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"i Exhibit m s  fiche involved t separate price figures: one at $0-62 for only' 
the Fort Myers P&t, and one at S0.59 for both the Fort Myers Plant and the Sanford Plant. FGT's' 
pricing at S.065 was for tk Fort Myers plant only. ANR a h  had other stipulations or contingencies' 
such as a take-or-pay clause, and it was also interested in a contract for the Sanford plant business. 
FGT did not negotiate as openly for the Sanford plant contract, but FPL threw in an optionr 
agreement for the Sanford plant business to be exercised within two years. However, FPL denied 

#&at thc ' - k e t -  --- c l a w  was a consideration in its economic analysis, while confirming that it was 
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$0.59 (PFM + PSN 
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G T  was definitely a vmdor that was well lmown to FPL Tbc tw cornpmh had manyr 
rears of experience witb each OW, and, in f e  FGT WBS a wmnt con- suppler under bth a i  
TS-1 and a FTS-2 rate schedule for FPL. In addition to its prior rdationships with FPL, FGT had P 
he following physical advantages to offer 

With app imately 75 miles of pipeline to construct, the reliability of its on- 
le completion was more pmbabl 

Another reliability factor that i m p d  FPL was FGTs performance in 
responding to the Perry, Florida, gas line explosion on August 14,1998. FGT 
controllcd it within 24 hours, and its customers had their gas restored. 
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3.3.~ American Natur ~ - 

Rellablllty Facto- 

ate 1980's and early l9s1o's, FPL had no operating experience with the company. ANR, which 
entlv has no,pipelinesl installed within the state of Florida, would have to lav new 30-inch line 
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primary feed line to Florida would have to lx W I e d  undwwater through thc Gulf 
of Mexico to the Fort Myers arm. This p i p b  wbich would haye b m  
approximately 550 mila of 30.i liae, d d  tt# LBV~ 
a mtutckri. a f i w d e s t o t l  

&ad up tb 
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Beach extension (FGT's Station #21 to the Fort Myws plant), 

its, in addition to agrtemmts with multiple landowners for any We! 'ah 
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Increase diversity in gas supply- 
Reduce cost of gas supply to F1 
Roduct "taktsr-pay" risk of e x a s  ga3 transpo~ 
fncrcase operatioaal flexibility of FPL system. 
Minimize licmshg risk. 
Minimize constmtion schedule risk. 
Facilitate maintainability of tht pipdine. 
Rdduce gas transportation prim 
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hntracting WID A 

V- FPL Hloufd have hw> 
iring a d e p  of competition into tbe statt, parlicularly when'& vari-4 
ontracts expire between 2005 and 2020. At that time FPL will be fkew.; 
ontract with one or the other, or both, fur a shorter term. The benefit rfr 
mpending competition has been a key factor, in the short term. Without the 
liable ANR propod,  FGT would not have offered as generous terms as it has. 
Without the FGT presence, ANEl would not have offered as competitive and 
rediblc a proposal as it has. Therefore, a significant component of the W&P 
B competition has M y  been achieved in getting hth proposals to be as g&' 

L wows o m g  a sewnu m€iierinro me smte. In 
With FGT and OW with AM& This W0z))f 

s possible -with M R ~ l l d  haw &MF 
.. bdlaiemtb~ 
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give FPL additional receipt pints into tbe FGT piplint in Zone l, it - 
provide the potenti 
thtANRpipcIinc 

sea- '-b 
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IR'spropOsal= wo pipelines. Tbe major pipline will be built unda 
the ocean, directly from Mobile Bay, Ala- to the a m  of Fort Myem 
F I e  shorter pipeline 
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30rida. FGTs proposal consiStP of building a 30" diamctcr pipeliat h r n  the 
ma of Tampa, to the Fort Mytrs plant. In the opinion of FPL's tavhnmtntal 
ictnsing experts, there is less uncertainty associated with obtaining the 
icctssary environmental approvals for the FGT pipline than tbm would be 

1. 

T L  is repowering the Fort Myers plant in order io add generating mpcity to 
et iweasmg * demand for electricity in its service territoy. FPL bas scbcdukd 

'in SCITjcc" operation by May, 2001. Therefore it is tapoitaot that consmaion 
rf the pipeline that will deliver gas be c o m p k d  by Octobcr, 2000. This is an 
mbitious schedule. Our review of the magnitude of each proposal suggests that 

he r e p a \ h n t ; o d  plant tokghpartial operation 8s d y a s  octok, 2000, witb full 

here is less uncertainty in the- T, w- 
browsed bv ANR. 

F L  ha, ..- ,- .,ith inte-derwattr gas p i p e l k .  - 
d i p l i n e  maintenance and repairs to the ANR pipelhe would have to bt made 
&p under water, it is our opinion that of maintainabiIity is greater with thc 
#GT proposal. Since the Fort Myers plant will not have alternate fuel capability 

rortant that the pipeline optratc - to minimize the cost of the plant), it is very j 

. -  

-ently expenenced accidents to its pipeline eacted vary 
pick€y, &was able to restore partial flows in short 01 
IOU-- '- ' ' 3  pipeline in a matter of a fev- "iys. Y q  & m&mwkmw+q&&iy~ 

r, and to have 

ZXd pfice - 
IS a muit of continued discuss& with both pipeiines 
proposals from both FGT and ANR were signifiwtly improvw wrore the final 
%cision was made. As discussad in detail in the ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
ummaries, both ANR and FGT ultimately offered vtry competitive pricing 
rovisions. In fact, the difference in the prices is very small. So much so, that 
small change in surne of the assumptions, such as how much gas transported 
y ANR to PFM would have to be "reddivered" to other FPL units, can give- 
dvantage to one or the other proposal. Therefore, from a transportation p m  
iewpoint, both proposals were viable. 
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