbilty
10% present value price impact: &

Note: Prorate intermediate costs and time frames

28
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(Page 2 of 5)
Components :

A)

B)

C)
D)
E)
R

Fuel Diversity Benefit
Contract Protection for Supply Price
Market Protection for Supply Price

- Contract Protection for Transportation Price

Market Protection for Transportation Price
Bidders Acceptance of Maximum-Energy Price Provision

Elements of Component

A)

B)

)

D

Fuel Diversity Beneflt

1. m-to)amm(-)h!rnbnotmmbnmuudmonw“s
- Compared to base plan

Contract Protection for Supply Price

1. Type of
- From resources, long-term contract, spot

2. Effectiveness of price protection mechanism in supply contract

3 Tomdmmm
» Number of Years

4. Status of Plan implementation
- Executed contract, Letter-of-intent, etc

Market Protection for Supply Price

1. Avallabily of excess supply of proposed fuel in market (or economic substitute)
2. Insensitivity of fuel price 1o acid-rain legisiation

Contract Protection for Transportation Price

1. Effectiveness of price protection mechanism in transportation contract

2. Temm of Contract Commitment
- Number of years

3. Statue of Plan implementation
. - Executed contract, Letter-of-intent, Etc.

JO



CRITERION 4 CONTINUED

(Page 3 of 5)

E)

F)

Market Protection for Transportation Price
i Avallblydudmmmmsyuem

Bidders acceptance of maximum energy price provision
1. Bidder's degree of acceptance

B)

Eum&:un'-mgonwm-mdsmm- Fraction of System"*

Score Generating Capaclty Generating Capacity

Dependent on Oil or Dependent Gas with
Gas in Base Plan  Project
* Poshive or negative sign is preserved to reflect contribution to fuel diversity
** System includes proposed project in this case

Gontract Protection for Supoly Price

-+ Wm,mmmmt

[(Fraction of fuel requirements from owned reserves) x (@)
Element = [(Frlﬂundtnlmk:mmmmm:):(!]
lmummw;mmmmwmn‘n

Where: 0.7 1.0
0.3 0.8
0.0 02

[(Fraction of supply with very effective mechanism) x (¥}

W- |wmdmm:mmmmmn)xm
[(Fraction of supply with ineffective mechanism) x (@]
Where: 0.140.9

7/




1.0 IF Y = Term of Project Contract

- Element= 08-09 IF @ Y < Term of Project Contract
. Score . 05-04 IF Y <@ Years

03-04 IF Y« ears

00-02 IF Y < @ Years

[(Fraction of supply where contract has been signed) x ()]
w’- = [(Fraction of supply mh:un«-oc-:mm x @h
: [(Fraction of supply with no documented implementation) x (@]
‘Where: 0.2 gfj< 09

[(Fraction of Transportation with very effective mech.) x (@)
w - :(Fmdtzummmmwm mech.) x @M
[(Fraction of Transportation with no implementation) x (]
Where: 0.1 g 09

2. - Weighted Average Length 0 Fuel Transportation
Cominion h Yean 0 {From Stanup)

o8 B e Tam o m' s Congact
: - < lf!l'l
Eoment = 0 - Fa ved
Score 03 - tF ’Ym
00 - i PE

4



CRITERION 4 CONTINUED
- (Page 5 of 5)
3. Siats of Plan implementation

[( Fraction of Transportation where contract is signed) x (P)
‘Element = [( Fraction of Tmpondi:nwllh Letter-of-intent) x {RJ
. [( Fraction of Trlmpomli:ﬂ with no implementation) x (@i}

Where: 0.2 5.5 09

43
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(Page 2 of 6)

CRITERION § CONTINUED

COMPONENTS:

A) Efectiveness of Fuel Supply Plan
Effectiveness of Transportation Plan
C) Ability to Overcome Adversity

B)

ELEMENTS OF COMPONENT:
A) Efiectiveness of Fuel Supply Plan

B)

1.

2.

3.

4.

mm owner reserves, Long-term Contract, Spot Market

Maximum Rellance on One Supplier
- % of highast volume supplier

Term of Commitment
= Number ol years
Status of Plan Implementation
-Executed contract, Letter-of-intent, Stated plan

mummmbn
How effectively has plan been implemented

Effectiveness of Transportation Plan

1.

2

7.

Source of Transportation
- Owner, Long-term contract, Spotinterruptible

Maximum reliance on one transporter
- % of highest volume transporter

Term of Commitment
- Number of years

Degree of Regulatory Involvement in Obtaining Transportation
(Base, Alternate, incrementai)

Complexity of Necessary New Construction to Provide Transportation

Status of Plan implementation
- Executed Coniract, Letter-of-intent, Stated Plan

mumw
How effectively has play been implemented?

Ability 1o Overcoma Adversity

1.

2.

of market forces
maw

Number of Fuel Supply Personnel Dedicated
- To Proposed Project

J5



CRITERION § CONTINUED
(Page 3 of 8)

3. Expertise of Fuel Personnel
4. Availabillty of Excess Fuel Supply/Transportation in Market

5. Bidder's Acceptance of Termination Provisions
- Evidence of Willingness to take Fuel Supply Risk

6. Effectiveness of Inventory Management Plan
Scoring Methodology

A) Effectiveness of Fuel Supol Pian

% mm.wmcom.smum
{(Fraction of Fuel Requirements from owned reserves) x ()]
élz.m- [(FmdFudRﬂi:'mmmooM)x‘]
» [(Fraction of Fuel Requirements from Spot Market) x ()]

2.
Supplier by Highest - Volume Supplier
1.0 IF x (or all owned)
Element « 0.5 - @PIF g< .it
Score 0.0 -gp IF < Xg
5 Average Length of Fuel Supply Commitment in Y ({Y) from
- m
Stant of Operation)
13 1.0 IF Y = Term of Project Contract
g Eement= 08-@@ IF < Y < Term of Project Contract
Score o.s-s IF Y < @ Years
03 - IF Y < @ Years
0.0 - IF Y < & Years

4. Slatys of Plan implementation
[(Fraction of Supply where Contract has been Signed) x (@)

Eloment =  {(Fraction of Supply with Letter-ot-intert) x @)

m +
[(Fraction of Supply with no Documented Implementation) x ()
Where: 02 <@k 09




(Page 4 of 6)

B)

- Spovinterruptible

' [(Fraction of Transportation from Owned System) x @]
Element = [(Fmd'!‘mu:bnimmcorlrm-ﬁrm)x,
[(Fraction of Transportation from Spovinterruptible) x ()]
Where: 0.7 <@gt 1.0

0.3 s 08
2.
d by Highest Volume Transporter
Element = IF X < (or all owned)
Score 05 - i IF < X ;ﬂ
0.0 - IF < Xg
e e e ¥ Commitment Star
- verage ransportation in Years (Y) from
of Operation
P S A
- < ract

Element = 05 - IF " Y < P VYears
Score 03 - IF < Y < ears

00 - IF Y < ears

- IF Low Degree of Involvement
Element = IF Medium
Score ’ IF High

37



m" 4 '-: 4 :g ll:lo:'alm .yxly
3 : IF High Complexity
6. Statys of Plan implementation
: [(Fraction of Transportation with Contract Signed) x (@]
Element - ((quzm of Transportation with Letter-of-intent) x (@)
[(Fraction of Transportation with no Implementation) x ()]

Where: 0.2 < .s 0.9

&g

Ph o
PN, Tonke

17}
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2

e B %

IF Excess/Redundance Exists and Will Continue to Exist for Life

of Project
IF Excess Exists Partially and/or may Disappear

IF No Excess Exists

IF Highly Effective
IF Somewhat Effective
IF Ineffective

J9



MATURITY OF TECHNOLOGY

SCORE =

PLANT RELIABILITY

POWER QUALITY
AND
RELIABLITY

i

'I'_UTH. SCORE emeee

ARRANGEMENT OF

FACLITY
SCORE e
v
PLANT PERFORMANCE
SCORE ——
v

DESIGN IMPACT ON
LICENSABILITY
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(Page 2 of 6)

MATURITY OF
TECHNOLOGY

CHOOSE TECHNOLOGY|
TRACK RECORD

b

SCORE—

SCORE—

RESPONDENT EXPERIENCE

RESPONDENT

PLANT RELIABILITY

EXPERIENCE WITH
CHOSEN TECHNOLOGY

»

SCORE—

RAM DATE FOR
SIMILAR UNITS

SCORE—

PLANT DESIGN
CRITERIA

SCORE—

TECHNICAL SPECIFI~
CATIONS OF THE
FACILITY

SCORE—

Y N

DETAILS OF EXCiTA-

TION SYSTEM

SCORE—




(Page 3 of 6)

ARRANCEMENT
OF FACILITY

SCORE—

PERFORMANCE

PLOT AND SITE PLAN

SCORE—

GENERAL
ARRANGEMENTS

SCORE—

NET & GROSS HEAT
RATES

SCORE—

SCORE—

ﬂ HEAT BALANCE

-ﬂ GENERATOR CABILITY

SCORE—
_q DESIGN LIMITATIONS
SCORE—

e e

EFFECTS OF FUEL
QUALITY ON PLANT

SCORE—




(Page 4 of 6)

DESIGN IMPACT
OF LICENSABILITY

CAPACITY OF ON-SITE
STORAGE FOR LIQUID
AND SOLID WASTES

SCORE—

SCORE—

COMPLETNESS OF CONTENT
LIST OF ALL AIR,
LIQUID AND SOLID WASTES

SCORE —

.

TECHNICAL ENVIRON-
MENTAL ISSUES AFFECTING
FEASIBILITY

SCORE —

“

POTENTIAL DESIGN AND
OPERATION REQUIREMENTS/
RESTRICTIONS

SCORE —

%3




CRITRION 6 CONTINUED
(Page § of 6)
SCORING METHODOLOGY:
I.  MATURITY OF TECHNOLOGY
Exhibit
A. Chosen Technology Track Record 6.5.1
- Years of Operation of Technology
- Plant Availability
- Plant Maintainability
- Utiiity Application
- Non-Utility Application
B. Respondent Experience with Chosen  6.8.1
Technology
Years of Operation of Technology

Athmncywlhmnylnnpluof tmrohblaqanoratbnhtmuzepmposod
others rated relatively with a theoretical uct:;ggywlh no existing operating units receiving

Il PLANT RELIABILITY

Exhibit
A. RAM Data for Similar Units 6.5.1
B. Plant Design Criteria 6.5.1.
C. Technical Specifications of 6.5.1
the Facilty
D. Details of Excitation System = 6.21
Basis for Scoring:
Data provided verified claims and is consist industry experience with others rated relatively
with @ proposal providing no data receiving
. ARRANGEMENT OF FACILITY
Exhibit
A Piot and Sk Plan 6.6.1
~B. General Arangements 6.6.1
Basis for Scoring:
The amangement

wﬂuﬁumwmm.mnmm with other
mmm.wwmmwumm




CRITERION 6 CONTINUED
(Page 6 of 6)
IV.  PLANT PERFORMANCE
_ Exhibit

A. Net & Gross Heat Rates 6.5.1

B. Heat Balance 6.6.1

C. Main One Line 6.6.1

D. Flow Diagram 6.6.1

E. Generator Capability Curves 325

_F. Design Limitations 6.2.1

G. Efiects of Fuel Quallty on 741

Plant Operation

Basis for Scoring:
Data provided verifies claims and is industry experience with others raied relatively
with a proposal providing no data m

V. DESIGN IMPACT ON LICENSABILITY
_Exhibit

A. Capacity of On-Site Storage 46
for Liquid and Solid Wastes

B. Completeness of Content List of 46
All Alr, Liquid & Solid Wastes

C. Technical Envionmental Issues 4.4.1

Affecting Feasbility

- Noise 471

- Alr 441
.. = Water 441
- - Solid Waste 441

Potential Design & Operation 441
Requirements/Restrictions




> @R_| FREQUENCY OF
1 CYCLES

TIME
LSCORE  —0
MINIMUM DOWN
& | ToME

: I. OUTPUT

IL SCORE  ——




CRITERION 7 CONTINUED
(Page2 0t 7)
. OUTPUT CONTROL
WEM ( WHERE? )— 2R
<75 75 MW <75 MW > 75 MW
SIZE?
A B D

¢7
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CRITERION 7 CONTINUED
(Page 3 of 7)
CRITERIA
NUMBER/YEAR
FREQUENCY OF uon:’n “ :
l- -
CYCLES o 4
101 - 200 -
SCORE ___ S0 = ’
(HOURS)
L UNIT CYCLING MINIMUM RUN X<1 - &
TIME 1<X<3 = &
3<X<6 - s
BEOIRE i SCORE ____ i -
(HOURS)
MINIMUM DOWN X<1 - 4:
1<X<3 -
TIME l<x:6 - @
6<X - &
SCORE .___



(Page 4 0f 7)

CRITERION 7 CONTINUED

IA. OUTPUT CONTROL ¥
1. FACILITIES LOCATED IN FPL SERVICE TERRITORY
WHOSE NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS
LESS THAN 75 MW.
2. (% OF CC) - PERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITTED
CAPACITY.
3.SCORE = l..-l-..l‘.f.l

NMrXA> S - et .

e = 4%>X> 3% - .

N> >N s —= =
A X

)
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CRITERION 7 CONTINUED
(Page 5 of 7)
IIB-OUTPUT CONTROL ¢
NOTES: 1. FACILITIES LOCATED IN FPL SERVICE TERRITORY
WHOSE NET DEFENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS
GREATER THAN AND BQUAL TO 75 MW,
2. (% OF CC) - FERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITTED
CAPACITY.
3.SCORE = atbh+g
3
WEIGHT =0 ¥
SCORE _
MANUAL
(X.3)
lscore ”
R e (X.4)
' ® MINIMUM OUPUT 2) MINIMUM OUPUT
. (ROFCO) ¥ (HOFCC) v
X<20% X<20% =
20% < X.< 30% WH<X<W0% =
0% < X < 0% 30% < X < 40% -
WH<X W <X -
b) X M OUTPUT b) MAXIMUM OUTPUT
gwm ¥ (% OFCC) ¥
X>105% = | X>105% =
104% > X> 100% = 104%>X>100% =
100 >X> 8% = 100% > X> 98% =
0% > X - °8% > X =
¢) RAMP RATE c) RAMP RATE
(WOFCC) ¥ (% OFCC) ¥
X»S% = X>5% =
SR>Ap 4% - 5% >X> 4% =
A% X> N - 4% > X> 3% -
%> X - %>X -

Ho



(Page & of 7)
IIC. OUTPUT CONTROL 7
NOTES: . 1. FACILITIES LOCATED OUTSIDE FPL TERRITORY

WHOSE NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS
LESS THAN 75 MW,

2. (% OF CC) - PERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITTED
CAPACITY.

3. TRANSMISSION DELIVERY SCHEDULED BETWEEN
TWO SEPARATE CONTROL AREAS,

4. SCORE = atb+c
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NOTES:

CRITERION 7 CONTINUED

T

A

IID. OUTPUT CONTROL

1. FACILITIES LOCATED OUTSIDE FPL TERRITORY
WHOSE NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS
GREATER THAN AND EQUAL TO 75 MW.

2. (% OF CC) - PERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITTED

CAPACITY.

i

3. TRANSMISSION DELIVERY SCHEDULED BETWEEN
TWO SEPARATE CONTROL AREAS.

4. SCORE -

at+b+g




REACTIVE CAPABILITY
AND CONTROL

GENERATOR POWER
FACTOR CAPABILITY

SCORE —

-

TOTAL SCORE—

GENERATOR SHORT
CIRCUIT RATIO (SCR)

SCORE—

-

GENERATOR TRANS-
FORMER IMPEDANCE

SCORE__

a3



(Page 2 of 2)

Scoring Methodology

1) Does the respondent specify that FPL will be given some control over
the reactive power output of the facility? .

It yes, proceed to items 2, 3 and 4 below.
if no, then the proposal gets a score of 0.0 for this category.

2) Generator Power Factor

Score = (1.0 - manq-(oom

If the power factor is 0.85 or lower,

then the score Is 10.0 Weight =
Weight x Score =

| 9]

-3) Generator Short Circult Ratlo

Score = (SCR - 0.5) + (0.035)

The score is 10 ¥ SCR is 0.85 or higher.

The sccre is O if the SCR is 0.5 or lower. Weight =
Weight x Score =

4) Generator Transformer Impedance

Score = (16 - 2%) + (0.8)
The score is 10, ¥ the transformer
impedance is 8% or lower. The score is 0,

if the impedance is 16% or larger. w:lgn-
Total Weight x Score =



CONTRACT TERM |

TOTAL SCORE—

LENGTH OF CONTRACI
IN YEARS




‘Score = Term (Years) +@ i




SCHEDULING

TOTAL SCORE—

DEGREE OF
COORDINATION

DEGREE OF
COORDINATION

7]
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; fols boly 14k

53




(Page 101.3)
§ -
COMPLETION $'S PER KW OF
SECURITY CAPACITY
B

99




CRITERION 11 CONTINUED
(Page 2 of 3)

FPLummmMrlbpwacashdepomhanamoummw’peerm
estimated dependabie capacity as a completion security. The bidder, however may propose a greater
amount and/or altemate amangements which offset the risks and costs of project delay to FPL.

IN EVALUATING THE RESPONDENTS' COMPLE} ION SECURITY FPL WILL USE THE FOLLOWING
APPROACH:

Figure 1 beiow graphically represents our evaluation methodology.

COMPLETION SECURITY

A cash equivalent deposit of SREREF per MW will receive a score of @points. This is viewed as
meeting the required condition, and is thus average.

cd-nivmmumm‘wuwwummmtmwmmm
SCORE = [} x [CASH EQUIVALENT DEPOSIT] - @@

The maximum score s . (deposk of SEEREIY per MW or above) and the minimum score is @ (a

deposit of SEEGP per MW or below).
mmmdmmmmwmnmwmu

mhwn. mmdmmmwmdnmnm
: _mmuwumunm

w0
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CRITERION 11 CONTINUED

Page 3 of 3)

‘:wmm.a-mmdbdmm.owwuwmmmmwnooM\Nunl

service January 1, 1994

Mﬂnbi&upddFPLsso.ooo;mMWhmh.FPLwouldhavooamadnemahomm
deposit date untll acceptance. (Assumed to be 1/1/91 through 1/1/94.)

The likely rate of interest will be the 3 month commercial paper rate. For this example,
assume that the rate is 7.5%.

Therefore, the present vaiue, as of 1/1/91, of collecting the deposit in 1/1/94 is a s follows:

Cash equivalent $50.000 per MW = $40,248 per MW
Value of Deposit = (147.5%)

G/
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(Page 1 of 4)

AMOUNT OF SECURITY

SECURITY FOR PAYMENT
IN EXCESS OF VALUE

TOTAL SCORE—

SCORE——

TYPE OF SECURITY

SCORE—

oA



(Page 2 of 4)

For purposes of measuring the percentage covered by , the maximum cumuiative difference
between the proposed capacity payments to the bidder and FPL's avoided unit value will be used.

The second of the security being offered is the method of providing the . The
gﬂl«lbm bmﬂﬂwmumdymwg.l:rmh(wm.mm«thmyw

E

In evaiuating both the amount and type of security being offered the following approach will be used.
A. AMOUNT: Based on other cogeneration contracts, FPL considers @@ of the cumulative
difference between capacity payments and FPL's value to be reasonable, thercfore this will
receive @ points. The foliowing formula will be used 1o score proposed securities other than gBk:

;lsm_-rxwuwmwmmmwmmzvm

Figure #1 Is a graphical representation of this relationship.




CRITERION 12 CONTINUED
(Page 3 of 4)
B. TYPE OF SECUFIITY!;‘ Although Rit's difficult to list possible combinations available

all of
might propose, the following are the basic ones:

Cash escrow, imevocable letter of credit and security bond are considered the most liquid of the
five. All three have the same level of . Respondent proposing any of these 3 types of
wﬂywﬂmmm‘woru points).

The next two instruments/proposals, parent guarantees and 2nd lien, are very difficult to convert
fo cash. A parent guarantee is considered more favorable because collection from & 2nd lien
it is unikely that much would be left after

Note a first ien is not considered as a possiility since it is likely that
as a condition for the financing.)

:
i
i
:

the project represents. Figure 2 graphically represenis our
of security being offered.

SECURITY FOR PAYMENT IN EXCESS OF VALUE
TYPE OF SECURITY

..................................................................................

..................................................................................

.................................................

»
-
a'fF
e
e

z

|

AEBE UGUEDTY TraN A DO LEN (sOMDUMLY DELUATID)
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C.

1 IN

TOTAL SCORE: The total score for this criterion will be a weighted average of the scored

received for the amount of
of security will be weighted

ﬂwmmuummy. The amount of security and type

&5



FINANCIAL VIABILITY
OF THE PROJECT

X FINANCIAL VIABILITY

TOTAL SCORE—

e <

SCORE—

FINANCIAL VIABILITY
OF THE RESPONDENT

SCORE—




CRITERION 13 CONTINUED
{Page 2 ol 7)
| - :
- AFTIR TAX WADC

BASE CASE COMPUTED | g ~ D ek T TOLoweST |
USING RESPONDENT* = :
CASH FLOW i ;
PROJECTIONS R A et

| MIEEERT COVERAGE BATIO
SCORE ___ - RASXED FRCE HGHEST TO LOWERT _II
. : T 1Y |
: = CCMPTID UBBE P APTEN TAX WACO _:

- -
- PAANGIAL VIABILITY SENSITIVITY CASE L e —
OF THE PROJECT COMPUTED USING T :
© RISK -M ou s OLOVEST
RE _ | IESECTID RTBREST COVERAAE RATYD

ki i SCORE ____ = RANKED FROM HGHEST TO LOWEST _;
|| £10.DEATIN GF IV [
« COMPUTID UBNNO FPL APTER TAX WACC :
: SENSITIVITY CASE d e —
COMPUTED USING | SmamTcr |
© RISK - RAJSTD FROMLOWEST TONBIEST |
- | STRRATIN OF RTHT COVMMGI AT |
} SCORE _____ - RASEED PO 1OGHEST TO LOWRST _JI

o7
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CRITERION 13 CONTINUED
(Page 3 of 7)
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CRITERION 13 CONTINUED

In this criterion there are two components we will be evaluating, the financial viabliity of the respondent
and the financial viability of the project. In evaluating the respondent’s financial viability, we are mainly
concemed with the financial strength of the corporate entity. The main focus in evaluating the viability

project fo generate revenues to cover debt obligations and provide a

To compute the total score for

retumn on capital.
mm"wmﬁmmmwmmmwammwmmm
i o each will ints.
viability of the project will be weighted

‘
g
4
g
:
g
4
3

- HHMV“(NPWMWMFPL%“W“MQMO!W
- Retum on Invested Capital (IRR)
- Interest Coverage Ratio (Coverage)
in computing NPV, IRR and Coverage for the project, FPL will rely on the
‘statement provided by the respondent. However, since the profitability of the project is dependent
on the following key variables:

- Heat Rate

-  Equivaient Availability Factor
-  Operating and Maintenance Expenses v
- Future inflation
Fﬂ.ﬂmunhpauonﬂnywymuwmmmwmmm
from thelr assumed values. FPL will gauge this impact through the use of risk simulation analysis
h-ﬁpﬂh“mwmumwmbmmwwmmedz
%nmn.om:

with 2 NPV between the two points will be scaled based on a linerar relationship
between the two points.

©9




RION 1 ED
(Page 5 of 7)

%mnm«mmm.m:

Projects with an IRR of 9% or below will receive @ points;

mmlmmmmnwumumdmanmmmupm
the two points. H
W

ﬁaamrﬂodwwmﬂm.m:

Projects with a coverage ratio of 1 or less will receiveg points;

Projects with a coverage ratio between @or @will be scaled based on a linear relationship
between the two points.

'MﬂmmmWMdummumwumtma:

IRR Score
Coverage Score
Sum

— x @- __
w.. ﬂvm X &
Expected IRR Score x : -
wmm R X e 1
: x @B ___
: . K L
STD Coverage Score x ; =
X - .
Sum . x @ - ___
TOTAL SCORE ____
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7/
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standard
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worth.
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the
maximum
calculated, a
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based on the percentage
for each
i

Before an overall score Is
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O&M CONTRACTOR

SCORE ——

OPERATIONS AND
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PLANT
MAINTAINABILITY
AND AVAILABILITY

SCORE

TOTAL SCORE -

RESERVE FUND

AVAILABILITY DATE

START-UP
SCHEDULE




CONFIDENTIAL
CRITERION 14 CONTINUED

(Page 2 of 3)
Scoring Méthodology:
A. . Experience leve! of contractor or similar work. gg‘

. Description and qualification of contractor g:g.:

#Yoars »5 = ’ 6.8.1
1s# Years <5 =

Os# Years <1 = &

B. Executed Agreement on other plans
Executed Agreement =
o "
€. Quallty of Plan (Le., details, compieteness, eic.)
Sufficient but need more work = %
Not sufficient 10 maintain plant =
D. Qualification of O&M Contractor Personnel including experience

Overall well quaified -
o atin 3

Operation and Maintenance Exhibit

Maintenance plan for facility Components ;.21

i

Detalled Description of all Seven Components =
“.“‘7 -

AL

7

s RO v,




(Page 3.of 3)
Beserve Fund

1l

mamyb-upheodhmimammtund!ommm.

% of Capital Cost of Plant (COP)

EAF< EAF, <1.05 EAF, . @

EAF, >1.05 EAF, = @

EAF, < EAF, = @

EAF, = Equivalent Avallabliity Factor Guaranteed
EAF, = Equivalent Avallability Factor of Existing Units

Stad-up Schedule Exhibit
Detalled Milestone Schedule for: 6.7.1
. Acosptence Test
- Periormance Test

" Doss start-up schedule allow sufficient time to completly check-out all
systems within allotied time’

- 3
.

15
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(Page 2 of 4)

Comgonerts

FinanciaL EXPERENCE
(5.2.18.8.1)

CRITERION 15 CONTINUED

aight

=
&
$
&
@
&

®ee @

Basis Of Evaluating
Bids Against Components

-corporuuwmuonmdmmoemommriem

« Experience with chosen technology (5.2.1/6.8.1)

-Anwl.typeolimmmrl.mra:bndinvostm
(5.2.1/8.8.1)

« Understanding/experience with IPP market (5.2.1)

« Regulation Experience

-Rommmmdsmammmapomm(4.a.1)
-no(g:n;lmomubnolsm&ww

« Corporate information and management experience
(5.2.1/6.8.1)

« Experience with chosen technology (5.2.1/8.8.1/6.3.1)

- Size (MW)

- Location

- Respondent’s role in project
- Fuel type

- Actual net heat rat

Equivalent availability factor
- Type of project (IPP, QF, utillty, etc.)

« Experience of the technology to (5.2.1/6.8.1/6.3.1)
« Understanding/experience with IPP market (5.2.1)

. t:gm 1i)'lol1'llibﬂ and management experience
« Project controls experience with similar projects
(5.2.1/8.8.1)
« Experience with chosen technology (5.2.1/6.8.1/6.3.1)
- Size (MW)

- Location

- Respondent's role in project

- Fuel type

Actual net opsrating heat rate
Equivalent forced outage rate

Equivalent availabilky

Type of project (PP, QF, utillty, etc.)

. wdumbmmwzms.mm)
« Undarstanding/experience

with IPP market (5.2.1)
« Experience with regulators (5.2.1)

77



%’m . L m.am Of Evalusting

MANAGEMENT v ] + Corporate information and management experience
@ Experience with chosen technology 5.2.1/6.8.1/6.3.1)

Size (MW)

Location

WFU.I s role in project

Aaudwn:topcmmmumo
Equivalent forced outage rate

availability
Type of project (IPP, QF, utility, etc.)

’ .Wmmwm(nn

ConsTRUCTION
(5.2.1/8.8.1)
EXPERIENCE

|

TRANSMISSION EXPERIENCE & « Comorate information and management experience
: (5.2.1/6.8.1)

[ . W chosen technology (5.2.1/6.8.1)

g.

Type of project (IPP, QF utility, etc.)
= « Understanding/experience with IPP market (5.2.1)

7 FuELS EXPERIENCE & - Corporate Information and management experience
: 5.2.1/6.8.1
ads . Pf(oalmmll'l) transportation and administration (7.1.2.4)

78

[



iPaco 4 of 4y

&> - Experience with chosen technology (5.2.1/6.8.1)

Size (MW)
Location
Respondent’s role in project

-
:

factor
Type of project (IPP, QF, utility, eic.)

« Understanding/experience with IPP market (5.2.1)

79
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(Page 2 0f 3)
Oﬂm Basis Of Evaluating
ot Bids Against Components

. 5:4.1..2.)“’”" and lease and/or purchase

-Stg:?.gﬁwﬂuanmslmmm

 Status of schedule development (6.1.1/6.1.3)
- Minimum level of insurance/security

o
i

|
E
wee

obtained (5.1.3)

« Ske selection and lease and/or purchase

4.12
. P‘mﬂth)v&»mhg status (4.2.1/4.2)
« Status of schedule licensing & permiting

g milestone
a (4.2.2/8.7.1)

|

o S(I:&o)hcuon and leace and/or purchase

« Status of plant design (6.51/6.6.1)

« Selection of major vendors and lerms
(6.1.3/6.8.1)

« Status of schedule
development(8.1.1/6.1.3/6.7.1)

-s::1a;;oclbnandbmu1d!orpundm
-s.ioeﬁono!nmorm\donmdtom

« Level of cost development for capital(6.1.2)

F
|
wmep Saahd

(6.1.1/8.1.3/8.7)

ConsTRUCTION MANAGEMENT & + Selection of major vendors and terms
Prouect DeveLorPuenT

|
Biez

a_
|

(6.1.1/6.1.3/8.7.1)

G/




CONFIDENTIAL

RION 1
(Page 3 of 3)
oum ' Basis Of Evaluating
Of Weight Bids Against Components
TRanssssion PRosecT g . S:to:zo;ochn and leass and/or purchase
4.
DeveLoPment a8 * Transmission corridors lease (3.2.2)
3 « Status of schedule dov.lopmo:l‘éﬁ.'lm
(3.2.1/3.2.213.2)
: 4.1.2
DeveLomseny ‘ -smlcmmm(e.i.m.n
AR * Fuel purchase and transportation status

Scoring on each slement:
, contracts executed, permits obtained, or securities obtained, as applicable.
‘ mmmamwmumu:m«mmm:mmu

& mhmmmwmm licensing lssues identified but not
examined, no commitments obtained, as applicable.

Gz



STATE AND
'COMMUNITY BENEFITS

SITING AND
TECHNOLOGY
ENVIRONMENTAL
ISSUES

SCORE —

TOTAL SCORE——

BY—-PRODUCTS AND
WASTES

SCORE—

-

NOISE LEVELS

SCORE—

oD

BENEFITS OF
RESPONDENT
SELECTION

SCORE——

&3




! CRITERION 17 CONTINUED
(Page 2 of S)
= Ooum' Basis Of Evaluating
- o Welght Bids Against Components Exhibit
Siting & Technology & .r List of Siting & Technology 4.4.1
Environmental Issues lm“gemu Issues
& . Local Political, Business, Environmental
Support or Opposition to the Facility
.22 . Pending or Threatened Litigation,
Possibly Affecting Proposed Site —_—
_ (Sum/3)
By-Products & Wastes & . Respondent List of Alr, Liquid, & Solid
Waste & By-Product Streams —_— 481
& . Respondent Description of On-Site
Storage Capacily for Liquid & Solid
Wastes 481
& . Respondent By-Product & Waste Disposal
Plan 4.6.1
(Sum/3)
Noise Levels & . Respondent Description of Projected 471
Facility Noise Levels —
Benefits of Respondent [ . Financial, Economic, Environmental and 8.5.1

g4



(Page 3 of 5)

1)

I SITING AND TECHNOLOGY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

W LIST OF SITING AND TECHNOLOGY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/POTENTIAL

Wlﬂd and technology environmental issue nilal issues that could
mmwﬂ:;m dovobpmrllldlomnoriou:gg. . oou

‘wmﬂmeWMMMimuMawu.

impact facliiity licensing, development schedule or feasibility

#OCAL POLITICAL, BUSINESS, ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION TO THE

political, business, environmental support to the f; demonstrated w
wmmmmumumwmw -s
I-Imwpomm environmental opposition to the facility - G
PENDING OR THREATENED LITIGATION POSSIBLY AFFECTING PROPOSED SITE
No pending or threatened litigation possibly affecting the proposed site - §®
. Pending litigation possibly affecting the proposed site -@

85
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(Page 4 of 5)

1)

1)

. BY-PRODUCTS AND WASTES

m LIST OF AIR, LIQUID AND SOLID WASTE AND BY-PRODUCT STREAMS

list of all air, wwwm.mwmmmmu

by the facilty which result in no impact to the environment

list of all air, liquid and solid waste and by-product streams generated

Comprehensive
by the facility which result in major impact to the environment

W DESCRIPTION OF ON-SITE STORAGE CAPACITY FOR LIQUID AND SOLID

Detalled description of on-site storage capacity for liquid and solid wastes
which may. result in major impact to the environment

Detalled description of on-site storage capacity for and solid wastes
mmma\mmummw

RESPONDENT BY-PRODUCT AND WASTE DESPOSAL PLAN
m-mmm'mﬂammsammumnnmnm
the environment

Mmum-mdwmmwmumwuh
environment

--wwbﬂ'

Hl. NOISE LEVELS

mmamrmmms

WWMMMMM“W&MW
residences or environmentally sensitive areas

High Projected Faciity Noise Levels (greater than 100 DBa) affecting adjacentnearby
residences o environmentally sensitive areas

-@
- @B

ro impadt

86
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e IV. BENEFITS OF RESPONDENT SELECTION
'4) BENEFITS OF RESPONDENT SELECTION
MMMMMmmmFbrmmm.w
,.wmmm\gmdmﬂm - 89
o increased local employment and services
o increased tax revenues (%) i

e

i
%
3

mmmmmmmmmmmwmuum,mm“:s‘

- <
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Florida Powsr & Light Company
Docket Mo. S00796-El

Staff's First Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory lo.

Attachmant No. |

Poge _| _of _|

CONFIDENTIAL

Criteria and Weighting Factors

WEIGHT % WEIGHT %

M“Cﬂ : “ 10-Maintenance and Outage Scheduling -

: 2-Locstion o 11.Completion Security -

Mq‘mm- 12-Security for Paymest la Excess of Value -

4-Fuel Diversity and Risk of Price - 13-Finsacial Viability of Facility and Rﬂpﬂdc‘-

- Mumm - 14-Plast Malatainability and Availability -

8-Reactive Capablliity and Control - 17-State and Community Benefits -

ANALYRS
RV/FC e
DELIVERY COM MTG

P6 000002
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