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I N  RE: PETITION FOR DETERMINATION OF NEED 
BY FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 

FPSCDOCKETNO. O a / O b L f - m  

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND. 

3 Q. Please state your name and business address. 

4 A. 

5 

6 

My name is John B. Crisp, and my business address is Florida Power Corporation, 

One Power Plaza, 263 13t” Avenue, St. Petersburg, Florida 33701. 

7 Q. By whom are you employed? 

8 A. I am employed by Florida Power Corporation (“FPC” or the “Company”), a,, the 

9 

10 

Director of Integrated Resource Planning and Load Forecasting. 

1 I Q. 

12 A. Yes. 

13 

Are you filing non-confidential direct testimony in this proceeding? 

14 Q. Have you described your duties as Director of Resource Planning and other 

15 pertinent background information in that testimony? 

16 A. Yes, I have. 

17 
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11. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY. 

What is the purpose of your confidential testimony in this proceeding? 

In response to the Company’s Request for Proposals (“RFP”), we received proposals 

from two bidders, (1) Panda Leesburg, L.L.C. (“Panda”) and (2) TECO Power 

Services Corporation (“TECO”) and Texaco Power and Gasification Global, Inc. 

(“Texaco”), acting through a joint venture called “Eagle Energy.” Both bidders 

requested confidential treatment of the terms of their proposals. We evaluated both 

proposals thoroughly, and we would like to describe these proposals and our 

evaluation of them for the benefit of the Commission. In deference to the requests 

for confidentiality by both of these bidders, however, we are referring to the bidders 

simply as Bidder A and Bidder B, respectively, in our non-confidential testimony 

and exhibits, and we do not describe the proposals or our evaluation of them in any 

detail in our non-confidential submissions. That being the case, I am filing this 

confidential testimony and supporting exhibits to describe the terms of the proposals 

and our evaluation of them. 

Are you sponsoring any confidential exhibits to your testimony? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following confidential appendix items to the confidential 

portion of our Need Study in this non-public portion of my testimony: 

21 
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1 (Confidential) JBC-3, App. 1 Panda proposal. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 2 Eagle Energy proposal. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 3 Composite exhibit of correspondence 
concerning required information and 
the Bidders’ responses. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 4 Composite exhibit of correspondence 
concerning supplementation and 
clarification of the Bidders’ 
proposals. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 5 Economic comparison in initial 
screening of Hines 2 and the Panda 
and Eagle Energy proposals. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 6 Economic comparison in 
supplemental screening of Hines 2 
and the Panda and Eagle Energy 
proposals. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 7 Evaluation of non-price attributes of 
Panda proposal. 

(Confidential) JBC-3, App. 8 Evaluation of non-price attributes of 
Eagle Energy proposal. 

18 111. OVERVIEW OF PANDA AND EAGLE ENERGY PROPOSALS. 

19 

20 Q. Please provide an overview of Panda’s proposal. 

21 A. In our W P  we had identified a long-term need for generating capacity equivalent to 

22 our next-planned 530 MW, 25-year combined cycle Hines 2 unit. In response, 

23 Panda proposed to enter into a 2-year system power purchase agreement with FPC 

24 for 250 MW, with options to extend for 1-year periods for up to three additional 

25 years (for a total possible contract period of five years). Panda proposed to support 
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this contract primarily from a planned 1,000 MW gas-fired, combined cycle 

generating plant - the Panda Leesburg plant - then the subject of a petition for 

determination of need before the PSC. (PSC Docket No. 000288-EU). Panda also 

expressed an ability to provide increased availability of the contracted capacity by 

providing energy from various sources, including its proposed Panda Midway plant, 

(another proposed 1,000 MW gas-fired, combined cycle plant), as necessary. 

In the documentation describing its proposal, Panda indicated that it intended 

to commit no more than 500 MW of the total capacity of either the Leesburg Plant 

or the Midway Plant under firm power purchase agreements, operating the balance 

of the plants on a merchant basis. Panda proposed capacity payments starting at 

approximately $8 1 per kw-yr, escalating at 5 percent annually after the base 2-year 

period, and Panda proposed an indexed energy rate. 

A copy of Panda’s full proposal is included as a confidential appendix item 

to FPC’s Confidential Section of its Need Study, App. 1 to (Confidential) JBC-3. 

Please provide a general overview of the Eagle Energy proposal. 

In its proposal, Eagle Energy chose a more complex operating technology from the 

Hines 2 natural gas-fired, combined cycle technology and proposed to build a much 

larger unit as well (exceeding our identified need by nearly 50 percent). 

Specifically, Eagle Energy initially proposed to build an 809 MW power plant at the 

Hines Energy Complex, using petroleum coke (“petcoke”) feedstock (fuel source) 

and integrated gasification combined cycle (“IGCC”) technology. Eagle Energy 

subsequently revised its proposal, after further refining the plant design, offering to 
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construct a 740 MW and then a 750 MW plant. Eagle Energy proposed to place the 

plant in service in the spring of 2004 - several months after the RFP requested in- 

1 ce after the nmnosedln-service date ofHines 2. and after the winter of 

2003/04 when additional capacity will be needed by FPC. Eagle Energy offered to 

contract with FPC for any capacity level between 500 MW and the full 750 MW 

capability of the Eagle Energy plant, at FPC’s discretion, for a 25-year period. 

Eagle Energy proposed to obtain the petcoke needed for the plant from Gulf 

Coast and Caribbean basin refineries. Eagle Energy would arrange to have the 

petcoke carried to Tampa Bay by ocean barges, and then from the port a third of the 

way across the state to the plant site requiring at least 250 tandem truck trips every 

day (averaging at least one truck every six minutes around the clock). 

The Eagle Energy proposal called for high capacity charges (approximately 

$230 per kw-yr, escalated at two percent per year) and low energy charges 

(approximately $3.53 per MWh, escalating at two percent) for the life of the 

contract. This magnitude of the proposed capacity charges was significant. Eagle 

Energy proposed a cap on capacity liquidated damages of ten percent of the capacity 

charges, meaning that FPC would be liable for exceptionally high capacity payments 

even in the event of non-performance. 

A copy of Eagle Energy’s full proposal is included as a confidential 

appendix item to FPC’s confidential portion of its Need Study, App. 2 to 

(Confidential) JBC-3. 
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Did you seek additional information from these bidders? 

Yes, we did. In both cases, the bidders failed to include information in their original 

submissions that we had required in our RFP. So our first step was to contact both 

bidders to ask for pertinent information that was requested in the RFP but was not 

submitted; this was information that was necessary to complete an objective and 

comprehensive evaluation of each proposal. Both bidders provided additional 

information in response to these requests. The correspondence between FPC and 

both bidders concerning our follow-up requests for information is included in FPC’s 

Confidential Section of its Need Study, Appendix 3, (Confidential) JBC-3. 

Following our preliminary review of the proposals, we then contacted both 

Panda and Eagle Energy to ask for additional information pertinent to the proposals, 

as indicated in Appendix 4 to FPC’s Confidential Section of its Need Study, 

(Confidential) JBC-3. 

In Panda’s case, among other things, we advised Panda that no other bidder 

had offered a proposal that we could combine with Panda’s 250 MW, 2- to 5-year 

contract proposal in order to reach our 530 MW, 25-year need. So we asked Panda 

whether it would be willing to increase its commitment of MWs and lengthen the 

contract duration to better match the need identified in our W P .  In response, Panda 

advised us that it would be willing to enter into a contract with FPC for a second 

block of power of 250 MW. The proposed capacity charges in the second block 

were $1 09 per kw-yr, escalating at 3.5 percent annually after an initial two-year 

period, which was higher than the first block, which started at approximately $ 81 

per kw-yr and escalated at 5 percent annually after the initial 2-year period. Both 
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capacity block, Panda also offered an additional 1 MW of supplemental capacity to 

bring their total capacity offering to 530 MW, meeting FPC’s capacity requirement. 

Panda stated that it was not interested in extending the contract term, however, 

though it would be willing to negotiate another contract at the end of the maximum 

5-year contract period, with no assurance that the contract would in fact be extended. 

This was significant because it meant that FPC would have to build or 

purchase a 530 MW block of capacity (the equivalent of the Hines 2 plant) no later 

than the expiration of the contract option periods (Le., no later than five years out 

from 2003), in addition to other units planned in FPC’s Ten-Year Site Plan. 

Contracting with Panda would thus impose uncertainty and market risk on FPC that 

it would not have to face if it built the Hines 2 power plant, as planned, by the end of 

November 2003. The fact that Panda declined to commit beyond the 5-year period 

suggests that Panda may have a favorable view of opportunity sales in the post five- 

year time frame. FPC would be forced to enter the opportunity market at this time, 

having forfeited the hedging effect of a long-term generation resource in preference 

for Panda’s short-term supply contract. In addition, FPC would lose the opportunity 

to exercise its previously negotiated agreement providing for a below-market price 

and other favorable contract terms with its equipment supplier if FPC did not move 

forward with Hines 2 in 2003. In all likelihood, FPC would have to pay 

considerably more to build even the same unit five years out. If FPC elected to 
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FPC requested clarification of a number of aspects of Eagle Energy’s 
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proposal as well. For example, Eagle Energy’s proposal called for high capacity 

costs and low energy costs for the life of the contract. But the proposal omitted any 

parent performance guarantees to support the limited capacity performance 

guarantees provided by the joint venture subsidiaries. Further, the proposal provided 

for capacity liquidated damages not to exceed 10 percent of the capacity charges for 

the plant. What this meant was, if the plant were to go out of service for, say, nine 

months, FPC would be obligated to pay 90 percent (or more) of the high capacity 

charges during these nine months, even though no energy would be delivered. In 

addition, FPC would have to go to the market to replace up to 530 MW of capacity 

and energy, with no recourse against either TECO or Texaco. This was a significant 

concern because, among other things, there is only one (small 35 MW) petcoke 

IGCC plant generating electricity in the U.S. today (which happens to be operated 

by another Texaco subsidiary), and Texaco declined to provide FPC with proprietary 

performance data concerning that plant. 

FPC asked Eagle Energy whether TECO’s or Texaco’s parent companies 

would be willing to provide guarantees and whether Eagle Energy would be willing 

to provide more meaningful capacity liquidated damages in the event of non- 

performance. Eagle Energy responded that it was not their intent to accommodate 

FPC in either respect. 
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IV. EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSALS. 

Did FPC evaluate both proposals? 

Yes, we did. 

Please tell us what initial steps you took to conduct your evaluation. 

As I explained, our evaluation actually began from the time we opened the bids. 

Our first step was to ensure that we had all the information that we had requested in 

our W P  to enable a thorough evaluation of all proposals. After taking steps to 

acquire anything that was missing, we analyzed the proposals to make sure we 

understood what was being offered. As a part of this review, we wrote to and met 

with representatives of each bidder to make sure that we understood the proposals 

and to obtain clarifying information, as may be needed. 

After we had fully explored each proposal with representatives of the 

bidders, and we were sure we understood what each bidder was offering, we 

conducted an analysis of both the price terms and non-price attributes of each 

proposal. 

I should point out that, at the time these proposals were received, we had yet 

to receive the result of the Supreme Court’s decision in the Duke appeal. Apart 

from any impact of that decision on the viability of either of these proposals, we 

conducted a full analysis of all other pertinent aspects of each proposal and 

concluded that, irrespective of the significant regulatory risk associated with each 

proposal, neither proposal would be a superior or even an equivalent alternative to 
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the Hines 2 power plant. Hines 2 appeared to be a significantly superior alternative 

to both proposals, even apart from the regulatory risks or prohibitions concerning the 

merchant aspects of both projects. 

Q. 

A. 

Please explain how you analyzed the price terms of the proposals. 

The first thing we did was to put each proposal in its best light. Accordingly, in 

conducting an analysis of the price terms of the Panda proposal, we had to take steps 

to account for the fact that the Panda proposal offered a much shorter contract term 

than we needed. The proposal offered options for a contract term of two, three, four, 

or five years, for two separate blocks of 250 MW, each priced differently, with 

supplemental capacity up to 30 additional MW available to FPC on an incremental 

basis. To deal with the shorter contract term and the option of accepting either one 

or both of the two differently priced blocks, we used the PROVIEW optimization 

module of New Energy Associate’s proprietary PROSCREEN modeling tool (1) to 

combine various components of the Panda proposal with various other options that 

we might pursue (for example, building peakers or combined cycles) to meet the 

capacity and term requirements of our need and (2) to compare economic outcomes 

based on comparative revenue requirements from a customer perspective (referring 

to a comparison of revenues required to support Hines 2 versus the other proposed 

scenarios). In optimizing the Panda proposal, the PROVIEW screening run 

indicated that the best expansion plan alternative involving a Panda proposal option 

would be to contract with Panda for 530 MW for two years (including the additional 

30 MW “supplemental” capacity), and then build (or contract for) a generating unit 
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equivalent to Hines 2 at the expiration of the 2-year contract term to meet our need 

after the Panda contract expired. Thus, at best, the Panda proposal would not allow 

FPC to avoid building Hines 2, but would merely defer the need for the plant (or its 

equivalent) by two years. 

To evaluate the Eagle Energy project, we performed economic evaluations 

with PROVIEW based on assumptions that we would contract for either the 530 

MW we actually need or the full 750 MW of the proposed plant. In optimizing the 

Eagle Energy proposal, PROVIEW indicated that the best scenario involving Eagle 

Energy would be to contract with Eagle Energy for the 530 MW of the plant that we 

actually needed. 

The next step was to use PROVIEW to compare the best Panda scenario and 

the best Eagle Energy scenario with Hines 2. In each case, Hines 2 proved to be the 

superior alternative. See Appendix 5 to (Confidential) JBC-3. 

Even when both proposals were modeled in the best light, given FPC’s 

system needs, neither one surpassed the Hines 2 resource option in the initial 

screening. FPC could have stopped there. But, because FPC had received only two 

proposals in response to its RFP, FPC elected to add an additional screening process 

to its evaluation of the two proposals, providing for an even more refined assessment 

of both the price and non-price attributes of the proposals. In this supplemental 

screening process, neither proposal was omitted, and both were again compared to 

the Hines 2 resource option. 

In the supplemental screening process, we used Henwood Energy Services, 

Inc.’s proprietary PROSYM production costing model and an Excel profonna 
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2 and of the best Eagle Energy option with Hines 2. The results of these 

comparisons, the cumulative present worth revenue requirements (“CPWRR”) of 

each resource option, are reflected in Appendix 6 to the Confidential Section of 

FPC’s Need Study, (Confidential) JBC-3. This graph depicts the revenue 

requirements associated with Hines 2 as the baseline (the horizontal axis) and 

depicts the revenue requirements associated with the Panda and Eagle Energy 

proposals as the curves above the Hines 2 baseline when they are more expensive 

than Hines 2 (and below the line if they are less expensive). 

As the graph shows, the k t  Panda scenario would impose revenue 

requirements over a 25-year period of at least $66 million more than the projected 

Hines 2 revenue requirements. The projected revenue requirements of the best 

Eagle Energy proposal will exceed the projected revenue requirements of Hines 2 by 

at least $302 million over the same 25-year period of time. 

Q. Please describe key assumptions and data that you used in making these 

comparisons. 

The Company’s forecasts of customers, energy sales, peak demand, fuel, and 

economic factors remained consistent with the key forecasts and assumptions used 

in the IRP update and Ten-Year Site Plan. Another critical component in the 

supplemental screening evaluation of the bids was the analysis of the capital 

A. 
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requirements associated with each bid and the Hines 2 resource option. This 

analysis allows us to assess both the costs associated with placing each resource 

option into service on FPC’s system and the impact of those costs on the Company. 

One component in this part of our evaluation of the price terms of the bids was the 

recognition of the impact of the imputed debt that would be associated with each of 

the proposals. The financial community considers long-term contractual 

arrangements as analogous to debt obligations of the responsible company. In 

recognition of the financial obligation underlying a long-term contract, agencies, 

such as Moody’s and Standard & Poors, that establish the financial ratings of 

companies like FPC will impute an appropriate level of debt in their evaluations of 

the company’s financial condition representing the cost of the contract, thereby 

increasing that company’s cost of capital. Consideration of such imputed debt is 

required by the PSC rules. Subsection 7 of PSC Rule 25-22.08 1 (concerning what a 

utility must show in its petition for a determination of need) states that “[ilf the 

generation addition is the result of a purchased power agreement between an 

investor-owned utility and a non-utility generator, the petition shall include a 

discussion of the potential for increases . . . in the utility’s cost of capital . . . .” 

When imputing a level of debt associated with a contractual arrangement, a 

rating agency will first determine a “risk factor” to be applied to the contract. This 

risk factor is statistically determined, based upon the underlying characteristics of 

the contract (for example, fixed versus variable payments, provisions for liquidated 

damages, etc.). The rating agency will then apply the risk factor to the cumulative 

net present value of the projected payment stream associated with the contract to 
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calculate the amount of debt that will be imputed. As a point of reference, Standard 

& Poors currently applies a 40 percent risk factor when imputing debt associated 

with the Com~any’s existing unit power sale contract with the Southem Company. 

In order to ensure that imputed debt was accurately reflected in our financial 

evaluation process, the Company contacted Standard & Poors to determine what risk 

factor the rating agency might assign to the proposals made by the bidders on this 

project. Panda’s contract would involve a risk factor similar to the factor assigned to 

the Company’s contract with the Southem Company (- 40 percent), but the overall 

imputed debt would be very small because the contract term, even with the options 

included, would be so short. Eagle Energy’s contract, however, would involve a 

higher risk factor (at least 50 percent and more probably 60 percent or higher), 

because it is a longer-term proposal and because it is structured as a “take or pay” 

contract. To be conservative (most favorable to Eagle Energy), we used a risk factor 

of 40 percent in our evaluations (the same risk factor used to impute debt for our 

existing contract with the Southem Company). 

By multiplying that risk factor against the net present value of capacity 

payments under a long-term contract, we obtain the amount of debt that rating 

agencies reasonably will impute to the Company’s balance sheets due to the 

contract. Since electric utilities, like other businesses, try to maintain a reasonable 

balance between debt and equity, the Company would need to raise an equivalent 

amount of equity (at an after tax cost of equity of roughly 12 percent) to offset this 

imputed debt. This is the manner in which a power purchase agreement will lead to 
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increased capital costs for the Company, and this impact is reflected in Appendices 

5, and 6, to the Confidential Section of the Need Study, (Confidential) JBC- 3. 

Even without taking into account the cost of imputed debt, Hines 2 would be 

economically more advantageous than either proposal over the life of the Hines 2 

plant (with the Eagle Energy option costing less then Hines 2 only in the early 

years). Absent any impact by imputed debt, and over the 25-year period, the 

revenue requirements for the Panda project would exceed those for Hines 2 by at 

least $62 million, and the revenue requirements for the Eagle Energy project would 

exceed those of Hines 2 by at least $8 million, on price-related factors alone. When 

imputed debt is taken into account, Hines 2 is clearly superior to both proposals. 

Did you perform any sensitivity analyses? 

Yes, we did. In addition to the base case analysis performed in the supplemental 

screening phase, we examined several sensitivities to identify variances, if any, that 

would warrant additional consideration in any of the scenarios. These sensitivities 

included a high-fuel price forecast case, a low-fuel price forecast case, and a case 

referred to as the "Gulfstream" sensitivity that represented a scenario in which that 

proposed competing gas pipeline was developed and lower cost transportation was 

available to us. 

With respect to the Panda proposal, the difference in the CPWRR was 

slightly higher in all of the sensitivities, and was highest ($84 Million) in the 

"Gulfstream" scenario, which presumes that Hines 2 would have access to the same 

gas transportation option as Panda was depending on. 
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The only case in which the margins narrowed for Eagle Energy was the high- 

fuel price forecast case. Since Eagle Energy's proposed energy price was fixed and 

all other fuels prices were increasing, the result was expected. However, even in this 

case, the Eagle Energy proposal was roughly $234 Million more expensive than the 

Hines 2 option. In the "Gulfstream" scenario, the cost increased to roughly $366 

Million. 

Overall, the results from the sensitivity analyses were consistent with the 

results of the base case analysis, with Hines 2 remaining the least-cost option. The 

sensitivity studies helped confirm that Hines 2 was a robust option and that we 

should be confident in moving forward with the selection process. 

Did you evaluate the non-price attributes of both proposals? 

Yes, we did. 

Please describe your evaluation of the non-price attributes of the proposals. 

We had identified a number of non-price attributes in our RFP that we anticipated 

might be relevant and significant to the evaluation of competing proposals, though 

we made clear in our RFP and during the pre-bid meeting that we wanted to 

encourage creativity and innovation on the part of prospective bidders, on price and 

non-price aspects of any proposal. 

We reviewed each proposal thoroughly to analyze the strengths and 

weaknesses of all non-price attributes of each proposal, and we developed a matrix 

reflecting the results of our analysis. We decided not to attempt to assign numerical 
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to oranges and thus could not be done on an exact numerical basis. The matrices we 

prepared reflecting the results of our evaluation of non-price attributes are included 

as Appendix 7 (Panda) and Appendix 8 (Eagle Energy) to the Confidential Section 

of FPC’s Need Study, (Confidential) JBC-3. 

Apart from the clear regulatory risks (or prohibitions) associated with each 

proposal, each presented a number of significant non-price detractions. For 

example, the Panda proposal, among other things, allowed Panda to walk away from 

the project without recourse as late as September 2001 if Panda could not obtain 

financing for any reason. This would severely jeopardize FPC’s project timetable 

and require that we keep alive the prospect of building Hines 2 in the meantime, 

which would require continuing costs for regulatory approval, equipment, and other 

uneconomic measures. In addition, Panda proposed no backup fuel capability for 

the Panda Leesburg power plant. Although Panda indicated it would obtain natural 

gas from Gulfstream to serve the Panda Leesburg plant, Panda stated that it would 

be able to obtain backup fuel for the plant by having Gulfstream backhaul gas from 

FGT’s proposed connection with a second 1,000 MW plant Panda proposed to build, 

called the Panda Midway plant. This backup fuel plan is unusual and a tenuous 

arrangement because it is premised on infrastructure technology - multiple pipelines 

and pumping stations - that does not exist in the State of Florida. 

17 



1 

2 

3 

Additionally, we could see from Panda’s documentation that it has begun an 

aggressive intemational development campaign, proposing to grow rapidly from 

under 500 MW in operation to almost 9,000 MW in advanced development. Given 
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that Panda’s documentation also indicated that Panda was a relatively new entrant 

into generation technology, we were concerned that the development program 

apparently underway might tax Panda’s ability to successfully finance and operate 

all of its new generation assets, including the one proposed in its bid to us. On top 

of this, we had a history of litigation with Panda regarding contract execution, 

interpretation, and implementation, which, while in no way a determinative factor in 

our analysis, did cause us to view contractual arrangements with Panda in the future 

with caution. 

The Eagle Energy proposal presented a number of drawbacks as well. For 

example, Eagle Energy proposed to place the plant in service in March 2004, while 

we expect to place Hines 2 in service at the end of November 2003 to meet our 

reliability need in the winter of 2003/04. Notably, the proposal includes a 10 

percent cap on liquidated damages, with no parent guarantees, which would shift the 

risk of a relatively immature technology and ultimately the performance of the plant 

to FPC and its ratepayers. In the absence of parent guarantees, Eagle Energy’s 

performance assurances did not adequately mitigate significant risks of failure to 

meet the in-service date, equipment failure, or failure to perform. The proposal 

further allowed Eagle Energy to walk away without recourse as late as the spring of 

2002 if financing were not obtained for any reason. Finally, the specific design that 

was being proposed, involving petcoke gasification and multi-train units, from all 
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accounts is a relatively immature and unproven technology, a fact borne out by 

TECO’s lack of experience with it and Texaco’s experience limited to only one 35 

MW petcoke IGCC-type unit currently in operation. 

Q. 

A. 

What conclusions did FPC reach on the basis of this evaluation? 

FPC determined that the Hines 2 alternative was clearly superior on price- and non- 

price attributes to either the Panda or Eagle Energy proposal. After our thorough 

evaluation of both competing proposals, FPC decided to proceed with obtaining the 

necessary regulatory approvals to build Hines 2. 

Q. 

A. Yes, it does. 

Does this conclude your confidential testimony? 
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PETITION FOR DETERMINATION OF NEED 
OF HINES ENERGY COMPLEX UNIT 2 

CONFIDENTIAL SECTION 

LIST OF APPENDIX ITEMS. 

Confidential Request For Proposal Response from Panda Leesburg, L.L.C. 
(“Panda”). 

Confidential Request For Proposal Response from “Eagle Energy,” a joint venture 
project between Texaco Power and Gasification Global, Inc. and TECO Power 
Services Corporation (“Eagle Energy”). 

Confidential Florida Power Corporation (“FPC”) Requests for Required 
Information and the Bidders’ Responses. 

Confidential Florida Power Corporation (“FPC”) Requests for Supplemental 
Information and the Bidders’ Responses. 

Confidential FPC Initial Screening Evaluation of RFP Responses. 

Confidential FPC Supplemental Screening Evaluation of RFP Responses. 

Confidential FPC Non-Price Evaluation of Panda’s Response to FPC’s RFP 

Confidential FPC Non-Price Evaluation of Eagle Energy’s Response to FPC’s 
RFP . 
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ENERGY INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
The Global Power Company 

March 24, 2000 

Mr. Michael D. Rib 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 131h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

RE: Panda's Response to the Florida Power Corporation RFP, dated January 26,2000 

Dear Michael, 

Panda Energy International, Inc. is pleased to present the above referenced response to the 
Florida Power Corporation RFP, in the form of the attached Capacity & Energy Sales Proposal 
and the various other required documents listed below, to Florida Power Corporation. 

Included: 

e 

e 

e 

Check to FPC in the amount of ~10,000.00 (non-rehndabie) 
Most current audited Panda Energy Iw"-nonal Inc. Financial Statements (3 copies) 
Previous local newspaper publication regarding Panda's proposed power project ( I  0 copies) 
Milestone schedule of Panda Leesburg Project (10 copies) 
Attachment B, Proposal Summary Form (10 copies) 
Attachment C, Capacity & Energy Sales Term Sheet with general proposal information and 
supply resource information (1 0 copies) 
Panda Energy International Inc. brochures indicating Panda's experience and qualifications 
(1 0 copies) 
Attachment E, FPC General Interconnection Study Data Request Form for Gas Turbines (1 0 
copies) 
Attachment E, FPC General Interconnection Study Data Request Form for Steam Turbines 
(10 copies) 
General Electric's Supplement to FPC General Interconnection Study Data Request Form (10 
copies) 
Data Tables (1 0 copies) 
Computer diskette (3.5 floppy) containing all electronic forms (1 copy) 

4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001 Dallas, Texas 75244 
9721980-7 159 * F a  9721980-68 15 
www. pandaenergy. com 



Page 2 of 2 

Panda Energy International Inc would again like to express its sincere interest in serving the 
future energy and capacity needs of Florida Power Corporation and its customers. We believe 
Panda’s Panda Leesburg Power Project offers unmatched flexibility and efficiency to serve your 
energy supply needs. 

Please feel free to contact Sam Doaks or myself if you should have any questions at 972-980- 
7159. 

S inc ere1 y, 

Ralph T. Killian 
Executive Vice President 

L W v t  

Enclosures 



, .. 
Attachment B 

Proposal Summary Form - 

Company/Respondent : 
Respondent Contact Name: Sam Doaks 
Mailing Address: 

Panda knerey International, Inc. 

4100 Spring Valley Road. Suite 1001 

Dallas, Texas 7 5 2 4  
972 -9 80-7 1 5 9 Telephone : 

General Description of the Proposed Project: Natural qas fired combined cycie plant 
configured 
AS two blocks of 2x1. each capable of a nominal 500MW for a total of 1OOOklW. 
(Arrach additional sheets as needed) 
Power Generation Technology: 
Unit(s) Name: 

Facsimile : 972-980-68 15 

GE Frame 7FA in combined cycle 
Panda Leesburg Power Parmers. L.P. 

Project Location: 
Contract Term: 

Lake County, Florida f 
Two-year term. with option to renew for 3 additionaf 

years 
Unit(s) Summer MW Rating: 
Unir(s) Winter MW Rating: 
Unit(s) Fuel Type(s Natural Gas 
Proposed Capacity (MW) Delivered to FPC: 

Total Station lOOOMW 
To tal Station 1 oooh/Iw 

250MW 

Certification: Respondent hereby certifies that all of the statements and representations made 
in this proposal,’ including all artachents, are true to h e  best of Respondent’s knowledge and 
belief. Respondent agrees to be bound by its representations and the terms and conditions of 
the Request for Proposals. This ProPosal shall remain in effect until at least October 1, 2000. 

Signed: 
Name: 
Title: 
Date: 

Ralph T. Killian 
Executive Vice President 
March 24. 2000 
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Proposed Terms and Conditions Between 
Florida Power Corporation, Inc. 

And Panda Energy International, Inc. 
j P’- . I-. 

Date: illarch 24, 2000 

Parties: Seller - Panda Energy International, Inc. (Panda) 
Buyer - Florida Power Corporation (FPC) 

Project : Panda Leesburg Power Partners, L.P 

Overview: 

NOTE: The original 
Panda proposal 
included only the  
first 3 of 5 pages  of 
Attachment C. This 
update contains all 5 
pages.  Please add 
to your bid package. 

M. Rib 49/00 

Panda will build the Panda Leesburg Power Partners, L.P. (Panda Leesburg) 
power project in Lake County, Florida. Panda Leesburg will be a 1,000 Mw; 
natural gas fired combined cycle power generation facility. The project will 
consist of two 500 Mw power trains. Each train will contain two General 
Electric 7 FA combustion turbines, with heat recovery steam generators, and one 
s t e m  turbindgenerator set. The Panda Leesburg project is scheduled to begin 
commercial operation the second quarter of2003. 

Panda proposes to sell FPC, 250 Mw of system firm capacity and energy from 
the Panda Leesburg project. The 250 Mw block of power allocated to this RFP 
has not been offered for sale or proposal to any other entity. Panda will withhold 
the allocated block of power eom the market until October 1, 2000, or through 
the negotiation and execution of a power sale agreement Panda will not sell 
more than 50% of the entire Panda Leesburg project under long-tenn contract. 
From Panda’s perspective long-term contracts are two to five years in length. 

Panda will deliver the proposed contracted power to FPC at the 230kV Bus at 
FPC’s Central substation (Delivery Point). Title and ownership of the delivered 
power will transfer from Panda to FPC at the Delivery Point. All current 
regulatory allowances, fees, taxes and other costs associated with the generation 
and delivery of the contracted power to the Delivery Point, required by federal, 
state and local authorities, will be assumed by Panda. 

Panda is proposkg to sell 250 Mw of base load capacity and energy to FPC. 
However, in consideration of FPC’s potential needs for dispatchability, Panda is 
offering FPC a range of dispatch levels. . A  mini” load level of 175 Mw, a 
base load level of  250 Mw and an emergency or over-capacity load level of  279 
Mw. When FPC dispatches their energy at the minimum load level, the energy 
price will be  determined by using a heat rate of 9,486 Btu/kWh. The heat rate 
for e n e r g  dispatched at the emergency or over-capacity load level will be 8,619 
Btu/kWh. FPC’s ability to change its delivered energy between dispatch levels 
can be accommodated via dynamic or pseudo schedules. Although, its Panda’s 
desire to have the energy and capacity dispatched within the ranges described 
above, we understand that from he- to- t ime,  FPC will need to take their energy 
delivery to zero. The pricing and operational limits associated with resuming 
deliveries to FPC are described on Table 7. 

1 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Contract Capacity: 

Contract Term: 

Energy Type: 

Capacity 
Payment: 

Contract 
Heat Rate: 

Gas Index: 

Variable Operations 
and Maintenance 
(VOW Rate: 

Variable 
Energy Payment: 

Fuel Plan: 

250 Mw 

2 years beginning November 1, 2003 through October 3 1, 20733 with three one- 
year extensions, at FPC's option. Option notification time to be defined. 

Initial Delivery Term 
' First Optional Term 

Second Optional Term 
Third Optional Term 

Nov 1, 2003 - Oct 3 1, 2005 
Nov 1,2005 - Oct 3 1, 2006 
Nov 1,2006 - Oct 3 1,2007 
Nov 1,2007 - Oct 3 1,2008 

Energy shall be provided as system fimi energy in quantities up to the Contract 
Capacity. 

Initial Delivery T e m  
First Optional Term 
Second Optional Term 
Third Optional Term 

$6.75 per kW-month 
$7.10 per kW-month 
$7.45 per kW-month 
$7.80 per kW-month 

Note: In any hour that FPC elects to exercise its option to generate above the 
base load rate, up to the over capacity rate limit, FPC will pay the applicable 
monthly capacity payment times the over capacity load rate (279 Mw) for the 
entire month. 

Base Load (250 Mw) 7,100 Btu/kWh 
M i n i "  Load (175 Mw) 9,486 Btu/kWh 
Over Capacity Load (Up to 279 Mw) 8,619 Btu/kWh 

The Gas Index shall be the midpoint price quoted in Gas Daily for the day of 
delivery as listed under the heading Louisiana - Onshore South, FGT 23 plus 
0.82 $hfMBtU 

1.50 $/Mwh for the initial delivery term, escalating at a rate of 2% for each 
yearly delivery tenn thereafter. 

Buyer shall pay Seller a Variable Energy Payment each month equal to the 
following: 

[(Gas Index * Contract Heat Rate) + VOM Rate] * energy purchased 

Panda Will build two 1,000 Mw natural gas fired power projects in Florida, 
Panda Leesburg and Panda Midway. Both plants will have flexible fuel 
delivery options. The fuel plans for both projects are. as follows: 

(a) No on-site storage. 
(b) Fuel Specs. - Pipeline quality gas 
(c) Natural GasTransporters Panda Leesburg - Gulf Stream 

Panda Midway - Gulf Stream, FGT 

2 
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(d) Connection Point(s) - (Both Plants) Delivery Point at the Plant sites 
(e) Lateral Length - 0 
(0 Transportation: l- I n  Intenupfible 

Leesburg 90,000 MMBtu 1 10,000 MMBtu 
Midway 141,600 MMBtu 58,400 MMBtu 
(Leesburg has ability to receive gas from Midway) 
FT is not recallable except by Midway and Leesburg 

(g) Oil -None 
(h) Other Fuels - None 
(i) No Tolling 
0') No limits on Fuels 

Pricing Summary: 

Delivery Point: 

Scheduling 
And Dispatch: 

Shall be the 230kV Bus at FPC's Central substation or, for alternate energy 
deliveries, at the FPC control area. 

Buyer shall submit to Seller an hourly schedule no later than 8:00 a.m. Central 
Prevailing Time (CPT) the day immediately preceding the day of delivery. All 
schedule notifications shall be made via facsimile andor  telephone. All 
scheduling and dispatch shall be in accordance with the operating capabilities of 
the equipment and shall be in accordance with all applicable operating policies, 
criteria andor guidelines of NERC, FRCC and any generally accepted regional 
or subregional operational requirements. 

Unit Start Charges: Buyer shall pay Seller $7,500 per unit start. Each time Buyer takes delivery of 
energy starting itom 0 Mwh per hour to a positive number of Mwh per hour in 
the next succeeding how, a Unit Start Charge shall apply. A Unit Start Charge 
shall be deemed appropriate in accordance with the above whether or not Seller 
is actually required to start a combustion turbine or steam turbine. 

Scheduled 
Maintenance: 

Availability 
Provisions: 

Seller shall schedule maintenance outages with Buyer 60 days prior to the 
beginning of each yearly delivery t e m .  Seller shall have 500 hours per year: 
which will only be used in non-peak periods (to be defined). These hours are 
intended to provide Seller with the ability to manage scheduled maintenance 
outages. 

Seller shall be obligated to provide generated energy, alternate energy or 
liquidated damages, subject to Scheduled Maintenance and Forced Outages, 
pursuant to the h a 1  terms of a negotiated power sales agreement, up to annual 
availability of 93.50% guaranteed: 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Delivery Short 
Falls: I f  the Commercial Operahon Date (COD) is delayed beyond beginning of the 

Initial DeliveTy Term, then for the period after such date until the eariier of eirher 
when COD takes effect OT unnl the end of the Initial Delivery Term, Seller shall 
either pay for Buyer’s replacement cost of energy that would have been 
purchased from the Project or Seller will provide alternate energy to FPC’s 
system. 

Project Major  
Milestones: 

Force Majeure: 

Credit: 

No Liability: 

Interconnection Agreement 8/00 
Fuel Supply Arrangements 610 1 
SCA Approval 6/0 1 
Financial Close 910 1 
Start Construction 1010 1 
COD 5/03 

Note: Detailed project is included in the bid package. 

These provisions to be placed in the power sales agreement, as to be agreed by 
Buyer and Seller. 

Neither Buyer nor Seller nor any of their affiliates shall be required to post any 
security prior to financial close on the Project. Upon financial close Seller shall 
offer Buyer a parent guarantee from an investment grdde entity, or  a letter of 
credit for an amount no greater that $15 million. 

The provisions of this Proposal and the delivery hereof do not constitute and will 
not give rise to any legally binding obligation on the part of Seller or Buyer or 
any of their respective affiliates. This Proposal does not constitute an offer nor 
an acceptance. No past or future action, course of conduct or failure to act by 
Seller or Buyer or any of their respective affiliates, regarding, directly or 
indirectly, any of the matters considered herein, Will give rise to or serve as a 
basis for any obligation or other liability on the part of Seller or Buyer, or any of 
their respective affiliates. 

Any co&tment or agreement would be subject to satisfactory completion of, 
among other things, (a) mini” credit requirements for both parties, (b) 
negotiation and execution of a mutually acceptable definitive power sales 
agreement, and (c) the prior approval of Panda Energy International Inc, senior 
management and Florida Power Corporation, Inc. senior management m d o r  
Board of Directors. 

Condition Precedent: (a) Seller’s obligations hereunder are subject to the execution of a credit OT 
other agreement(s) for financing to or on behalf of Seller sufficient to pay the 
costs of acquiring and construction of the Panda Leesburg project on tenns 
and conditions that are satisfactory to Seller and the availability to Seller of 
the proceeds thereof for such purposes. 

(b) If the condition precedent set  forth in section (a) has not been satisfied or 
waived by Seller on or before project financial close, or Seller determines in 
good faith prior to such date that despite its commercially reasonable efforts 
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i t  will not be possible to satisfy the condition precedent, then Seller may 
immediately terminate the negotiated power sales agreement between Panda 
and b ‘PC, by giving wntten nohce thereof to the FPC. Upon terrmnahon, the 
negotiated power sales agreement shall be of no further force and effect and 
neither Party shall have any obligations or liability thereunder. 

Lit igation 
Summary: In the course of  the Company’s business its affiliates may encounter 

situations relating to their normal operations that relate to contract disputes 
(and resolutions) some of which may involve various causes of action 
prosecuted by or against such affiliates. Certain of these actions, as disclosed 
in the public filings of certain affllliates include: 

Panda Rosemary, L.P. is currently engaged in litigation involving the transfer 
by its steam host at its North Carolina operations of the underlying contract 
to a purchaser of the host’s facility, without compliance with the terms of 
such contract. Panda Rosemary, L.P. continues to provide steam and chilled 
water to this host during the pendency of this litigation. 

5 
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Florida Power Corporation, Inc. 
And Panda Energy International, Inc. 

Date: 

Parties: 

Project: 

Overview: 

March 24, 2000 

Seller - Panda Energy International, Inc. (Panda) 
Buyer - Florida Power Corporation (FPC) 

panda Leesburg Power Partners, L.P 

Panda will build the Panda Leesburg Power Panners, L.P. (Panda Leesburg) 
power project in Lake County, Florida, Panda Leesburg will be a 1,000 Mw; 
natural gas fired combined cycle power generation faciliry. The project will 
consist of  two 500 Mw power trains. Each train will contain two General 
Electric 7 FA combustion turbines, with heat recovery steam generators, and one 
steam turbinekenerator set. The Panda Leesburg project is scheduled topegin 
commercial operation the second quarter of 3-003. 9 

Panda proposes to sell FPC, 250 Mw of  system firm capacity and energy from 
the Panda Leesburg project. The 250 Mw block of power allocated to this RFP 
h a s  not been offered for sale or proposal to any other entity. Panda will withhold 
the allocated block Of power from the market until October 1, 2000, or through 
the negotiation and execution of a power sale agreement. Panda will not sell 
more than 50% of the entire Panda Leesburg project under long-term contract. 
From Panda’s perspective long-term contracts are two to five years in lengh. 

Panda will deliver the proposed contracted power to FPC at the 230kV Bus at 
FPC’s Central substation (Delivery Point). Title and ownership of the delivered 
power will transfzr from Panda to FPC at the Delivery Point. All current 
regulatory alfowances, fees, taxes and other costs associated with the generation 
and delivery o f the  contracted power to the Delivery Point, required by federal, 
State and local authorities, will be assumed by Panda. 

Panda is proposing to sell 250 Mw of base load capacity and energy to FPC. 
However, in consideration of FPC’s potential needs for dispatchability, Panda is 
offering FPC a range of dispatch levels. A minimum load level of 175 Mw, a 
base load level of 250 klw and an emergency or over-capacity load level of 279 
M w ,  When FPC dispatches their energy at the minimum load level, the energy 
price will be determined by using a heat rate of 9,486 BtukWh. The hear Tale 
for energy dispatched at the emergency or  over-capacity load level will be 5.619 
BrdkWh. FPC’S ability to change irs delivered energy between dispatch levels 
can be accommodated via dynamic or pseudo schedules. Although, its Panda’s 
desire to have the energy and capacity dispatched ivithin the ranges described 
above, we understand that from time-to-time, FPC will need to take their energy 
delivery to Zero. The pricing and operational limits associated with resuming 
deliveries to FPC are described on Table 7 .  

1 
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Con tract Capacity: 230 blw 
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year extensions. at FPC's option. Option notification time to be defined. 

Initial Delivery Term 
First Optional Term 
Second Optional Term 
Third Optional Term 

Nov 1,2003 - Oct 31,2005 
Nov 1,2005 - Oct 3 I ,  2006 
Nov I ,  2006 - Oct 3 1,2007 
Nov 1,2007 - Oct 3 1,2008 

Energy Type: 

Capacity 
Payment: Initial Delivery Term $6.75 per kW-month 

$7. IO per kW-month 
$7.45 per kW-month 
$7.80 per kW-month 

Energy shall be provided as system firm energy in quantities up to the Contract 
Capac i ty . 

First Optional Term 
Second Optional Term 
Third Optional Term 

Note: In any hour that FPC elects to exercise its option to generate above the 
base load rate. up to the over capacity rate limit, FPC will pay the applicable 
monthly capacity payment times the over capacity load rate (279 Mw) for the 
entire month. 

Con tract 
Hesl t Rate: 

Gas Index: 

Base Load (250 Mw) 7,100 BtdkWh 
Minimum Load (1 75 Mw) 9,486 Btu/kWh 
Over Capacity Load (Up to 279 Mw) 8,619 BhdkWh 

The Gas index shall be the midpoint price quoted in Gas Daily for the day of 
delivery as listed under the heading Louisiana - Onshore South, FGT 23 plus 
0.82 $hlMBtu  

Variable Operations 
and Maintenance 
(VOPI) Rate: 1.50 $ N w h  for the initial delivery term, escalating at a rate of 2% for each 

yearly delivery term thereafter. 

Variable 
Energy Payment: Buyer shall pay Seller a Variable Energy Payment each month equal to the 

following: 

[(Gas Index * Contract Heat Rate) + VOM Rate] * energy purchased 

Fuel Plan: Panda will build two 1,000 M w  natural gas fired power projects in Florida, 
Panda Leesburg and Panda Midway. Both plants will have flexible fuel 
delivery options. The fuel plans for both projects are as follows: 

(a) No on-site storage. 
(b) Fuel Specs. - Pipeline quality gas 
(e) Natural GasTransporters Panda Leesburg - Gulf Stream 

Panda Midway - Gulf Stream, FGT 
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(d) Connection Point(s) - (Both Plants) Delivery Point at the Plant sites 
(e) Lateral Length - 0 

lull: l?:- 1 Tn t-h I P 

Leesburg 90,000 MMBtu 1 10,000 MMBtu 
Midway 141,600 MMBtu 58,400 MMBtu 
(Leesburg has ability to receive gas from Midway) 
FT is not recallable except by Midway and Leesburg 

(8) Oil -None  
(h) Other Fuels -None  
(i) No Tolling 
(j) N o  limits on Fuels 

Pricing Summary: 

Delivery Point: 

Scheduling 
And Dispatch: 

Shall be the 230kV Bus at FPC’s Central substation or, for altemate energy 
deliveries, at the FPC control area. 

Buyer shall submit to Seller an hourly schedule no later than 8:OO a.m. Central 
Prevailing Time (CPT) the day immediately preceding the day of delivery. All 
schedule notifications shall be made via facsimile a n d o r  telephone. All 
scheduling and dispatch shall be in accordance with the operating capabilities of 
the equipment and shall be in accordance with all applicable operating policies, 
criteria and/or guidelines of NERC, FRCC and any generally accepted regional 
or subregional operational requirements. 

Unit Start Charges: Buyer shall pay Seller $7,500 per unit start. Each time Buyer takes delivery of 
energy starting from 0 Mwh per hour to a positive number of Mwh per hour in 
the next succeeding hour, a Unit Start Charge shall apply. A Unit Start Charge 
shall be deemed appropriate in accordance with the above whether or not Seller 
is actually required to start a combustion turbine or steam turbine. 

Scheduled 
Maintenance: 

Availability 
Provisions: 

Seller shall schedule maintenance outages with Buyer 60 days prior to the 
beginning of each yearly delivery term. Seller shall have 500 hours per year, 
which will only be used in non-peak periods (to be defined). These hours are 
intended to provide Seller with the ability to manage scheduled maintenance 
outages. 

Seller shall be obligated to provide generated energy, altemate energy or 
liquidated damages, subject to Scheduled Maintenance and Forced Outages, 
pursuant to the final terms of a negotiated power sales agreement, up to annual 
availability of 93.50% guaranteed: 
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Detail Project Schedule 

Duration Start Finish Task Name 

Project Initiated 1 day Fri 10/01/99 Fri 10101199 
10101~ ; 

Land 516 days Frl 10/01199 FrlO9/21101 
J 
J 

Acquisition 516 days Frl 10101199 FrlO9121101 

3 :  
. ... 

.. 

3. 

1 day 

88 days 

22 days 

1 day 

1 day 

22 days 

Fri 10/01/99 

Mon 10/04/99 ' 

Thu 02/03/00 

Fri 12/01/00 

- -  

Fri 10/01/99 

Wed 02/02/00 

Letter of Intent 

Selection 

Option Agreement Complete 

Second Option Payment 

Fri 03/03/00 

Fri 12/01/00 

Ffl09/21/01 Final Purchase Fn 09/21/01 + 09/21 ; 
Laydown Selection 

Laydown Option Agreement 

Rezoning 

Prepare Comp Plan Amendment 

Prepare City Rezoning Filing 

Staff Review 

City Council Approval 

Prepare County Rezoning Filing 

Staff Review 

Planing 8 Zoning Hearing 

Planing 8 Zoning Approval 

County Commisioners Hearing 

County Commissioners Approval 

Tue 01/04/00' 

Fri 02/18/00 

Wed 02/02/0C 

Fri 03/03/0C 11 days 

77 days Wed 01105100 Thu 04/20/0[ 

19 days Mon 03/06/00 Thu 03/30/01 

19 days Wed 01/05/00 Mon 01/31/0( 

5 days Fri 03/31/00 Thu 04/06/01 

10 days Fri 04/07/00 Thu 04/20/01 

22 days Tue 02/01/00 Wed 03/01/0( 

10 days Thu 03/02/00 Wed 03/15/01 
_ _  - . 

1 day Thu 03/16/00 Thu 03/16/0( 

10 days Fri 03/17/00 Thu 03/30/01 

1 day Fri 03/31/00 Fri 03/31/01 

10 days Mon 04/03/00 Fri 04/14/01 

10 days Mon 03106100 Frl 03/17101 

5 days Mon 03/06/00 Fri 03/10/0( 

5 days Mon 03/13/00' Fri 03/17/01 

. -  
Surveys 

Property Boundary Survey 

TOP0 Survey 

Rolled Up Progress 1- Summary 

I , I I I . I I I 1 1 1 I 1 , ,  Rolled Up Task External Tasks - Rolled UP Split , , . , , , , , , , , , , , . Project Summary $- 

Project: Florida - Leesburg 
Project Start: Fri 10101199 
Project Finish: Thu 05/01/03 
Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

Detail Project Schedule Task 

split Project No. 136/10 
Data Date: Thu 03/23/00 I Progress 

I Milestone + Rolled Up Milestone 0 
Sheel 1 of 7 Prinl Date: Thu 03/23/00, 11:04 AM 



FLORIDA - LEESBURG PROJECT 
Detail Project Schedule 

I I  I I I I 3 
- 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .:.:.:.:.:.:.: . !%b . . . . . . 

i b  
i d  
i [  

Duration Start Finish ID 10 lTask Name 

26 Meetings w/Local Govt 10 days Mon 03/06/00 Fn 03/17/00 

Ifl 
604 days Frl 10/01/99 Wed 09/06101 Envlronmental 

Fri 10/01/99 ' 
Fri 01/28/00 

Fri 02/04/00 

Mon 02/07/00 

Fri 03/17/00 

Fri 03/24/00 

Fri 03/31/00 

Fri 04/07/00 

Wed 09/05/01 

Tue 10/02/01 

Frl 09/08/00 

Tue 02/08/00 

Thu 02/10/00 

Thu 02/24/00 

Fri 03/03/00 

Mon 03/06/00 

Thu 03/16/00 

Mon 03/27/00 

Wed 04/05/00 

Tue 04/181oa 

Tue 04/25/0C 

,/ ' Retain Environmental Consultant 1 day Fri 10/01/99 

85 days 

5 days 

1 day 

29 days 

5 days 

Mon 10/04/99 

Mon 01/31/00 

Mon 02/07/00 

Tue 02/08/00 

Mon 03/20/00 

Prelim WW Estimate B Disch Assess 

Initial Supply Water Sampling 

Coordination Meeting 

Noise Background Monitoring 

Listed Species Survey 

WeUands Determination 

Final Water Balance 

Environmental Complete 

12107 

5 days Mon 03/27/00 

5 days Mon 04/03/00 

1 day Wed 09/05/01 

:+ 

0 09/05 i 

Permltting 

Determination of Need 

402 days 

168 day8 

15 days 

I day 

Mon 11/29/99 

Wed 01119/00 

Wed 01/19/00 

Thu 02/10/00 

J 
Market Studies 

Review Meeting 

Prepare Petition d Exhibits 

Prepare Testimony 

Submit Application 

Order Establishing Procedure 

Issue Identification 

Pelitioner Testimony 

Staff 8 Intervenor Testimony 

Prehearing Statements 

bo 
r '  

10 days 3 

6 days 

Fri 02/11/00 

Fri 02/25/00 

Mon 03/06/00 

Tue 03/07/00 

Fri03/17/00 

Tue 03/28/00 

Thu 04/06/00 

Wed 04/19/00 

b 1 day 

8 days 

7 days 

7 days 

9 days 

5 days 

Project: Florida - Leesburg 
Project Start: Fri 10/01/99 
Project Finish: Thu 05/01/03 
Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

Detail Project Schedule 
Project No. 136110 

Data Date: Thu 03/23/00 

Task Summary 7 4  Rolled Up Progress 

Split 

Progress - Rolled u p  Split . I I * , * I 1 , I , I I I , I Project Summary +- 
Rolled Up Task Exlernal Tasks 

I . , . I , I I I I I I I I I I  

Milestone + Rolled Up Mileslone 0 
Print Date: Thu 03/23/00, 11:04 AM Stirel 2 of 7 



FLORIDA - LEESBURG PROJECT 
Detail Project Schedule I 

ID 6 TaskName Duration 
51 Rebuttal Testimony 

58 i 59 

- 
61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

- 
- 
~ 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
__ 

- 
~ 

__ 

- 

Prehearing 8 Order 

Hearing 

Briefs 

Staff Recommendation 

Agenda 

Order Issued 

Close DockeURevise CASR 

Slte Certification Appllcation 

SCA Draft Preparation 

SCA Final Preparation 

Final Draft Review Meeting 

Produce Final SCA 

SCA Sumbittal 

PSD Application Submitted 

NPDES Application Submitted 

FDEP Determination of Complete 

SCA Distributed to Agencies 

Agency Sufficency Reports 

Land Use Hearing Notice 

Initial Sufficiency Determination b 

Sufficeincy Response by Panda 

Land Use Hearing 

Final Sufficiency Determination 

ALJ Land Use Order Issued 

5 days 

8 days 

3 days 

17 days 

10 days 

I Finish 
Wed 04/26/00 

Wed 05/03/00 

Thu 06/01/00 

Tue 06/06/00 

Thu 06/29/00 

4 days ; Thu 07/13/00 

15 days ’ Wed 07/19/00 

23 days Wed 08/09/00 

462 days Mon 11129199 

95 days f Mon 11/29/99 

20 days Mon 04/10/00 

3 days i Wed 05/10/00 

4 days I Mon 05/15/00 

1 day, Fri 05/19/00 

1 day Fri 05/19/00 

1 day Fri 05/19/00 

10 days ! Mon 05/22/00 

2 days Mon 06/05/00 

22 days Wed 06/07/00 

1 day Fri 07/07/00 

11 days i Fri 07/07/00 

28 days ! Mon 07/24/00 

1 day Tue 09/05/00 

22 days Thu 08/31/00 

21 days I Wed 09/06/00 

i 

i 

f 

Tue 05/02/00 

Fri 05/12/00 

Mon 06/05/00 

Wed 06/28/00 

Wed 07/12/00 

Tue 07/18/00 

Tue 08/08/00 

Fri 09/08/00 

Tue 09/04/01 

Fri 04/07/00 

Fri 05/05/00 

Fri 05/12/00 

Thu 05/18/00 

Fri 05/19/00 

Fri 05/19/00 

Fri 05/19/00 

Fri 06/02/00 

Tue 06/06/00 

Thu 07/06/00 

Fri 07/07/00 

Fri 07/21/00 

Wed 08/30/00 

Tue 09/05/00 

Fri 09/29/00 

Wed 10/04/00 

Project: Florida - Leesburg 
Project Start: Fri 10/01/99 
Project Finish: Thu 05/01/03 
Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

Detail Project Schedule 
Project No. 136/10 

Data Dale: Thu 03/23/00 

1 

I 
I 

~ 

-4 Rolled Up Progress -1 Summary 

Milestone Rolled Up Milestone 0 
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FLORIDA - LEESBURG PROJECT 
Detail Project Schedule 

I2000 I2001 I2002 
ID 0 TaskName Duration Start Finish ~ t r 4  I at J am2 I a i r 3  I am4 I a t r i  I a i r 2  I at I a i r 4  I Q t r i  I a i r 2  I 
76 Agency Proposed Conditions to Fi 110 days . Wed 06/07/00 Tue 11/07/00 

Siting Board Meeting on Land Us 1 day Tue 11121100 Tue 11/21/00 I 
168 days Mon 06/05/00 Wed 01/24/01 

1 day Thu 01/25/01 Thu 01/25/01 

1 day Mon 04/09/01 Mon 04/09/01 

42 days Tue 04/10/01 Wed 06/06/01 

FDEP Agency Report 

Notice of Certification Hearing 

Certification Hearing 

ALJ Recommended Order 

Siting Board Final Order 

PSD Permit Issued 

NPDES Permit Issued 

SCA Process Complete 

Other Permlts 

FERC EWG Certificate 

DOE Fuel Use Certificate 

FAA Stack Height 

Project Contracts 

Fuel 

Prepare Fuel Plan 
I 

Identify Fuel Transportation Alleri 

Negotiate Fuel Transportation Cc 

961 Fuel Transportation Contracts C 

Identify Fuel Supply Alternatives 4 
Negotiate Fuel Supply Contracts gal 

41 days Thu 06/07/01 

22 days Fri 08/03/01 

22 days Fri 08/03/01 

1 day Tue 09/04/01 

I 132 days, Mon 04/02/01 

65 days 

110 days 

110 days 

471 days 

231 days 

132 days 

22 days 

44 days 

33 days 

22 day: 

44 day: 

Fuel Supply Contracts Complete a 33 day! -d 
. Water 

Tue 05/29/01 

Mon 04/02/01 

Wed 05/02/01 

Thu 10114199 

Thu 08/03/00 

Thu 08/03/00 

Mon 02/05/01 

Wed 03/07/01 

Tue 05/08/01 

Mon 02/05/01 

Wed 03/07/01 

Tue 05/08/01 

8 154 days Mon 11/01/99 

Thu 08/02/01 

Mon 09/03/01 

Mon 09/03/01 

Tue 09/04/01 

Tue lO/O2/Ol 

Mon 08/27/01 

Fri 08/31/01 

Tue 10/02/01 

Thu 08/02/01 

Thu 06/21/01 

Fri 02/02/01 

Tue 03/06/01 

Mon 05/07/01 

Thu 06/21/01 

Tue 03/06/01 

Mon 05/07/01 

Thu 06/21/01 

, ~ -. 

1- Thu 0610110L 

04/09 

i t- 
t, 

: -  

1 

.......................... 7h ............. .......................... 

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

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

: \  ........ . . . .  

.... . . . .  .... .... ..... 
... .:.:. ... _._-_ ... 

U04 

- .  
I 

Summary Rolled Up Progress - 
Rolled Up Task External Tasks 

Project: Florida - Leesburg Detail Project Schedule Task 

split Project Start: Fri 10101199 
Proiect Finish: Thu 05/01/03 Data Date: Thu 03/23/00 1 * 1 1 , 1 , * . . , , , I I .  

Project No. 136/10 

Progress - Rolled up  w i t  . . , * . . I . I a a . . # . . Project Summary t- 
Mileslone + Rolled Up Milestone 0 

Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

I Print Date: Thu 03/23/00, 11:04 AM Sheet 4 01 



FLORIDA - LEESBURG PROJECT 
Detail Project Schedule , 

- 
102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

08 

IO9 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

- 

~ 

- 
- 

___ 

- 

__ 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 
- 
__ 

- 

- 

- 
- 

__ 
121 
__ 
122 

123 

124 

125 

- 
- 
___ 

Contract for Water Supplies 

Pre-Desgin Water Delivery Syste 

Wastewater 

Identify WW Disposal Alternatives 

Contract for WW Removal 

Pre-Design WW Effluent System 

Interconnection 

Conceptual Study 

Interconnection Study Agreement 

Interconnection Study 

Facility Study Agreement 

66 days Tue 02/01/00 

22 days Wed 05/03/00 

I 2 1  days Thu 01/06/00 

33 days Thu 01/06/00 

66 days Tue 02/22/00 

22 days Wed 05/24/00 

222 days Thu 10114199 

80 days Thu 10/14/99 

22 days, Thu 02/03/00 

60 days Mon 03/06/00 

22 days Thu 04/27/00 

Tue 05/02/00 

Thu 06/01/00 

Thu 06/22/00 

Mon 02/21/00 

Tue 05/23/00 

Thu 06/22/00 

Fri 08/18/00 

Wed 02/02/00 

Fri 03/03/00 

Fri 05/26/00 

Fri 05/26/00 

I2000 I2001 I2002 
ID 0 TaskName Duration Start 
101 Identify Water Source 6. Supplier ' 66 days . Mon 11/01/99 Mon 01/31/00 

Facility Study 60 days 

Interconnection Agreement 66 days 

EPC 176 days 

Identify Qualified Candidates 22 days 

Negotiate Contract 66 days 

Execute LO1 22 days 

Negotiate and Execute full EPC C 66 days 

Mon 05/29/00 FrIO8/18/00 

Fri 05/19/00 Fri 08/18/00 

Mon 07/03/00 Mon 03/05/01 

Mon 07/03/00 Tue 08/01/00 

Wed 08/02/00 Wed 11/01/00 

Thu 11/02/00 Fri 12/01/00 

Mon 12/04/00 Mon 03/05/01 

O&M Contract 66 days Thu OZ~Ol/OI Thu 05/03/01 

Prepare and Issue RFP 22 days Thu 02/01/01 Fri 03/02/01 

Negotiate Contract 22 days Mon 03/05/01 Tue 04/03/01 

Execute Contract 22 days, Wed 04/04/01 Thu 05/03/01 

Power Sales 404 days Mon 01/17/00 Thu 08/02/01 

Sales (L Marketlng 404 days Mon 01/17/00 Thu 08IOUO' 

Project: Florida - Leesburg 
Project Start: Fri 10/01/99 
Project Finish: Thu 05/01/03 
Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

Detail Project Schedule 
Project No. 136110 

Data Date: Thu 03/23/00 
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Summary Rolled Up Progress 

Rolled Up Task 
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Split 

Progress 

External Tasks 

Project Summary 
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FLORIDA - LEESBURG PROJECT 

I Detail Project Schedule 

I2000 I2001 I2002 
l r 4  I a i r  1 I a i r 2  1 a ID 0 TaskName Duration Start Finish Qtr4 I Qtr 1 I 1 2 I a i r  3 I Qtr 4 I Qtr 1 I Qtr 2 I ( 

126 Initial Market Studies : 22 days Mon 01/17/00 Tue 02/15/00 - 
Final Market Studies 

Power Sales Plan 

Identify and Sulvey Potentia 

Negotiate Power Sales Agre 

PSAs Complete 

Power Management 

Identify Potential Power Man 

134 Negotiate Power Mgt Contra 3 Englneering 
- 
137 

138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

147 

148 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 

- 
__ 

- 

__ 

__ 

~ 

Site Survey 

Prelim Site Plan 

Geotech Fieldwork 

Prelim Water Balance 

Prelim Heat L Material Balance 

Fuel B Duct Burner Specs 

Geotech Report 

Final Water Balance 

Design water system 

Design wastewater system 

Retain Lender's Engineer 

4 Project Finance 

7 Begin Project Financing 

22 days Mon 01/01/01 Tue 01/30/01 

22 days, Wed 01/31/01 Thu 03/01/01 

22 days Fri 03/02/01 Mon 04/02/01 

66 days Tue 04/03/01 Tue 07/03/01 

22 days Wed 07/04/01 Thu 08/02/01 

84 days Frl03/02101 Wed 06/27/01 

18 days, Fri 03/02/01 Tue 03/27/01 

66 days Wed 03/28/01 Wed 06/27/01 1 
116 days Mon 01/24/00 Mon 07/03/00 

15 days ' Mon 01/24/00 Fri 02/11/00 

10 days : Mon 02/14/00 Frl 02/25/00 

28 days Wed 02/02/00 Fri 03/10/00 

28 days Wed 02/02/00 Fri 03/10/00 

22 days Thu 02/10/00 Fri 03/10/00 
I 

18 days Wed 02/02/00 Fri 02/25/00 

10 days Mon 03/13/00 Fri 03/24/00 

10 days Mon 03/27/00 Fri 04/07/00 

66 days Mon 03/13/00 Mon 06/12/00 

66 days. Mon 03/13/00 Mon 06/12/00 

15 days ' Tue 06/13/00 Mon 07/03/00 

295 days Fri 08/04/00 Thu 09/20/01 

1 day ' Fri 08/04/00 Fri 08/04/0( 

. .  

1 1: . :.: .. ~ 

. .  . .  
...... . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . __. . ..:.-... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I . iy .:. 

i r-, 

... :.:.: _ _ _ _  
<..:.: _____. i 

(lk 
* .... :.:.:.: 
-..:.:.:.:.I . . . . . .  
. . . . .. . . 

b 

Summary 7 4  Rolled Up Progress - 
Rolled Up Task External Tasks 

. . . I *  II.*...II.I 

Project Summary - Rolled UP Split , , * , * . I , I ,  . . . * I I 
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151 

152 

153 

154 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

I60 

161 

162 

163 

164 

165 

166 

167 

- 
- 
__ 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

__ 

__ 

- 

~ 

- 
- 

Detail Project Schedule 

I2000 I2001 I2002 
Start Finish au4 I a i r 1  I a i r 2  I au3 I atr4 I air 1 I Qtrz I a l t r  4 I otr 1 I atr 2 1 I ID 0 TaskName Duration 

Develop Financial Proforma 22 days ; Mon 08/07/00 Tue 09/05/00 0 

22 days i Wed 07/11/01 Thu 08/09/01 

22 days Fri 08/10/01 Mon 09/10/01 

1 day i Thu 09/20/01 Thu 09/20/01 
i 

420 days Frl09/21/01 Thu 05/01/03 

1 day Fri 09/21/01 Fri 09/21/01 

1 day 1 Fri 08/02/02 Fri 08/02/02 

1 day Thu 05/01/03 Thu 05/01/02 
! 

: 
: 
i 

1 day i Thu 05/01/03 Thu 05/01/0: 

Prepare Construction budget 

Finalize Consultant Reports 

Finalize Market Study 

Independent Engineer's Report 

Retain Fuel Consultant 

Develop Offering Memorandum 

Determine Financing Options 

Choose Lenders 

Road Shows 

Due Diligence 

Term Sheets 

Credit Facility Negotiations 

Financial Closing 

Construction 

Notice to Proceed 

Turbine Ship 

I Commercial Operation 

Project Complete 

22 days Wed 09/06/00 

22 days Fri 10/06/00 

22 days * Tue 11/07/00 

22 days Thu 12/07/00 

22 days Mon 01/08/01 

22 days Wed 02/07/01 

22 days Fri 03/09/01 

22 days Tue 04/10/01 

22 days Thu 05/10/01 

22 days Mon 06/11/01 

Thu 10/05/00 

Mon 11/06/00 

Wed 12/06/00 

Fri 01/05/01 

Tue 02/06/01 

Thu 03108101 

Mon 04/09/01 

Wed 05/09/01 

Fri 06/08/01 

Tue 07/10/01 

09/21 : I 

Project: Florida - Leesburg 
Project Start: Fri 10/01/99 
Project Finish: Thu 05/01/03 
Project Mgr: Steve Crain 

External Tasks 

Project Summary 
1 1 I 1 , I . , I I I , I , I I  - Rolled up  Split I ,  I . I , , * I * . . I I 6 I 
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BUSINESS 
NEW YORK 

?he Dow Jones industrid aver- 
age climbed ?12.73, or by 2.3 per- 
a t ,  to 9.551.68, its biggest p i n t  
gain in five w s k .  That Left t h e  
Dow 1 percent shy of the record 
9,&3.3?. resc!!ed Jan. 8. The NAS- 
‘DAQ composite index wa5 up 
58.41, or by 2.6 percent, a t  
2,3$2.01 amid a renewed inters t  
i+ Internet and other technoiogy 
shires. A7 . .  . 

WEATHE$ 
Tcdsr: Partly 
cloudy. High in 
the upper 50s to 
lower 60s. 
Tonight: Fair. 
Low around 40. 
Wednesday: 
Partly claudy. 
High in the mid- 
60s. 

By MARC1 E L L I O T  
Oaiir -. C o m m o i c d  stan Wrner 

TAVARES 
D q i w  all the chu t s ,  naps and 

students when m e  new e lemcn+kq 
schools open in A u p t ,  one thiog is 
certain: The L&e Coun ty  School 
B o d  is wihng b accommodate 3s 
many i d e s  as yssi  ble. 

?hyt ’NU the mnsenss’s Monday 

more time with deciding which stu- 
dents will attend which schools. 

%districting is not easy, aod we 
try LO b e  sensitive to everyone’s 
rcqued,” Chamad J l m m y  Comer 
said. 

The S c h d  Board has held several 
meetings, workshops and c a m u n i t y  
m”.ittee meetings to discuss the 

cumber3 involved with ~ i s t r i ~ t i n g  

i 

Leesburg 
approves 
power plant 
By RICK REED 
Da9 C m r c i a r  Stan Wmcr 

LEESEURG 
City leadem sgocd to lease 50 

acre5 of the city spray field dong 
County Road 470 to a T c s s  company 
wich plans of wnstrucring a 5200 
million eieciric power plant. 

City Administrator Tony Otte told 
the City Commission t h e  plant wiIl 
be 3 clean indwtTy wirh no smoke 
stacks 3s he spelled out economic 
and other benefts, such 3s a new 
SQWCC of natural gas for the city util- 
ity depiutment. 

The new piant Hill also m e a  45 
new jobs p~y ing  annual salari~ of 
$50,000; the sa le  of treated a t e  
wafer that will be used for maling 
and stesm turbines; and the rental of 
90 acres of land used for spraying 
treated wask water. 

The City Comrission approved a 
PIese  see P W > A Q  
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ARSON 
Continued from Al 
revealed that an arsonist poured a 
““-mabie liquid” in the living m m  

ignited i t  wiith an open flame. 
hh%eehy sa id  Linn initidly 

invoked k right to eilence at the 
Poiicz Department, but then told 

mobiie home on Cccas Plumom D% 
KI the retmment commuaity, accord- 
ing to police 

Pasek-Breedlove said C a c h s n  
w a ~  wikh B female friend Satnrday 
evening nt a newby Moose l adp  
when Linn showed up. f i r  Cocrc- 
man and the fnend IeR the lounge, 
they nnticed that L h  w a  following 
them, detectives said. 

P ~ R I I , L I ~ ~  to park at her house, leave 

got our of her car and Linn 
appmached, reaching in la grab 
C- by the upper arm andput a 
gun b her back 

‘wbai did I say would h s p p e ~  ta 
you if you turned on me?” Linn 
reportedly asked Cockinan. 
The friend said &e heard a gan- 

shot and ran inside to call 911. 
McSbeehy said police later found a m 

h ’ s  p i h  truck 
;tup: h t r n t i o n ,  anger, n‘olena.’ 

Linn and Cockman have lived 
together since December at Linn‘s 

C o c k “  in’the car, d o d E  *e h n t  
door and have Cockman run inside. 

Instead, the friend told polloe, she 

&Polin iD&d n gun in L i d s  home, 
but said they wepe’t sure yet if it 
waz the gun that wae used. 

PLANT4 
2ontinned h m  A1 
e a r  of intent 40 that will give 
?anda Energy International the 
Iption to enter the lease within 2% 
ears. The dtjr WilJ receive $E,oOO.. 

‘T tbinb; I epealr for alI of us when 
say we’re red happy t~ have this 

rmject am here? said Mayor Bob 
nvell. 
The lease will be for 20 yesrs, and 

several month with Pmda Energy 
International, a Texas company 
The city will sell its treated waste 

water at SO centv per L.OO0 er;.11oa(r b 
the power company td be used for 
cooling and steam generation, up to a 
&um of 8 million gallons per 
day. 
The city has also been a&mptiq 

to find another s a w  o f  natural gas. 
Otte said tapping into t h e  plant$ gas 
line WBS R key component in the 
agreemert The electric plant wiU: be 

his ampany chwse Leesburg. 
Cmin tald the cammission there 

were four key reasons: the mopera- 
tion of the comrau&& the avdabik  
ty of a gas h e ,  a nearby wxter 
s o w  and a transmission facility to 
send the power to. The site is dose Lo 
the  large Florida Pmcr suhtotian 
on State h a d  4.1. 

Panda Laternational will sell 
power wholesale outside the city’s 
senice area, but the dry could even- 
tuaIly become a custamer. T h e  mm- 

he power company w d d  have the powered by natural-gu generators pany will have 24 years to build tbe 
lption of three 10-year extensions. and use fuel oil as a backup power plant once the agreement is 
.’he monetary rate hasn’t been source. No cad will be permitted for approved, but that could be extend- 
tgreed on, but Otte doesn’t expect eithertheprimaryorbahpsystem. ed. 
n y  problem. Commissioner Ben Pew asked T h e  city staff feels this is a real 

L e a b u g  has been negotiating for Steven Crain o l  Panda Energy why win-& siiuation.’ Otte said. 

B d e y  said Hattan started his ing t h e  terms and conditions &om 
lawsuit after Cabsllem told him she the Original 10-year, no-interest loan. 
would have the chitd watzuild but In one mndition, Cabden,  k d ,  
not excluded i h m  aclivitiffi. Hattan a r i g i d y  offered that his 

Hattan WU upset that the Church officials insisted, mean- estate would forgive any debt IeA 
wbile, that. the ora l  agreement was a afkr hrs death. 
m g h t  loan of $“J, not a mort- hcket t  asked Cauthen a n d  BaxIey 
gage, and didn’t expase the church to to write memoranda of law as to how 
foreclosure. Hattan uuld do so witfiaut B formal 

L 

1 WJRCH 
:ontinnedf” A3 

mall chiId fingored the pies atter 
IudL 
S I e  told the church that if the 
dd w a n a t  excluded, he was going 
I leave.” Caballero said Hattan kept chang- wilL 

~ 

3YM 
oatinued f” A4 
Christian m i d  pving the city the 

sperty and ann- it wouldn’t be 
pmblem. 
But finding the %100,000 in a tight 
ty budget could be trouble, amrd- ’ 
g to some “missioners. 
Ve’re not going to buitd a gym for 

~ 

$1OO,ooO,” Commissioner Ben Perry 
said. “AII down the h e  in the paw- 
a1 fund ha3 been asked to cut, cut, 
cut. 

T h e  only issue I have is how c911 
we afford doing it.” 
Commissioner Chet Blackmon 

sciid he agreed tp spend $lOO,OOO far 
a gym because they were consider& 
spending $1 millian to 2 million for a 
much-needed city gym when W t -  

ian came forward with the Men of 
Distinction’s offer. Perry said he 
wanh b know how much building 
and operating he gym would eost 
the city, %t us a n  samething 
back at the next meeting,’ City 
Admuusaator Tpny Otte suggested. 
We can d e h e  mls.,” 

Th. meeting wlzl be at 530 p.m in 
t h e  C i g  Corn" Chambers in 
City Hall. 

. .  

pmvm to be tougher on their peers 
I &an adults would be, she said. 

Somwne who stole a candy bar from 
a gmcery muld get 10 to 17 hours of mtinued h m  A 3  

But unlike re,dar criminal court, community senice, and someone 
attorneys don’t ull wi tnmes.  a u g h t  with marijuana could see 35 

dy t h e  defendant amwen ques- to 50 hours, she said. 
Thcre’s no nerd for wimessee We may order restitution,” she 
the defendant has aInady said. ‘And often a public apology to 

Sentences come in durations ’ of And they have tu a,- to come back 

the inpsed saactions. 
If &e defendant wmpleteJ t?ae 

sanctions within the presaibed time, 
the State Attorney’s Office is noti- 
ted, and u s u d y  PO h+-.?er action is 
takes and the case is dismisaed. 

If the defendant fELs b do so, how- 
ever, C u s w  &dJ h:! or .she goes 
before Judge J o h n  - and not just 

’OURT 

*<idncl. Cvvtar nnted. &air pprsnts in h n t  of everyone. ,.. to obsurvu t&a b o .  

SCHOOL! 
Continud h m  .Q 
the4’  PFebles said ‘I WU 
(SCilOai O f i n & )  Fcauld WRU 
the peuple.” 

Darlene Weller of b e s t  
she wai mcemed the Q I I &  
d e m i a  at Beverly Shom 

would be l o w e d  by a pssil 
where her 

Thousands 0; 

Money Mijista 

S~nim.cs  with rid 
SC” or ‘Invarinq for Ret  
chcs for a singlt produ 
ping For usciuI, generic ir 

Whlr’s worsc, snrr 
I& isn’t WOA ic. 

L h 
‘A no nomew, D 

1 “Very wcll prcxnr 
‘Berrcr chu my I 

6 ‘I l a n d  a lor!” 



c eyes power fT 
plan? deal 
May lease land 

By RICK REED 
Oallv Ccmnercial Sia t  'Writer 

LEES 8 U A G 
Cit:i lesdtrs are txcited aooct the 

pos;ibility of lea5ir.g 50 acres ofthe 
cicy w2x+;vater j p r 3 ~  Seid to a c o n - '  
pany ;vw.cir.g to con5;xcc a $200; 
million e!ec:hl 2ower plant on the 
proper::; along County Road 470 
near C)k&un;lra. 

It will be a clezn, no-imoke-jtack 
operztion, +.ch opiy the reiease of 
watzr vapors through cooling towers,' 
accornhg to tke city . .  

L e e j k g  :lzj been negotiating for ,. : 
severd rr?oct:?s wich Pmda E n e r g  
Intar,ational, a Texas company A 
kGtE of ia:ant h a  been aceed  
upon, a d  the Leesburg Cir; Corn- .:. .. 
misjiotl is eqe3ec:ed to approve it dur- .. ' .  

ing tozighc's 530 meekhg. .. .. ,.:.._. .. .>, 
' 

Tiis ii a very excitiig projGt.:.:.~ 
from many standpoints," said city ' . ' ?  

blaagt r  Tony O r t .  
The city wil! sell its tiested waste .-', 

water a t  30 cenb per 1,000 gallons to 
the power compmy to be used for, -:.. : 

' 

I .. , .  

.: ~ . day. 
Tne ?ewer p1ut xi l l  also mean,& . : 

exza source of  n a t u d  gas for the'' .. . 
'city t o  k p  inta. The pia@ dl cod;- . 
s:;uc: a g s  line because-it wiU be' .. , 
powered by aab-d gas generators 1;. 
and use fuel od as a backup power .::., 
source. No coal Bill be permitt& for : ..::: 
either the pr;zlazz or backup sys-' I - : 
tern. . . .  

' Ee  dt:; has been attempting ta . 

End =other jolz'ce cZnacura1 g.s for 
L e ~ s S ~ ~ i  jyjtz=. 0t:e called it a 
key c o q o n e x  ir. t5e a,mement. ' . 

Tne new pawer p h t  Kiil also 9 

me=, ::le Ldu oikiziph-payingjobs: 
Wi gokg  t o  be u economical . 

development COG? for the city," 3dd . .  : . 
xisiscaiic C i y  3lar.rgsr S d y  Sher- . . . 

.. . 

. 

L 1 . 7 . 7  

. : . .;; :-, i ..: _- - -  
; o , . . :  

i '  - .- .-. . .. . 
- r , , ;  : .- 

. - -  .. .e_) 
' . . , - , I ', ' j 3';;  

I Continued from .4l .. . .  
.c They  approached us because'& 

site'is close by a source of water:&jj 
' acyoss the street from our ,  ne5 

waste-water plant," Otte said. 
I t  is also close to the krge ele,ci% 

substation 00 State Road .W.~,~-:;..'.. . 
That's where the powerd+dl''$' . . 'r .: .,..,J Otte said. ' . .. " 
Panda International will 'nof$e!l 

power within the iiity's electric,:% 
vice area, but Otte said &e aty'c9-G 

' become-.',a, ,*+tamer. The compm.2 
dl have 2:: years, to build the plb& 
once the' agreement is approved, b,$ 
it could extend that time frame. . *;> 

- c  

. 

' 

.- 
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Florida Power  Corporat ion 
Generat ion Interconnection Study 

Da ta  Request  Form 

INSTRUCTIONS 

(*) denotes items that are  required for both a Generation Interconnection Feasibility Study 
and  a Generation Interconnection Study and must be completed and included in 
Respondent’s proposal. ,411 items O n  this form are required prior to the s tar t  of 

engineering design. 

If a da ta  item is unavailable, please provide an  estimate and indicate it as an estimate. 
Phase note that a restudy could be required if data  assumptions change while the study is 

in progress. 

Please fill out and attach a COPY of Section for each generator on the site. 

Please use this form to supply the requested data. Submittal of manufacturer data sheets, 
other than generator characteristic curves, is not an acceptable alternative to completing 

this form. 
I 

SECTION I - Generation Site Data 

A) Contact Person - Provide name and address of person completing this form 

(*)I. Name: 

(*)2. Address: 

(*)3. City/State/Zip: 

(*)4. Telephone: 

(*)5. Date: 

B) Site Location 

Ted A. McElrov 

4100 SDnne ValIevRoad. Suite 1001 

DalIas. Texas 75244 

972-980-71 59 

Februaw 29,2000 



(*)3. Site Drawing: Include a site drawing indicating county, section, township, and 
In addition, for a Generation Interconnection Study, a preliminary range. 

equipment layout on the site, suitable for site plan permitting, is required. 
(See Attached) 

C) Proposed Load Requirements for Site 

(*)1. Required Date: December 1,2002 

(*)2. Nature of Load (Station Service, Start-up Power, Etc.) Start Up Power (Back Feed) 

(*)3. Connected kVA Load: 7.800 

(*)4. Peak Demand kVA Load: 

( * )5 .  Expected Power Factor: 0.80 

(*)6. Service Voltage: 230kV 

(*)7. Anticipated Future Load Requirements (please describe): None 

12,500 

: 

D) Other Site Information 

1,353 .OWA 
1,150.OMW (*)l. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @I 59°F Outdoor Ambient: 

New and clean (Includes transformer and T-line Z losses) 

1,265.OMVA 
1,075.0MW (*)2. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @I 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 

New and clean (Includes transformer and T-line Z losses) 

(*)3. Proposed Interconnections with Other Systems (please describe): 

Please See Attached Single Line Diaaam Drawing No 100 Rev C. Dated 02/28/00 

2 
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E) In-Service Dates 

(*) 1. Required connection to f i d  for generator testing December I .  2002 

(*)2. Commercial in-service date: May 1.2003 

SECTION I1 - Individual Generator Data 

A) Unit Identification 

GTG1, GTG2, GTG3, GTG4 
Panda Leesburp Power Partners, L.P. (*) 1. Plant Name and Unit Number 

2. Manufacturer GE Gas Turbine Generator Design No. 809046 

3. Generator Serial Number 

4. Turbine Serial Number 

B) Ratings and Capabilities 

These units are on order from GE on a bulk 
purchase order. 

Theseunits are on order fiom GE o n a  bulk 
purchase order. 

1. Nameplate kV Rating (nominal design voltage) 

2. MVA Rating MVA Rating 
a. 207 
b. 207 
C. 207 
d. 207 

Gross MW Rating @? 59°F Outdoor Ambient 

Net MW Rating @? 59°F Outdoor Ambient 

Gross MW Rating @? 90°F Outdoor Ambient 

Net MW Rating @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient 

@ Hydrogen Pressure 
30.0 PSIG 
30.0 PSIG 
30.0 PSIG 
30.0 PSIG 

175.950 

170.469 

160.107 

154.891 

3 



7 .  Rated Power Factor 

8. Rated Speed 3600 RPM 

9. Rated Turbine Capability 

0.85 LAG. 0.95 LEAD 

175.950 kW 

10. Field Voltage at Rated Load 

11. Field Current at Rated Load 

12. No-load Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 

13. Air Gap Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 

14. Field Resistance 0.199 ohms@ 125 "C 

300 

1478.1 

114.8 

109.45 

Inertia 

Ib-ft2 (*) 1. WR2 for Generator and Exciter 

(*) 2. WR2 for Turbine 293.260 lb:fi2 

(*) 3. Calculated H Constant 5.5kW secKVA @ 207 MVA 

85.360 

Losses and Efficiency 

1. Open circuit core loss 350.4 kW 

2. Windage loss 201.3 kW 

3. H2 seal and exciter friction loss 44 kW 

kW 4. Stator 12R Loss at rated power and voltage 100 "C 216.3 

kW 5. Rotor 12R Loss at rated power and voltage 125 "C 429.3 

6. Stray Load loss 43 2 kW 

175 kW 7. Excitation losses 

Total Generator Losses Excluding Bearings = 1,827.5kW 

4 



E) Generator Time Constants 

sec 1, T'do (Direct asis open circuit transient time constant) 4.767 

2. T'!do ("uirect h: c ~ ~ 5 t a n t )  "."-Id 

. .  n n,, 
C der, 

3. T'qo (Quadature asis open circuit transient time constant) 

4. 

5, Ta3 (Short circuit time constant) 

(Quadature axis open circuit subtransient time constant) 

F) Generator Impedances 

(*) 1. MVA base for all impedance data 

(*) 2. kV base for all impedance data 

Parameter 

(*) 3. xd 

4. xq 

(*) 5.  x'd 
6. x d s  

7. X', 

8. Xlqs 

(*) 9. x"d 

10. XI', 

11. XL 

12. RI 

13. R2 

14. X2 

Description 

Direct axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

Direct axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

Direct axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Direct axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Armature leakage reactance 

Positive sequence m a t u r e  resistance at 75" C 

Negative sequence m a t u r e  resistance at 75" C 

0.392 sec 

0.074 sec 

0.349 sec 

207 MVA 

18.0 kV 

p.u. value 

1.893 

1.806 

1.893 

0.210 

0.460 

0.143 

0.202 

0.195 

0.167 

0.003@,1OO0C 

SAT. Xzv = 0.140 
Negative sequence armature reactance at rated voltage UNSAT. X2 = 0.192 

5 



1 j. Xo Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C .0@2 PU 

16. hC Direct current armature resistance at 75" C 0.001 67 R @ 100°C 

1 7 .  Generator neutral grounding resistance 20KV.4 0.5 2 5 (secondarv) ohms 

(*) 18. Generator neutral grounding reactance 20KV.4 5.2 5 (estimate) ohms 

G )  Required Characteristic Curves and Diagrams 

(*) 1. Real and reactive power capability curves (Maximum var capability, lagging 
and leading, is sufficient for Feasibility Study) (See Attached) 

2. Saturation curve, full load and no-load (See Attached) 

3. "V" curves (See Attached) 

4. Governor overspeed response curve (See Attached) 

5. One-Line diagram showing generator and substation equipment connections 
(See Attached) 

H) Excitation System Data 

1. Excitation system type Static GE EX 2000 

' 2. Voltage regulator model name GE 

3. Excitation system model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE' or 
PSS/E format (See Attached) 

4. Voltage compensation, supply block diagram and settings if used (Requested) 

5 .  Voltage regulator overexcitation limiters, supply block diagram and model 
parameters in IEEE' format. (Requested) 

6. Power System Stabilizer (if used), supply Power System Stabilizer block diagram 
and model parameters in IEEE or PSSE format (See Attached) 

' IEEE Standard 421.5-1992 "IEEE Recommended Practice for Excitation System Models for Power System 
Stability Studies" 

Energy Conversion, Vol. 10, No. 4, December 1995 
IEEE Committee Report, "Recommended Models for Overexcitation Limiting Devices," IEEE Transactions on 

6 



X/DV 
X/DI 
X?/DV 
X?/DI 
X?P/DV 
X?P/DI 
x/2v 
X/2I 
x/  0v 
X/OI 
X/", OEX 
x/LM I Lt;x 

1.893 X/QV 
1.893 XYQI 
0.210 .. 
0 . 2 8 5  X P / Q  
0.147 XPP/QV 
0.202 XZ'?/QI 
0 .I40 
0.192 
0.094 
0.124 
0.1.67 
0.167 

0 . 5 3 0  7?/Q 
0 . 8 2 2  
0.997 
0.023 n?/Q 
0.033i 3 ? / Q O  

1.866 
1.006 

0 . 4 6 0  
0.143 
0.195 

0.392 
0.392 

0.023 
0.074 

X / l  0.003 
x i  2 0.013 
R! 2 0.007 



FjUKE SIZE 89.0-41.300 X 168.00 MGDZL - 

, 



?. 
c 

ESTIMATED SATURATION AND SYNCHRONOUS IMPEDANCE CURVES 
207000 KVA - 3600 RPM - 18000 VOLTS - 0.85 P F 
340 RD VOLTS - 40 C COL I7 GA.5 - .  TI P.% - y7 

CURVE NO. 80160GGl-1 



ESTIMATED REACTIVE CAPABlLIPl C U R V E S  
207000 KVA - 3600 RPM - 18000 VOLTS - 0.85 PF 
m R n \lnl T S  - A n  P rni n c n  c dn n c i r  I I- - . -  I _I . - - I  - ," - V I L "  ", ,- v" 1 VI" 1 ,& 

, I  

0 - 50 100 150 200 250 
1 5 O t " ' " " " " " ~ " " "  " "  

MEGAWATS CURVE NO. 801 60GG1-2 

Performance Curves page 3.9 
Proposal 30694AG (71f98) Rev. 0 



207000 KVA - 3600 RPM - 18000 VOLTS - 0.85 PF 
340 FLD VOLTS -40 C COLD GAS - 30 PSlG H2 

" " l " " " " ' l " " " '  ' 1 " " " " l " " " " ' I ' '  , I  1 I , ,  3 

I ESTIMATED EXCITATION V CURVES 

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 i aoo  

FIELD AMPERES 

Performance Curves page 3.10 

Proposal 8 0 6 % ~ ~  (ivga) Rev. 0 
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GENROU ' 

Round Rotor Generator Model (Quadratic Saturation) 

SPEED . This model is localed at system bus I - ,  [BUS. 
... 

E,d-. 1 IS)iC/: 
machine I I  I. 

This model uses CONS sfartins wrth Y J. 
VOLT at 3 L :  7 VT temlMl GENROU 

The machine MVA IS for eachof 
units = MGASE. 

ZSORCE for this machine IS + i  on 
the above MBASE. 0,  1 9 9  X ' k ; S h r  

xo. X,. X',.X',, X",, X",. X, H and D are in P.u.. machine 
MVA base. 

I A N G L E ,  

- 
Source 
Current 
Terminal 
Voltage 

Angle 

. Xnq'must be equal Io X"& 

- -  
~BUS, 'GENROU'. I ,  T ~ ~ ,  rdo. rqo, T~ H. 0, xd, x,. yo, xb. xqd. x, sr1.01, s(i.z)/ 

P S S E  25 Progrzm 0pe:ation Manual - Volume 11 V-29 
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N O E S  FOR FIGURE 1 

SimplLfied Single Shafl Gas Turbine Simulation Block Diagram 

1. Speed Governor Digital Setpoint Limit: 95% to 107% Speed 

Time required for loading to Base witb a 4% a m p  senin g: 

Model Manual “ai Fan Load 
MS6001B 05 &I 4Mm 0.5 Min 
MS7001EA 6 Min UMin 1.5 m 
MS9001E 6 Min. K m. 13 Mia 
MS9001FA 6 Min. 12 Min N A  

MS7001FA 6 Mm 12 Min NA 

2. Speed Govcrsror Trnsfer Function Coeffrtient 

- W - X. x z 
0 0.05 1 

TYPC 
KO 

Isochronous Kf 2.5 0.83 0 
Droop 

Const. Semble Droop KC f ‘z: 0 

Where KD = 1Droop  or KD = 25 for 4% droop scmng 
Kl = 8 for Mark Tv ConUUlS 
Kc = 10 for all mchincs 
T = 2.5 SK Standard and DLNl, 5 for DLN2 - typicalh, 

3. The P.U. Fuel limits arc based 00 : 
Rated Load = 1.00 P.U.; Min = 0.15 P.U 
No Load = 0.23 P.U.: Max = 1.20 P.U 

4 .  Fuel System Characteristics 
Models - a - b - C If -L K+ T!QC 

. Liquid 6 10 1 0 0.10 1 
Liquid 7EA & 9E 1 0.20 1 0.10 0 
Liquid 7 F A & 9 f A  1 0.20 1 0.20 0 

Gas AI1 1 0.05 1 0.40 0 

5. For high accumcy applicah’ons, l o c ~ ~ o o s  dcsignited by tbc symbol 0 sbodd incorpontc 
transport delays of 0.125 seconds for Marl;. IV and 0.0625 seconds far Mark Y. 

6. Turbine Torque Calculation 

JAR 
03/20/98 
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NOTES FOR FIGLRE I con’t 

7. Gas Turbine  D-ynamic Characteristics 

6 0.01 0.10 0.02 
7%9 0.01 0.20 0.04 

8. Turbbe Exhaust Tempcrxturr CllalaYion 

f, = T, = pt- 700 (l-V+550 (I-N) +35 (MaxIGV-IGV)] *[1/{1+.0027(59-Ta)) i n ?  
t 

f, = T, = IT,- 390 (1-W) +306 ( I - N )  + 1.94 (MAXIGV-IGV)] +(1/{1+.0050(15-Ta)}) in ‘C 

9. Rotating Train Inertia Turbine and Gcncntor’ 

Model Turbine Speed Torque Inertia 71 Exhaust Tunperaturr 
RPM Kg-M Kg-M’ Sec. Tr ‘C 

600 1 B 5 IO0 6844 4046 15.1 552 
7001EA 3600 20282 8822 14.6 541 
9001E 3000 34619 21603 17.1 54 1 
7001 F 3600 40585 15695 14.0 593 
9001F 3000 69384 34 534 15.4 593 

10. Inlet Guide Vy lc  Limits 

Model Min IGV Max IGV 

6B 57 86 

‘ 7?9 F. FA 54 86 

A n d C  && 

7EA, 9 E 4 C  57 84 

1 1 .  Turbine Exhaust Flow Cdcdanon 

f3 e W,./N= (L,) o.y7 (519/fl.+J60)} in? 

f, = W, /E = (&) 03’ {288/(T,+ 273)) in OC 



NOTES FOR FIGURE 1 con't 

12. T h e  exhaust temperatun control point for c ~ ~ s t a n t  firing tunpcra turc  is a fmction of 
>e D W ~ C  which  is a function of m u y  facton. For t h e  models ti12 can 

be e r p m s e d  purcjy a p funcrjoo of ambient temperamre as sbown below: 

T m  = T, - 0.6 (59 - TJ in de- F. 

T, T, - 0.6 (15 - T.) i0 &e C. 
*re T,is obtained from Table in Note 9. 

1 4 .  bfet Chide Vane Aaglc converxion to per Unit 

6B f, = L i p  = 0.01862 (IGV) - 0.6014 

7U9E f, = L i p  =O.O2(lGV) - 0.68 
7F!PF f4 = L i p  =0.016875(JGV) - 0.45125 

. -  
- -  

JAR 
03/t0/98 



A 

TIypical Power System Stabilizer Model 
Utilizing Speed Plus Power Input 

363A7335 

Customer = Panda Energy International 
Generator: 337x708, 709, 710, 71 1 
Generator Design: F307T33 
Exciter Type: Busfed Exciter with EX2000 Digital Controls 

IEEE Model Type PSS2A 
T1 =0.15 @ T2 = 0.03 @ T3 a . 1 5  @ T4 = 0.03 @ 
KS1=30 @ VSTmax = 0.1 VSTmin = -0.1 
w 1 = 2  m2=2 T6=0 
W 3 = 2  TW4=0 T7=2 KS2 =0.149 

I , KS3 = 1.0 T8 = 0.5 - T9 = 0.1 * , 
/ N = l  

~~ 

M = 5  
VSI l  = Speed(pu) I VSIl  = PE(pu) (Elecuical Power) 

- -  
IEEE Type PSSZA Dual Input Stabilizer Model 

3 1 11!30i% 221 PM I si-iEZi 
Harold C. Scndarscn 98/11/30 " 

IfXlE3 SCALE 



I) Turbine Governor Data 

1. SDeed/Load governor model name GE MARK V - 

2. Governor model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE374 or PSSE 
format (See Attached) 

J) Generator Step-up Transformer Data 

1. Manufacturer Hvundai 

2. ModelType TL0702 

These units are on order from Hyundai on a 
bulk purchase order. 3. Serial Number 

(*) 4. Rating 12611681210 @, 65°C MVA 

(*) 5 .  High voltage winding, nominal voltage 230.0 kV 

(*) 6. High voltage winding connection (wyeldelta) WYE 

(*) 7. Low voltage winding, nominal voltage 18.0 kV 

(*) 8. Low voltage winding connection (wyeldelta) Delta 

9. Transformer resistance 0.157% p.u. 

p.u. (*)lo. Transformer reactance x/r = 65 10.32% 

(*) 11. Transformer impedance base values 10%@126 MVA 230 kV 

12. Available tap settings 

Hv taps 241.5, 235.75, 230.0, 224.25,218.5 kV 

LV taps 18.0 kV 

IEEE Ck",ittee Report, "Dynamic Models for Steam and Hydro Turbine Control Models for System Dynamic 

W.I. Rowen, "simplified Mathematical Representations of Heavy Duty Gas Turbines," Transactions of ASME, 
Studies," IEEE transactions on Power Auumtus and Svstem, Vol. PAS-92, November, 1973 

Vo1.105(1), 1983 
4 
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13. Expected tap settings 

HV taps 241.5 kV 

LV tans 18.0 kV 

8 
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\ .  . .  Florida Power Corporat ion 

Data  Request  Form 

..- Generat ion Interconnection S tudy A 

. .  
INSTRUCTIONS 

(*) denotes items that are  required for both a Generation Interconnection Feasibility Study 
and  a Generation Interconnection Study and must be completed and  included in 
Respondent’s proposal. .A11 items on  this form are  required pr ior  to the s tar t  of 

en gin ee rin g design. 

If a data  item is unavailable, please Provide an  estimate and indicate it as an estimate. 
Please note that  a restudy could be required if data assumptions change while the study is 

in progress. 

Please fill out and attach a COPY of Section I1 for each generator on the site. 

Please use this form to supply the requested data. Submittal  of manufacturer data sheets, 
other than generator characteristic curves, is not an  acceptable alternative to c o m p l e d g  

this form. 

SECTION I - Generation Site Data 

A) Contact Person - Provide name and address of person completing this form 

(*) I .  Name: Ted A. McElroy 

(*)2. Address: 

(*)3. City/S tate/Zip: Dallas, TX 75244 

(*)4. Telephone: 972-980-71 59 

4 loo Spring Valley Road, Suite 100 1 

\ 

(*)5. Date: 212 9/0 0 

B) Site Location 

28 



(*)3. Site Drawing: Include a site drawing indicating county, section, township. and 
ranse. In addition, for a Generation Interconnection Srudy , a preliminary 
equipment layout on the site, suitable for site plan permitting. is required. 

(See attached.) 

C) Proposed Load Requirements for Site 

(*)l. Required Date: December 1,2002 

(*)2. Nature of Load (Station Service, Start-up Power, Etc.) Start Up Power (Back Feed) 

(*)3. Connected LVA Load: 7.800 

Peak Demand kVA Load: 12.500 

Expected Power Factor: 0.80 

Service Voltage: 230kV 

Anticipated Future Load Requirements (please describe): None ' 

D) Other Site Information 

1,353 MVA 
(*)1. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 59OF Outdoor Ambient: 1,150 MW 

1,265 MVA 
(*)2. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 1,075 MW 

29 
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(*)3. Proposed Interconnections with ather Systems (please describe): 

Please see attached single line diagram 

Drawing No.100 Rev C. dated 02/28/00 

E) In-Service Dates 

(*)I, Required connection to grid for generator testing: December 1, 2002 

(*)2. Commercial in-service date: May 1, 2003 

SECTION I1 - Individual Generator Data 

A) Unit Identification 

(*) 1 ,  Plant Name and Unit Number Panda Leesburg Power Partners, L.P. 
STG1, STG2 

2. Manufacturer GE Steam Turbine Generator Design No.80904S 
These units are on order from 

3, Generator Serial Number 

4. Turbine Serial Number 

GE on a bulk purchase order 
These units are on order from 
GE on a bulk purchase order 

B) Ratings and Capabilities 

1. Nameplate kV Rating (nominal design voltage) 18,OKV, 3 phase, 60Hz 

2. MVARating MVA Rating @ Hydrogen Pressure 
a. 300.00 
b. 300.00 

45 PSIG 
45 PSIG 

C. 

d. 

(*) 3. Gross MW Rating @ 59°F Outdoor Ambient 

(*) 4. Net MW Rating @ 59°F Outdoor Ambient 

(*) 5. Gross MW Rating @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient 

255.0 

246.692 

232.04 
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(*) 6. Net MW Rating @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient 227.72 MW 

0.85 LAG, 0.95 LEAD 7 .  Rated Power Factor 

8. Rated Speed 3600 RPM 

9. Rated Turbine Capability 

10. Field Voltage at Rated Load 

1 1. Field Current at Rated Load 

12. No-load Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 

13, Air Gap Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 

14. Field Resistance 

255 MW 

21 I 

1487 

583 

194 

0.363 ohms @ 125°C - 

C) Inertia (Rotor 30,900) 

(*) 1, WR’ for Generator and Exciter 109,140 Ib-ft’ 

(*) 2. WR’ for Turbine 250,000 Ib-ft’ 

(*) 3. Calculated H Constant 3.58393 sec. @ - 300 MVA 

D) Losses and Efficiency 

1. Open circuit core loss 485.5 kW 

2. Windage loss 508.3 kW 

3. H2 seal and exciter friction loss 59. kW 

4. Stator I’R Loss at rated power and voltage 100°C 323.1 kW 

5. Rotor I’R Loss at rated power and voltage 802.0 kW 

6. Stray Load loss 518.1 kW 

7. Excitation losses 78.2 kW 

125°C 
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Generator Time Constants 

1 .  TIdo (Direct axis open circuit transient time constant) 4.235 sec 

2. T",, (Direct axis open circuit subtransient time constant) 0.032 sec 

3. TIqo (Quadature axis open circuit transient time constant) 

4. T'lqo (Quadature axis open circuit subtransient time constant) 

5. T, (Short circuit time constant) 

Generator Impedances 

(*) 1. MVA base for all impedance data 

(*) 2. kV base for all impedance data 

Parameter 

("1 3. Xd 

4. x, 
(*) 5.  X d  

6. X b  

7. x, 
8. XIqs 

(*) 9. X ' I d  

10. X I ,  

11. XL 

12. R, 

13. R2 

14. X2 

Description 

Direct axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

Direct axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

Direct axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Direct axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Armature leakage reactance 

Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

Negative sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

0.353 sec 

0.071 sec 

0.405 sec 

300.0 MVA 

18.0 kV 

p.u. value 

1.831 

1.769 

0.3 14 

0.236 

0.519 

0.5 

0.227 

0.223 

0.1 85 

0.003 

0.0 14 

Negative sequence armature reactance at rated voltage 0.2 17 
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1 j. X0 Positive sequence armature reactance at 75" C 0.127 

16. R,, Direct current armature resistance at 75" C 0.001 16 

1 7 .  Generator neutral grounding resistance 3OKVL4 0.525 R secondary ohms 

(*) 18. Generator neutral grounding reactance 30KVA 5 .25  ohms (estimate) 

G) Required Characteristic Curves and Diagrams 

(*) 1. Real and reactive power capability curves (Maximum var capability, lagging 
and leading, is sufficient for Feasibility Study) See attached 

2. Saturation curve, full load and no-load See attached 

3. "V" curves See attached 

4. Governor overspeed response curve See attached 

5. One-Line diagram showing generator and substation equipment connections 
See attached 

H) Excitation System Data 

1. Excitation system type Static 

2. Voltage regulator model name GE 

3. Excitation system model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE' or 
P S S E  format (See attached GE EX2000) 

4. Voltage compensation, supply block diagram and settings if used Requested 

5. Voltage regulator overexcitation limiters, supply block diagram and model 
parameters in IEEE~ format. (See attached) Requested 

6. Power System Stabilizer (if used), supply Power System Stabilizer block diagram 
and model parameters in IEEE or PSSE format (See attached) 

I) Turbine Governor Data 

1. Speed/Load governor model name GE Mark V 

~~ 

' IEEE Standard 42 1.5-1992 "IEEE Recommended Practice for Excitation System Models for Power System 
Stability Studies" 
* IEEE Committee Report, "Recommended Models for Overexcitation Limiting Devices," IEEE Transactions on 
EnerOy Conversion, Vol. IO, No. 4, December 1995 
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0.236 
0.314 
0.172 
0.227 
0.164 
0.217 
0.098 
0.1'27 

0.185 
0.185 

1.769 
1.769 

X/DV 
X/DI 
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0.519 
0.168 
0.223 

x/2v 
X / 2 f  
x/ov 
X / O I  
X / W  
X / L M  

- -  

SATURATED ZERO SEQUSNCZ 
UNSATURATSD ZERO SEQUENCE 
LEAKAGE REACTLVCZ, OVEREXCITED 
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0.071 

POSITIVS . 
NZGATIVE 
ZERO 
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0.014 
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= 1798.6 

IC Kw SEC/KVA 
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TYPIC4L EX2000 Power System Stabilizer (PSS) 
IPS80904S 

9 

Ref. IEEE 421 5-1 992 Type PSSZA 
Note: Parameters shown with ranges give the typical or useful ranges 
actual setting ranges are usually much wider. 

VSI1 = speed input 
VSllmax, VSllmin - input #1 limits +I- 0.08 pu (fixed) 
VSI2max. VS12min - input #2 limits +I- 1.25 pu (fixed) 
'T1 = lead #1 0.1 5 (range 0.1 - 2.0 sec ) 'T2 = lag # l  0.03 (range 0.01 - 1 .O sec) 
7 3  = lead #2 0.15 (range 0.1 - 2.0 SeC) 'T4 = lag #2 0.03 (range 0.01 - 1.0 sec) 
T5 = lag #3 0.0 (fixed not used in GE design) can be used if there are three lead lags 

or for equivalent torsional filter time constant which may be required for some units 
(determined by studies) 

T6 = 0.0 (fixed) 77 = Tw 2.0 sec (range 2 - 15 sec) 
T8 = 0.5 sec (fixed) T9 = 0.1 sec (fixed) 
Ti0 = Lag #3 = 0.0 (fixed not used in GE design) 
N = 1 (fixed) 
'KS1 = PSS gain = 8 - (range 3 - 20 typical) 
KS2 = 0 2 4  = TWI(2H) - where H = combined turbine-gen. inertia constant 
KS3 = 1.0 
VSTmax = (range 0.05 to 0.1) VSTmin = (range -0.05 to -0.1) 
TWl = TW see note on 77 above 
l W 3  = TW see note on T7 above 

Note:Lead/Lags and Gain must be Determined by Studies 

VS12 = electrical power input 

M =5(fixed) 

G 

TW2 = TW see note on 7 7  above 
l W 4  = 0.0 (fixed) 

HCS 2-10-2000 



Power Technobgies, 1%. PTI Power System Simuhtor - PSS/E 

GENROU 

Round Rotor Generator Model 

rbow M U S E .  

J+ 7 I 

- -  

J+ 13 1 
&, q, X'd,X, XDd, Xmq, Xf, H and D ant in P.u., machine MVA base. 
rq must be equal o Xed. 

November 1991 



A1.2  - B1.2 
B, c) 

S(1.2) = 
.L.L 

FIGURE 13.6 

Definition of Saturation Factor, S, 
for Entry as Generator Data 

September 1987 



2. Govemor model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE'.J or PSS,% 
format (See attached) 

J) Generator Step-up Transformer Data 

1 .  Manufacturer 

2. Model Type 

Hyundai 

TL0702 
These units, are on order from 

3. Serial Number Hyundai on a bulk purchase order 

(*) 4. Rating 186124813 10 MVA @ 65OC MVA 

(*) 5 .  High voltage winding, nominal voltage 230.0 kV 

(*) 6. High voltage winding connection (wye/delta) W E  

(*) 7. Low voltage winding, nominal voltage 18.0 kV 

(*) 8. Low voltage winding connection (wye/delta) Delta 

9. Transformer resistance (0.55 l2 @ 85OC) 0.157% p.u. 

(*) 10. Transformer reactance x/R = 65 10.32% p.u. 

(*) 1 1. Transformer impedance base values l o % @  186MVA 230.0 kV 

12. Available tap settings 

HV taps 

LV taps 

13. Expected tap settings 

HV taps 

LV taps 

241.5,235.75,230.0,224.25,218.5 

18.0 - 

kV 

kV 

- 241.5 kV 

18.0 kV 

' LEEE Committee Report, "Dynamic Models for Steam and Hydro Turbine Control Models for System Dynamic 
Studies," IEEE transactions on Power Apparatus and Systems, Vol. PAS-92, November, 1973 

W.I. Rowen, "simplified Mathematical Representations of Heavy Duty Gas Turbines," Transactions of ASME, 
Vol. 105( I), 1983 
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Panda PS 80904 

SYMBOL V L U E  
GamRegulanon K 20 

- T3 ( se c I 0 IS 
servo rate Llmit-opening pup@u/sec) 0.012 ** 

uppcr power lirmt @u) 1 .oo 
Lower power h n i t  Pmin @u) 0.0 

Rheatcr and reheat Bowl delay Trh (scc) 0.1 * 

servo rate Irrmt-closing Pdown @u/sec) 0.012 *I 

Steam chest and inlet piping delay Tch (SCC) 

Crossover and LP Bowl delay Tco (sec) 0.3 
HP turbine power fraction RFP 0224 
IPRebcat turbinepower fraction FIP 0.395 
LP turbine power fraction FLP 0.38 1 

0.275 

Au = deviation in turbine speed 
PMO = inital per unit mechanical power 
PGV = per unit mechanical power at control valves 
PM = mechanical power 

0 

Customer to add time constant for rtheater 
** constant is highly dependent on position of valves. Value given is for the small scale incrr”ta1 
power change(+/- 2% change) around the normal operation point of ’talves wide open”. Full stroke 
change rates are in the neighborhood of 0.83 pdsec. With valves wide open drop in turbine speed will 
result in no additional power. 
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Simplified Single Shaft Gas Turbine Simulation Block Diagram 

"CLATURE 

CPR 

= Fuel System Transfer Function Coefficients 
= Govemor Transfer Function Coefficients 
= Governor Gain 
= Fuel System Feedback 
= Per Unit Turbine Rotor Speed 
= Laplace Operator 
= Turbine Rated Exhaust Temperatrue - O F  or "C 
= Turbine Exhaust Temperame - "F or "C 
= Per unit Fuel Command Per Unit Spetd 
= Per Unit Fuel Flow 
= Compressor Air Flow 
= Combustion Reaction Time Delay 
= Turbine and Exhaust System T m ~ ~ p ~ r t  Delay 
= Compressor Discharge Volume Time Constant 
= Fuel System Time Constant 
= Turbine Rotor Time Constant 
= Temperature Controller I n t e ~ o n  Rate 
= C5.D Time Constant 
= Fuel command signal 
= Fuel command signal from acceleration, speed and temperature control, respectively 
= Generaror Elecbical Power Per Unit of GT IS0 Base Load 
= Droop in Per Unit 
= Fuel Stroke Reference, Le. Position command to the fuel valve 
= Conversion From FSR TO VCE 

= Compressor Pressure Ratio 
(FSR ai Full Speed Full Load - FSR at Full Speed No Load, FSNL) 

Units for all time functions are in seconds except for digital set point times, which are in minutes. 

NOTES FOR FIGURE 1 

1. Speed Governor is Represented for each control mode as: 
[a) Isdchronous Control - used when the unit is operating in an isolated island, thus the speed of the 

GT is controI1ed to be constant, at synchronous speed, by using a proportional-intepl (PI) 
controller. Toe load referenc:, Lrcf, which in this mode of operation will act as a speed reference, 
is set to 1.0 pu speed. 



0 3 / 2 3 / 0 0  THU 16:31 F S  518 3 5 5  3 5 8 0  GE APPS 3 7  3m @ l o o 5  

fmin R 

Standard Droop Control -used when the unit’s generator is synchronized to the grid. The 
constant R is the unit’s droop and is the pm unit change in system’frequency required to cause a 
I .O pu change in turbine power output. 

Speed  
Error KP & R Speed Control 

TY Pe 

Isoch. 0.00025 

Droop 

Deadband Proportional Integral Droop T,f T92 T,1 
( P 4  Gain Gain (pu) (sec.) (sec.) (sec.) 

50 20 N/A NIA NIA NIA 

N/A NIA 0.04 0.02 NIA NIA Standard 0.0 

m- fmin 



0 3 / 2 3 / 0 0  THC 16335 FrLY 5 1 8  3 8 5  3 5 8 0  GE APPS 3 7  ~ R D  

Canst Settable 0.00025 10 

Draop FSRFSFL - FSRFSNL 
NIA 0.04 NIA 5 5 

Model 
MS6001B 

MS900 I FA 12 Min. 

Manual Normal FastLoad 
0.5 min 4 Min 0.5 Min 

The actllal ramp rate of the govemor is set = %Droop/Total Loading Time 

MS7001EA I 6 Min 

3 .  The P.U. Fuel limits are based on : 
Rated Load = 1.00 P.U.; Mh = (FSR, - FS&,& / V 
No Load = 0.0 P.U.; Max = (FSRwy - FSR,,& / V 

1 2 M h  1.SMin 

4. Fuel System Characteristics 

5.  For high accuracy applications, locations designated by the symbol 0 
delays of 0.125 seconds for Mark IV and 0.0625 seconds for Mark V. 

should incorporate transport 

6. Turbine Torque Calculation 

fi = 1 .3(V1 - 0.23)+ OS(1 -a)  

7. Gas Turbine Dynamic Characteristics 

Model Series 

0.0 1 

8. Turbine Exhaust Temperature Calculation 
- 



03/22/00 16:35 F.U 5 1 8  3 8 5  3 5 8 0  GE APPS 3 7  3m 

, 

6B 6FA 7EA 7FA 9EA 9FA 
A, 1075 

11.1 A, 

9. For Isolated operation the Generator System Model may be represented as: 

Model . 
6 8  

7EA. 9EA.C 

- 
In which case the following parameters apply. 

>fin IGV-Angle I Max IGV-Angle 
57 86 
57 84 

Rotating Train Cnertia Turbine and Generator 

6FA 
7/9 F, FA 

10. Inlet Guide Vane Limits 

I - 
54 ' 84 
54 1 86 

11. Turbine Exhaust Flow Calculation 

in "F 

in "C 



' U;1/23/00 TKL' 16:35 F.11; 518 355 3580 GE APPS 37 3RD 

CP& 
CPR, 

12. Inlet Guide Vane Angle conversion to per Unit  

68 6FA 7EN9EA IFA 9FA 
9.96 11.55 10.71 12.66 12.29 
0.11 0.14 0.12 0.08 0.14 

4E T r 

7W9E 

6FA 

7F/9F 

n 
J 4  - Ltp - w* 

f ,  = L,* = O.O2(1GV) - 0.68 
f ,  = A C , ~  = 0.0 I8(IGV) - OS 12 
f, = L,, = O4O16875(IGY) -0.45125 

4 

CPR, 3.23 

13. The exhaust temperature control point for constant Kring temperature is a function ofcompressor 
pressure ratio. For these models this can be expressed as a function of IGV angle and fie1 flow. 

Compressor Pressure Patio Calculation 

4.16 3.44 5.27 4.48 

- 14. Inlet Guide Vane Temp Bias Gain 

G, = 3 O F  / deg IGV, output limited to 30 
G, = 1.67"C / deg IGV, output Iimited to 16.67 

GZ = 0.2 deg IGVIF 
G2 = 0.36 deg IGVIC 

15. rt = 1650 (V) in degrees F or 917 (V) in degrees C. 

16. Exhaust Temperature Control Reference 
. .  

f6 = ( B  - S(CPR)) limited.at I ( isothen) where 8, S and I are unit specific 

17. IGV Temperature Control Reference 

f, = (BIG. - S,&(CPR)) where B IGv and SIGV are unit specific 

t 

JAR 
REV 02/16/2000 
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On-Peak 
Off-Peak 
On-Peak 
Off-I'd 

On-Peak 
Off-Peak 

Off-peak 

Off-Pcak 

Winter 

On-Peak 

Il/d n/a 

nla Ilk1 

2003 2004 3005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 I 1012 7-013 

93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla n/a nla i l ia 

93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla nla nla nla 

93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla nla nla nla 

93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla nla nla nia 

93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla nla iila nla 
93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 93.5 nla nla nla nla nla 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 202 I 2022 2023 202-1 2025 3-026 

nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 
n l i  nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nia 

nla nla nla nla nla nla nla iila nla nla nla 

rila nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla 

Ilk1 Illit d i l  Ilh nla iila l l h  nla nla nla nla 

iila nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla nla llkd 



2014 
Illil 

Ida 

n la  

201511 

nla 

3027 2028 
l l h  



Table 6. Planned Maintenance Requirements- (Number of OutagedYear, Total Hours/Year) 
1 1  2003 I 2004 I 2005 I 2006 I 2007 1 2008 I 2009 I 2010 I 2011 I 2012 I 2013 

Nuin bedyear 
Mnint I Irs/yr 

MaintHrs/sr 11 n/a I 144 I 144 I 288 I 144 I 144 I 480 I 144 I 144 I 288 I 144 

I I I I I I I I I I 1 
I44 144 288 144 144 480 I44 144 288 144 144 

11 2016 I 2017 1 2018 I 2019 I 2020 I 2021 I 2022 I 2023 I 2024 I 2025 I 2026 

2014 I 2015 1 



Table 7 .  Operational Parameters- (units below) 



Min Plant Output (Net MW) 
Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh) 

Plant Output (Net iM W) 

_ -  - I 
n/a n/a wa 
nla n/a Na 

I 

Associated Net Heat Rate (BtuikWh) 11 8650 1 8600 1 8450 

Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh) nla n/a n/a 
Expected Max Output (Net MW) n/a n/a n;'a 
Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh) n/a n/a nia 
Overcapacity Plant Output (Net MW) n/a n/a nia 
Associated Net Heat Rate ( B M W h )  n/a nla n/a 

Illst Breakm Plant Output Wet MW) 1"- 
IlAssociated Net Heat Rate'(Btu/kWh) 1"- 
lbnd Breakpt Plant Output (Net MW) l l m l n / a ' F )  





Cooling 5S29 
Consumptive Use 376 

CPM 
GPM 









The Panda-Rosemary facility 
serves as an excellent 
example of the  dynamic and 
flexible resources Panda can 

I.-% tor &r 

14 months of construction, 
the 180 megawatt Rosemary 
facility became fully 
operational. Financing was 
provided by Morgan Stanley 
and Fuji Bank, Fuel is 
delivered by a 10 mile natural 
gas pipeline .which was 
constructed by Panda. 
Electricity produced by this 
cogeneration plant 
supplements the increasing 
energy needs of Virginia 
Electric & Power Company. 
Steam and chilled water are 
supplied to a nearby textile 
manufacturing company. 

Panda Energy is successful in developing powc 
projects in the emerging international markek 
Panda’s Luannan facilityl a 100 megawatt coal- 
fired cogeneration project, is one of the first o 
its type privately developed and owned in The 
Peoples Republic of China. This project is 
important to China’s efforts to help supply 
increasing clean power and thermal needs. Tk 
electricity will be sold to the North China Powe 
Group, the third largest industrial group in 
China. Steam and hot water will be supplied tc 
local industries and commercial customers. 
Construction of the facility was financed throu 
the international bond market. 
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493 N e t  MW In operation 
1,040 N e t  MW Under construction 
8,960 N e t  MW US merchant plants in 

advanced development 
(with secured turbines) 

Team of Professionals Fro v iding Project Expertise 

Greenfield Development 
Mergers & Acquisitions 
Project Finance Water Treatment Facilities 
Engineering & Design Fuel Supply 
Construction Management 

Plant Operations & Maintenance 
Pipeline Development & Construction 

Contracts & Reguliotory Procedures 



Location: 
Brandywine, Maryland, USA 

Power Sales Agreement: 
Potomac Electric Power Company 

construction Contractor: 
Raytheon Engineers & Constructors 

230 MW Natural Gas Fired Facility 

Commenced Cons%mction: 
October 1, 1995 

Commercial Operations: 
October 30, 1996 

Financing: 
Construction Loan and Leveraged Lease: 

$21 7,500,000 GE Capital, 
Credit Suisse First Boston 

Project Participants: 
Chadbourne & Parke LLP (Legal Counsel); 
Deloitte & Touche (Auditors); ICF Resources 
and Pacific Energy Systems (Independent 
Engineer); CC Pace Resources (Fuel 
Consultant); MCN Corporation (Natural Gas 
Supplier); and Columbia Gas Transmission, 
Cove Point LNG, and Washington Gas Light 
(Natural Gas Transportation); and Ogden 
Power (Operations 82 Maintenance Contractor). 

is 
D.C. 
996, 

financed by GE Capital Corporation a n d  CrediL 
Suisse first Boston, as an agent for a group o f  
seuen lenders. The faciIity utilizes tu70 GE Frame 
7EA natural gas-fired combustion turbines in a 
combined cycle configuration which is capable of 
consuming up to 48,000 PICF/day of natural gas. 

Potomac Electric and Power Company in 
Washington, D.C. is the power purchaser under a 
25-year contract. This project is the only 
cogeneration project in the D.C. area to ttaiie 
completed the dual permitting process in both 
the D.C. and Maryland regulatory jurisdictions. 

TMs mmum"t qpeara 8s a maLr  d fucoid only 

$217,500,000 
Roiotl Rnandng IM 

Panda Brandywine, L X  
f i r  ths canxtruchn md owntion ol a 220 MW 

g~s-fired ccgeneratbn ladlily In B a w e ,  M a y l a d  

O W P d  W :  

Cnltn. 'bra. u s  

PANDA 
ENERGY INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
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Locatlsn: 
Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina, USA 

Bower Sales Agreement: 
North Carolina Power 
(a subsidiary of Virginia Electric &Power CO.) 

180 MW Natural Gas Fired Facility 

Constrllctfsn Contractor: 
Hawker Siddley Power Engineering 

Commenced Constmction: 
September 29, 1989 

Commercial Operations: 
October 30, 1996 

Investment Bankers: 
Salomon Brothers, Inc. 
Jefferies & Company, Inc. 
Financing: 
Debt: $1  11,400,000 
First Mortgage Bonds Due 201 6 

Equity: 100% 
Panda Energy International, Inc. 

Project Participants: 
Chadbourne & Parke LLP (Legal Counsel); 
Deloitte & Touche (Auditors); Burns & 
McDonnell (Independent Engineer); Benjamin 
Schlesinger and Associates (Fuel Consultant); 
Natural Gas Clearinghouse (Natural Gas 
Sup p 1 i e r); and Tra nsco n t i n en ta 1 Gas Pip e 1 i ne 
and North Carolina Nation Gas (Natural Gas 
Transportation). 

The I80 PIW Panda-Rosemai-y  cogerier-atio;? 
facility is located in Roanoke Rapids, PIorth 
C a r d h a  The $140 million combined cucle 
facility became operational in December 
1990. The facility is fueled by natural gas 
transported via a IO-mile natural gas 
pipeline which was constructed by  Panda. 

Electricity produced b y  the cogeneration 
facility is sold to Virginia Electric &Power 
Company under a long-term power contract. 
Steam and chilled water are sold to a 
nearby industrial facility. 

Thls annotmeement appesrs as a mallei 0 1  recwd only 

July 1996 

$111,400,000 

Panda-Rosemary Limited Partnership 

Panda-Rosemary 
Cogeneration Project 

The underwed seted a3 flmurdal acMsor and pcamenl agent 
fm Panda Energy Intametlonal, IN. 

JEFFEFUES & COMPANY, INC. 

PANDA 
ENERGY INTERNATIONAL, INC. 



Location: 
Luannan County, Heibei Province, PRC 

Power Sales Agreement: 
North China Power Group Company 
(Ministry of Electric Power of China) 

100 MW Coal rired Cogeneration Facility 

Constmction Contractsr: 

Commenced ConsZmctlon: 

CommerciaS operations: 

Harbin Power Engineering Company 

May 1997 

Third Quarter 1999 

Investment Bankers: 
Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette 

Financing: 
$155,200,000 
Senior Secured Notes Due 2004 

Project. Participants: 
Simpson, Thacher & Bartlett (Legal 
Counsel); Parsons Brinckerho ff Energy 
Services (Owner's Engineer); Arthur 
Andersen (Tax and Accounting Advisor); 
Burns & McDonnell (Independent Engineer); 
Anderson & Schwab (Fuel/Coal Experts); 
Kailuan Coal Administration (Coal Supplier); 
and Duke Fluor Daniel (Operations &c 
Maintenance Contractor). 

This 100 P'IlA' coal-fired cogeneration 
facility is the first of its ki17d i n  
China to be fi~ancecl it7 the U.S. 
cap it a 1 ma rke ts. 

The facility will sell electricit4 to the 
North China Power Group Co. and 
steam to Local industries. A major 
coal mine in the region as  well as  
smaller local mines supply the coal. 

The Luannan project demonstrates 
Panda's development skills and 
international business alchemy. 

$155,200,000 

Panda Global Energy Company 
il Panda Energy International, [ne. Cumpany 

l2%% Senior Secured Noleu due 2004 

Donaldson. Lufkin & Jenrette 
Securiiics Carponiton 

PANDA 
ENERGY INTERNATIONAL, INC. 



LCXi3ti0E-l: 
1 1  0 km Northeast of Kathmandu, Nepal 

Power Sales Agreement: 
Nepalese Electrical Authority 

Construction Contractor: 
China Gezouba Construction Company 

Commenced Construction: 
January 1998 

36 MW Hydroelectric Facility 

Commercial Operations: 
June 2000 

Financing: 
Debt: $68,750,000 
Senior Debt Financing: International Finance 
Corporation; DEG-Deutsche Investitions-und 
Entwickungshesellschaft mbH; FMO Nederlandse 
Financierings-Maatschappij voor Ontwikkelingslanden 
N.V.; Bayerische Vereinsbank AG; Dresdner Bank AG. 

Equity: $29,450,000 
Project Equity: Panda Energy International, Inc; 
Harza Engineering Company International, LP; Himal 
International Power Corporation, Put., Ltd; MCN 
Investment Corporation. 

Project Participants: 
Chadbourne & Parke LLP (Owner's Legal Counsel); 
Fulbright & Jaworski (Lender's Legal Counsel); Harza 
Engineering (Owner's Engineer and Operations & 
Maintenance Con tract or); Stone & Webs ter (Lender's 
Engineer); and Raytheon Infrastructure Services 
(Independent Engineer). 

was achieved in December 1997. This 
project will increase Nepal's dependable 
supply of electricity by approximately ten 
percent. 

$98,200,000 
Project Financlng for the 

Upper tlhote Koshl Hydroelectrtc Project In Nepal 

BHOTE 
c& 

POWER 
COMPANY 

a Panda Energy International, Inc. Company 

$68.750.000 
Senior Debt Financing 

Internatlonal Ftnance corporation 
DEG-Deulsche Inuestltlons-und Entwlckungshesellchafl mbH 

FNO-Nederlandse Flnanclerlngs-MaatschappU uoor 
Ontwlkkellngslanden N.V. 

Bayerlsche Verelnsbank AG 
Dresdner Bank AG 

$2 9,450,000 
Project Equitg 

Panda Energy Incemallonal, Inc. 
Hana Englneerlng Company Intematlonal, LP 

Hlmal Intematlonal Power Corporation Pol., Ltd. 
MCN Inuestment Corporallon December 1997 

December 1997 3EG 

PANDA 



L cr cation : 
Guadalupe County, Texas, USA 

@ons%ructdoaa Comtractsr: 
Duke Fluor Daniel 

Commenced Casnastmction: 
August 1999 

date of December 2000. 

Texas independent Energy, LP is a 50/50 
joint  venture of Panda Energy 
International, Inc. and PSEG Global. The 
respective companies are experienced 
leaders in the field ofenergy and 
independent power production. Our 
project team has expertise in all areas of 
development. Guadalupe Poroer 
Partners, LP, a subsidiary of Texas 
Independent Energy, LP, is the project 
developer, operator and owner. 

CommeuciaH Operations: 
500 MW December 2000 
500 MW March 2001 

Financing: 

Project Particlpmts: 

ING Barings 

LeBoeuf, Lamb, Green & McRae (Legal 
Counsel); Deloitte & Touche (Auditors): 
Stone & Webster Engineering 
(independent Engineer): Pace Global 
Energg Services (Fuel Consultant); ENRON 
Capital & Trade Resources Corporation 
(Fuel Supply): Oasis Pipeline Company 
Texas & PG&E Transmission TECO, InC.  
(Natural Gas Transportation); Guadalupe- 
Blanco River Authority (Water Supplg); 
and Texas Independent Energy Operating 
Company (Operations and Maintenance). 

PANDA 
ENERGY INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

US $496,500,000 
Project Financing for 

Guadalupe Power Partners 

Project Financing for the 
1,OOO MW Gas Fired Generation Power Plant 

located in Guadalupe County, Texas 

$312,000,000 
Senior Credit Facilities 

The following banks participated as co-agents and co-arrangers: 

Westdeutsche Landesbank, CoBank ACB, The Bank of 
NOM Scotla, Union Bank of Callfomla, MeespIerson Capital 
Cop., Bayerische Hypo-und Vexinsbank AG, The Dai-Ichl 
Kangyo Bank Ltd., KBC Bank, N.V., The Bank of Scotland, 

De Natlonale hVeStehgSbank N.V., Noddeutsche 
Landesbank, Abbey Natlonal Treasury Senrices, Credlt 

AgrIcok hdosuez, and ING (U.S.) Capital LLC 



& The project will create new, hi-tech job  
opportunlties for qualified residents of 
Guadalupe County. 

+ The total project will provide 300-350 
jobs during peak construction. Much 
of the estimated $35 million 
construction payroll will be spent 
locally, further boosting the areas 
economy. 

+ Approximately 46 full-time permanent 
jobs will be created. The annual 
payroll is projected to be about $2.3 
million. Panda's policy is to hire locally 
whenever possible. 

& Approximately 800 additional "spin- 
off" jobs will be created during 
construction and plant operation. 

+ Panda Guadalupe will buy approximately 
$ IO-$14 million in local materials 
and services during construction. 

+ Water for the project will be purchased 
from Guadalupe-BIanco River Authority. 

+ $3-$5 million in local purchases 
during each year of operation. 
Purchases will range from construction 
materials and equipment to hardware 
and food service. 

+ Panda Guadalupe will be a major 
taxpayer contributing some $3-$4.5 
million a year in local and school 
taxes, which will support schools, 
roads, firefighters, police and other 
essential community services. 

1000 M W  Combined Cycle 
Natural Gas Fired Facility 

High Efficiency "F" Technology 
Located Near Marion, Texas, USA 

Commercial Operations = December 2000 

JOBS 
350 peak construction: $33 
million payroll 

+ 46 permanent an-site; $2.3 
midlion annual payroll 

L O C U  PUBCHASES 
+ $ IO-$ I 4  million in goods 

and seruices during 
cons truc tion 

$3-$5 million in goods and 
seruices each year of 
operation 

T M  REmrYuEs 
$3-434.5 million per year 

2/00 



+ T h e  project will create new, hi-tech 
job  opportunities for qualified 
residents of Lamar County. 

+ The total project will provide 300- 
350 jobs during peak construction. 
Much of the estimated $35 million 
construction payroll will be spent 
locally, further boosting the areas 
economy. 

+ Approximately 46 full-time 
permanentjobs will be created. The 
annual payroll is projected to be 
about $2.3 million. Panda's policy is 
to  hire locally whenever possible. 

+ Approximately 800 additional "spin- 
off"jobs will be created during 
construction and plant operation. 

+ Panda Paris will buy approximately 
$10-$14 million in local materials 
and services during construction. 

+ Water for the project will be 
purchased from the city of Paris. 

+ $3-$5 million in local purchases 
during each year of operation. 
Purchases will range from 
construction materials and equipment 
to hardware and food service. 

+ Panda Paris will be a major taxpayer 
contributing some $3-$4.5 m i o n  a 
year in local and school taxes, 
which will support schools, roads, 
firefighters, police and other essential 
community services. 

1000 MW Combined Cycle 
Natural Gas Fired Facility 

High Efficiency " F  Technology 
Located in Paris, Texas, USA 

Commercial Operations - June 2000 

JOBS 
+ 350 peak coslsitructdon: $35 

. 46 permanent on-sa'te: $2.3 

million pagrslr' 

million annuat payroll 

LOCAL PUWCHASES . $10-$14 million in goods 
and services during 
construction 

+ $3-$5 million ingoods and 
seruices each year of 
operation 

TIAX REVENUES 
$344.5 million per year 

2/00  



1000 M W  Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

LOWtiQlX 
Ector County, Texas (Odessa) 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 

Construction Contractor: 
Duke Fluor Daniel 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to TXU's 345 kV and 138 kV 
Odessa E M /  Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Interconnected with El Paso Natural Gas, 
PG&E -Valero and KN-Westar pipelines 

Water Supply: 
Two separate sources offering redundancy, as 
well a s  more water than theplant will require 

Financing: 
Financial closing February 10, 2000 

Commercial Operation: 
June 2001 

With tile use of natural gas and state-of-the- 
ar t  technology, this project iaill be  orie of 
the cleanest and most efficient power 

February 2000 and commercial operations 
are scheduled for June 2001. 

PnT rnt 
U * . b V ' .  \ " e  

Texas Independent Energy, LP is a 50/50 
joint venture of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. and PSEG Global. The respective 
companies are experienced leaders in the 
field of energy and independent power 
production. Our project team has expertise 
in all areas of development. Odessa-Ector 
Power Partners, LP, a subsidiary of Texas 
Independent Energy, LP, is the project 
developer, operator and owner. 

Seruices Offered: 

Firm Capacity 
(fla n ned/llnplanned) 

"a-f irm energy 

Responsive reserues 

Spinning reserues 

Planning reserues 

Load foliowing/load regula tion 

Static/Dynamic scheduling 

- Voltage and VAR support 

Back-up service 

- Emergency energy 



1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Ector County, Texas (Odessa) 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 

Constmctiona Contractor: 

TriXtISdSSiOn: 

Duke Fluor Daniel 

Located adjacent to TXU's 345 kV and 138 kV 
Odessa E M /  Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Interconnected with El Paso Natural Gas, 
PG&E -Valero and KN-Westar pipelines 

Water Supply: 
Two separate sources offering redundancy, as 
well as more water than theplant will require 

Financing: 
Financial closing February 10, 2000 

COllXIleYcid OgeX+atiQn: 
June 2001 

Wit11 tl7e itse of rtatiiral gas a n d  state-of-the- 
art tec\inology, this project will  be one of 
the cleanest and most efficient poirler 

f-ebruaru 2000 and commercial operations 
are scheduled for June 200 1 .  

h p r r w  in  

Texas Independent Energy, L P  is a 50/50 
joint venture of  Panda Energy International, 
Inc. and PSEG Global. The respective 
companies are experienced leaders in the 
field of energy and independent power 
production. Our project team has expertise 
in all areas of development. Odessa-Ector 
Power Partners; LP, a subsidiarg of Texas 
Independent Energy, LP, is the project 
developer, operator and owner. 

Benefits to the csmmuniey 

JOBS - 600 peak constrrcction; $35. 

- 46 permanent on-sik: $2.3 
million payroil 

million annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCHASES 
$ I Q - $ 1 4  million in goods and 
seruices during construction 
$3-$5 million ingoods and 
services each year of operation 

TAX REVENUES 
In excess of $3 million 

CLEAN, LOW CQST POWER 



1000 MW Natural G a s  Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Coweta, Oklahoma 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 
(Combustion Tiirbine production slots 
haue already been secured) 

Construction Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to PSO's 345 kV 
Oneta Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Potential interconnects with Oneok, 
Transok 

Water Supplly: 
Supplies available, preliminary 
negotiations completed with Broken Arrow 
and Rural Water District #4. 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated July 2000 

Commercial Operation: 
500 MW, Januarg 2002 
500 MW, April 2002 

With the use of natural gas 
art technology, this project 

and 
m 

state-of-th 
be one of 

e- 

the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Southwest Power Pool. 
Construction is scheduled to begin August 
2000 with the full commercial operation 
date scheduled for April 2002. 

Panda Oneta Power L.P. is a subsidiary of 
Panda Energy International, lnc. Panda is 
an experienced leader in the field of energy 
and independent power production. Our 
project team has expertise in all areas of 
development. 

Seraices Offered: 
- Firm Capacity 

(Pla nned/Unpla n ned) 

Non-firm energy 

Responsive reserves 

Spinning reserves 

Planning reserves 

Loa d f oll o w i ng/l oa d reg u 1 a t io n 

Voltage and VAR support 

Back-up service 

Emergency energy 



1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

LQCatiOn: 
Coweta, Oklahoma 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 
(Combustion Titrbine production slots 
have already been secured) 

C ~ n s t m c t i ~ n  C~ntractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to PSO’s 345 kV 
Oneta Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Potential interconnects with Oneok, 
Transok 

Water Supply: 
Supplies available, preliminary 
negotiations completed with Broken Arrow 
and Rural Water District #4. 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated July 2000 

Commercial Operation: 
500 MW, January 2002 
500 MW, April 2002 

With the use of natural gas and sta te-of- ,the- 
a r t  technology, this project will be one of 
the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Southwest Power Pool. 
Construction is scheduled to begin August 
2000 with the full commercial operation 
date scheduled for April 2002. 

Panda Oneta Power L.P. is a subsidiary of 
Panda Energy International, Inc. Panda is 
an experienced leader in the field of energy 
and independent power production. Our 
project team has expertise in all areas of 
development. 

Benefits To Community 

JOBS 
350 peak construction: $35 

46 permanent on-site: $2.3 

million payroll 

million annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCHASES 
. $ 1 0 - $ 1 4  million in goods and 

services during construction 

services each year of operation 
$345 million in goods and 

TAX REVENUES 
$544.5 million per year 



With the use of natural gas and sta te-of-the- 

the cleanest and most efficient polver 
facilities in Arizona. Construction is 
scheduled to begin December 2000 with 
commercial operation date of June 2002. 

^ -  1 . 1  C I , , r  h r  

YY. L''LJ PI ? w t  L'll- of 

Panda Gila River, L.P. is a subsidiary of 
Panda Energy International, Inc. Panda is 
an experienced leader in the field of energy 
and independent power production. Our 
project team has expertise in all areas of 
development. 

2080 M W  Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

EQCatiOn: 
Gila Bend, Arizona 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of eight GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE Steam 
Turbines 
(C'ombtfstio,i Turbine produclioi? slots I M L Y  
already been secured) 

Construction Contractor: 
Duke Fluor Daniel 

TranSmi5SiQn: 
Interconnection to APS 500kV System 

Fuel: 
Interconnection with El Paso Natural Gas 
Company 

Water Supply: 
Ground water previously in agricultural use 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated December 
2000 

Commercial Operation: 
June 2002 

Serudces Offered: 

4 Firm Capacifg 

- Ron-firm energy 

a Responsiue reserves 

Spinning reserves 

Planning reserves 

(Plan ned/Unplan ned) 

Load followingfload regulation 

0 Voltage and V M  support 

Back-up service 

Emergency energy 

Project will meet WSCC 
ReliabiZity Criteria and be a 
member of the Southwest 
Reserve Sharing Group 



With  the use of natural gas and state-of-the- 
art technology, this project wtll De one ot 
the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Arizona. Construction is 
scheduled to begin December 2000 with 
commercial operation date o f  June 2002. 

Panda Gila River, L.P. is a subsidiary of 
Panda Energy International, Inc. Panda is 
an experienced leader in the field of energy 
and independent power production. Our 
project team has expertise in all areas of 
develop men t. 

2080 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Gila Bend, Arizona 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of eight GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE Steam 
Turbines 
(Combuslion Turbine prodtiction slots l la~le  
alreadg been secured) 

Construction Contractor: 
Duke Fluor Daniel 

Transmission: 
Interconnection to APS 500kV System 

Fuel: 
Interconnection with El Paso Natural Gas 
Comp a nu 

Water Supply: 
Ground water previously in agricultural use 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated December 
2000 

Commercial Operation: 
June 2002 

60 permanent omsite: $3 MM 
annual payrol2 

LOCAL PURCHASES 
$ 10-$14 million in goods and 
seru ices during consf ruc f ion 

$5-$8 million in goods and 
services each year of operation 

T M  REI/ENIUES 
$2-$3 million per  year 

C L E M ,  LOW COST POWER 



2720 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Union County, Arkansas (El Dorado) 

1 on 1 configuration of ABB Combustion 
Turbines and Steam Turbines 
(Con? b its ti or7 T L ~  rb i n  e prod I I  ctio I I  slo Is ha CJ e 

already been secured) 

Facility Description: 

c0,nstruction Contractor: 
Al3B 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to Entergy Switching 
Station with 4 -500kV transmission lines 

Fuel: 
Panda will build, own and operate an 
interstate pipeline that will connect to Texas 
Gas and other interstate pipeline companies 

Water Supply: 
In co-operation with Union CounQj Water 
Conservation Board, Will build raw water 
pipeline from Ouachita River to plant site 
(approximately 5 miles) 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated August 2000 

Commercial Operation: 
April 2002 

With the use of natirral gas a n d  state-of-the- 
art technology, this project will be one of 

facilities in SERC. Construction is scheduled 
to begin August 2000 with commercial 
operation date  of April 2002. 

Union Power Partners, L.P. is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Panda Energy 
International, Inc. Panda Energy 
International Inc. is an experienced leader in 
the field of energy and independent power 
production. Our project team has expertise 
in all areas of development. Union Power 
Partners, L.P. is the project developer, 
operator and owner. 

Services Offered: 

* Firm Capacity 
(Pian ned/Unp la n riedl 

Capacity and Energy Option 

- Non-firm energ3 

Responsive reserves 

Spinning reserves 

Planning reserves 

+ Load following/load regulation 

Stat ic/Dyna m ic scfiedu ding 

- Voltage and VAR support 

Back-up service 

Emergency energ3 



1 With the use of natural gas and state-of-the- 
art technology, this project will be one of 
the cleanest and most efficient power 

2720 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Union County, Arkansas (El Dorado) 

1 on 1 configuration of ABB Combustion 
Turbines and Steam Turbines 
(Conlbustiori T~ l rb ine  prodirction slols I l~ l l1E '  

already been wcccred) 

Facility Description: 

CO!IStrhlCabl3 COntraCtOE 
ABB 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to Entergy Switching 
Station with 4 -500kV transmission lines 

Fuel: 
Panda will build, own and operate an 
interstate pipeline that will connect to Texas 
Gas and other interstate pipeline companies 

In co-operation with Union County Water 
Conservation Board, Will build raw water 
pipeline from Ouachita River to plant site 
(approximately 5 miles) 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated August 2000 

Water Supply: 

facilities in SERC. Construction is scheduled 
to begin August 2000 with commerciaI 
operation date of  April 2002. 

Union Power Partners, L.P. is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Panda Energy 
International, Inc. Panda Energy 
International Inc. is an experienced leader in 
the field of energy and independent power 
production. Our project team has expertise 
in all areas of development. Union Power 
Partners, L.P. is the project developer, 
operator and owner, 

JOBS 
4 lOoO+ peak construction: 

65 on-sile: approximately $3.25 

approximately $%5 mil l ion  payroll 

mil l ion  annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCfiASES 
$5-8 m i l l i o n  in goods and services 
each yeas of operation 

Commercial Operation: 
April 2002 



1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
St. Lucie County, Florida 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of Four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE Steam 
Turbines 

(Combitstion Turbine production slots 
haue already been secured) 

C~nstruction Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to FP&L's 500 kV substation 

Fuel: 
Will be served by  the new Gulfstream pipeline 

Water Supply: 
M i x  of City of Port St. Lucie and untreated 
Floridian water supplied by  the City. As City's 
volume of effluent increases, use of Floridian 
water will be decreased. 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated November 2001 

Commercial Operation: 
Spring 2003 

With  the use of natural gas and state-of- 
the-art technoloqll, this project will be one 
of the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Florida. Construction is 
scheduled to begin in the fall of 2001 
with commercial operation expected in 
the spring of 2003. 

Panda Midway Power is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one of nation's 
leading developers of gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda's project team has 
expertise in all areas of development. 

Seravices Offered: 

Firm Capacity 
(PIanned/Unplanned) 

a Ron-firm energy 

Responsive reserves 

Spinning reserves 

Planning res er v es 

Load following/Zoad regulation 

Voltage and WAR support 

* Back-up service 

Emergency energy 



1000 M W  Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
St. Lucie County, Florida 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of Four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE Steam 
Turbines 

(Comb~istion Turbi,ie productiun S/ofS 
have aIreddy  bee,) sealred) 

Construction Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to FP&L's 500kV substation 

Fuel: 
Will be served by the new Gulfstream pipeline 

M i x  of City of Port St. Lucie and untreated 
Floridan water supplied by the City. As City's 
volume of effluent increases, use of Floridan 
water will be decreased. 

Water Supply: 

financing: 
Financial closing anticipated November 2001 

Wi th  the use of natural gas and state-of- 
the-art technology, this project will be one 
of the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Florida. Construction is 
scheduled to begin in the fal l  of 2001 
with commercial operation expected in 
the spring of 2003. 

Panda Midway Power is a wholly owned 
subsidiaru of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one of  nation's 
leading developers of gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda's project team has 
expertise in all areas of  development. 

&JOB§ 
350 peak construction; $35 million 
payroll 

- 46 permanent on-site; $2.3 milZion 
annual payroll 

LOCAL PUWCH-4SES 
$ IO-$ I4 million in goods and 
services during construction 
$3-$5 million in goods and services 
each y e a r  of operation 

T M  REYERUES 
In excess of $3 million pea year  

CLEAIY, LOW COST BOWER 

Commercial Operation: 
Spring 2003 



With  the iise of natural gas and state-of- 
the-art technology, this project will be one 
of the cleanest and  most efficient power 
facilities in Florida. Construction is 
scheduled to begin in the fall of 2001 
with commercial operation expected in 
the spring o f  2003. 

Panda Leesburg Power is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one of nation's 
leading developers of gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda's project team has 
expertise in all areas of development. 

1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Lake County, Florida 

Facility Descripti~n: 
2 on 1 configuration of Four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE steam 
Turbines 

(Con?biistion Tiirbine production slots 
haoe already been secured) 

Construction Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to several FPC transmission 
lines which tie into the Central Florida 
Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Will interconnect to either or both of  the 
existing Florida Gas Transmission system and 
the proposed Buccaneer System. 

Water Supply: 
Mix of City of Leesburg effluent and untreated 
Floridan water supplied by City. As City's 
volume of effluent increases, use of Floridan 
water will be decreased. 

Serzlices Offered: 

Firm Capacitg 
(Planned/tmnplanned) 

" I - f i r m  energj  

Responsive reserues 

Spinning reserves 

Planning reserues 

Load following/Ioad regulation 

Voltage and VAX support 

0 Back-up service 

Emergency energy 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated September 2001 

Commercial operation: 
Spring 2003 

ZiOO 



1000 MW Natural Gas  Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Lake County, Florida 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of Four GE 7l?A 
Combustion Turbines and Two GE steam 
Turbines 

(Co r77 h us 1 ir n Tri r-b i i70 p TO duct io n s 10 IS 
k i i ~  c l / r e ~ ~ l r l y  b w n  sectrr-ed) 

Constmctisn Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

TPanSmi§SiOP1: 
Located adjacent to several FPC transmission 
lines which tie into the Central Florida 
Switching Station 

mea: 
Will interconnect to either or both of the 
existing Florida Gas Transmission System 
and the proposed Buccaneer System. 

Water Supply: 
Mix of City of Leesburg effluent and 
untreated Floridan water supplied b y  City. 
As City's volume of effluent increases, use o f  
Floridan water will be decreased. 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated September 
2001 

With the use of natural gas and sta le-of- 
the-art technology, this project wi l l  be one 
of the cleanest and most efficient power 
facilities in Florida. Construction is 
scheduled to begin in the fall of 2001 
with commercial operation expected in 
the spring of 2003. 

Panda Leesburg Power is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one o f  nation's 
leading developers of gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda's project team has 
expertise in all areas of development. 

JOBS - 350 peak construction: $35 
million payroll 

46 permanent on-site: $2.3 
million annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCHASES 
$ IO-$14 million in goods and 
services during construction 

- $3-$5 million in goods and 
services each year of operation 

TAX REVENUES 
in  excess of $3 million per year 

C L E M ,  LOW COST POWER 

Commercial operation: 
Spring 2003 
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1000 M W  Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Upper Hanover Township, Montgomerg 
County, PA 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 

(Combustion Turbine productiotl slots 
have already been seciiredj 

Constmction Contractor: 
To Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to GPU's 500 kV 
transmission line which ties into the 
Hosensack Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Will interconnect with Texas Eastern's large 
diameter system which is approximatelg one 
mile from the site 

Water Supply: 
City of Allentown treated effluent 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated May 2001 

Cliith the use of natura/  gas and state-of- 
the-art technology, this project will be one 
of the cleanest ana mos t  ejjicienr power 
facilities in Pennsylvania. Construction is 
scheduled to begin June 2001 with 
commercial operation date of December 
2002. 

Panda Perkiomen Power is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Panda Energy 
international, Inc. Panda has become one 
of nation's leading developers of gas fired 
merchant plants. Panda's project team 
has expertise in all areas o f  development. 

Services Offered: 

- Firm Capacitg 
(Planned/Unplanned) 

Non-firm energy 

Responsive reserves 

Spinning reserves 

. Planning reserves 

- Load followingfload regulation 

- Voltage and VAR support 

Q Back-up service 

. Emergency energy 

Commercial Operation: 
500 I\rTw, December 2002 
500 Mw, Februaru 2003 

2/00 



1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Upper Hanover Township, Montgomery 
C o  un t y,  PA 

Facility Description: 
2 on 1 configuration of four GE 7FA 
Combustion Turbines and two GE Steam 
Turbines 

(Comb LIS t ion T u  rb ine prod Lictio n s 1 o Is  
have already been secured) 

Construction Contractor: 
To Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to GPU’s 500 kV 
transmission line which ties into the 
Hosensack Switching Station 

Fuel: 
Will interconnect with Texas Eastern’s large 
diameter system which is approximately one 
mile from the site 

Water Supply: 
City of Allentown treated effluent 

Financing: 
Financial closing anticipated May 2001 

With the use of natura1 gas and  state-of- 
the-art technology, this project will be one 
of the cleanest and most  efpcient power 
facilities in Pennsylvania. Construction is 
scheduled to begin June 2001 with 
commercial operation date of December 
2002. 

Panda Perkiomen Power is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Panda Energy 
International, Inc. Panda has become one 
of nation’s leading developers of gas fired 
merchant plants. Panda‘s project team 
has expertise in all areas of development. 

JOBS 
550 peak construction: $55 
million payroll 

46 permanent on-site: $2.3 
million annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCHASES 
8 $10-$14 million in goods and 

services during construction 

. $3-$5 million in goods and 
services each year  of operation 

TAX REVENUES 
L o c a l  taxes of approximately 
$500,000 

CLEAN, LOW COST BOWER 

Commercial Operation: 
500 Mw, December 2002 
500 MW, February 2003 

2/00 



1000 MW Natural Gas Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Cabell County, West Virginia 

Facility Configuration: 
2 on 1 configuration with four 
Combustion Turbines and two Steam 
Turbines 

Construction Contractor: 
To Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to A E P s  765 kV 
Culloden Switching Station 

Fuel: 
T o  be interconnected with Columbia Gas 
and/or Tennessee pipelines 

Water Supply: 
Raw water from the Kanawha River 

financial Closing: 
May 2002 

Commercial Operations: 
February 2004 

W i t h  the use of natura/ gas and state-of- 
the-art technology, fhis project will be one 
of the cleanest and most efficient poioer 
facilities in ECAR. Construction is 
scheduled to begin June 2002 with a 
commercial operation of February 2004. 

Panda Culloden is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one of nation’s 
leading developers of gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda’s project team has 
expertise in all areas of development. 

Seruices Offered: 

Firm Capac ify/Energy 

9 Non-firm energ3 

Load following/load regulation 

Staf icpynamic  scheduling 

Responsive reserves 

Spinning reserves 

Planning reserves 

Voltage and VAR support 

8 Back-up service 

(?Tanned/UnpLanned) 

Emergency energy 



1000 M W  Natural Gas  Fired 
Combined Cycle Facility 

Location: 
Cabell County, West Virginia 

Facility Configuration: 
2 on 1 configuration with four 
Combustion Turbines and two Steam 
Turbines 

Construction Contractor: 
T o  Be Determined 

Transmission: 
Located adjacent to AEPs 765 kV 
Culloden Switching Station 

Fuel: 
T o  be interconnected with Columbia Gas 
and/or Tennessee pipelines 

Water Supply: 
Raw water from the Kanawha River 

Financial Closing: 
May 2002 

Commercial Operations: 
Februarg 2004 

Wi th  the use of  natural gas a n d  state-of- 
the-art technology, this project will be one 
of the cleanest and  most efficient poiuer 
facilities in ECAR. Construction is 
scheduled to begin June 2002 with a 
commercial operation of February 2004. 

Panda Culloden is a wholly owned 
subsidiary o f  Panda Energy International, 
Inc. Panda has become one of nation's 
leading developers o f  gas fired merchant 
plants. Panda's project team has 
expertise in all .areas of development. 

JOBS . 500 peak construction: $50 MM 

46 Permanent can-site: $2.3 MM 

payroll 

annual payroll 

LOCAL PURCHmES 
0 $ IO-$ I 4  million in goods and 

services during construction 

$3-$3 million in goods and 
services each year of operation 

TAX REVENUES 
Could add millions of dollars t o  
the local community & school 
each year  

CLEAR, LOW COST POWER 

3.0 



March 27, 2000 

Mr.  Michael D. Rib 
Director, Resource Planning 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 13‘h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

S iibjec t: Florida Power Corporation’s Request For Proposals 
Dated January 26, 2000 

Dear Mr. Rib: 

Texaco Power and Gasification Global Inc. and TECO Power Services Corporation are 
pleased to submit the enclosed proposal in response to Florida Power Corporation’s Request 
for Proposals dated January 26, 2000. Our proposal offers a clean, efficient, highly reliable 
source of power at very attractive prices. The clean fuel being utilized by the Eagle Energy 
Project allows Florida Power Corporation greater flexibility within its power portfolio by 
reducing the company’s reliability on natural gas and its inherent price volatility. 

Texaco and TECO Power Services have a vested interest in responding to your request for 
proposal with a clean low cost, highly reliable solution. We have extensive experience in 
designing, developing, financing, constructing, owning, and operating integrated gasification 
combined cycle facilities and marketing the power therefrom. In addition, we would 
welcome Florida Power Corporation’s participation in the Eagle Energy Project as an equity 
participant and have offered an ownership interest as an option in our attached proposal. 

Texaco and TECO Power Services appreciate Florida Power Corporation’s review and 
consideration of this proposal. We are open for discussion on how we can best integrate this 
project into Florida Power Corporation’s operating plan. Please direct any and all inquiries 
regarding this proposal to Ms. Becky Alex at TECO Power Services Corporation, 702 N. 
Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602, telephone (813) 228-1 107, facsimile (813) 228-1308, 
e-mail rtalex@tecoenergy.com. 

Sincerely, A 

Marketing and Development 

TECO POWER SERVICES C O R P O R A T I O N  

702 N O R T H  F R A N K L I N  S T R E E T  TAMPA, FL 33602  FAX ( 8 1 3 )  228-1360 
A N  E Q U A L  OPPORTUNITY C O M P A N Y  H T T P  ://WWW.TE C 0 POWERS E R VI C E S  . C 0 M 

P. 0 .  B O X  1 1  1 TAMPA, FL 33601-01 1 I ( E 1  3) 228.1 330 



I Attachment B 

Proposal Summary Form 

CompanylRespondent: Texaco Power and Gasification Global, Inc. and TECO Power Services 
Corporation 
Respondent Contact Name: Rebecca T. Alex 
Mailing Address: 702 N. Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602 

~- 
Telephone: (8 13) 228-1 107 
Facsimile: (8 13) 228- 1308 
General Description of the Proposed Project: An integrated gasification combined cycle 
project fired with synthesis gas designed to provide a nominal 809 MW of capacity using 
three GE 7F gas turbines and one steam turbine. The synthesis gas will be provided by three 
gasifiers fueled by petroleum coke. 
Power Generation Technology: Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle 
Unit Name: Eagle Energy Project 
Project Location: Hines Energy Complex 
Contract Term: 25 years 
Unit Summer hiIW Rating: 809 MW 
Unit Winter MW Rating: 809 MW 
Unit Fuel Typefs): Primary: Synthesis gas 

Backup : No. 2 Fuel Oil 
Proposed Capacity (MW) Delivered to FPC: 500 MW to 809 MW 
Proposed delivery point to FPC: Hines Energy Complex 
Other Parties with an Interest in the Proposal: None 

Certification: Respondent hereby certifies that all of the statements and representations made 
in this proposal, including all attachments, are true to the best of Respondent's knowledge and 
belief. Respondent agrees to be bound by its representations and the terms and conditions of 
the Request for Proposals. This proposal shall remain in effect until at least October 1 ,  2000 
in the event that the Project is selected for the short-list bidder evaluation. Texaco and TPS 
reserve the right to withdraw this proposal should the Project not be selected for further 
consideration as a short- bidder. 

I 

Signed: Name: Michael ,)- chuyler 

Title: Vice PresGent Marketing and Development 
Date: 3/2 7/00 

I 
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Mr. Michael D. Rib 
Director, Resource Planning 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 13‘h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Subject: Florida Power Corporation’s Request For Proposals 
Dated January 26,2000 

Dear Mr. Rib: 

Texaco Power and Gasification Global Inc. and TECO Power Services Corporation are 
pleased to submit the enclosed proposal in response to Florida Power Corporation’s Request 
for Proposals dated January 26, 2000. Our proposal offers a clean, efficient, highly reliable 
source of power at very attractive prices. The clean fuel being utilized by the Eagle Energy 
Project allows Florida Power Corporation greater flexibility within its power portfolio by 
reducing the company’s reliability on natural gas and its inherent price volatility. 

Texaco and TECO Power Services have a vested interest in responding to your request for 
proposal with a clean low cost, highly reliable solution. We have extensive experience in 
designing, developing, financing, constructing, owning, and operating integrated gasification 
combined cycle facilities and marketing the power therefrom. In addition, we would 
welcome Florida Power Corporation’s participation in the Eagle Energy Project as an equity 
participant and have offered an ownership interest as an option in our attached proposal. 

Texaco and TECO Power Services appreciate Florida Power Corporation’s review and 
consideration of this proposal. We’are open for discussion on how we can best integrate this 
project into Florida Power Corporation’s operating plan. Please direct any and all inquiries 
regarding this proposal to Ms. Becky Alex at TECO Power Services Corporation, 702 N. 
Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602, telephone (813) 228-1 107, facsimile (813) 228-1308, 
e-mail rtalex@tecoenergy.com. 

Sincerely, 

Michae 

Marketing and Development 

TECO P O W E R  SERVICES C O R P O R A T I O N  
-. - - P. o. e a x  1 1  1 TAMPA, FL 33601-01 1 1  
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Attachment B 

Proposal Summary Form 

Company/Respondent : Texaco Power and Gasification Global, Inc. and TECO Power Services 
Corporation 
Respondent Contact Name: Rebecca T. Alex 
Mailing Address: 702 N. Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602 
Telephone: (813) 228-1 107 
Facsimile: (813) 228-1308 
General Description of the Proposed Project: An integrated gasification combined cycle 
project fired with synthesis gas designed to provide a nominal 809 MW of capacity using 
three GE 7F gas turbines and one steam turbine. The synthesis gas will be provided by three 
gasifiers fueled by petroleum coke. 
Power Generation Technology: Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle 
Unit Name: Eagle Energy Project 
Project Location: Hines Energy Complex 
Contract Term: 25 years 
Unit Summer MW Rating: 809 MW 
Unit Winter MW Rating: 809 MW 
Unit Fuel Type(@: Primary: Synthesis gas 

Proposed Capacity (MW) Delivered to FPC: 500 MW to 809 MW 
Proposed delivery point to FPC: Hines Energy Complex 
Other Parties with an Interest in the Proposal: None 

Backup: No. 2 Fuel Oil 

Certification: Respondent hereby certifies that all of the statements and representations made 
in this proposal, including all attachments, are true to the best of Respondent's knowledge and 
belief. Respondent agrees to be bound by its representations and the terms and conditions of 
the Request for Proposals. This proposal shall remain in effect until at least October 1, 2000 
in the event that the Project is selected for the short-list bidder evaluation. Texaco and TPS 
reserve the right to withdraw this proposal should the Project not be selected for further 
consideration as a short-&&$ bidder. 

Signed : 
Name: Michael w c h u y l e r  
Title: Vice Predent Marketing and Development 
Date: 3/2 7/00 

1 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

-.. n 4 ;  39 acu C-!& h c ,  ( T e x a t x m  TECO Power Services 
Corporation (“TPS”) present this non-binding proposal (the “Proposal”) in response to 
Florida Power Corporation’s (“FPC”) Request for Proposals dated January 26, 2000 (the 
“RFP”). The Eagle Energy Project consists of a power block and a gasification facility (also 
referred to herein as the “Project”). We have modeled a configuration for the power block 
which can meet FPC’s energy demand in a clean, efficient and highly reliable manner using 
three General Electric 7FA combustion turbines equipped with triple pressure heat recovery 
steam generators (HRSGs) with reheat and a nominal 410 MW steam turbine generator. The 
three-on-one combined-cycle power block would have a net electrical generation capacity of 
809 M W  (the “Power Block”). The gasification facility would consist of three gasifiers and 
an air separation unit that would produce the synthesis gas needed to operate the combustion 
turbines and steam turbine (the “Gasification Facility”). Surplus electricity would be 
exported to the local grid via connection to FPC’s transmission system. (The Power Block 
and the Gasification Facility are collectively referred to herein as the “Eagle Energy Project” 
and the “Project”.) 

The Eagle Energy Project would be located at the Hines Energy Complex on land 
owned by FPC to be leased or bought by Eagle Energy, a joint venture to be formed by 
Texaco and TPS. Texaco and TPS propose to sell power to FPC at a competitive rate that 
includes a fixed capacity charge, and an energy charge per kWh. The price is attractive 
when compared to alternative power procurement options and recognizes the need for fuel 
diversity, The power price is based on project development and capital cost, and annual 
variable cost recovery. Pricing is discussed in detail in Tables 1 and 2 in Section 5 of this 
Proposal. 

Texaco and TPS intend to own the Project in a single purpose joint venture structure 
(“Eagle Energy”) that will develop, construct, finance, operate and maintain the facility and 
market the power therefrom. Both Texaco and TPS have unique expertise and considerable 
experience in developing, constructing, financing and operating integrated gasification , 

combined cycle projects of the type contemplated in this proposal, and the synergies 
between our companies make us the best option for supplying FPC’s energy needs. At the 
end of the term of the business deal with FPC, i.e., 25 years, Eagle Energy would be willing 
to offer FPC a right of first refusal to purchase the Project assets upon mutually agreeable 
terms. 

Texaco and TPS each plan to own 50% of the joint venture. These are the desired 
levels of ownership of both companies, although Texaco and TPS would be willing to 
consider an equity investment in the total project by FPC as discussed in Section 1.5 of this 
Proposal. 

FRnPRlETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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SECTION 1 
GENERAL PROPOSAL INFORMATION 

A. TEXACO POWER AND GASIFICATION GLOBAL, INC. 

Portfolio: Texaco Power & Gasification currently has equity interests in power plants 
that can or will generate over 6,100 megawatts. Nine operating plants generating 1,059 
MW; seven projects under construction representing 1,767 MW; and seven plants in 
advanced development representing 2,195 MW. Additionally, Texaco has developed and 
operates in-house plants at its refineries generating 1,170 M W  in the U.S., Panama, 
Netherlands, U.K., Kuwait, Australia and Asia. Net equity capacity in these projects is 
2,590 MW. Texaco has also licensed its proprietary Integrated Gasification Combined-Cycle 
(IGCC) technology into power projects, which will generate more than 3,000 M W .  

Focus: Texaco Power & Gasification develops, owns and operates cogeneration, 
independent power and IGCC projects for the electric power, refining and chemical 
industries worldwide. This division of Texaco Inc. leverages its expertise in fiels 
management, project development and plant operations to successfully execute at each link 
of the “energy chain,” with the objective of generating a substantial portion of the 
company’s earnings by 2003. 

Corporate History: Texaco Power & Gasification is a division of Texaco Inc. created 
in 1999 to execute the company’s strategy in the power generation business and capitalize 
on opportunities for utilizing its proprietary gasification technology. It continues the 
activities of predecessor business units that were involved in power, natural resources, 
synthesis gas and natural gas marketing activities. Texaco has over 50 years experience in 
both gasification technology and power generation. 

Texaco is the world leader in the commercial application of gasification technology, 
with 68 Texaco-owned or licensed gasification plants operating or in various stages of 
engineering and construction worldwide. The company is developing, with licensees and 
partners, gasification projects that will generate more than 6,000 MW of power. 

Texaco’s proprietary technology produces a clean synthesis gas (syngas) from a wide 
variety of feedstocks, including high-sulfur coal, petroleum coke, heavy oil, OrimulsionO 
and other hydrocarbons. The syngas then is fed to combined-cycle turbines to generate 
electricity. Texaco’s gasification technology, which is marketed as Texaco Gasification 
Power Systems, is among the cleanest commercial technologies for new baseload plants. 
With growing environmental regulations, operators of industrial facilities throughout the 
world have increasingly explored the potential benefits of this technology. 

Texaco licensed its IGCC technology to three Italian refineries - ISAB SPA (512 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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\ MW), Sarlux SpA (545 MW) and Anonima Petroli Italiana (API) (284 MW). These Italian 
plants were financed in the fourth quarter of 1996 on non-recourse bases. Texaco acquired a 
24% equity interest in the 284-MW API project in September 1997. All three of these 
nlants will start-up in the year 2000. 

Additionally, Texaco is a development partner with Total S.A. and Electricite de 
France (EDF) in the 365 MW Projet IGCC Normandie project to be located at Gon.f?eville, 
France, which presently is in the advanced development stage, with start-up anticipated in 
2003. Texaco’s IGCC technology was recently selected for use in the 824 M W  
RepsoVIberdola IGCC project to be located at the Petronor refinery in Muskiz, Spain, with 
start-up planned for 2004. 

._ 

Domestically, Texaco Power and Gasification has operating responsibility for nine 
joint-venture power-generation plants in the western U.S. For power generation, these 
plants utilize fiame machines, as well as aero-derivative units. The eight ftame 7 machines 
have been in o’bration for over ten years and have compiled availability and reliability 
records of 95.6%+ and 99.5%+, respectively, against industry averages of 94.4% availability 
and 99.2% reliability. Texaco-managed facilities have a similar record for the operation of 
their seven frame 6 machines. Availability for these units averages 95%+, and reliability 
averages 99%+. TP&G also manages a fleet of six LM 2500 aero units, which have an 
average availability of 96.3% and an average reIiability of 99.2%. These performance 
numbers compare to industry averages of 93% and 98%, respectively, for availability and 
reliability. 

A recent highlight of Texaco’s IPP portfolio is the company’s involvement in the 
700-MW Tri Energy IGCC plant in Ratchbun, Thailand. Texaco and Banpu Public each 
own 37.5% equity interest in the project, with Edison Mission Energy owning the remaining 
25%. The developers signed a 20-year power-purchase agreement in May 1997 with the 
Electricity Generating Authority of Thailand. The project achieved financial closing in June 
1998, the first major financial closing achieved in Thailand’s power industry following the 
onset of the Asian financial crisis in mid-1997. The plant currently is under construction 
and on-schedule for operational start-up in 2000. 

Affiliates: Texaco Natural Gas Inc., a subsidiary of Texaco Inc., is a major supplier of 
natural gas to large end-users and supplies fuel to Texaco‘s cogeneration projects in the U.S. 

Texaco North America Production buys the steam produced by several of Texaco 
cogeneration plants in Kern County, California, for enhanced oil recovery operations. 

/ PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



Number of Employees: Texaco Power & Gasification employs 289 people, with 
approximately 60% classified as professionals. About 7.6% are located abroad. 

Country Involvements: Angola, Australia, Bahrain, Brazil, China, Colombia, 
Denmark, France, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakstan, Kenya, Korea, 
Kuwait, Mexico, Namibia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Poland, 
Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Thailand, Trinidad & Tobago, United Kingdom, United 
States, Venezuela, and Vietnam. 

Texaco has a presence in 150 countries worldwide and, with its affiliates, have fuel 
producing and refinery operations in 16 countries. Texaco Power & Gasification looks for _. 

synergistic opportunities for integrated projects. 

Partnerships: Texaco has worked in partnership with major suppliers, developers and 
utilities in developing virtually all its power and gasification projects. Texaco looks for 
partners with aligned interests, in-country presence, and financial expertise and/or 
development experience on other projects. 

Texaco brings to a partnership expertise in project development and financing, 
operations and maintenance, fuel supply management, contracts and legal structures, 
engineering and technical support, and environmental and regulatory compliance, 

Power Marketing: Texaco is developing plans to participate in emerging deregulated 
markets worldwide. Texaco expects to work with outside power marketers in this business. 

Projects: Names, locations, sizes, fuels, technologies, power purchasers, steam buyers, 
lead lenders, costs, on-line dates, partners and ownership percentages, where available, are 
as follows: 

In operation- 
0 Kern River Cogeneration Co.; Kern County, Calif.; 300 MW; gas; Southern 

Califomia Edison (SoCal Ed); Texaco Exploration & Production; Long Term Credit Bank 
of Japan; $128.5-million; 1985; Texaco Power & Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 
50%. 

Sycamore Cogeneration Co.; Kern County, Calif.; 300 MW; gas; SoCal Ed; Texaco 
Exploration & Production; Long Term Credit Bank of Japan; $147.4-million; 1988; Texaco 
Power & Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 50%. 
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March Point Cogeneration Co.; Anacortes, Wash.; 140 MW; gas and refinery gas; 
Puget Sound Power & Light; Texaco Refining & Marketing; Credit Lyonnais; $132-million; 
1991; Texaco Power & Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 50%. 

0 IyL Nt? 1. ?as Vccras. Nev.; 85 MW; gas; - Nevada 
Power; Georgia Pacific; Swiss Bank, Bank of California; $92.5-million; 1992; Bonneville 
Pacific 50%, Texaco Power & Gasification 50%. 

Nevada Cogeneration Associates No. 2; Las Vegas, Nev.; 85 MW; gas; Nevada 
Power; Pacific Coast Building Products; Swiss Bank, Bank of California; $92.5-million; 
1992; Dynegy Power 50%, Texaco Power & Gasification 50%. 

Mid-Set Cogeneration Co.; Kem County, Calif.; 38 MW; gas; Pacific Gas & Electric 
(PG&E); Texaco Exploration & Production and Santa Fe Energy; Commerz Bank 
Aktiengesellschaft; $21.5-miIlion; 1989; Texaco Power & Gasification 50%, Edison 
Mission Energy 50%. 

Coalinga Cogeneration Co.; Coalinga, Calif.; 38 MW; gas; PG&E; Santa Fe Energy 
and Whittier Oil; Commerz Bank Aktiengesellschaft; $3 1.1 -million; 199 1 ; Texaco Power & 
Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 50%. 

Salinas River Cogeneration Co.; San Ardo, Calif.; 36 MW; gas; PG&E; Mobil Oil 
Corp.; Commerz Bank Aktiengesellschaft; $29.7-million; 1991; Texaco Power & 
Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 50%. 

Sargent Canyon Cogeneration Co.; San Ardo, Calif.; 36 MW; gas; PG&E; Mobil Oil 
Corp.; Commerz Bank Aktiengesellschaft; $29.7-million; 1991; Texaco Power & 
Gasification 50%, Edison Mission Energy 50%. 

.I 

. Under construction- 
Tri Energy Company; Ratchaburi, Thailand; 700 M W ;  gas; combined-cycle; 

Electricity Generating Authority of Thailand; U.S. Overseas Private Investment Corp. 
providing $200-million, remainder via bank project financing; $390-milIion; 2000; Texaco 
Power & Gasification 37.5%, Banpu Public 37.5%, Edison Mission Energy 25%. 

API Energia SPA; Ancona, Italy; 276 MW; visbreaker tar; integrated gasification 
combined-cycle; ENEL; steam sales to API refinery; ABN AMRO, Banca Nazionale del 
Lavoro, Chase Manhattan, Instituto Bancario San Paul0 di Torino, Mediocredito Central, 
NatWest, UBS, European Investment Bank; $680-ndlion; 2000; Anonima Petroli Italiana 
5 1 %, ABB 25%, Texaco Power & Gasification 24%. 

0 Motiva IGCC; Delaware City, Del.; 160 MW; integrated gasification combined- 
cycle; 25% of power to Delmarva Power at market rates, with remainder used by Motiva 
refinery; Motiva Refinery buying steam; 2000; Motiva 100% (Texaco has a 32.5% equity 
interest in Motiva). 

,e North Dun EOR; North Dun, Sumatra, Indonesia; 300 MW; gas; simple-cycle 
cogeneration; Texaco affiliate CPI; $200-million; 2000; Texaco Power & Gasification 
47.5%; Chevron 47.5%, Nusigalih Nusantasa 5%. 

0 Darajat Geothermal, Unit 2; West Java, Indonesia; 70 MW; geothermal; PLN; $145- 
million; 2000; Texaco Power & Gasification 45%, Chevron 45%, P.T. Prasarana Nusantara 
Jaya 10%. 
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In advanced development- 

$205-million; 200 1 ; Texaco Power & Gasification 100%. 
Projet IGCC Nomandie; Normandy, France; 365 MW; integrated gasification 

combined-cycle; power sold to Electricite de France (EdF); Total S.A. Gonfieville refinery 
buying hydrogen and steam; 2003; Total 40%, Electricite de France (EDF) 33%, Texaco 
27%. 

0 San Pascual Cogeneration Co.; Batangas, Philippines; 304 MW; gas; combined-cycle 
cogeneration; National Power Corp.; steam to Texaco affiliate Caltex Philippines Refinery; 
$442-milIion; 2004; Texaco Power & Gasification, Edison Mission Energy, Caltex. 

0 NEREFCO Cogeneration; Rotterdam, the Netherlands; 80 M W ;  gas; simple-cycle 
cogeneration; local grid; steam and heat to Texaco affiliate NEREFCO; $50-million; 2002; 
Texaco 50%, Eneco 50%. ' 

0 Darajat Geothermal, Unit 3; West Java, Indonesia; 70 MW; geothermal; PLN; $45- 
million; 2002; Texaco Power & Gasification 39.5%, Chevron 39.5%, P.T.Prasarana 
Nusantara Jaya 2 1 %. 

. 

Financial Information: Not disclosed. 

Business Relationships: Texaco Power & Gasification draws on expertise fiom other 
Texaco business units in areas such as project financing, regulatory and legislative matters, 
fbels acquisition and management. 

Contacts: 
0 James C, Houck, President, Texaco Power & Gasification, 2000 Westchester Ave., 

White Plains, N.Y., 10650; fax, (914) 253-7744; website, www.texaco.com. 
J.Roger Howard, Vice President, Worldwide Power, Texaco Power & Gasification, 

11 11 Bagby, Houston, Tex., 77002; phone, (713) 752-6934; fax, (713) 752-6829; website, 
www.texaco.com. 

0 James S. Falsetti, Vice President, Worldwide Gasification, Texaco Power & 
Gasification, 2000 Westchester Ave., White Plains, N.Y., 10650; phone, (914) 253-4447; 
fax, (914) 253-7744; website, www.texaco.com. 
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B. TECO POWER SERVICES OVERVIEW 

w r p n  'ITPSI'), formed in 1987 and headquartered in 
Tampa, Florida is a wholly-owned subsidiary of TECO Energy, Inc. and is affiliated with 
Tampa Electric Company, an investor-owned utility serving Tampa, Florida, and the 
surrounding areas. TPS is engaged in the development, ownership and operation of 
cogeneration and independent power projects. TPS is also the holding company for TECO 
EnergySource, Incorporated, a power marketing fm authorized by the U.S. Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission to sell power at market-based rates. The capabilities of 
EnergySource allow the marketing and trading of power to be part of the TPS solution to our 
customer's energy needs. 

TPS consists of a dedicated group of professionals and technicians with extensive 
experience in power generation design, construction, operations and maintenance, 
environmental permitting and compliance, fuel procurement, power resource planning, 
project development, finance and transmission and distribution system ownership and 
operation. In addition to those employed exclusively in the operation and maintenance of 
the TPS power generation facilities, other TPS personnel support projects in operation, 
direct the technical activities of projects under construction, develop and analyze new 
project opportunities, and perform the energy marketing activities associated with TECO 
EnergyS ource. 

TPS' first power generation project was the Hardee Power Station, a 295 Mw 
combined cycle facility in Hardee County, Florida. TPS guided this project from its 
inception in February 1988 to its successful completion in December 1992 and owns 100% 
of the facility. TPS Operations Company, a TPS subsidiary, operates the facility. Hardee 
Power Station has demonstrated an availability of over 95% each year since its commercial 
operation. 

TPS' second project resulted in what is now Tampa Electric's 250 MW coal 
gasification project. In 1989, TPS and a partner were awarded $120 million fiom the U.S. 
Department of Energy ("DOE") for the development of a project using clean coal 
technology. The project has since been resized to 250 Mw using integrated coal gasification 
technology supplied by Texaco. The project was transferred to Tampa Electric Company, 
for which the project provided significant savings over altemative generation strategies. 
TPS continued to manage the technical side of this complex project through its commercial 
operation in the fall of 1996 and early operation phases. 

TPS' first international project was the Alborada Power Station, a 78 Mw simple- 
cycle facility in Escuintla, Guatemala. Teamed with prominent business interests in 
Guatemala, TPS won a competitive bid to build, own and operate this new facility. A 15- 
year contract was executed with Empresa Electrica de Guatemala, S.A. (EEGSA) in January, 
1995. The facility entered commercial operation in September 1995. This project has not 
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only met the country’s emergency need for power, but has been providing an economical 
and flexible source of power to meet Guatemala’s long-term power needs. 

Mw pulverized coal-fired power plant, located near the town of Masagua, Guatemala. The 
San JosC Power Station, the first coal unit in Central America, is a base-load facility 
providing power to EEGSA under a 15-year power purchase agreement signed in November 
1996. Construction commenced in mid-1997 and commercial operation in January 2000, 
TPS is 100% owner of the San Jose Power Station. 

In 1998, TECO Power Services established its first international electric distribution 
business activity with the acquisition of the Guatemalan electric distribution company 
EEGSA. TECO Power Services along with its partners, the Spanish utility Iberdrola and 
Electricidade de Portugal, acquired an 80% ownership interest in Guatemala’s largest 
distribution utility. As the largest electric utility in Central America, EEGSA serves more 
than 550,000 customers, and demand is growing at the rate of approximately 8% annually. 
EEGSA serves the major metropolitan market area of Guatemala City. 

With these projects serving as a foundation, TPS has continued to expand its energy 
presence both domestically and internationally. For example, an extension of TECO Power 
Services’ development activities is accomplished through the partnership it has formed with 
Mosbacher Power Partners, an independent power company headquartered in Houston and 
headed by former U.S. Secretary of Commerce Robert Mosbacher, known as TM Power 
Ventures L.L.C. (TMPV). 

Through this partnership, TPS and Mosbacher develop power projects in markets 
that are complementary to those markets pursued by TPS. TPS provides capital, technical 
expertise, support for development costs and other business strengths to the joint venture. 
TMPV is managed by a board structure comprised of senior management from both TPS 
and Mosbacher. 

Furthermore, in February 1999, TECO Power Services expanded its presence in 
Central America by becoming a major investment partner in Energia Global International, 
Ltd. (EGI). The transaction provided TPS with an immediate stake in four power projects 
in operation or under construction in Costa Rica and Guatemala, and an electric distribution 
company in El Salvador. In addition, the companies will cooperate in the development of 
hture projects throughout Central America. EGI is a strategically-focused energy 
development firm based in Bermuda, with offices in Wakefield, Massachusetts, and San 
.JosC, Costa Rica. The company develops, owns, and operates electric generation facilities 
with particular emphasis on renewable power (hydro, wind, biomass, and geothermal), and 
cogeneration. Also, the company has ownership interests in an electric distribution utility in 
Central America. EGI is a privately-held energy company whose co-founder and senior 
advisor is JosC Maria Figueres, former president of Costa Rica. EGI’s chairman and CEO is 
Robert L. Pratt, formerly director of international trade at Thermo Electron Corporation, 
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where he was involved in the international marketing of cogeneration and industrial energy 
conservation products. 

fn  hrther focus its strategv 
throughout the Americas. This effort culminated with the investment in two generation 
projects in the United States. The 312 Mw Commonwealth Chesapeake Power Station in 
Virginia and the 60 Mw Hamakua Energy Project in Hawaii. The generating facility in 
Virginia will be a combustion turbine peaking plant using low-sulfur fuel oil. The facility 
will be strategically located within the Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection 
power pool system (PJM), and power will be sold into the PJM wholesale market. The plant 
is scheduled to be brought on-line in two phases. Current targets call for 135 Mw to be 
placed in sexvice by June 2000 to provide needed energy and capacity for next summer's 
peak, with the remaining capacity to be operational by June 2001. Plant construction is 
currently undenvay. 

In addition, TPS acquired a 50% interest in the Hamakua Energy Project with J.A. 
Jones Ventures holding the remaining 50%. The facility is under construction and will use 
two LM2500 combustion turbines operating in combined-cycle on low-sulfur naptha fuel. 
The in-service date for the first phase is July 2000 with the balance scheduled to come on- 
line in November 2000. 

Also, TPS has begun construction on a 75 Mw expansion of the Hardee Power 
Station scheduled to be in-service in May 2000. All three of these projects will'enhance TPS' 
domestic operations and have the potential to contribute to the company's earnings. 

Over the years, TPS has gained experience with many technologies: simple-cycle 
and combined-cycle facilities, coal-fired boilers, oil-fired boilers, integrated gasification 
combined cycle (IGCC), and onsite facilities for liquefied natural gas, as well as the new 
opportunities provided through power marketing. TPS continues to explore opportunities 
within the U.S., Central America, Mexico and Canada. TPS' approach to developing 
projects is to work hand-in-hand with its customers to provide the most economical and 
reliable energy solution. This is applied to all aspects of its business from the initial design 
stages through ongoing, day-to-day management of all business activities. 

Industrial and Labor Relations 

TPS has experience in both union and nonunion facility management. The Hardee 
Power Station, Alborada Power Station, Pasco Cogen, and San JosC Power Station projects 
are nonunion in nature. Employee relations and personnel management experience in these 
facilities has been positive as indicated by good employee morale, promotion to 
management positions from within the plant organization, and low employee turnover. 
Employee compensation systems support goal alignment with the project through 
performance-based employee incentive structures. 
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\ Personnel in TPS have expertise in managing union workforces though experience 
gained in affiliated power generation facilities. Extensive experience with IBEW and 
OPEN union contract negotiations and contract administration is resident in TPS operations 
m a c l .  

Environmental 

TPS also has the capabilities and experience in the environmental management, 
permitting, and compliance of domestic and international power projects. The Hardee 
Power Station, Alborada Power Station, and San Josi Power Station project permits were 
obtained in the U.S. and Guatemala by TPS. Ongoing environmental reporting and 
monitoring is provided under TPS environmental management. 

ExDerience in Deregulated Environments 

TPS has business and operating experience in deregulated power markets through the 
following projects: 

0 The Hardee Power Station project was the result of a competitive bid process for 
wholesale energy by a Florida utility. 

0 The Alborada Power Station project was the result of a competitive bid process 
by the electric utility in the country of Guatemala. Energy from the facility is sold on a 
long-term wholesale basis to this utility. 

The San Jost Power Station energy is sold on a long-term wholesale basis to the . 
same Guatemalan electric utility. 

The electric sector in Guatemala has been privatized and operates under an open 
market structure. The TPS projects in Guatemala are independent generators operating 
under contract to the electric distribution company. 
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Customers 
EEGSA Electric Distribution Utility 550,000 Guatemala 

Comurehensive TPS Project List 

Interest 
80% 

International Generation Size Fuel Type Location TPS 

CLESA Electric Distribution Utility* 

Domestic Generation Fuel Type Location I Consortium I 

190,000 El Salvador 80% 

* 
** 

Represents projects that TPS is involved in through Energia Global International 
partnership. 
Represents projects that TPS is involved in through the TMPVpartnership. 
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TECO ENERGY, INC. OVERVIEW 

TECO Energy, Inc. is an energy holding company with important diversified energy- 
began with Tampa Electric reiatea a- W E  C ~ P ~ Y  

Company, an electric utility, which was incorporated in 1899. Diversified activities beyond 
the electric utility business began in the 1960's. TECO Energy was formed as a holding 
company in 1981 to more formally recognize the diversified businesses in which it is 
involved. TECO Energy is principally involved in the electric utility generation, 
transmission, and distribution and retail gas distribution business through its wholly-owned 
subsidiaries Tampa Electric Company, TECO Power Services and Peoples Gas. 
Additionally, TECO Energy is involved in several diversified businesses through its wholly- 
owned subsidiary TECO Diversified, Inc. This subsidiary is involved in bulk commodity 
transporting, coal mining, real estate development and coalbed methane extraction, TECO 
Energy also is the parent of TECO Investments, Inc., and TECO Finance, Inc.. 

. . .  I . .  

TECO Energy in 1999 had assets of $4.7 billion and net income of $186 million. 
TECO Energy's debt is rated AA-/Al/AA- by Standard & Poor's, Moody's, and Duff & 
Phelps, respectively, which are among the highest ratings of any utility holding company in 
the United States. TECO Energy's common stock is listed on the New York Stock 
Exchange (symbol TE). TECO Energy provides financial resources as well as experienced 
personnel to all of its subsidiaries as required. 
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Revenues (millions) 
Net Income (millions) 
Cash and short-term 

TECO POWER SERVICES CORPORATION 

c, .) 

$109.5 $98.7 $93 .O $88.1 $75.4 $59.8 
$14.6 $9.7 $9.6 $10.0 $6.8 $5.1 
$15.3 $12.2 $6.9 $7.4 $5.5 $12.8 

TECO ENERGY, INC. OVERVIEW 

Financial Highlights C$U.S.) 

Revenues (millions) $1,983 $1,958 $1,862 
Net Income (millions) $186 $222 $217 
Return on average I 14.5% I 14.4% I 14.3% 
common equity 
Cash and short-term $98 $16 $1 1 
investments 
Available credit lines $255 $255 $485 
(millions) 
Eamings per share $1.42 $1.68 $1.66 
Dividends paid per $1.285 $1.225 $1.165 
common share 
Year-end stock price per $18.562 $28.188 $28.125 
common share 
Shares Outstanding 131.0 131.7 130.8 
(millions) I I I 

15.7% 15.5% 

$370 1 $368 

$1.68 $1.60 + $1.105 $1.0475 

$24.125 I $25.625 

129-3 I 128.6 

1994 
$1,615 
- 

$168 
13.4% 

$140 

$288 

$1.45 
$0.9975 

$20.25 

128.1 
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/ 
TAMPA ELECTRTC COMPANY 

Tampa Electric Company, which has been in business since 1899, has constructed, 
owns and operates over ~ , t % H d w  of g;-y and over 12,000 miles of 
transmission and distribution lines in west central Florida. Recently completed is a 250 Mw 
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) plant using coal as a feedstock. Tampa 
Electric has a long history in Florida of sound utility operation and maintenance of a wide 
spectrum of generation equipment, The following briefly describes four of the Tampa 
Electric stations and its transmission and distribution facilities. 

Polk Power Station 
Polk Power Station, 50 miles southeast of Tampa, Florida is the site for Tampa 

Electric's hture generation requirements. The first facility is a 250 Mw IGCC unit, 
completed in the fall of 1996. This project is the result of a $120 million grant fkom the 
U.S. Department of Energy ("DOE") for the development of projects utilizing clean coal 
technology, This IGCC facility consists of a coal gasification facility utilizing the Texaco 
gasification process and a GE 107F combined-cycle utilizing the GE Frame 7F gas turbine. 
This facility is 10-12% more efficient than a conventional coal-fired plant. 

Big. Bend Station 
Big Bend, 12 miles south of Tampa, Florida, consists of four units all firing coal, as 

well as 3 gas turbines firing distillate oil. The steam generators for units 1, 2, and 3 are by 
Riley Stoker. The steam generator for unit 4 is by Combustion Engineering (now ABB). 
Steam conditions are 2400 psig, 1000° F with 1000" F reheat. The turbine generators for 
units 1 and 2 are by Westinghouse and those for units 3 and 4 are by General Electric. All 
units are once-through seawater-cooled. All four units have precipitators for particulate 
control. Additionally, all units have a flue gas desulfurization system producing wallboard 
quality gypsum. 

Gannon Station 
Gannon Station, 6 miles south of Tampa, Florida, consists of six units all currently 

firing coal, as well as one gas turbine firing distillate oil. Units 1 through 4 fired oil during 
the years 1975 to 1985. The steam generators for units 1 through 4 are by Babcock & 
Wilcox Company and the turbine generators are by General Electric, Allis Chalmers, and 
Westinghouse. The steam generators for units 5 and 6 are by Riley Stoker and the turbine 
generators are by Westinghouse. Steam conditions vary from 1,525 psig for unit 1 to 2400 
psig for unit 6 (all at 1000" F with 1000" F reheat). All units are once-through seawater- 
cooled, All units have precipitators for particulate control. 
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Hookers Point 

Hookers roint Station' is ihe u i c ~ c  CC-S. ?t is 
located just southeast of the Tampa business district. The station consists of 6 boilers firing 
oil and 5 steam turbines. 

Transmission & Distribution Experience 
At the end of 1998 Tampa Electric had almost 1,276 miles of installed transmission 

lines, including 807 miles of 69 kV, 56miles of 138 kV and 414 miles of 230 kV. In 
addition, Tampa Electric had over 9,500 miles of overhead and underwound distribution 
lines and 219 active distribution substations in its service area at the end i f  1998. 

TPS AND TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY INSTALLATIONS 

Net 
Capability 

fMm 
- TPS 
Alborada Power Station 78 
Hardee Power Station 295 
San JosC 120 
Don Pedro*** 16 
Rio Volcin*** 17 
Tierras Morenas*** 24 
Energy Center Kladno Generating 344 

Under Construction 
Commonwealth Chesapeake 312 
Hamakua Energy Project 60 

Matamas*** 14 
Hardee Expansion 75 

TamDa Electric 
Big Bend 1 
Big Bend 2 
Big Bend 3 
Big Bend 4 
Big Bend CT 1 
Big Bend CT 2 
Big Bend CT 3 
Dinner Lake** 
Gannon 1 
Gannon 2 
Gannon 3 
Gannon 4 
Gannon 5 
Gannon 6 
Gannon CT 
Hookers Poht 1 

43 1 
43 1 
439 
444 
17 
85 
85 
1 1  
I19 
118 
155 
189 
232 
392 
17 
34 

In-service Primary 
Date - Fuel - 

1995 Oil 
1993 Gas 
2000 Coal 
1997 Water 
1998 Water 
1999 Wind 
2000 CoaVNatural Gas 

2000 Oil , 
2000 Naptha 

Natural Gas 2000 
2001 Water 

1970 
1973 
1976 
1985 
1969 
1974 
1974 
1966 
1957 
1958 
1960 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 
1948 

Coal 
Coal 
Coal 
Coal 
Oil 
Oil 
Oil 
Gas 
Coal* 
Coal* 
Coal* 
Coal* 
Coal 
Coal 
Oil 
Oil 
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CT 
CCICT 
ST 
Hydro 
Hydro 
WT 
CFBKT 

CT 
CT 
CT 
Hydro 

ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
CT 
CT 
CT 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 
CT 
ST 
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1950 Oil ST 
Oil ST 1950 

ST 
34 

Oil 1953 
ST 

43 
Oil 67 1955 

1983 011 ur. 
DE 

17 
Oil 1983 

IGCC 
17 

Coal 250 1996 

Hookers Point 2 34 
Hookers Point 3 

Ll-5 
Hookers Point 4 

Phillips 1 
Phillips 2 
Polk Power Station 

Total 4,896 

* These units fired oil from 1975 to 1985 
** Dinner Lake was placed on long-term reserve standby March 1,1994 

* ** Ownership via EGI 

CT Combustion Turbine 
CC Combined Cycle 
IGCC Integrated Coal Gasification Combined Cycle 

CFB Circulating Fluidized-Bed 
DE Diesel 
WT Wind Turbine 
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1.2 \ FINANCIAL INFORMATION AND LITIGATION ACTIVITY 

A. A copy of Texaco’s and TPS’ annual reports and Form 10-Ks for the past . .  1:: ’ 
B. Texaco’s Dun and Bradstreet identification number: 00-134-5 164 

Texaco’s Standard & Poor’s Credit Rating: A+ 
Texaco’s Moody’s Credit Rating: A1 

TECO Energy’s Dun and Bradstreet identification number: 04-829-5 869 
TECO Energy’s Standard & Poor’s Credit Rating: AA- 
TECO Energy’s Moody’s Credit Rating: A1 

C. Texaco’s ten-vear summarv of litigation: 

Mid-Set Cogeneration Company vs. Pacific Gas & Electric Company -- Kern County 
Superior Court, California Court of Appeals, 1993-1 994. 

Nevada Cogeneration Associates #1 and #2 vs. Nevada Power Company -- American 
Arbitration Association, Las Vegas, Nevada, 1995-1 998. 

March Point Cogeneration Company vs. Puget Sound Power & Light Company -- 
U.S. District Court, Seattle, Washington, Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, 1995- 
present. 

US. Department of Justice vs. Nevada Cogeneration Associates #1 and #2 -- US. 
District Court, Las Vegas, Nevada, 1999. 

TPS’ ten-vear summary of litigation: 

TPS has no litigation activity to report, which is relevant to FPC’s request. 

1.3 NOTICE TO BE PUBLISHED 

‘ A copy of the notice to be published per Section III.D.2 of the RFP is attached hereto 
as Exhibit 2. 

1.4 PROPOSED CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

The agreements contemplated in this Proposal to be entered into between Eagle 
Energy and Florida Power Corporation would be a Power Purchase Agreement and a Land 
Lease and Utility Services Agreement both of which would be concomitant with a minimum 
term of 25 years and would contain covenants, representations and warranties, and other 

D D ~ D R I F T A R Y  AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



Eagle Energy Project March 27,2000 
Page 18 of 29 

mutually agreeable terms which are reasonable and customary for power projects in the 
United States similar to the nature of the Project. For your reference, the basic principles 
anticipated to be contained in each of the major agreements are set forth below. 

Power Purchase Agreement - Principal Terms and Conditions 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

The Eagle Energy Project would provide FPC with 500 to 809 MW dedicated to FPC’s 
use subject to dispatch. 
Capacity Pricing: A detailed capacity pricing schedule for the term of this Agreement is 
attached in Table 1 of Section 5 of this Proposal. 
Energy Pricing: A detailed energy pricing schedule for the term of this Agreement is 
attached in Table 2 of Section 5 of this Proposal. 
The Eagle Energy Project would make necessary interconnections to FPC’s existing 
electrical system at the Hines Energy Complex and would incur all costs for such 
transmission interconnection, and up to $7 million for transmission upgrades necessary 
to facilitate the interconnection. 
Dispatch Requirements: Due to the low variable cost associated with the Project’s 
energy, it is anticipated that the Project will be base loaded, and any excess energy not 
called upon by FPC will be sold into the wholesale energy market. To facilitate these 
sales, a one day in advance projection of FPC’s anticipated “energy take” schedule 
would be required. 
The Commercial Operation Date for the Project is March’ 3 1 , 2004. 
Liquidated damages for failure to meet availability guarantees, shown in Table 4 of 
Section 5 of this proposal, are described in Section 1.7 of the Proposal. 
The Project retains the right to market all capacity and associated energy from the 
Project which is not contracted by FPC. 
The Project retains the right to market excess energy, not scheduled for use by FPC. 

Land Leases and Utilities Sales Agreement - Principal Terms and Conditions 

0 Eagle Energy to lease andor purchase the Project site from FPC for the amount of 
$1,500,000 (one million and five hundred thousand dollars) per year, .including the 
supply of water to the Project as described below. 
FPC will agree to provide water as follows: 
Ouantitv: Consumptive Water - 7500 gallons per minute net consumption based on 
cooling tower design. 
Oualitv: The quality of the water provided by FPC shall meet mutually agreeable 
specifications to be determined in the definitive agreements. 
Deliverv Point: FPC shall deliver the requisite quantity of water to the boundary limits 
of the EagIe Energy Project. 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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I \ 
FPC will agree to handle Eagle Energy Project’s discharge/runoff water as follows: 
Ouality: The quality of the dischargehnoff water delivered to the Hines Energy 
Complex by Eagle Energy shall meet mutually agreed to specifications. ne,=? p-uv q h a l l i v e r  the Proiect’s discharge water to the boundarv 
limits of the Eagle Energy Project site. 

All final agreements are subject to approval by Texaco and TPS’s Boards of 
Directors (which may be withheld at their sole discretion) and the ability of Eagle Energy to 
obtain the necessary land use rights and permits for the Project and non-recourse financing, 
This Proposal is not intended by Texaco and TPS to constitute an offer or acceptance of any 
provision hereof, nor will the Proposal and included materials give r ise to any obligation of 

. Texaco or TPS or any of their affiliates. The terms and conditions set forth in our Proposal 
will remain open until October 1, 2000 in the event that the Project is selected for the short- 
list bidder evaluation. Texaco and TPS reserve the right to withdraw this Proposal should 
the Project not be selected for further consideration as a short-listed bidder. 

1.5 CONTRACTUAL FLEXIBILITY 

FPC’s Earlv Termination Right: The Project would be willing to offer FPC the right 
to terminate the Power Purchase Agreement prior to its expiration provided that FPC, TPS 
and Texaco can reach mutually agreeable terms and conditions for termination. 

I 

SuDDlemental CaDacitv Call Option: The Project is not currently able to offer FPC a 
call option for supplemental capacity. However, the Project is offering in this Proposal the 
ability for FPC to purchase up to 809 MW of firm capacity. 

Eauitv Participation: The Project would be willing to offer FPC the opportunity to 
invest in up to 20 percent of the Project at any time prior to and including Commercial 
Operation. 

1.6 SECURITY INSTRUMENTS I 
Eagle Energy does not intend to procure a performance bond and will opt to maintain 

lower priced power by relying on the superior credit ratings of both project sponsors. 

PROPRl ETARY AND CONFl DENTI AL IN FORMATI ON 
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1.7 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES 

Failure to Perform: If the actual availability of the Project in m y  contract year is less 
than the guaranteed availability shown in Table 4 &Secthi 5 zf 
contract year, the Project will reduce the monthly capacity charge by one-half of one percent 
( .5%) for each percentage point, that the actual availability was less than the guaranteed 
availability, with portions of a percentage point prorated. The actual availability shall be 
calculated based on a contract year. Liquidated damages for failure to perform for any 
contract year shall not exceed 10% of the annual capacity charge. Notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary in the foregoing, the Project shall not be liable for Liquidated Damages 
resulting from events of Force Majeure such as but not limited to acts of God, failure of 
Transmission System, failure of FPC to provide necessary water for operation, etc. 

Schedule Delay: The Project would be willing to negotiate reasonable liquidated 
damages for failure to achieve Commercial Operation on terms and conditions customary 
for this type of project. 

1.811.9 CAPACITY 

The capacity offered in this Proposal is being offered to FPC on a firm basis and has 
not been offered in any other RFP and is not in any way obligated to other parties, 
However, the Project reserves the right to conditionally offer this capacity to others during 
the evaluation period. Capacity contracted fiom the Project by FPC would be reserved for 
the use of FPC and would not be offered to any other parties either on a firm basis or as part 
of a “financially firm” portfolio of resources. 

1.10 POWER SHORTFALLS . 

Please see Section 1.7 above on liquidated damages for failure to perfom. 
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SECTION 2 
SPECIFIC SUPPLY RESOURCE INFORMATION 

2.1A Project Name and Location 

The project is named the Eagle Energy Project arid the proposed location is the Hines 
Energy Complex. 

2.1B Schedule for Licensing, Permitting and Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

All licensing activities for the Project should be completed before August, 2000. 
Finalization of transmission and interconnection agreements should be completed by 
December, 2000. 
Finalization of the Project’s he1 supply contracts should be completed by June, 2001. 
All permitting should be completed no later than February, 2002. 
The projected date for Commercial Operation is March 31,2004. 

2.1C DescriDtion of Maior Components 

The power block will consist of three 7FA combustion turbines and one steam 
turbine in a combined cycle configuration, using synthesis gas “syngas” as the primary fuel. 
The syngas produced using the Texaco Gasification Power Systems (TGPS) technology will 
be utilized in an Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) configuration. The major 
systems of the plant will consist of a petroleum coke handling, grinding and slurry 
preparation section, gasification, coarse and fine slag handling, black water flash, low 
temperature gas cooling, acid gas removal, syngas expansion and heating, and the power 
block. Additional plant systems will include an air separation unit, a sulfuric acid plant, and 
various utility systems such as water treatment, plant air and flare systems. 

2.1D Schedule of Fixed Price ComDonents 

Please see Table 1 attached hereto in Section 5. 

Schedule of Variable Price ComDonents 

Please see Table 2 attached hereto in Section 5 .  

2.1E 

2 , lF  Seasonal Unit Ratings 

Please see Table 3 attached hereto in Section 5 .  

DOnDWlFTARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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2.1G Generator CaDabiliv Curve 

Please see Exhibit 3 to this Proposal. 

2.1H Guaranteed Availabilitv 

Please see Table 4 attached hereto in Section 5 .  

2.11 Eauivalent Forced Outape - Rates 

Please see Table 5 attached hereto in Section 5 .  

2.1J Planned Maintenance Reauirements 

Please see Table 6 attached hereto in Section 5 .  

2.1K Fuel SUDD~V Plan 

Petroleum coke would be used as the primary fuel with No. 2 fuel oil as back-up fuel 
for the combustion turbines. 

Petroleum coke would be purchased from several oil refineries producing coke in the 
Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean region. The project would be designed to utilize the highest 
sulfur content petroleum coke produced by current coker designs. This high sulfur fuel is 
finding only limited use in the market, thereby increasing availability and depressing prices. 
Long term supply contracts would be used to secure supplies and stabilize prices. 

Ships or barges would be used to transport the petroleum coke from a refinery to a 
terminal facility in Tampa Bay. Ground storage at the terminal would have a capacity of 
about 75,000 tons to accommodate short-term surges in coke deliveries. 

Truck transportation from the terminal into the power block storage is considered the 
primary land transportation option. Operations of this type have proven to provide efficient, 
low cost, transportation for the transportation distance considered. Rail transport would be 
considered and evaluated based on the economics of the railroad’s proposal. 

Coke storage at the power block would use concrete silos. Up to 10,000 tons could 
be stored on site. 

No, 2 fuel oil would be the back-up fuel. The power block would be permitted to 
run approximately 10% of the year on No. 2 fuel oil. The Project site would have storage 
capacity to hold a 5-day supply. 

- - r r n n l C T A D V  hhin PnNFlnFNTlAL INFORMATION 
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2.1L Scheduling Requirements 

Due to the low variable cost associated with the Project’s energy, it is anticipated 
that this unit will be base loaded, with the Project selling energy into the wholesale market 
during those times FPC is not calling on its total energy allocation. To facilitate these sales, 
a one day in advance projection of FPC’s anticipated “energy take’’ schedule would be 
required. 

2.1M Maximum and Minimum ORerating - Levels 

Due to the anticipated base loading of the Project, as described in Section 2.1L 
above, the information on maximum and minimum operating levels is not pertinent to this 
response and is therefore not included. 

2,lN Maximum or  Minimum Energv Take 

There is no maximum or m i n i ”  energy take requirement associated with this 
Proposal. 

2.10 Water Suwlp 

This Proposal assumes that the Project would be constructed at the Hines Energy 
Complex and utilize the facility’s water resources as described in “Land Lease and Utilities 
Sales Agreement, Principal Terms and Conditions” of Section 1.4 of this Proposal. 

The licensing of power plants and associated facilities in Florida requires compliance 
with federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances. The primary state law 
governing the licensing of this project is the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act 
(PP SA). 

The PPSA establishes the state‘s policy toward balancing the needs for increased 
electrical power generation with the effects on human health, the environment and ecology 
of the lands and waters within the state. In the site certification process, the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) acts as the central coordinator. 
Certification proceeds with the submittal of a Site Certification Application (SCA) to FDEP 
by the applicant and culminates with approval by the Governor and Cabinet. Since the 
project will be located at the Hines Energy Complex, which has been previously certified for 
an ultimate site capacity, the Project would anticipate that the PPSA requirements will be 
fulfilled through the supplemental application process. 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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In addition to the PPSA process, the project will be required to comply with two 
federal permitting programs which have been delegated to the State of Florida: Federal 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

2.1 Q QF Status 

The Project would not seek a QF status. 

2.1R Proiect Enerw or Capacitv Sales 

The net output for the Eagle Energy Project is 809 M W .  Eagle Energy intends to 
enter into firm power purchase agreements for the output from this facility which FPC elects 
not to take with other qualified Florida buyers. 

2.1s Limitations on Proiect’s OutDut 

In response to this RFP, Texaco and TPS have set no limitations , other than those 
described in Section 2.1L above, on the availability and use of the Project’s output by FPC. 

- - r \nnlCThDV A h i n  PnhlFlnFNTlAL INFORMATION 
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SECTION 4 
SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSMISSION INFORMATION 

This Proposal assumes the Project would be located at the Hines Energy Complex 
and would pay for all interconnection costs and transmission upgrades required for the 
interconnection up to a $ 7 Million limit as discussed below. These costs are factored into 
our bid prices. Other costs associated with transmitting power out of FPC’s system would 
likewise be incurred by the Project in the event that FPC does not elect to purchase the full 
809 MW output from this facility. 

. Texaco and TPS have estimated interconnect costs, including the generator step up 
transformer, to be approximately $7.2 Million. In addition, Texaco and TPS have estimated 
the transmission upgrades associated with this interconnect to’ be less than $7 Million. 
Should the cost for transmission upgrades resulting fiom the Project interconnecting to FPC 
system at the Hines Energy Complex exceed $7 Million by more than lo%, Texaco and TPS 
reserve the right to withdraw this Proposal or resubmit the Proposal with an adjusted pricing 
structure. 

Please see Attachment E for the information requested in the “Florida Power 
Corporation Generation Interconnection Study Data Request Form”. 

4.2 FPC Transmission Planning 

Texaco and TPS are in the process of commissioning a “Transmission Interconnect 
Feasibility Study” with FPC to evaluate the impacts of locating the Project at the Hines 
Energy Complex. 

4.3 Schedule of Transmission Costs 

Please see our response to Section 4.1 above. 

4.4 Transmission Arrawements 

This ProposaI assumes the Project would be located at the Hines Energy Complex 
and would therefore not require firm transmission wheeling service to supply firm capacity 
and associated energy to FPC. 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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I 

I 
4.5 Risk of CurtaiIment or Interruption of Transmission Service 

This Proposal assumes the Project would be located at the Hines Energy Complex, 

curtailments that would impact FPC's ability to call on this unit. Therefore, in the unlikely 
event that this should OCCLU, Eagle Energy does not offer liquidated damages as part of this 
Proposal for such an occurrence. 

1. J r ,  ~ z g : ~  ~ Z e : g y  d ~ e s  -ission a .  service interruptions or 
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would be coordinated to occur during periods when power demand is expected to be lower. 
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Note: Outages shown represent shut down of one GT per outage, only one full plant shutdown per year is contemplated 
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Table 8a. Capacity States on Primarv Fuel (units below) 
IIFuel: 40°F I 59°F I 90°F 

1 Min Plant Output (Net MW) 
Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh) 
1 st Breakpt Plant Output (Net Mw) 
Associated Net Heat Rate (BtuAcWh> 

Table 8b. Capacity States on Secondaw Fuel (units below) 
IIFuel: II 40°F I 59'F I 90°F 11 

--a 

b n d  BreakDt Plant Outuut &et Mw) 11 
J1Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh) 11 

II Expected Max Output (Net MW) 
Associated Net Heat Rate (BtuikWh) 

Not Applicable 

Overcapacity Plant Output (Net 
Associated Net Heat Rate (Btu/kWh 
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Attachment E 

Florida Power Corporation 
Generation Interconnection Study 

Data Request Form 

SECTION I - Generation Site Data 

A) Contact Person - Provide name and address of person completing this form 

(*)l. Name: Rebecca T. Alex 

(*)2. Address:702 North Franklin Street 

(*)3. City/State/Zip: Tampa. Florida 33602 

(*)4. Telephone: (813) 228-1107 

( * ) 5 .  Date: March 27.2000 

B) Site Location 

(*)l. County: Polk Countv 

(*)2. Section / Township / Range: FPC’s Hines Energy Complex. 

(*)3. Site Drawing: Include a site drawing indicating county, section, township, and 
range. In addition, for a Generation Interconnection Study, a preliminary equipment 
layout on the site, suitable for site plan permitting, is required. 

The land requirements for the Project are approximately 30 Acres. A detailed site plan 
will be provided, if required, at a later date. 

C) Proposed Load Requirements for Site 

(*)la Required Date: March 1.2002 

(*)2. Nature of Load (Station Service, Start-up Power, Etc.) Construction Power 

(*)3. Connected kVA Load: 2 19.000 kVA 

(*)4. Peak Demand kVA Load: 219.000 kVA 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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( * ) 5 .  Expected Power Factor: -85  pf 

1 9  0 1 - T T  

(*)7. Anticipated Future Load Requirements (please describe): The above load is 
estimated during construction and commissioning of the Eagle Energy Project. 

D) Other Site Information 

(*)l. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 59'F Outdoor Ambient: 1170 MVA 

(*)2. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 1170 MVA 

(*)3. Proposed Interconnections with Other Systems (please describe): The Eagle 
Energv Proiect will connect the FPC transmission svstem at the Hines Energy Comdex. 
No interconnects with other Darties are anticipated. 

E) In-Service Dates 

(*)1. Required connection to grid for generator testing: Seutember. 2003 

(*)2. Commercial in-service date: March 3 1,2004 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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SECTION I1 - Individual Generator Data 

A) Unit Identification 

(*) 1. Plant Name and Unit Number: Eagle Energv Project Unit #1 

2. Manufacturer: General Electric Combustion Turbines 

3. Generator Serial Number: Not Known 

4. Turbine Serial Number: Not Known 

B) Ratings and Capabilities 

1. Nameplate kV Rating (nominal design voltage): 18 kV 

2. MVA Rating: Each GE Combustion Turbine is rated at 230 MYA, the steam 
turbine will be rated at approximately 382 MVA. 

(*) 3. Gross MW Rating @, 59°F Outdoor Ambient: 995 Mw 

(*) 4. Net MW Rating @ 59°F Outdoor Ambient: 809 MW Net to Grid 

(*) 5. Gross MW Rating @, 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 995 MW 

(*) 6. Net M Y  Rating @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 809 MW Net to Grid 

7. Rated Power Factor: .85 pf 

8. Rated Speed: Not Known 

9. Rated Turbine Capability: Not Known 

10. Field Voltage at Rated Load: Not Known 

11. Field Current at Rated Load: Not Known 

12. No-load Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage: Not Known 

13. Air Gap Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage: Not Known 

14. Field Resistance: Not Known 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
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For Item C) through J) Please see the documents attached to this Attachment E. 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



GENERATOR AND COMPENSATOR MODEL DATA SHEETS 
Power Technologies, Inc. GENROU 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 
3 Combustion Turbine GENROU 
Generators 

Round Rotor Generator Model [Quadratic Saturation) 

This model k locat+ at system bus 
machine #-- 1. 

This model w CONS swing with #,- Js 

#- K, and STATES Starting With 

#- IBUS. 

I 

the above MBASE 

I STATESI # I Dueription I 
K E', 
K+1 E'd 

K+3 
K+4 A speed @@ 
K+S Angle (radiaas) 

PSSE-26 PROGRAM OPERAnON MANUAL: VOLUME IT E-29 



Power Technologies, Inc. 
GMErVrTOR AND COMPElSSATOR MODEL DATA sHE€K5 

GENROU 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 

Steam Turbine Governor GENROU 
& Expander Turgine 
Governor Round Rotor Generator Model (Quadratic Saturation) 

This model is located at system bus # IBUS, 
machine # I. 
This model uses CONS starting with R J, 
and STA?ES staxting with #- Y 

far each of I 

ZSORCE far this machine k DW +j I z'v on 
the above MBASE 

Ducrfptlon I [ STATE]( I I Dcicriptlon 1 
K l  I E', 

K+l 1 I E'a 

PSSE-26 PROGRAM OPERATION MA~TJAL: VOLUME 11 E-29 



Power Technologies, Inc. 
TURBME-GOMIRNOR MODEL DATA SKEETS 

IEEEGI 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 
* . -  Steam Turbine Governor IEEEGl 

& Expander Turbine 
Governor E E E  Type 1 Speed-Goveming Model 

This model is located at rystcm bru 1- [BUS, 
E U C h i n e  #- L 
This model may k located at 

machine X- M. 
This model us# CON8 starting with I- J, 
urd STATE!j rhdng with #- Kl 

md VAR3 starting with #- L. 
Natc: JBUS and M are set to zcro for mncross 
compound 

system bus I- JBUS. 

STA'ES) W Dcrcriptloa 
K l  First govmot integrator 

v m  n Dctcriptlon 

L+ 1 I Internal memory 
L Rcfvmce 

PSSE-26 PROGRAM OPERATION MANUAL: VOLUME H-17 



Power T ~ o l o g i y  Inc. 
EXCITATION SYSTEM MODEL DATA SHEETS 

X R  

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 
All 4 Exciter Systems EXST2 

LEEE Type ST2 Excitation System 

This model L located at rystw bus Y- LBUS, 
U l a C h i n C  Y- 1. 
This mod4 UKS CONS starting with #.A. J, 

urd STATES starcing with I- Y 
and VAR Iy- L. 

v .  I W I  Dcrcripdon I 
[ L (  I KI I 

PSSE-26 PROGRAM OPERATION MANUAL: VOLUME fI G-47 
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TuRBME-GoVERNOR MODEL DATA SHEETS 
Power Technologies, Inc. GAST2A ' 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 
GAST2A 

Gas Turbine Model 

Combustion Turbine 
Governors 

This modrl L located at system bus #--. IBUS, 
rnachinc x- I. 
This model ws CONS stuting with #- J, 
and S T A m  starting with #- K 
and VARS Mrting with 1- L'. 

n 

PSSE-26 PROGRAM OPEUTION MANUAL: VOLUME I1 H-11 



TURBNECOVERNOR MODEL DATA S m  GAS72.4 Power Tcchnologies, Inc. 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 

*Tunpcnturc eoaml ~ Q u t  is  set to output of@ goverwr when trmpenavc contml iaput changer tom p i t i v r  to negative. 

H-12 PROGRAM O p m n o N  MANUAL: VOLUME II PSSE-26 



EXCITATION S Y W  MODEL DATA SHERS 
Exszz Power Technologies, Inc. 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 

G-48 PROGRAM OPERATION MANUAL: VOLUME n PSSIE-26 



TURBWEGOVERNOR MODEL DATA SHEETS EEEGl  Power Technologies, Inc. 

EAGLE POWER PROJECT 

. .  

H-18 PSSIE-26 



L 1 1  I 

Eagle Energy Project March 27,2000 

I 

I 
EXHIBIT 1 

TEXACO’S AND TPS’ ANNUAL REPORTS AND FORM 10-Ks 

I 
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EXHIBIT 2 
NOTICE TO BE PUBLISHED 

TECO Power Services Corporation 
702 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

And 

Texaco Power and Gasification Global, Inc. 
2000 Westchester Avenue 
White Plains, New York 10650 

Have responded to a Request for Proposals (RFP), dated January 26,2000, fiom: 

Florida Power Corporation 
263 13* Avenue South 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

On March 27, 2000, TECO Power Services Corporation and Texaco Power and Gasification 
Global, Inc. submitted a proposal to build an electric power plant in response to Florida Power 
Corporation's January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals. The proposed power plant will be a 
thermal facility to be located at the Hines Energy Complex in Polk County on land owned by 
Florida Power Corporation to be leased by the project participants. The project configuration is 
anticipated to meet Florida Power Corporation's energy demand in a clean, efficient, and highly 
reliable manner. 

A' 
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EXHIBIT 3 
GENERATOR CAPABILITY 

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



ESTIMA?!.3 REACTIVE CAPABlLlPl CURVES 

229420 kVA - 3600 RPM - 1800 VOLTS - 0.86 PF 
375 FLD VOLTS - 40 C COLD GAS - 45 PSlG H2 

8634285927 P .05 

t 

n 

CURVE NO. F31710-2 
DATE WAY-93 

03/24 '00 17:OO 



By Facsimile and Federal Express 

April 5, 2000 

Mr. Sam Doaks 
Panda Energy International, Inc. 
4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Re: Florida Power Corporation Request for Proposals 

Dear Mr. Doaks: 

Thank you for your company's interest in meeting Florida Power Corporation's (FPC) 
supply-side generating resource needs. Upon an initial review, it appears that Panda 
Energy International's (Panda) March 24, 2000 proposal does not contain certain 
information required by FPC's January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals (RFP). A 
detailed list of the omitted information is provided in Attachment 1 to this letter. Please 
provide the information requested in Attachment 1 to me by 5:OO p.m. EST, 
Wednesday, April 12, 2000. 

FPC appreciates your prompt attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Rib 
Director Resource Planning 

MDWbhl 

Enclosure 

252, i 

Resource Planning Department One Power Plaza 263 13th Avenue South Mail Code BB3G St. Petersburg Florida 
33701 

A Fiorida Progress Company 



Attachment 1 

Please provide the infoimation requested below, which was required to be submitted in 

(RFP), but which does not appear to be included in Panda Energy Intemational, Inc.'s 
(Panda) March 24, 2000 proposal. Please provide this infoimation to Michael D. Rib by 
5:OO p.m. EST, Wednesday, April 12,2000. 

n * I  response to Fionda ro- a ( F X )  -y 26 > -  7O-k 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Please provide a copy of the notice that Panda must publish in accordance with, 
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) Rule 25-22.082(5), F.A.C. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 3). 

Please identify emission allowances and other regulatory allowances, fees, and 
taxes in its proposal (RFP, page 6). 

Please identify provisions that would allow FPC to dispatch the proposed unit 
(WP, page 6). 

(WP, page 6). 
Please provide any terms of default associated with Panda's milestone schedule 

Please clearly delineate all costs for generation up to and including the step up 
transformers (RFP, page 8). 

Please include any proposed liquidated damages provisions (RFP, page 10, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 7). 

Please include any performance guarantees and financial credit allowances (RFP, 
page 10). 

Please include an audited financial statement for the year ending December 3 1, 
1999. (WP, Attachment C, Section 1, item 2a). 

Please provide the required 10-year summary of litigation activity. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 2c). 

Please provide a complete schedule of contract terms. (RFP, Attachment C, 
Section 1, item 5). 

Please identify the security or credit instrument(s) that will back up Panda's 
performance, ( W P ,  Attachment C, Section 1, item 6). 

Please identify Panda's plm(s) to rectify any shortfalls in power. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item lo). 



13. Please describe the environmental impact of Panda's proposed Leesburg plant and 
its compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 2, item Ip). 

m, . .  fnvn A r, 
14. P r o v 1 l .  tN  =, A-L L, 

Section 3, item Iq). 

15. Please provide Panda's responses to Attachment C of the RFP in the foimat 
requested by the RFP. (RFP, Section IIIA.4.) 

16. Please provide Panda's Dun & Bradstreet Identification number credit rating for 
senior debt securities. (RFP, Attachment C, item 1.2.b) 

17. Please provide a statement identifying the pricing in the bids as guaranteed or 
forecast pricing. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1 .d and 1.e) 

18. Attachment C.2.1 .f Please explain how unit performance degradation is 
accounted for over time. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1.9 

2 



Telecom Message 

Date: 4/6/00 
Time: 6:OOpm 

Initiated By: Sam Doaks, Panda Energy 
(972)455-3842 

To: Michael Rib, Florida Power 
Rebecca Jensen, Florida Power 

Mr. Doaks called in response to the first letter from Florida Power dated 
April 7th, requesting responses to threshold questions related to Panda 
Energy's proposal. He raised specific questions about Items 
1,4,5,6,7,8,91O,'l1,12 and 14 in Attachment 1 relating to information that he 
thought had been submitted with the proposal. He came to realize that 
pages 4 and 5 in proposal "Attachment C" had not been included with the 
original printed proposals and needed to be printed from a disk that was 
sen t  with the package. 

In addition, Mr. Doakes asked if h e  did not provide the information 
requested in Item #5 (price of equipment), would his proposal be 
considered non-responsive? He was told that FPC would need to consider 
Panda's proposal in its entirety and determine specifically whether or not 
this would be a responsiveness issue, based on FPC's ability to evaluate 
the offering. 

Based on this new information, FPC agreed to review the list and eliminate 
any questions which were no longer required. Notes pertaining to Mr. 
Doaks' comments are included in the mark-up of the original attachment 
which is included with this file memo. FPC agreed to follow up with a 
revised letter which was sent out on April 7'h. 

No other issues were discussed and the teleconference was concluded, 

Michael Rib 
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*\_ Attachment 1 

Notes from a conversation with Sam Doaks at 5:lSpm on 4/6/00 to discuss these 
questions. Present for FPC were M. D. Rib and R. L. Jensen. Mr. Doaks pointed out 

not printed, but was on the diskette (see attached). FPC agreed to review these 
additionalpages and revise the list of questions, as possible based on this new 
info rmntio n . 
Please provide the information requested below, which was required to be submitted in 
response to Florida Power Corporation's (FPC) January 26,2000 Request for Proposals 
(RFP), but which does not appear to be included in Panda Energy International, Inc.'s 

-(Panda) March 24,2000 proposal. Please provide this information to Michael D. Rib by 
5:OOp.m. EST, Wednesday, April 12,2000. 

1. Please provide a copy of the notice that Panda must publish in accordance with 
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) Rule 25-22.082( 5) ,  F.A. C. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 3). Panda submitted copies of former newspaper 
articles to suit this purpose. We can ask for  a specific notice i fwe  feel it is 
necessary. 

2. Please identify emission allowances and other regulatory allowances, fees, and 
taxes in its proposal (RFP, page 6). 

Please identify provisions that would allow FPC to dispatch the proposed unit 3. 
(WP, page 6)- 

4. Please provide any terms of default associated with Panda's milestone schedule 
(RFP, page 6). Seepages 4-5 ofAttachment C. 

5 .  Please clearly delineate all costs for generation up to and including the step up 
transformers (WP, page 8). Proprietaryper Panda. Will have aproblem with 
this. FPC requested this response in writing. 

6. Please include any proposed liquidated damages provisions (WP, page 10, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 7). Seepages 4-5 ofAttachment C. 

7. Please include any performance guarantees and financial credit allowances (RFP, 
page 10). Seepages 4-5 of Attachment C 

8. Please include an audited financial statement for the year ending December 3 1, 
1999. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 1, item 2a). 1999 is notyet available They 
will provide 1999 Qtrs 1-3 if FPC desires. FPC to respond on this. 

Please provide the required 10-year summary of litigation activity. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 2c). Seepages 4-5 ofAttachment C. 

9. 



IO. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Please provide a complete schedule of contract terms. (RFP, Attachment C, 
Section 1, item 5). Seepages 4-5 ofAttachment C. 

- "1.- r i e a s e  iaen a3 

performance. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 1, item 6). Seepages 4-5 of 
Attachment C. 

Please identify Panda's plan(s) to rectify any shortfalls in power. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item IO). Seepages 4-5 ofAftaclzment C. 

Please describe the environmental impact of Panda's proposed Leesburg plant and 
its compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations. ( U P ,  
Attachment C, Section 2, item lp). 

Please provide criteria for curtailment or intemption. (WP, Attachment C, 
Section 3, item 1 q). Seepages 4-5 of Attachment C. 

Please provide Panda's responses to Attachment C of the RFP in the format 
requested by the RFP. (RFP, Section IzIA.4.) 

Please provide Panda's Dun & Bradstreet Identification number credit rating for 
senior debt securities. (RFP, Attachment C, item 1.2.b) 

Please provide a statement identifying the pricing in the bids as guaranteed or 
forecast pricing. (WP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1 .d and 1 .e) 

Attachment C.2.1 .f Please explain how unit performance degradation is 
accounted for over time. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1.0 
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By Facsimile and Federal Express 

April 7, 2000 

Mr. Sam Doaks 
Panda Energy International, Inc. 
4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Re: Florida Power Corporation Request for Proposals 

Dear Mr. Doaks: 

Thank you for your company's interest in meeting Florida Power Corporation's (FPC) 
supply-side generating resource needs. Upon an initial review, it appears that Panda 
Energy International's (Panda) March 24, 2000 proposal does not contain certain 
information required by FPC's January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals (RFP). A 
detailed list of the omitted information is provided in Attachment 1 (Rev. 1) to this 
letter. This request, which was originally sent on April 5, 2000, has been adjusted based 
on our conversation yesterday evening in which we identified and located two pages 
missing from the original hard copy proposals. While the remaining questions on the list 
are unchanged, we will accept the information requested in Attachment 1 (Rev. 1) by 
5:OO p.m. EST, Friday, April 14, 2000. 

FPC appreciates your prompt attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely , 

Michael D. Rib 
Director Resource Planning 

MDWbhl 

Enclosure 

Resource Planning Department One Power Plaza 263 13th Avenue South 0 Mail Code BB3G St. Petersburg Florida 
33701 

A Florida Proaress Comoanv 



. .  . Attachment 1 (Rev. 1) 

Please provide the information requested below, which was required to be submitted in 
response to Florida Power Corporation’s (FPC) January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals 
(RFP), but which does not appear to be included in Panda Energy International, Inc.’s 
(Panda) March 24, 2000 proposal. Please provide this information to Michael D. Rib by 
5:OO p.m. EST, Friday, April 14, 2000. (Several questions, which were originally sent 
on April 5, 2000, have been removed from the original list as a result of a conversation 
with Mr. Doaks on April 6, 2000 identifLing and locating two pages that were missing 
from Panda’s originally submitted hard copy proposals. This revised list has precedence.) 

1. Please provide a copy of the notice that Panda must publish in accordance with 
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) Rule 25-22.082(5), F.A.C. (RFP, 
Attachment Cy Section 1, item 3). This notice must be submitted as required in 
the FPSC Rules cited. 

2. Please identify emission allowances and other regulatory allowances, fees, and 
taxes in its proposal (RFP, page 6). 

3. Please identify provisions that would allow FPC to dispatch the proposed unit 
(WP, page 6). 

4. Please clearly delineate all costs for generation up to and including the step up 
transformers (WP, page 8). 

5.  Please include an audited financial statement for the year ending December 
3 1, 1999. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 1, item 2a). 

6. Please provide the required 10-year summary of litigation activity. (RFP, 
Attachment Cy Section 1, item 2c). 

7. Please describe the environmental impact of Panda’s proposed Leesburg plant and 
its compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations (RFP, 
Attachment Cy Section 2, item lp). 

8. Please provide Panda’s responses to Attachment C of the RFP in the format 
requested by the RFP. (WP,  Section IIIA.4.) 

9. Please provide Panda’s Dun & Bradstreet Identification number credit rating for 
senior debt securities. (WP, Attachment C, item 1.2.b) 

10. Please provide a statement identifying the pricing in the bids as guaranteed or 
forecast pricing. (RFP, Attachment Cy Section 2, item 1.d and 1.e) 

1 1, Attachment (2.2.1 .f: Please explain how unit performance degradation is 
accounted for over time. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1.0 



PANDA ENERGY 
INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
The Global Power Company 

April 17,2000 

Mr. Michael Rib 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 13‘h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Via Facsimile: 72 7-826-4333 
Via Federal Express 

Dear Michael: 

Re: Florida Power Corporation’s Request for Proposals 

I have attached our explanations to the questions on your “Attachment 1 (Rev. l).” This 
attachment contained a total of eleven questions. In addition, I have attached our explanations to 
the questions on your new “Attachment 1.” This attachment contained a total of fourteen 
questions. This information is being faxed, and it is also being placed by Federal Express 
overnight mail to you attention. 

I am looking forward to meeting with you on Wednesday, April 19, 2000, at 1:30 p.m., at your 
13th Avenue offices, to discuss our proposal. 

Thank you for. your interest. 

Sincerely, 

Sam H. Doaks, Sr. 
Manager, Power Marketing 

Enclosures 

4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001, Dallas, Texas 75244 
PHONE - 972/980-7159 FAX - 972/980-6815 



Attachment I (Rev. 1 )  

Please provide the information requested below, which was required to be submitted in 
response to Florida Power Corporation’s (FPC) January 26, 2000 Request for. Proposals 
(RFP): but which does not appear to be included in P a n d a r g y  Tnt- I n r . ’ ~  
(Panda) March 24, 2000 proposal. Please provide this information to Michael D. Rib by 
5:OO p.m. EST, Friday, April 14, 2000. (Several questions, which were originally sent 
on April 5, 2000, have been removed from the original list as a result of a conversation 
with Mr. Doaks on April 6, 2000 identifying and locating two pages that were missing 
from Panda’s originally submitted hard copy proposals. This revised list has precedence.) 

1. Please provide a copy of the notice that Panda must publish in accordance with 
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) Rule 25-22.082(5), F. A. C. (WP,  
Attachment C, Section I, item 3). This notice must be submitted as required in 
the FPSC Rules cited. 

A copy of the above referenced notice is attached. This notice was published 
in the Leesburg newspaper on April 14,2000. 

2. Please identi3 emission allowances and other regulatory allowances, fees, and 
taxes in its proposal ( W P I  page 6). 

Panda is in the process of applying for its license under the requirements of 
the Florida Power Plant Siting Act. The application is expected to be filed in 
May or June of 2000. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
will issue air and other permits which will set various limits on operating 
parameters including air emissions and other regulatory allowances. 

In addition, all current regulatory allowances, fees, taxes and other costs, 
including emission allowances, associated with the generation and delivery of 
the contracted power to the Delivery Point, required by federal, state and 
local authorities will be assumed by Panda. 

3. Please identifi provisions that would allow FPC to dispatch the proposed unit 
(RFP, page 6). 

As previously stated, Panda is agreeable to  allowing FPC to control its 
purchased contract amount from the plant via dynamic schedules or pseudo 
schedules. In addition, Panda is interested in discussing the mutual benefit of 
FPC providing AGC for the entire plant. 

4. Please clearly delineate all costs for generation up to and including the step up 
transformers (RFP, page 8). 



We can not comply with this request. Panda considers equipment costs, 
development costs and other costs associated with the development of its 
projects proprietary and part of its competitive advantage. 

.’ for the vear endm9 December 
31, 1999. (WP,  Attachment C, Section 1, item 2a). 

In our original proposal we included the three most recent audited financial 
statements. These were for years 1998,1997 and 1996. Panda’s 1999 audited 
financial statement has not been completed. I can make available an 
unaudited financial statement for  the period of January 1,1999 through 
September 30,1999. 

6. Please provide the required IO-year summary of litigation activity. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section I ,  item 2c). 

In the course of the Company’s business its affiliates may encounter 
situations relating to their normal operations that relate to contract disputes 
(and resolutions) some of which may involve various causes of action 
prosecuted by or  against such affiliates. Certain of these actions, as disclosed 
in the public filings of certain affiliates include: 

Panda Rosemary, L.P. is currently engaged in litigation involving the 
transfer by its steam host at its North Carolina operations of the underlying 
contract to a purchaser of the host’s facility, without compliance with the 
terms of such contract. Panda Rosemary, L.P. continues to provide steam 
and chilled water to this host during the pendency of this litigation 

7. Please describe the environmental impact of Panda’s proposed Leeshurg plrint 
and its compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations ( W P ,  
Attachment C, Section 2, item Ip). 

The Panda Leesburg Project is consistent with the overall goals of the Florida 
Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (“FEECA”), Sections366.80-.85 and 
403.519, Florida Statues, because the Project contributes directly and 
significantly to  the increased efficiency and cost-effectiveness of electricity 
production and natural gas use. The Project does so by using state-of-the-art 
generation technology. Compared to other fossil fuel power plants in Florida, 
the Project will produce very low emissions of sulfur dioxide (SOz), low 
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide 
(COz), and particulate matter, and no emissions of heavy metals. Overall, the 
Project will have the most benign environmental profile of any technology 
commercially available and economically feasible for meeting Florida’s future 
power requirements. As such, the Project is projected to result in substantial 
increases in the efficient use of all fuel types in the FRCC. It is projected that 
the Project will annually reduce fuel consumption in Florida by 
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approximately 16,800,000 MMBtu per year, with most of this reduction 
resulting from reduced usage of heavy fuel oil. To the extent that the Project 
displaces oil-fired generation, it will contribute to the express statutory goal 
of conserving expensive resources, especially petroleum fuels, Sections 366.91 
s ~ ~ L X & 8 2 ( 3 \ .  P l n r l d a e s  

8. Please provide Panda ’s responses to Attachment C of the RFP in the format 
requested by the RFP. (RFP, Section IIIA. 4.) 

As we discussed verbally and via email prior to the proposal submittal 
deadline, Panda’s proposal is somewhat of a hybrid of a system sale and a unit 
sale. I t  was our understanding that we should make our best efforts to answer 
all of the questions that were applicable from both sections. We attempted to 
do that in the Attachment C contained in our original proposal. 

9. Please provide Panda ’s Dun & Bradstreet Identification number credit rating for 
senior debt securities. (WP,  Attachment C, item 1.2. b) 

Panda’s Dun & Bradstreet Identification number is 12-235-5001 

10. Pleaseprovide a statement identifiing thepricing in the bids as guaranteed or 
forecast pricing. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1. d and 1. e) 

The proposed pricing in Panda’s original proposal is for guaranteed 
capacity, heat rate, VOM and fuel transportation costs, with indexed gas 
pricing. 

1 1. Attachment C.2. I.$ Please explain how unit peformance degradation is 
accounted for over time. (WP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1. j  

The Panda Leesburg project will be a 1,000 Mw (plus duct firing) power 
plant. Panda is proposing to sell less than half of the plants output under 
long-term contract (2 to 5 years). Panda proposes to guarantee its lon, -term 
contracts via the uncommitted generation with no degradation to its long- 
term customers. 

3 



By Facsimile and Federal Express 

April 5 ,  2000 

Ms. Becky Alex 
TECO Power Services Corporation 
702 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Re: Florida Power Corporation Request for Proposals 

Dear Ms. Alex: 

Thank you for your company's interest in meeting Florida Power Corporation's (FPC) 
supply-side generating resource needs. Upon an initial review, it appears that TECO 
Power Services Corporation's and Texaco Power and Gasification Global Inc.'s joint 
proposal (the "Eagle Energy Project") does not contain certain information required by 
FPC's January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals (RFP). A detailed list of the 
information omitted from your proposal is provided in Attachment 1 to this letter. 
Please provide the information requested in Attachment 1 to me by 5:OO p.m. EST, 
Wednesday, April 12, 2000. 

L 

FPC appreciates your prompt attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Rib 
Director Resource Planning 

MDWbhl 

Enclosure 

d .  5) 2. l  



Attachment 1 

4 
Please provide the information requested below, which was required to be submitted in 

(RFP), but which does not appear to be included in TECO Power Services Corporation's 
and Texaco Power and Gasification Global Inc.'s March 27,2000Joint proposal. Please 
provide this information to Michael D. Rib by 5:OO p.m. EST, Wednesday, April 12, 2000. 

re tn F-wm C,orpxat,lon ' I  s (FPC) January 26,2000 Request for Proposals 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

a 6. 

L 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10, 

11. 

12. 

Please provide unit commitment notification and dispatch scheduling details such 
as provisions for dispatch by FPC. (RFP, page 6). 

Please provide a more detailed milestone schedule of key dates. (RFP, page 6). 

Please clearly delineate all costs for generation up to and including the step up 
transformers. (RFP, page 8). 

Please provide all of the required 10-Ks. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 1, item 
2a). 

Please provide specific operational data, such as maximum and minimum 
operating levels, for the proposed plant as required in Attachment C, Section 2, 
items 1 and m (and in Tables 7, 8% and 8b), and in the Section 3 of the RFP. 

Attachment C, Schedule 2, item p, of the RFP requires the respondent to describe 
the "anticipated environmental impact" of the proposed plant and to describe how 
the respondent intends to comply with applicable environmental laws and 
regulations. TECO references the applicable state and federal laws, but does not 
provide any description of the anticipated impact or how it intends to comply with 
those laws. Please provide such a description. 

Please provide a 3.5" floppy diskette with Data Forms. (RFP, Section III.A.6). 

Please complete the form set forth in Attachment E to the RFP. Please note that 
only the asterisked items on the form need to be completed. 

Please describe the means by which FPC will be entitled to schedule the planned 
maintenance periods for the plant. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 1 .j). 

Please provide a statement identifying the pricing in the bids as guaranteed or 
forecast pricing. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, items 1 .d and 1 .e) 

Attachment C.2.1 .f Please explain how unit performance degradation is 
accounted for over time. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 2, item 1 .f)' 

Please provide the unit capabilities on back-up fuel. (RFP, Attachment C, Section 
2, item 1.1) 



April 17, 2000 

Subject: Eagle Energy’s Proposal to Florida Power Corporation’s Request for 
Proposals Dated January 26,2000 

Mr. Michael D. Rib 
Director, Resource Planning 
F Io r i d a Pow e r C o ip o ra  t i o n 
263 13‘” Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

We are in receipt of your letter’s dated April 5 and April 7, 2000. Attached hereto please 
find Eagle Energy’s responses to both sets of questions contained in your letters. 

As we discussed last week, TPS and Texaco would like the opportunity to provide FPC 
with a presentation of the Eagle Energy Project and answer any additional questions FPC 
may have at that time. I would like to request a meeting date of April 26, 2000 for this 
presentation. Please let me know if this date fits into your schedule. 

TPS and Texaco would like to thank you for the opportunity to participate in Florida 
Power Corporation’s Request for Proposals. Should you have any additional questions or 
Iiccd fiirther clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/&4j* 
Rebecca T. Alex 
Sen i or E 11 y i iicer 

Atraclznients (2) 

cc: Alma Rodarte, Texaco 
William E. Preston, Texaco 
Michael Schuyler, TPS 

TECO POWER S E R V I C E S  C O R P O R A T I O N  
P. 0. B O X  1 1  1 TAMPA, FL 33601-01  1 1  
702  N O R T H  F R A N K L I N  STREET TAMPA. FL 3 3 6 0 2  
A N  E C U A L  OPPORTUNITY C O M P A N Y  

APR 1 7  2000 

INTEGRATED R E W R C E  
PLANNING & FORECASTING 



Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 5 ,  2000 Letter 

Ear le  E n e r m  Proiect Response to FPC’s April 5 ,2000 Letter 

I .  Please provide uni t  commitment notification and dispatch scheduling details such as provisions for 
dispatch by FPC. 

Due to the low variable cost of the Eagle Energy Project power, we anticipate that this unit would 
be base loaded by FPC. However, should FPC choose not to base load this unit, a day ahead 
capacity and energy schedule would be required from FPC to allow Eagle Energy to schedule non- 
firm energy sales out of FPC’s system. 
Please provide a more detailed milestone schedule of key dates. 2. 

Please refer to Question 2 1 of FPC’s April 7,2000 Letter. 

3. Please clearly delineate all costs for generation equipment (see original fa) up to and including 
the step up transformers. 

The capital cost of plant is considered proprietary for this licensed technology. The project is 
currently under non-disclosure agreement preventing us from providing the capital cost details. 
However published data for similar Texaco Gasification Power Systems plants show the total 
capital cost to be $900 - $ 1  100 I kw of net output depending on site specific facilities required. 

Please provide all of the required 1 O-K’s. 4. 

Texaco’s IO-K’s have been provided to Florida Power Corporation under separate cover. TECO 
Energy’s will be provided as soon as they are available in addition to the 1’‘ three quarters of 10- 
Q’s for 1999 which were provided with the first response. 

5 .  Please provide specific operational data, such as maximum and minimum operating levels, for the 
proposed plant as required in Attachment C, Section 2, items 1 and m (and in Tables 7, 8a and 8b) 
and in the Section 3 of the RFP. 

The Eagle Energy facility will be run as a base load unit and will not be ramped up and down 
under normal operating conditions with a maximum output of 740 MW. We have adjusted the 
maximum output from our initial bid in order to reduce total capital requirements and use well 
proven combustion turbine designs and components. This is our current estimate of the optimum 
output, however we are still considering efficiency options that may allow us to cost effectively 
increase output closer to the initial bid. 

6 .  Attachment C, Schedule 2, item p. of the RFP requires the respondent to describe the “anticipated 
environmental impact’’ of the proposed plant and to describe how the respondent intends to 
comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations. TECO references the applicable 
state and federal laws, but does not provide any description of the anticipated impact or how it 
intends to comply with those laws. Please provide such a description. 

The licensing of power plants and associated facilities in Florida requires compliance with federal, 
state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances. The primary state law goveming the licensing 
of this project is the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA). 

The PPSA establishes the state’s policy toward balancing the needs for increased electrical power 
generation with the effects on human health, the environment and ecology of the lands and waters 
within the state. In the site certification process, the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) acts as the central coordinator. Certification proceeds with the submittal of a 
Site Certification Application (SCA) to FDEP by the applicant and culminates with approval by 
the Governor and Cabinet. Since the project will be located at the Hines Energy Complex, which 

Confidential Page 1 0411 7/00 



Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 5, 2000 Letter 

lias been previously certified for an ultimate site capacity, the Project would anticipate that the 
PPSA requirements will be fulfilled through the supplemental application process, 

In addition to the PPSA process, the project will be required to comply with two federal permitting 
programs which have been delegated to the State of Florida: Federal Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) and National Polltitant Discharge Elimination. 

l 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Under the PPSA, projects are required to address the environmental impact. This project will 
involve gasifying petroleum coke to produce syngas for fuel in the combustion turbines. The 
anticipated environmental impact may be to the air quality, water quality, noise, land use, and 
solid/hazardous waste disposal. A description of the potential environmental impact and 
compliance with laws that govern these areas are described below: 

Air Ouality - Under the Florida PSD regulations, this project must meet Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) for syngas-fired turbines. To meet this requirement, a BACT 
analysis will be done and the project will use the control measures required to meet the NOx 
emissions limits. 

The air quality impacts from nitrogen oxides @Ox), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(S02), volatile organic compounds (VOC’s), and particulate matter less than IO micrometers in 
diameter will be evaluated. A modeling analysis will be done on these emissions to 
demonstrate the overall project’s impact on the federal Ambient Air Quality Standards or to the 
PSD increments from the project. 

Water Ouality - Surface Water Impacts - Under the Clean Water Act the US EPA has 
authority to regulate discharges of wastewater and stormwater into any surface water body by 
issuing a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits and 
pretreatment standards. Permit requirements will be met by adhering to any periodic testing 
requirements designated by such a permit or collecting and discharging all wastewater or 
stormwater to a closed system or one regulated under an existing NPDES permit. 

Project Water - The primary water uses for the proposed project include potable water, .plant 
water, emergency firewater, and process water. The project will be designed to: 

a Maximize water reuse and recycling, 
a Minimize groundwater withdrawals, 

Minimize water consumption, and 
Optimize the water quality of the offsite surface water and groundwater 

discharges. 

- Noise - The US EPA and OSHA have noise limitations that may impact the construction and 
operation of the proposed project. To determine the need for mitigative measures, ambient 
noise monitoring may be conducted with an evaluation of the impact to the nearest receptors. 

Land Use - The existing land use in the vicinity of the proposed project site is industrial. 
Land uses are controlled and regulated using a complex system of plans and policies, Since the 
project will be sited in an existing industrial area, there is no significant impact to land use 
expected. 

Solid/Hazardous Waste Disposal - The Non-hazardous solid byproducts generated from the 
project will be transported offsite for sale. A small amount of solids (ie refractory spent 
catalysts) will be retumed to the supplier for recycling. 

We do not intend to generate any hazardous wastes that would be sent to a permitted land 
disposal facility. 

Confidential Page 2 0411 7/00 



Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 5 ,  2000 Letter 

7 .  Please provide a 3.5” floppy diskette with Data Forms. 

Attached hereto is a 3.5” floppy diskette that contains electronic forms for all of the Data Forms 
for Eagle Energy’s response. 

- . .. .-.-,. 
ti. riease GO- sei forth I I I  ntt&r” c tu m e  mi-. riease note inat only the 

asterisked items on the form need to be completed. 

Attachment E is attached. 

9. Please describe the means by which FPC will be entitled to schedule the planned maintenance 
periods for the plant. 

In the Fall of each year, a planned maintenance schedule for the coming year would be established 
by mutual agreement considering the maintenance required by the equipment and the generation 
required by FPC. Adjustments would be made to this schedule during the year based on equipment 
and generation requirements. 

Please provide a statement identifying the pricing in the bids as guaranteed or forecast pricing. 

The pricing provided in Eagle Energy’s Proposal is a firm price based upon the terms and 
conditions set forth in the Proposal. 
Attachment C.2.1 .f. Please explain how unit performance degradation is accounted for over time. 

IO. 

1 I .  

Since the combustion turbines are operated at the shaft limit and not at the compressor limit, 
performance degradation due to compressor fouling does not occur. Compressor efficiency is 
reduced however fuel flow is increased to maintain constant electrical output. We have allowed 
sufficient design margin in the syngas facilities to provide the additional syngas until compressor 
cleaning is performed. 

Please note that the Eagle Energy Project proposal does not “pass through” fuel costs to FPC, 
consequently, heat rate degradation is at the risk of Eagle Energy. 

12. Please provide the unit capabilities on back-up fuel. 

The output on No. 2 oil should be similar to the output for any other 7FA CC unit with steam 
injection. Based on out experience at the Polk Power Plant, the total plant net output should be 
nearly the same on No. 2 oil as on syngas. 

Confidential Page 3 04/17/00 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

Eagle Energl Project 
Attachment E 

SECTION I - Generation Site Data 

A) Contact Person - Provide name and address of person completing this form 

(*)l. Name: Rebecca T. Alex 

(*)2. Address: 

(*)3, City/State/Zip: Tampa, Florida 33602 

702 North Franklin Street 

(*)4. Telephone: (813) 228-1 107 

( * ) 5 .  Date: 3/24/00 

B) Site Location 

(*) 1. County: Polk County 

(*)2. Section / Township / Range: FPC’s Hines Facility Site 

(*)3. Site Drawing: Include a site drawing indicating county, section, township, and 
In addition, for a Generation Interconnection Study, a preliminary range. 

equipment layout on the site, suitable for site plan permitting, is required. 

Land Requirements: 30 Acres 
(detailed site layout will be provided at a later date) 

C) Proposed Load Requirements for Site 

(*) 1. Required Date: 3/1/02 

(*)2. Nature of Load (Station Service, Start-up Power, Etc.) 

The only load requirement for the Project would be during the construction phase. The 
construction power requirements would be minimal. 

(*)3. Connected kVA Load: 0 kVA following commercial operation. 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

(*)4. Peak Demand kVA Load: 0 kVA following commercial operation 

(*)5. Expected Power Factor: Not applicable 

(*)6.  Service Voltage: 13.8 kV 

(*)7. Anticipated Future Load Requirements (please describe): 

I)) Other Site Information 

(*)l, Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 59OF Outdoor Ambient: 871 MVA 

(*)2. Net Generation Output (MVA) for Site @ 90°F Outdoor Ambient: 871 MVA 

(*)3. Proposed Interconnections with Other Systems (please describe): The Eagle 
Energy Project will connect to the FPC transmission system at the Hines Energy 
Complex. No interconnections with other parties is anticipated, 

E) In-Service Dates 

(*)1. Required connection to grid for generator testing: September, 2003 

(*)2. Commercial in-service date: March 31, 2004 

Confidential Page 2 0411 7/00 



Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

SECTION I1 - Individual Generator Data 

PLEASE NOTE: The answers contained in Section 11 - Individual Generator Data are estimates based on 
nt 

A) Unit Identification 

(*) 1, Plant Name and Unit Number Eagle Energy Project Unit # I  

General Electric Combustion Turbines 2. Manufacturer 

3. Generator Serial Number 

4. Turbine Serial Number 

Not Known 

Non Known 

B) Ratings and Capabilities 

1. Nameplate kV Rating (nominal design voltage) 18 kV 

2. MVA Rating: Each GE Combustion Turbine is rated at 230 MVA, the steam 
turbine will be rated at approximately 480 MVA. 

(*) 3. Gross MW Rating @? 59'F Outdoor Ambient 964MW 

(*) 4. Net MW Rating @? 59°F Outdoor Ambient 

(*) 5. Gross MW Rating @? 90°F Outdoor Ambient 

(*) 6. Net MW Rating @? 90°F Outdoor Ambient 

740 MW 

964MW 

740 MW 

7. Rated Power Factor 

8. Rated Speed 

9. Rated Turbine Capability 

10. Field Voltage at Rated Load 

1 1. Field Current at Rated Load 

12. No-load Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 

13. Air Gap Field Voltage at Generator Rated Voltage 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

14. Field Resistance ohms @ " C  

C) Inertia 

(*) 1. WRL for Generator and Exciter Not Available Ib-ft2 

(*) 2. WR2 for Turbine Not Available Ib-ft2 

(*) 3. Calculated H Constant 
(CT) 
(Steam Turbine) 

4.8 sec. @ 230 MVA 
3.5 sec. @ 480 MVA 

D) Losses and Efficiency 

1. Open circuit core loss 

2. Windage loss 

3. HZ seal and exciter friction loss 

4. Stator 12R Loss at rated power and voltage 

5 .  Rotor 12R Loss at rated power and voltage 

kW -- .. 

kW 

kW 

"C kW 

"C kW 

6. Stray Load loss 

7. Excitation losses 

kW 

kW 

E) Generator Time Constants 

1, T'do (Direct axis open circuit transient time constant) 

2. T"do (Direct axis open circuit subtransient time constant) 

3, TIq0 (Quadature axis open circuit transient time constant) 

4. 

5. Td (Short circuit time constant) 

sec 

sec 

sec 

sec 

sec 

(Quadature axis open circuit subtransient time constant) 

F) Generator Impedances (Combustion Turbines) 

(*) 1. MVA base for all impedance data 230 MVA 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

,224 

(*) 2. kV base for all impedance data 18.0 kV 

Parameter Description p.u. value 

1 (*) 3. Xd Direct axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) L.lU3 

4. X, Quadrature axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

(*) 5. X'd Direct axis transient reactance (unsaturated) .3 17 

6. Xlds Direct axis transient reactance (saturated) 

7. X', Quadrature axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

8. XIqs Quadrature axis transient reactance (saturated) 

(*) 9. Xfld Direct axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

10, X'lq Quadrature axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

1 1, Xt Armature leakage reactance 

12. RI Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

13. R2 Negative sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

14. X2 Negative sequence armature reactance at rated voltage 

15. Xo Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

16. hC Direct current armature resistance at 75" C 

17. Generator neutral grounding resistance 

(*) 1 8. Generator neutral grounding reactance 

Generator Impedances (Steam Turbine) 

(*) 1. MVA base for all impedance data 

(*) 2. kV base for all impedance data 

Parameter Description 

(*) 3. xd Direct axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

ohms 

Not Available ohms 

480 MVA 

18.0 kV 

p.u. value 

1.869 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

4. 

(*) 5. 

6 .  

7. 

8. 

(*> 9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

(*)18. 

.2 14 

X(, Quadrature axis synchronous reactance (unsaturated) 

X'd Direct axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 2 0 5  

x ds 

X', 

XIqs 

X"d 

XI', 

XL Armature leakage reactance 

RI 

R2 

X2 

Xo 

hC 

Generator neutral grounding resistance 

Generator neutral grounding reactance 

I Direct axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis transient reactance (saturated) 

Direct axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Quadrature axis subtransient reactance (unsaturated) 

Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

Negative sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

Negative sequence armature reactance at rated voltage 

Positive sequence armature resistance at 75" C 

Direct current armature resistance at 75" C 

ohms 

Not Available ohms 

G) Required Characteristic Curves and Diagrams 

(*) 1. Real and reactive power capability curves See Eagle Energy Proposal 

2. Saturation curve, full load and no-load 

3. "V" curves 

4. Governor overspeed response curve 

5. One-Line diagram showing generator and substation equipment connections 

H) Excitation System Data 

1. Excitation system type 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

2. Voltage regulator model name 

3 ,  Excitation system model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE' or 
PSS/E format 

4. Voltage compensation, supply block diagram and settings if used 

5 .  Voltage regulator overexcitation limiters, supply block diagram and model 
parameters in I E E E ~  format. 

6. Power System Stabilizer (if used), supply Power System Stabilizer block diagram 
and model parameters in IEEE or PSS/E format 

I) Turbine Governor Data 

1, SpeedLoad governor model name 

2. Governor model, supply block diagram and model parameters in IEEE3+4 or PSS/E 
format 

J) Generator Step-up Transformer Data 

1. Manufacturer 

2. ModelType 

3. Serial Number 

(*) 4. Rating 3-230 MVA, 1-480 MVA 

(*) 5 .  High voltage winding, nominal voltage 230 kV 

(*) 6. High voltage winding connection (wye/delta) wye 

(*) 7. Low voltage winding, nominal voltage 18 kV 

(*) 8. Low voltage winding connection (wye/delta) delta 

' IEEE Standard 421.5- 1992 "IEEE Recommended Practice for Excitation System Models for Power System 
Stability Studies" 

Enerev Conversion, Vol. 10, No. 4, December 1995 

Studies," IEEE transactions on Power Apparatus and Systems, Vol. PAS-92, November, 1973 

Vol.105(1), 1983 

IEEE Committee Report, "Recommended Models for Overexcitation Limiting Devices," IEEE Transactions on 

IEEE Committee Report, "Dynamic Models for Steam and Hydro Turbine Control Models for System Dynamic 

W.1. Rowen, "simplified Mathematical Representations of Heavy Duty Gas Turbines," Transactions of ASME, 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Attachment E 

p.u. 9. Transformer resistance 

(*) 10. Transformer reactance .15 p.u. ~ 

(*) 1 1.  Transformer impedance base values 230MVA 18 kV 

12. Available tap settings 

HV taps 

LV taps 

13, Expected tap settings 

HV taps 

LV taps 

kV 

kV 

kV 

kV 
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By Facsimile and Federal Express 

April 7, 2000 

Mr. Sam Doaks 
Panda Energy International, Inc. 
4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Re: Florida Power Corporation Request for Proposals 

Dear Mr. Doaks: 

This is a follow-up to my first letter in which Florida Power Corporation (FPC) 
requested that Panda Energy International Inc. (Panda) provide certain information 
required by FPC's January 26, 2000 Request for Proposals (RFP), which did not appear 
to be included in Panda's March 24, 2000 proposal. Based on an initial review, FPC 
needs clarification of certain aspects of Panda's proposal. A detailed list of the requested 
clarifications is provided in Attachment 1 to this letter. Please provide the information 
requested in Attachment 1 to me by 5:OO p.m. EST, Thursday, April 14, 2000. 

FPC appreciates your prompt attention to this matter. Again, thank you for your 
company Is interest in meeting FPC's supply-side generating resource needs. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely , 

Michael D. Rib 
Director Resource Planning 

MDR: bhl 

Enclosure 

Resource Planning Department One Power Plaza 263 13th Avenue South Mail Code BB3G St. Petersburg Florida 
33701 

A Florida Progress Company 



Attach men t 1 

Please provide the information requested below to Michael D. Rib by 5 :OO p.m. EST, - ~ - -  
Thursday, April 14, L u u U .  

1. As we indicated in our Request for Proposals (p. IO) ,  we had contemplated 
combining proposals offering less than 530 MW with other proposals as supply-side 
alternatives to FPC‘s next planned generating unit. Your proposal offers 250MW for 
two years with an option to extend the arrangement for up to three additional years. 
Based on the proposals that we have received, we have no other proposals that we can 
combine with Panda’s to create an arrangement equivalent to our proposed next 
planned generating unit. Please advise me by 5 p.m. on April 14,2000, whether you 
are prepared to offer additional Mw’s andor commit for additional years. If so, 
please provide all information that would have been required conceming your 
alternative offer(s) Fad you extended the proposal(s) in response to our original RFP] 
by 5 p.m. on April 21,2000. If we do not receive an affirmative response to this 
request by 5 p.m. on Aril 14, 2000, we will continue our evaluation of your original 
proposal on the terms you have already provided. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6 .  

Please provide a more detailed schedule, which includes, at a minimum: 

Notice to Proceed Engineering date; 
Notice to Proceed Equipment manufacturers date for combustion turbines, 
steam turbines, and heat recovery steam generators; 
Mobilization date; 
HRSG ship dates beginning and end dates; 
Steam turbine ship dates beginning and end; 
Combustion turbine ship dates beginning and end; and 
Start up and commissioning schedule, first fire to commercial operation. 

Please provide the expected construction work schedule and the peak manpower 
loading and duration. 

List operating units and commercial operation date for “F” technology for 1x1 and 
2x1 * 

Please identify the back up fuel that will be used, the quantity of back up &el that will 
be stored on site, and the number of days the plant will be able to operate using the 
back up fuel stored on site. 

Please confirm that the point of delivery is Lake County, Florida, Township 20 S, 
Range 24 E, Section 8. 



7 .  Please discuss whether Panda would agree to FPC's consent and approval of the long 
term operation and maintenance plan if ownership is ever transfened or OStM 
outsourced. 

5 .  Please id 'rfy a id  ~ - ~ r r r ; a f f c e  rc-lty p ~ x c t  
penalties if the plant is off-line for extended periods. 

9. Please state whether Panda expects to obtain non-recourse financing. 

10. Please discuss whether Panda would agree to operation by Automatic Generation 
Control for load following fiom FPC's Energy Control Center with mutually 
agreeable limits on demand fluctuations. 

1 1. Please confirm that FPC will not pay for emissions allowances, 

12. Please discuss what the fuel transportation rate will be applied to, assuming that 
FPC contracts for 250 MW of capacity. 

13. Please discuss FPC's relative rights to the 250 MW of capacity, given that the plant 
is capable of generating 1000 MW. For example, does FPC get the first 250 Mw, 
or 25% of whatever the site can generate at any given time? 

14. Please specify whether each of the MWh of energy will be charged at the 
overcapacity heat rate, or only that energy associated with the increase from 
250 MW up to 279 MW. 

2 



Telecom Message 

Date: 4/1 O/OO 2 .5 ;  i .  
Time: 3:40 pm 

Initiated By: Sam Doaks, Panda Energy 
(972)455-3842 

To: Michael Rib, Florida Power 
Rebecca Jensen, Florida Power 

Mr. Doaks called in response to the two letters from Florida Power, both 
dated April 7th? requesting responses to threshold questions and proposal 
clarifications. (Note: The threshold question letter was an update from an 
original letter dated April 5'h. The letter was updated to accommodate 
some missing pages from Panda's original proposal ... see Telecom 
Message dated 4/6/00 for further information.) 

With respect to the "Clarifications" Letter dated April 7, 2000: 

He asked about Item I where FPC was asking Panda if they would 
consider bidding 530 MW and/or a longer period. He was confused as 
to whether or not FPC would consider the proposal if the bid wasn't 
changed. He was advised that, as stated, FPC had not received any 
other bids to match theirs with and that FPC would have to develop an 
approach to meet the need. We reaffirmed to him that if Panda chooses 
not to change their bid, we will still consider it, as originally proposed. 
It was mentioned that we would likely pair it with a peaking unit, or 
something like that to cover the capacity requirement. 

0 With respect to Item I, he mentioned that he didn't understand why they 
would need to extend their bid, since that wasn't a capacity issue. He 
was advised that if Panda didn't want to extend their bid, we would 
consider it as originally proposed. 

0 With respect to Item 1, he was unsure whether the remainder of the 
clarification questions needed to be answered if Panda does not offer 
an amended proposal. He was advised that these questions were 
relevant to Panda's original bid and would be relevant to any different 
proposals they might offer. Therefore, the questions need to be 
answered in all cases. 
With respect to Item 2, Mr. Doaks referred to the detailed project 
schedule included with the proposal and asked if FPC really needed 
additional information. He was advised that similar information was 
being requested from other bidders as well, so part of the purpose is 
consistency. He was also informed that some of the specific issues 
requested (e.g. HRSG and CT commitment and delivery dates) had not 

CON FB DENTIAL Prepared 411 1/00 
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been specifically identified in the Panda proposal schedule and were 
key to the feasibility evaluation being performed by FPC. 
With respect to Item 5, he asked why more information was being 
requested on backup fuel when their proposal does not include backup 
m e i w w -  
bidders and was included for consistency. If there are no plans for 
backup fuel, he was advised to respond with a statement to that effect. 

0 With respect to Item 6, he was unsure why FPC was asking for 
confirmation that the point of delivery was a t  a point different than the 
substation identified in the proposal. He was informed that FPC 
considers the delivery point at  the plant's grid interface point which 
would, in this case, be the high side breakers. This is a technical 
clarification necessary for consistency with FERC interpretation in the 
transmission assessment, given that the plant is actually -5 miles from 
the substation and that delivery will not actually occur at the FPC 
substation specified in the proposal. 

No other issues were discussed and the teleconference was concluded. 

Michael Rib 

CONFlDENTlAL Prepared 411 1/80 
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rfp res pons e /go c, o p en ma i I 

From: 
Sent: 
Io: 
Subject: 

rfpresponse /goc,openmail 
Tuesday, April 11, 2000 9:20 AM 
'Sam Doaks (E-mail)' 
Clarification Discussions 

Importance: High 

Mr. Doaks: 

In following my previous email transmittal, we are anticipating having responses from your company to our 
questions/clarifications or before April 17th. After we've had an opportunity to review this information, I suspect that we 
would benefit from a follow-up conversation which I would like to schedule on the 19th or 20th of April. We could 
schedule a teleconference or we could arrange to meet in person. Please let me know what you think would work the 
best for you. 

Thanks ... Michael Rib 

'' 

1 



rfp res p on s e Ig o c,  ope nma i I 

From: 
Sent: 
0: 

cc: 
Subject: 

SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com [SamD@pandaenergy.com] 
Tuesday, April 11, 2000 11:45 AM 
rfpresponse /internet/dd.RFC-822=rfpresponse@fpc.com 
SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com 
Re: Attachments 

Michael, 

That is very much of interest to me. I have to travel on Wednesday and Thursday of this 
week; that extension is very timely. 

In response to YOUK second memo, I would very much like to meet with you in person for the 
follow-up discussion. April 19th would work best, but April 20th will work as well. 
Please let know. 

Thank you very much. 
Sam Doaks 

>>> <rfpresponse@fpc.com> 04/10/00 05:04PM >>> 
I've attached the documents you requested. I am also in a position to 
extend your response date from April 13th/14th to Monday April 17th if 
that is of interest to you. Please confirm for me that you have 
received this message. 

Thanks . . . Michael Rib 



rfp res pons e /go c , open ma i I 

From: 
Sent: 

Subject: 
0: 

rfp res po ns e /go c , o pen m a i I 
Wednesday, April 12, 2000 5:46 PM 
'Sam Doaks (E-mail)' 
Follow-Up 

Sam: 

Thank you for your email response. I am trying to target a meeting for us in the morning on April l%h, which was your 
preference. Please pencil that in while I work to confirm this time slot. 

Michael Rib 
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rfp res pons e /g oc, ope n ma i I 

From: 
Sent: 

Subject: 
0: 

rfpresponse /goc,openmail 
Thursday, April 13, 2000 4 5 3  PM 
'Sam Doaks (E-mail)' 
Proposal Discussion Meeting 

I am in the process of firming up our schedule for next week. Subject to your availability, I've tentatively scheduled a 
meeting on Wednesday, April 19th, from 1 :30 to 3:30 pm at our offices in downtown St. Petersburg. The purpose of this 
meeting is to provide you an opportunity to present your proposal to us and to follow up on any questions or clarification 
we might not have fully understood in your April 17th responses. Please plan on a presentation of one hour or less, 
leaving sufficient time for discussion afterwards. 

Please contact me and let me know if this meets with your approval. I look forward to hearing from you. If, for some 
reason, I cannot be reached to discuss this meeting, please feel free to contact either Bette Leanes (727.826.4380) or 
Becky Jensen (727.826.4240). 

Thanks ... Michael Rib 

1 



rfp res p o n s e /go c , o p e n m a i I 

From: SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com [SamD@pandaenergy.com] 
Sent: 

CC: SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com; Admin.Dallas.Panda 

Friday, April 14, 2000 6 : O O  PM 
0: rfpresponse /internet/dd.RFC-822=rfpresponse@fpc.com 

/internet/dd.RFC-822=Admin.Dallas.Panda@pandaenergy.com; RalphK.Dallas.Panda 
/internetrdd.RFC-822=RalphK.Dallas.Panda@pandaenergy.com 
I"\C. I", 

Michael  , 

I w i l l  b e  a t  your  o f f i c e  a t  1:30 p.m. on A p r i l  1 9 t h  d i s c u s s  Panda ' s  p r o p o s a l .  

Thank You 
Sam Doaks 

>>> < r f p r e s p o n s e @ f p c . c o m >  04/13/00 03:49PM >>> 
M r .  Doaks: 

I am i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  f i r m i n g  up o u r  s c h e d u l e  f o r  n e x t  w e e k .  S u b j e c t  
t o  your  a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  I ' v e  t e n t a t i v e l y  s c h e d u l e d  a mee t ing  on Wednesday, 
A p r i l  1 9 t h ,  from 1:30 t o  3 : 3 0  pm a t  o u r  o f f i c e s  i n  downtown S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g .  The p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  mee t ing  i s  t o  p r o v i d e  you a n  
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  p r e s e n t  your p r o p o s a l  t o  US and t o  f o l l o w  up on any 
q u e s t i o n s  OK c l a r i f i c a t i o n  w e  might  n o t  have f u l l y  u n d e r s t o o d  i n  y o u r  
A p r i l  1 7 t h  r e s p o n s e s .  Please p l a n  On a PKeSentatiOn of  one hour  o r  
less,  l e a v i n g  s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  a f t e r w a r d s .  

Please c o n t a c t  m e  and l e t  m e  know i f  t h i s  meets w i t h  your  a p p r o v a l .  I 
look fo rward  t o  h e a r i n g  from you. I f ,  f o r  some r e a s o n ,  I c a n n o t  b e  
-cached t o  d i s c u s s  t h i s  mee t ing ,  p l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  t o  c o n t a c t  e i t h e r  
, e t t e  Leanes (727 .826 .4380)  O K  Becky J e n s e n  ( 7 2 7 . 8 2 6 . 4 2 4 0 ) .  

Thanks . .. Michae l  Rib 

1 



rfpresponse /goc,openmail 

From: 
Tent: 

CC: 
Subject: 

0: 

SamD /internetldd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com [SamD@pandaenergy.com] 
Monday, April 17, 2000 4 5 1  PM 
rfpresponse Anterneffdd .RFC-822=rfpresponse@fpcS com 
SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@~andaenernv.com -.  -. 
Panda Data Request Responses 

Reply Leller pallach2a.doc pallach3a.doc 

4-1 7-001.doc Mike, 

I have attached Panda's responses to FPC's data request 

Thank you 
Sam H. Doaks, Sr. 

1 



Attachment 1 

Please provide the information requested below to Michael D. Rib by 5:OO p.m. EST, 
I - 1  * A  rrnnn 

1. As we indicated in our Request for Proposals (p. IO),  we had contemplated 
combining proposals offering less than 530 MW with other proposirls as suppljs-sidc 
alternatives to FPC's next planned generating unit. Your proposal oflers ,350MWfbl- 
two years with an option to extend the arrangement for up to three adclitionul yeurs. 
Based on the proposals that we have received] we have no other proposals that we 
can combine with Panda's to create an arrangement equivalent to our proposed next 
planned generating unit. Please advise me by 5p.m. on April 14,2000, whether you 
are prepared to offer additional A4Wk and/or commit for additional years. rfso, 
please provide all information that would have been required concerning your 
alternative offer@) [had you extended the proposal(s) in response to our original 
RFP] by 5p.m. on April 21, 2000. I fwe do not receive an affirmative response to this 
request by 5p.m. on Aril 14,2000, we will continue our evaluation ofyour original 
proposal on the terms you have already provided. 

Panda is willing to consider offering FPC a second block of capacity and energy. If 
FPC decided to purchase the first and second block of capacity and energy, the total 
amount would be equal to 500 Mw of base load capacity and energy, with an over- 
capacity amount equal to 530 Mw. The second block of capacity and energy for the 
initial term and the optional terms will be priced differently than the 250 Mw 
initially offered. If both blocks are purchased, we would also look at establishing 
another (intermediate) break point between the minimum output level of 175 Mw 
and the new base load amount of 500 Mw. The intermediate break point, heat rate 
and associated start charges would be related to the operation of the second 
combustion turbine. 

Although most issues in our proposal are subject to negotiations, Panda is not 
initially inclined to offer fixed capacity terms for a period of more than five years. 
Panda considers two to five year sales as long-term transactions. However, there 
could be room to discuss giving FPC the first right to negotiate a new contract after 
the initial and optional terms. 

2. Please provide a more detailed schedule, which includes, at a minimum: 

(a) Notice to Proceed Engineering date; February 1,2001 

(b) Notice to Proceed Equipment manufacturers date for combustion 
turbines, steam turbines, Purchase order for the GE combustion 
turbines and steam turbines was executed on December 20,1999. 



(c) Notice to Proceed for the hent recovey* s t e m  geuei-utors; March 1 ,  
2001 

(d) Mohilizatioii date; August 1,2001 
'%?"X s 
15,2002 

(e) Steam turbine ship dates beginning and end; April 30,2002 to May 
31,2002 

fl Combustion turbine ship dates beginning and end; April 30,2002 to 
June 30,2002 

(d Start up and commissioning schedule, first fire to commercial 
operation. First fire October 15,2002. Final plant commercial 
operation for 1070 Mw (includes duct-firing capacity) March 31,2003 

3. Please provide the expected construction work schedule and the peak manpower 
loading and duration. 

Peak work force 800 
Average work force 450 

4. List operating units and commercial operation date for "F '' technology for  1x1 and 
2x1 * 

First unit commercial operation 1 x 1  is January 15,2003 
Second unit commercial operations 2x1  is January 15,2003 

5. Please identijj the back up fuel that will be used, the quantity of back up fuel that will 
be stored on site, and the number of days theplant will be able to operate using the 
back up fuel stored on site. 

Panda's Leesburg project is designed to burn one fuel type, natural gas. There are 
no plans to store or burn an alternate fuel type. However, the Leesburg project will 
have flexible natural gas delivery from Gulf Stream (primary) and FGT (through 
the Panda Midway project). 

6 .  Please confirm that the point of delivery is Lake County, Florida, Township 20 S, 
Range 24 E, Section 8. 

The delivery point will be at the Panda Leesburg substation, located in Lake 
County, Florida, Township 20 S, Range 24 E, Section 8, approximately 3 miles 
southeast of Central Florida substation on the Central Florida-Windermer double 
circuit 230 Kv line. 
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7 .  Please discuss whether Panda would agree to FPC’s conseiit and cippr’owil of the 
long term operation and maintenance pian ifownei-shi$ is ever’ tr’ciiisfer’red or O&hl 
outso urced. 

Service Agreements. At this point, Panda does not foresee selling this facility or  
outsourcing the O&M services. We understand FPC’s concern and might be 
persuaded to consider this issue if FPC were making a much longer term purchase 
from the project. However, with a two-year commitment and annual options to 
extend for three years, on a new facility, we feel that FPC’s exposure is very small. 

8.  Please identifr and explain thepeformance requirements and capacity payment 
penalties if the plant is off-line for extendedperiods. 

Subject to the “Condition Precedent” in Panda’s original proposal and negotiated 
“Force Majeure” provisions of a power sales agreement, Panda will guarantee a 
93.5% annual availability. 

Subject to the above stated Conditions Precedent and Force Majeure provision, to 
the extent that a sufficient number of elements at the plant are unavailable for an 
extended period of time, and delivery of any or all of FPC’s power purchase is 
affected, Panda will: (a) deliver alternate power to FPC’s system or (b) pay FPC the 
net replacement cost for power that would have been purchased from the project. 
Such deliveries or  payments will be made from the beginning of the outage period 
until FPC’s power schedules, up to the contract amount, are resumed or until the 
end of the then current delivery term, whichever occurs sooner. 

9. Please state whether Panda expects to obtain non-recoursefinancing. 

Yes, Panda will obtain non-recourse financing for the Leesburg Project. Additional 
note: Within the last six months Panda financed two 1,000 Mw power projects in 
Texas. 

10. Please discuss whether Panda would agree to operation by Automatic Generation 
Control for  load followingfrom FPC’S Energy Control Center with mutually 
agreeable limits on demandfluctuations. 

As previously stated, Panda is agreeable to allowing FPC to control its purchased 
contract amount from the plant via dynamic schedules or  pseudo schedules. In 
addition, Panda is interested in discussing the mutual benefit of FPC providing 
AGC for the entire plant. 

1 1. Please confirm that FPC will not pay for emissions allowances. 
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All current regulatory allowances, fees, taxes and other costs, including emission 
allowances, associated with the generation and delivery of the contracted power to 
the Delivery Point required by federal, state and local authorities will be assumed b j  
Panda. 

12. Please discuss what the fuel transportation rate will be applied to, assuming that 
FPC contracts for 250 MW of capacity. 

The fuel transportation rate for a 250 Mw purchase would be applied to the fuel 
required to generate the contracted power at the applicable contracted heat rate. 
For example: If FPC scheduled the base load amount (250 Mw) for 24 hours, times 
7,100 Btu/kWh heat rate. If FPC generates at a level other than base load the 
applicable minimum or  over-capacity heat rate would be used. 

13. Please discuss FPC's relative rights to the 250 MWof capacity, given that the plant 
is capable of generating 1000 M. For example, does FPC get the first 250 MW, 
or 25% of whatever the site can generate at any given time? 

Panda will not sell more than 50% of its project under long-term contract. The 
remaining capacity will be used as one level of assurance for delivery of Panda's 
long-term commitments. If an aggregate of 540 Mw are under long-term contract 
from our 1,080 Mw plant (includes duct firing capability), has its total capability 
reduced by 550 Mw, then each of the aggregated customers would be reduced 
equally if alternate power or  replacement power can not be obtained. 

14. Please spec13 whether each of the MWh of energy will be charged at the over- 
capacity heat rate, or only that energy associated with the increase from 250 Mw 
up to 2 7 9 m  

Only the energy above 250 Mw o r  base load will be subject to the over-capacity heat 
rate. 
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rfp response Ig oc, op en ma i I 

From: 
Sent: 

Subject: 
0: 

rfpresponse /goc,openmail 
Tuesday, April 18, 2000 11:29 AM 
'Sam Doaks (E-mail)' 
Proposal Review Meeting 

Importance: High 

Confirming our telephone conversation yesterday afternoon (4/17/00): 

We did receive the email and fax versions of your responses to our questions and clarifications. Thanks, 

We are still planning to meet with you tomorrow afternoon to discuss the proposal. Our intent is to focus on the 
proposal and the questions and clarifications we've exchanged to date to reach a thorough understanding of your 
offering. I look forward to seeing you here tomorrow. 

Directions from Tampa Airport: 

Airport Access Road to 275 South (St. Petersburg) 
Exit 175 to Downtown St. Petersburg (Landmark - Dome Stadium) 
175 Dead-Ends into a trafftc light @ 4th Street. 
Continue 1 block to 3rd Street and TURN RIGHT (South). 
Travel South on 3rd Street for several blocks. 
Pass the Salvador Dali Museum on the Left. 
Next Building on the Left is Florida Power (Tall Brick Building) 
Visitor's Lot Entrance - Just South of the Building 

Michael Rib 

J 
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Meeting Notes 
Panda Energy Proposal Clarification 
April 19,2000 @ 1:30P.M. 
Bayboro Offices of Florida Power Corporation 

Michael Rib 
Jim Rocha 
Mark McKeage 
Becky Jensen 
Ben Crisp (part-time) 

Sam Doaks, Manager, Power Marketing 

PHB Hagler Bailly 

Alan Taylor (teleconference) 

This meeting was held to provide both FPC and Panda the opportunity to,reach a clear 
understanding of the proposal offered by Panda Energy to FPC under FPC's RFP for power in 
November 2003. 

Panda did not have a formal presentation. Mr. Doaks came primarily to answer questions. 

General Questions and Discussion 

1. FPC asked for clarification of the term "current" in reference to regulatory taxes and fees. 

Panda responded that they will cover taxes and fees related to compliance that they are 
currently aware of. There may be regulatory (law) changes that can't be anticipated that 
may require adjustments. However, Panda will cover any expenses required to keep the 
plants in compliance. 

2. FPC asked several questions on heat rates and load points to better understand the load 
versus heat rate characteristic intended in the formula energy price. 

Panda responded that if FPC requested just below or just above 250 MW (the Base 
Rating), the higher heat rates apply. The base heat rate only applies at 250 MW. Panda 
would prefer this contract to run base loaded. Panda agreed to provideFPC with a curve 
to help illustrate heat rate response. (Action: Panda) 

3. FPC asked about the proposal terms relating to the option to take "extra" capacity. 

Panda acknowledged that payment is required for any use above 250 MW, based on 
FPC's nominated off-take (for as few as 15 minutes), based on calendar month periods, 
By example, a request for capacity over 250 MW on the last day of the month would 
incur a full month's charge for the MWs requested. Once a request is made (and 
delivered) for capacity over the 250 MW Base, FPC would be entitled to call upon that 
"extra" capacity as often as it wanted to for the remaining portion of the calendar month. 

4. FPC asked several questions to better understand Panda Energy's fuel plan. 

Panda's proposal and their Response To Clarification (RTC) indicate that the Panda 
Energy Leesburg plant will be served by the new Gulfstream Pipeline. (Noted: FPC has 
never seen this lateral on any of the system maps or documentation for Gulfstream.) 

4/19/00 Meeting Notes - Panda Energy 
Confidential 
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Panda advised that they are in the process of negotiating deliveries with Gulfstream. 
They also explained that they will be able to backfeed gas through the Gulfstream 
Pipeline from it's downstream connection at their proposed Midway Plant, where they will 
have pipeline feeds from both Gulfstream and Florida Gas Transmission (FGT). That is 
how they propose to offer high reliability power supply without backup fuel. The 

ability to move gas between the Leesburg and Midway plants. 

1- 
d 5  

5 .  FPC requested further clarification of the gas transportation charges in the proposal. 

Panda advised that there are no take or pay provisions to FPC for gas transportation in 
the proposal. Their proposal includes an adder of $0.82/MWh for each MWh that FPC 
takes, but FPC has no additional obligation for gas payments. All fixed charges that 
Panda expects to receive are already in the quoted capacity prices. However, FPC 
would not have any rights to utilize Panda's gas transportation outside of the power 
purchases. (This could be negotiated as an option.) 

6. Through the course of the meeting, FPC pursued several lines of inquiry related to the 
proposed availability guarantees and any relationships between contract availability and the 
availability and/or forced outage rates of the physical generating units. For example, Panda's 
proposal guarantees 93.5% availability with EFOR at 1.2%. What is the correlation? 

Panda's response was that they would achieve the 93.5% availability through delivery of 
power from Leesburg, Midway or the market. The EFOR is, in essence, an indicator that, 
when combined with the anticipated maintenance outage rates, roughly equates to the 
targeted availability in baseload service. Panda stated that it was their intention to 
provide power to meet the guaranteed rates. They would coordinate with FPC in 
advance for maintenance requirements that would render power unavailable during the 
normal maintenance periods (shoulder months). 

The power sale is being offered as a "system sale" which means that power availability is 
not intended to be tied to the performance of any physical unit. Rather, FPC will have 
access to power from their "system" on a priority basis. According to Mr. Doaks, this is 
one of the reasons that Panda doesn't plan to commit more than 50% of the facilities to 
long term contracts,. Further, he explained that they intend to deliver power as long as it 
is available and not play games with withholding power once the guaranteed availability 
target had been satisfied. Panda agreed to clarify this in a follow-up communication. 
(Action- Panda) 

7. FPC asked about the proposed "Conditions Precedent" on page 4 of the proposal which 
states that the agreement may be terminated without penalty by Panda if financing is not 
secured for the Leesburg facilities. Also, "Credit" provisions appear not to be final until 
financial closing. This concern, as it was explained, is based in FPC's need to assure that 
the needs of the customers are met. 

Panda confirmed that the "Conditions Precedent" would apply, not only to financing 
ability, but also legal difficulties (e.g. prohibition of merchant plants in Florida). 

8. FPC returned to clarification of maintenance outage impacts on availability in the proposal. In 
Attachment C, Panda would have 500 hours per year to perform maintenance while the 
information in Table 6 varies from 144 to 480 hours per year. 

Panda clarified that each year, they would have a window of up to 500 hours to perform 
scheduled maintenance. This time slot would be scheduled with FPC in advance, but 
would not necessarily relate to a specific unit or physical component. The responses in 
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Table 6 were intended to typify the maintenance cycles for the proposed combined cycle 
plants. 

Review of Panda's 4/17/00 Responses: 
FPC's "Minimum Requirements Attachment 1 (Rev. I)" dated 4/7/00 

Note: FPC's stated "positions" on these memo items were offelered with respect to the bidder having 
responded to the minimum requirements of the RFP. 

Item 1 : FPC requested a copy of the public announcement. 

Panda agreed to provide. (Action: Panda). 

FPC Position: OK with copy of the announcement. 

Item 2: Items had been previously discussed in the meeting. 

FPC Position: OK. 

Item 3: FPC attempted to clarify whether Panda was offering to allow real time dispatch of the 
250 MW block by offering to connect AGC for the entire plant. 

Panda's response provided that power could be dynamically scheduled, but that their 
desire is still to have day-ahead schedules for the power that is going to be called upon. 
The considerations for connecting Panda's proposed facilities to FPC's AGC are a matter 
to be discussed later since they are, in effect, totally outside this proposal. 

FPC Position: Proposal understood. 

Item 4: FPC again requested the cost data for the facilities in Panda's proposal. 

Panda again responded that this information was considered proprietary and would not 
be able to provide it. 

FPC Position: FPC agreed that this would not be an issue for setting the proposal aside, 
as long as the prices (capacity, energy formula) in the contracts were guaranteed. 
However, Panda was put on notice that this information might be required at a later date 
in a regulatory proceeding. 

Item 5 :  FPC agreed to move ahead with the financials that have been provided. 

Panda agreed to forward the 9/30/99 unaudited Financial Statement. 
(Action: Panda) 

FPC Position: FPC will move forward with information provided. 

Item 6: FPC restated that litigation history related to power supply contracts was very important 
and must be provided. FPC needs to understand Panda's relationships with their other 
customers. A brief statement on the current dispute with Panda-Rosemary's steam host 
had been provided, but no other information, including mention of the difficulties with FPC 
on the Panda-Kathleen standard offer contract, had been sent. 

Apparently, Panda's attorney didn't feel that the FPC litigation applied to the RFP 
question that was asked. Also, HR issues didn't seem to apply. Mr. Doaks agreed to 
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consult with his attorney again. He said he had specifically asked the  attorney about 
FPC. 

FPC Position: This item requires a response identifying all related litigation, including the 
FPC historv. 

Items 7 through 11: All written responses provided by Panda were deemed acceptable for the 
purpose of FPC's proposal review. 

Review of Panda's 4/17/00 Responses: 
FPC's "Proposal Clarifications = Attachment 1" dated 4/7/00 

Item 1 : At FPC's request, Panda agreed to structure an additional 250 MW block offering. FPC 
was expecting pricing and terms on that additionat block by April 21". Panda anticipated having 
the pricing to FPC by April 2Oth. Panda expressed some concern over taking the additional power 
off the market through October. Panda will address this concern in their response to pricing and 
terms. FPC suggested that it would be helpful to keep the option open through October 1"to 
help get through the regulatory process, if that is appropriate. 

Item 4: FPC asked for more information on the "F" technology machines that Panda has claimed 
experience with in their response. Panda explained that the units referred to in their response 
(i.e. the units starting in January 2003) are planned to be built in Guadaloupe. More information 
to follow. 

Item 8: FPC asked if there would be a cap on damages if Panda doesn't make the 93.5% 
guaranteed availability? Panda replied that they do not expect to go below 93.5% and would 
purchase energy in the market place. They further stated that as long as power is available at a 
price and Panda is, or is in danger of being, below the availability guarantee, Panda will deliver 
power. They related that they haven't been asked what they would do if they couldn't buy power 
in the marketplace. Further conversation about the relationship between plant operations, forced 
outage rates (FOR) and availability was discontinued and FPC concluded that it needed to 
disregard the quoted FOR'S and use the 93.5% availability target at the quoted price. Panda 
needed to clarify their position on damages if the availability rate is not met. 

Item 14: FPC asked for clarification on the formula heat rate for energy taken above the 250 MW 
base, up to the limit of 279 MW on the supplemental capacity. Panda advised that the formula 
heat rate only goes up for the portion of the energy take above 250 MW. The remaining 250 MW 
are at the quoted baseload heat rate. 

As a sidebar, Panda asked if FPC had received any other proposals under 250 MW? FPC relied 
that it had not. 

The clarification discussion drew to a close and Mr. Doaks quickly reviewed his follow-up action 
items prior to conclusion of the meeting: 

Panda will: 

Provide a copy of 9/99 unaudited financials 
Provide a copy of the published newspaper notice 
Verify the litigation information requested, and 
Provide pricing for the 500 MW offering. 
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rfpresponse /goc,openmail 

From: 
Cent: 
0: 

c c :  
Subject: 

SamD /internet/dd.RFC-822=SamD@pandaenergy.com [SamD@pandaenergy.com] 
Thursday, April 20, 2000 4:23 PM 
rfpresponse /internet/dd. RFC-822=rfpresponse@fpc.com 
SamD /internetldd.RFC-822=SamD@~andaenerav.com -. - *  

Additional Capacity and Energy 

Followup Lelter Followup prlcing 

4-2040,doc 4-2040.doc Mike, 

I enjoyed my meeting with you and the rest of the evaluation team yesterday. As promised 
I have attached the pricing f o r  the second block of power. I have also indicated in the 
letter that I expect to have two other documents to you by next Tuesday. Have a good 
holiday. 

Sam Doaks 

By the way Bonefish was very good.  

1 



PANDA ENERGY 
INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
The Global Power Company 

Mr. Michael Rib 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 13‘h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Via Facsimile: 72 7-826-4333 
Via Federal Express 

Dear Michael: 

Re: 

As we discussed in your office on Wednesday April 19, 2000, Panda is offering Florida Power 
Corporation (FPC) a second block of capacity and energy. The second block of capacity and 
energy consists of a 250 Mw base load piece and an additional 1 Mw over-capacity piece, If 
FPC elects to purchase both blocks, the total available to you would be 500 Mw base load and 
530 Mw over-capacity. The attached sheet has the pricing for the second block of capacity and 
energy under base load conditions. In addition, we are working to identify the various load 
break-points that may be crossed fiom zero to full load with duct-firing and down to minimum 
load. These break-points are expected to be based on combinations of 1x1 and 2x1 
configurations, This is being done to address Jim Rocha’s idea of developing a range of heat 
rate values and load levels. I expect to be in a position to provide this data by Tuesday of next 
week. 

Florida Power Corporation’s Request for Proposals 

Panda action items: (a) We have asked our Florida public relations group to mail a clipping of 
our public notice directly to you. The public notice was run in the Lake County Daily 
Conxnercial newspaper. (b) You will also find in the overnight package a copy of Panda’s un- 
audited financials for the period of January 1, 1999, through September 30, 1999. (c) I am 
planning to have the litigation history issued resolved by next Tuesday. 

Finally, I realize that you continue to have some concerns regarding the guaranteed availability 
rate in our proposal. Panda has no intentions of manipulating the allowed forced outage hours 
and maintenance outage hours for economic reasons. We have been able to successfully address 
these issues in contract negotiations. 

Sincerely, 

Sam H. Doaks, Sr. 
Manager, Power Marketing 

4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001, Dallas, Texas 75244 
PHONE - 972/980-7159 FAX - 972/980-6815 



PRICING OF SECOND BLOCK OF CAPACITY AND ENERGY 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Contract Capacity: 250 Mw 

Contract Te rm:  2 years beginning November 1, 2003 through October 31. 2005 with 
three one-year extensions! at FPC's option. Option notification hilie lo 
be defined. 

Initial Delivery Term 
First Optional Term 
Second Optional Term 
Third Optional Term 

Nov 1, 2003 - Oct 3 1,2005 
Nov 1,2005 - Oct 31,2006 
Nov 1,2006 - Oct 31,2007 
Nov 1,2007 - Oct 31,2008 

Energy Type: 

Capacity 
Payment: 

Pricing Summary:  

Energy shall be provided as system fimi energy in quantities up to the 
Contract Capacity. 

Initial Delivery Term $9.1 0 per kW -month 
First Optional Term $9.45 per kW-month 
Second Optional Term $9.80 per kW-month 
Third Optional Term $10.15 perkW-month 

Note: In any hour that FPC elects to exercise its option to generate 
above the base load rate, up to the over capacity rate limit, FPC will pay 
the applicable monthly capacity payment times the over capacity load 
rate for the entire month. 



PANDA ENERGY 
INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
The Global Power Company 

April 25,2000 

Mr. Michael Rib 
Florida Power Corporation 
263 13‘h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Via Facsimile: 72 7-826-4333 
Via Federal Express 

Dear Michael: 

Re: Florida Power Corporation’s Request for Proposals 

I have attached the final two action items that I had fiom our meeting last week. These items are 
(a) break point, heat rates and plant configurations for various load levels that may be crossed 
from zero to full load with duct-firing and down to minimum load and, (b) Panda’s ten year 
litigation history. 

As we were identifying the new generation break points, we discovered an error in our 
calculation of the heat rate for minimum load. This heat rate was originally submitted in our 
proposal as 9,486 BtdkWh at 175 Mw. The heat rate for the 175 Mw load level is 8,700 
Btu/kWh. 

Sincerely, 

Sam H. Doaks, Sr. 
Manager, Power Marketing 

Enclosures: 

4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 1001, Dallas, Texas 75244 
PHONE! - 972/980-7159 FAX - 9721980-6815 



Load break points, unit configuration and heat rate for the total capacity and 
energy offered to FPC by Panda 

Contract Capacity & Energy Resource - n m e a k  Brrmts: L- h 

Contract Heat 
n I7 

Over Capacity Load (Up to 530 Mw) 
Base Load (500 Mw) 
Minimum Load (350 Mw) 
Intermediate Load (300 Mw) 
Over Capacity Load (Up to 279 Mw) 
Base Load (250 Mw) 

I 

2 x 1  8,619 GuIkWh 
2x1 7,000 Btu/kWh 
2 x 1  8,700 Btu/kWh 
2x1 9,055 Btu/kWh 
1x1 8,619 Btu/kWh 
1x1 7,000 BtukWh 

Please provide the required 10-year summary of litigation activity. (RFP, 
Attachment C, Section 1, item 2c). 

In the course of the Company’s business its affiliates may encounter situations relating to 
their normal operations that relate to contract disputes (and resolutions) some of which 
may involve various causes of action prosecuted by or against such affiliates. Certain of 
these actions, as disclosed in the public filings of certain affiliates include: 

Panda Rosemary, L.P. is currently engaged in litigation involving the transfer by its 
sieam host at its North Carolina operations of the underlying contract to a purchaser of 
the host’s facility, without compliance with the terms of such contract. Panda Rosemary, 
L.P. continues to provide steam and chilled water to this host during the pendency of this 
litigation 

Another affiliate of the Company was recently served, through its agent, a complaint 
styled Potomac Electric Power Company v. Panda Brandywine, L.P. in Civil Action No. 
SOOCVllO3 filed in the United States District Court for the District of Maryland, 
Northern Division. The complaint asks for a declaratory judgment that the project is not 
being operated as a Qualifying Facility pursuant to PURPA, and claims remedies for 
breach of contract and certain other matters. This affiliate intends to defend this lawsuit 
vigorously. 

Another affiliate of the Company has, in the past, been involved in litigation with a 
Florida Utility regarding the terms of a standard offer contract that was subsequently 
abrogated by the utility. This affiliate was thwarted in all further development of the 
proposed facility and, in addition to its legal fees, forfeited a letter of credit in the amount 
of $750,000 to this utility. 

There are no other litigation issues to report. 



By Facsimile and Federal Express 

April 7 ,  2000 

Ms. Becky Alex 
TECO Power Services Corporation 
702 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Re: Florida Power Corporation Request for Proposals 

Dear Ms. Alex: 

This is a follow-up to my April 5 ,  2000 letter in which Florida Power Corporation 
(FPC) requested that TECO Power Services Corporation and Texaco Power and 
Gasification Global Inc. provide certain information required by FPC’s January 26, 2000 
Request for Proposals (RFP), which did not appear to be included in the March 27, 2000 
Eagle Energy Project proposal. Based on an initial review, FPC needs clarification of 
certain aspects of the Eagle Energy Project proposal. A detailed list of the requested 
clarifications is provided in Attachment 1 to this letter. Please provide the information 
requested in Attachment 1 to me by 5:OO p.m. EST, Friday, April 14, 2000. 

FPC appreciates your prompt attention to this matter. Again, thank you for your 
company’s interest in meeting FPC’s supply-side generating resource needs. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely , 

Michael D. Rib 
Director Resource Planning 

Enclosure 



Attachment 1 

Please provide the information requested below to Michael D. Rib by 5:OOp.m. EST, 
Friday, April 14,2000. 

1. Please verify whether natural gas will be used as back up fuel to the synthetic gas. If 
so, please specify the MW, HRHHV and turndown capability. 

2. Please describe how the slag and any other solid wastes from the gasification and 
related chemical processes will be disposed of and where it will be disposed. 

3. Please state how much slag per year is likely to be generated from the proposed 
facility. 

4. Please verify that the summer and winter ratings are equal and explain why they are 
equal. 

5 .  Please provide a footprint of the major facilities showing utilization of the 30 acres 

6. Please desciibe the heat rejection load in terms of source and BTUsl hr. 

\ 7. Please verify whether the proposal is based solely upon utilization of cooling towers 
for heat rejection. 

8. Please verify that 7500GPW10.8MGD of make up water is needed and explain the 
bases for this assumption. 

9. The RFP gives statistics for availability; however, most are for gas f red plants and 
not IGCC facilities. Please list all Texaco projects currently operating with Texaco 
gasification technology that provide power to the grid. List specific projects, size, in- 
service dates, fuel capability, thermal performance, synthetic gas system reliability, 
overall power delivery reliability and other information necessary to thoroughly 
understand the nature and performance of each project. 

10. Please provide performance and availability history of the TECO IGCC Polk Power 
Plant since 1996. Please specify the hours run on coal-derived syngas, petcoke- 
derived syngas and backup fuel for each year of operation. 

1 1 ,  Please describe the specific experience related to “F” machines for 1x1  IGCC, 2x1 
IGCC, and 3x1  IGCC plants. Please specify the M W  output for each. 

12. Please describe any liquidated damages provisions for failure to meet the March 3 1, 
2004 commercial operation date. 



13. Please indicate the expected number of trucks per day carrying petroleum coke and 
fuel oil, respectively, as required for regular plant operation. 

14. Please list all chemicals used in the gasification process, storage facilities, quantities 
needed on a daily/weekly/ monthly basis, and the method and fiequency of delivery 
to the site. 

15. Please indicate whether any of the wastes produced from the process are considered 
hazardous. 

16. Please describe the anticipated quantities and types of solid wastes that will be 
produced by the gasification process and plant operation. Please indicate whether 
TECO Power Services and Texaco will be responsible for all costs necessary to meet 
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) treatment and disposal 
requirements. 

17. Please identify the amount of water needed for each of the processes (eA, cooling, 
gasification, gas clean up, etc.). Please describe the quality of water that will be 
required for each of these processes. Please indicate whether TECO and Texaco will 
be responsible for any water treatment costs or whether FPC is expected to incur this 
cost. 

18. Hines Energy is designed and certified as a zero discharge site with respect to 
industrial wastewater discharges. The proposal identifies compliance with an NPDES 
requirement. Please indicate the volume of such discharge, the constituents of the 
discharge, and whether TECO and Texaco are willing to meet water quality limits 
equal to the limits as required by the FDEP. Also, please indicate where the 
wastewater treatment system will be located. 

19. Please describe what specific licensing requirements are included in the statement on 
page 21 of the proposal that “All licensing activities for the project should be 
completed before August, 2000.’’ Please provide a detailed schedule with milestones 
demonstrating how the licensing can be achieved by August 2000. Please indicate 
whether TECO andor Texaco have ever licensed a similar facility in Florida on this 
schedule. Please provide an overall schedule of supplemental site certification 
activities. 

20. The site is currently certified for cod-gasification. Please explain how TECO and 
Texaco will support the needed modification to the conditions of certification to allow 
gasification of petroleum coke. 

2 



2 1 ,  Please indicate the date by which TECO and Texaco must begin construction on the 
plant facilities. Please provide a detailed schedule, which includes, at a minimum: 

Notice to Proceed Engineering date; 
Notice to Proceed Equipment manufacturers date for combustion turbines, 
steam turbines, heat recovery steam generators (HSRG), and gasifiers; 
Mobilization date; 
Gasifier ship dates beginning and end dates; 
HRSG ship dates beginning and end dates; 
Steam turbine ship dates beginning and end; 
Combustion turbine ship dates beginning and end; and 
Start up and commissioning schedule, first fire to commercial operation. 

22. Please provide the expected construction work schedule and the peak manpower 
loading and duration. 

23. Please list all of the fuels that will be included in the site certification. 

24. Please provide an expected level of emissions performance from the combined cycle 
operation and the gasification and related processes. Please include any fugitive 
emissions as well as the discrete sources of emissions. Include the criteria pollutants 
as well as any hazardous air pollutants as defined in the Clean Air Act, as amended. 

25. Please provide the expected start-up times for hot and cold equipment. 

26. Please explain whether the combustion turbines can be run without the steam turbine 
available either by dumping steam to the condenser or through the use of bypass 
dampers. 

27. Please state whether the Eagle Energy Project is being developed concurrently in 
Florida with any other parties at any other potential plant locations. 

28. Please discuss whether there are fuel andor material storage areas planned for the 
Hines site that would support development or operations of any other facilities. Other 
than the proposed petcoke handling facility at the port, please discuss whether there 
are any other off-site fuel and/or material storage facilities that would be used in 
support of the facility at the Hines site. 

29. Please discuss whether the process for this specific facility has been designed. Please 
discuss whether any material and energy balances have been developed for this 
specific facility, and if so, please submit for review. 

30. Please describe the sulfur and sulfUric acid handling process and facilities, including 
the storage and transportation requirements of the process at the Hines site, 

3 



3 1 ,  If FPC elected to purchase more than 500 MW, please discuss how such capacity and 
energy would be priced. Also, please clarify at what time FPC would have to exercise 
that option. 

37. FPC, DreSUm es that power "scheduled for use by FPC" is not restricted in any m e r  
in terms of how it is used. If there are restrictions implied, please clarify them. 

33. Please indicate whether there are any availability and performance guarantees 
applicable up to 809 MW of subscription. If so, please describe. 

34. Please explain why the maximum ratings are so much higher than the contract ratings. 
Are there operating conditions that would allow for more than 809 MW of power 
output to the grid? If so, how regularly would these modes be available? 

35. Please describe any industry experience that supports an offering of 1% EFOR across 
the board. 

36. Please explain is a much detail as necessary how the outage cycles will work for these 
units, Please explain, at a minimum, how often each major sub-process of the plant is 
shut down, what impact it has on MW output, how much overlapping sub-process 
maintenance is performed, how often the entire plant output is affected, etc. 

37. Please confirm that the construction load is 2 19,000 kva. Please explain what the 
station load will be including the syngas processing facility when the plant goes into 
commercial operati on. 

38. Please discuss whether TECO and Texaco would agree to FPC's consent and approval 
of the long term operation and maintenance plan if ownership is ever transferred or 
O&M outsourced? 

39. Please explain whether the allotment for transmission upgrades is designed to 
accommodate 500 MW or 809 M W  or 995 MW? 

40. Please explain that if the plant is off-line for extended periods (perhaps months), 
whether the remaining 90 % of the capacity payment is still payable. 

4 1. Please explain whether TECO and Texaco would agree to periodic (mutually 
agreeable) demonstrations of performance on back-up fuel. 

42. Please confirm whether the capacity and energy prices are fixed with a 2 % escalator? 

43. Please verify whether it is correct to add the full outage and partial outage rates to 
obtain planned maintenance. 

4 



44. Please discuss whether TECO and Texaco would agree to operation by Automatic 
Generation Control for load following Eom FPC's Energy Control Center with 
mutually agreeable limits on demand fluctuations. 

o m w e s  of Texaco Power and 
Gasification Global Inc. and TECO Power Services Corporations will provide parent 
guarantees. If so, please provide proposed terms of these parent guarantees. 

5 



Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 7, 2000 Letter 

Encle Energy Proiect Response to  FPC’s April 7, 2000 Letter 

I .  Please verify whether natural gas will be used as back-up fuel to the synthesis gas. If so, please 
specify the MW, w ~ g g v  anu rurnaown capa oiiiry. 

The Project is configured to use No. 2 fuel oil as the back-up fuel. However we are currently 
evaluating whether natura1 gas backup would be more cost effective. We will provide the 
performance data on natural gas if it is selected, however the difference between natural gas and 
fuel oil output and performance is minimal. 

Please describe how the slag and any other solid wastes from the gasification and related che’mical 
processes will be disposed of and where i t  will be disposed. 

Slag is a by-product which is not considered hazardous under federal regulations 40 CFR 1.4(6)4 
or 261.4(6)7vi. The slag by-product is sellable as an abrasive roofing material, industrial filler, 
aggregate for concrete, supplemental fuel to cement kilns, or road base material. This product will 
be actively marketed and will not be disposed of in a permitted land disposal facility. 

Please state how much slag per year is likely to be generated from the proposed facility. 

Typically, the Project will expect to produce 11,890 Ibhr of slag, which equates to approximately 
97,900,000 I b/y ear. 

2. 

3 .  

4. Please verify that the summer and winter ratings are equal and explain why they are equal, 

The summer and winter ratings are equal when the combustion turbine is running on syngas. In syngas 
operation, the mass flow of the fuel and diluent nitrogen is significantly higher than for natural gas operation. 
The combustion turbine is not compressor limited on syngas and is operated up to the shaft limit, During the 
low winter operation the guide vanes are throttled and at high ambient they are fully open, resulting in equal 
summer and winter rating. 

5 .  Please provide a footprint of the major facilities showing utilization of the 30 acres, 

A typical footprint is attached. 
progresses. 

Please describe the heat rejection load in terms of source and BTUshr. 

The footprint will be optimized as the design of the plant 

6. 

The heat rejection of the power block is approximately 2380 mmbtu’slhr, the gasification block, 
including the air separation unit, is approximately 1700 mmbtu’s/hr, resulting in a total of 4080 
mmbtu’slhr. 

The heat rejection loads will be further defined at the completion of the preliminary engineering 
package and can be provided to FPC at that time. 

Please verify whether the proposal is based solely upon utilization of cooling towers for heat 
rejection. 

The present configuration utilizes cooling towers. However, the Project envisions the use of 
FPC’s cooling reservoir at the Hines facility in combination with cooling towers for heat rejection. 

7. 

Confidential Page 1 0411 7/00 



Eaglc Encrgy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 7 ,  2000 Letter 

‘ Year Total Hours 

1996 3394 
1997 8760 
1998 8760 
1999 8760 

8. Please verify that 7500GPM/10.8blGD of make u p  water is needed and explain the bases for this 
ass u m p t i o 11. 

CC Available CC Hours on CC Hours on No. 2 
Hours Syngas Oil 
1903 685 1245 
5596 3997 1188 
7759 5328 I191 
81 13 5988 1114 

The 10.8 MGD represents the amount of  water estimated to be evaporated to the atmosphere using 
a complete cooling tower design for the Project. However, utilizing the combination of a cooling 
I 

Note: The Polk Power Station data represents performance on several coals and coal-coke blends. 
Polk Power Station was designed for a single specific coal as part of a DOE sponsored “clean 
coal” program. 

The availability of our proposed facility will be significantly higher than the Polk Power Station 
since it uses multiple quench gasifiers with an installed spare gasification train. The commercial 
experience with this configuration has a long term demonstrated syngas availability of greater than 
98%. The Polk Power Station is a single gasifier train and combustion turbine. There are no 
installed spare gasification trains. 

Since backup fie1 is also available to the combustion turbines the plant availability will be based 
almost entirely on the planned outage schedules of the combustion turbines which will be 
mutually agreed to with FPC. The multiple combustion turbine trains should allow nearly 100% 
availability of at least two combustion turbines producing a nominal net output of 500 MW. 

11. Please describe the specific experience related to “F” machines for 1 x 1  IGCC, 2 x 1  IGCC, and 
3 x 1  IGCC plants. Please specify the MW output for each. 

TECO Power Services has extensive experience with the TECO’s Polk Power Plant which is a 
1x1 with a gross output of 322 MW. This plant uses one 7-F machine with a stand-alone steam 
turbine. Also, another Texaco gasification based project is currently starting up in Delaware City, 
Delaware. This plant uses, two 6F combustion turbines with two stand-alone steam turbines. The 
expected gross output for the Delaware City Project is 240 MW. 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC's Apr i l  7,2000 Letter 

17. Please describe any liquidated damages provisions l'or failure to meet the March 2 1 .  200-1 
conimercial operation date. 

The Project is willing to offer liquidated damages to FPC in the event the Project does not meet 
the March 3 1, 2004 start-up date. However, Eagle Energy has not yet selected a precise form of 

would best suit your needs within the reasonable economic parameters of the Project. 
n 

Ut 

13. 

14. 

Please indicate the expected number of trucks per day carrying petroleum coke and fuel oil, 
respectively, as required for regular plant operation. 
With 24-hour full load operation on petroleum coke, an average of 250 truck deliveries per day 
will be required. Based on expected gasifier availability, the plant would require a truck delivery 
of No.2 fuel oil every 5 days on average when operating for long durations on No. 2 fuel oil. 

Please list all chemicals used in the gasification process, storage facilities, quantities needed on a 
daily/weekly/monthly basis, and the method and frequency of delivery, 

The chemicals and catalysts used in the gasification process are listed in Table 1. Most of these 
chemicals and catalysts are used infrequently. New shipments will be brought in on a monthly or 
annual basis. 
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Table 1. Catalysts and Chemicals 
Norm a I 0 pe ra t i n g Co 11 dit i o n s 

( I )  Basis 365 dayslyear 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 7 ,  2000 Letter 

15. Please indicate whether any of the wastes produced from tlir process are considered hazardous. 

None of the by-products produced from Texaco’s gasification process have been deemed 
hazardous by the U.S. Governmental Agencies. Any other materials used, such as chemicals, 

_,.” 
CLJ. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Please describe the anticipated quantities and types of solid wastes that will be produced by the 
gasification process and plant operation. Please indicate whether TECO Power Services and 
Texaco will, be responsible for all costs necessary to meet the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) treatment and disposal requirements. 

The Texaco Gasification process does not produce solid waste but rather by-products, all of which 
the Project intends to market to various purchasers. (Please refer to answers to questions 2 and 15 
above). 

Please identify the amount of water needed for each of the processes (e.g., cooling, gasification, 
gas clean up, etc.) Please describe the quality of the water that will be required for each of these 
processes. Please indicate whether TECO and Texaco will be responsible for any water treatment 
costs or whether FPC is expected to incur this cost. 

We have estimated that the Project will need about 950 GPM of Boiler Feed Water Make-up and 
about 9050 GPM of Cooling Water Make-up. The Cooling Water Make-up includes 2500 GPM 
of cooling tower blow down. Most of our water needs would be satisfied by available surface 
water at the site. TECO and Texaco would be responsible for any water treatment costs. We do 
not expect FPC to incur any costs associated with water treatment for the Project. 

Hines Energy is designed and certified as a zero discharge site with respect to industrial 
wastewater discharges. The proposal identifies compliance with an NFDES requirement. Please 
indicate the volume of such discharge, the constituents of the discharge, and whether TECO and 
Texaco are willing to meet water quality limits equal to the limits as required by the FDEP. Also, 
please indicate where the wastewater treatment system will be located. 

The present design of the facility includes cooling towers. However, at the Hines location, if 
acceptable to FPC, the cooling reservoir would be used in combination with cooling towers. This 
impact would be to minimize any chemical treatment of the cooling water. Thus, the impact of 
cooling water or wastewater would be similar to if the plant were operated as a natural gas 
combined cycle. 

A storm water runoff system would be included, with the design developed after an initial site 
investigation. 

Please describe what specific licensing requirements are included in the statement on page 21 of 
the proposal that “AI1 licensing activities for the project should be completed before August, 
2000.” Please provide a detailed schedule with milestones demonstrating how the licensing can be 
achieved by August 2000. Please indicate whether TECO and/or Texaco have ever licensed a 
similar facility in Florida on this schedule. Please provide an overall schedule of supplemental 
site certification activities. 

The licensing activities, referred to on page 21 of the Proposal, include all of the process licenses 
needed to operate the Project. For example, Eagle Energy obtained a license from Texaco 
Development Corporation last year to license the Texaco Gasification Process. Eagle Energy is 
currently in the process of obtaining licenses for the Selexol process and for the sulfur removal 
process. We anticipate no problem in obtaining these licenses by August of this year, as stated in 
the Proposal. 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC's April 7, 2000 Letter 

20. The site is currently certified for coal-gasification. Please esplain how TECO and Tesaco will 
support the needed modification to the conditions of  certification to allow gasification of 
petroleum coke. 

TPS and Texaco will submit a request for modification and include pertinent information to the - b. ~ n e u  Anv dlffermces in air. water. transDortation. or waste issues will 
be addressed in this modification. The agency will modify the current condition of certification to 
reflect these changes. 

. .  
Y 

21. Please indicate the date by which TECO and Texaco must begin construction on the plant 
facilities. Please provide a detailed schedule, which includes, at a minimum: 

Notice to Proceed Engineering date: January, 200 1 
Notice to Proceed Equipment manufacturers date for combustion turbines, steam turbines, 
heat recovery steam generators (HSRG), and gasifiers: June, 2000 
Mobilization date: 1'' quarter 2002 
Gasifier ship dates beginning and end dates: Delivered to site March, 2003 
HRSG ship dates beginning and end dates: Delivered to site March, 2003 
Steam turbine ship dates beginning and end: Delivered to site March, 2003 
Combustion turbine ship dates beginning and end: Delivered to site June, 2003 
Start  up and commissioning schedule, first fire to commercial operation: Start up, January 1, 
2004, Commercial Operation, March 3 1, 2004. 

The dates given above are estimates. A detailed Project schedule is being developed at this time, 
in the event the Project is short-list, this Project schedule will be provided at that time. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Please provide the expected construction work schedule and the peak manpower loading and 
duration. 

We plan to begin working with engineering, procurement and construction contractors shortly to 
develop this detailed schedule information. In the event the Project is short-listed, we would 
provide this information at the appropriate time. 

Please list all of the fuels that will be included in the site certification. 

Petroleum coke, No.2 fuel oil and propane would be included in the site certification. 

Please provide an expected level of emissions performance from the combined cycle operation and 
the gasification and related processes. Please include any fugitive emissions as well as the 
discrete sources of emissions. Include the criteria pollutants as well as any hazardous air 
pollutants as defined in the Clean Air Act, as amended. 

Air emissions associated with the proposed facility fall into three broad categories: combustion 
emissions, process emissions and fugitive emissions. The combustion sources are: 

The advanced CT integral to the IGCC unit; 
The IGCC unit emergency flare; 
The three CTs associated with the CC units 

The primary source of emissions from the IGCC unit is combustion of syngas in the advanced 
combustion turbine. The exhaust gas from the CT will be emitted to the atmosphere via the HRSG 
stack. Emissions from the HRSG stack are primarily NOx and S02,  with lesser quantities of CO, 
voc, particulate matter less than 10 micrometers, and other trace constituents present in the fuel. 
Table 2 presents the estimated maximum hourly emission rates for this source. Estimated emissions 
fitinu Inw-sulfur No, 2 distillate fuel oil are also provided in Table 2. 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to  FPC’s April 7 ,  9,000 Letter 

Pollutant 

S02,  lbihr 
NOx (ppmvd @ 15% 0 2 )  
co 
VOCs, Ib/hr 

T;iblc 2. il.l:isimum Emissions frorn the  fCCC Unit’s CT 

Syngas fired No. 2 Fuel Oil 

17 

400 
<IO 42 

1 

74-84 
7-7.5 

25.  

26. 

27. 

28. 

At a minimum, 99% of the sulfur present in the petroleum coke will be removed by Acid Gas 
Removal system. The sulfur-laden gas produced in the Acid Gas Removal system will be treated 
on-site and converted to a saleable sulfuric acid by-product. 

The emergency flare will operate only during gasifier sta,rtup and shutdown, and during 
infrequent, unanticipated interruptions of the gasifier’s operating cycles. On a routine basis, 
emissions from the flare will result from the pilot flame, which will be negligible. 

Please provide the expected start-up times for hot and cold equipment. 

For the Gasification Unit, a hot startup of the gasifier, assuming a short interruption, customarily 
takes 2 to 4 hours. Typically for cold starts it takes 2 days to heat up and line out a Gasifier. 
However, since there is a spare Gasifier, the spare would be preheated to hot conditions before 
shutdown of a train. 

For the Air Separation Unit, if one of the two trains is in a cold state (Cold Box at cryogenic 
temperatures) would take a few hours to startup and line out the system. If both of the two trains 
are in a warm state (Cold Box at ambient temperature) it would take up to 3 days. Since the Eagle 
Energy project design includes 2 complete Air Separation Unit trains only the initial startup 
should be from a warm state. 

Please explain whether the combustion turbines can be run without the steam turbine available 
either by dumping steam to the condenser or through the use of bypass dampers. 

The combustion turbines will be able to operate without the steam turbine by by-passing to the 
surface condenser. However, in this mode the system will operate at reduced output and reduced 
efficiency. We do not plan to install bypass dampers. 

Please state whether the Eagle Energy Project is being developed concurrently in Florida with any 
other parties at any other potential plant locations. 

Eagle Energy is exploring other potential plant locations in central Florida for the Project. Texaco 
and TECO Power Services are the only members of Eagle Energy at this time. 

Please discuss whether there are fuel andor material storage areas planned for the Hines site that 
would support development or operations of any other facilities, Other than the proposed pet coke 
handling facility at the port, please discuss whether there are any other off-site fuel andor  material 
storage facilities that would be used in support of the facility at the Hines site. Any fuel or material 
storage facilities proposed for the Hines site are intended to serve only the IGCC based generation 
in our proposal. There may be benefits to sharing some of the fuel storage proposed for the Hines 
site with other generating units at the site. Other than the port facility, there are no off-site 
facilities that would be needed to support the Project at the Hines site 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 7, 2000 Letter 

29. Please discuss whether the process for this specific facility has been designed. Please discuss 
whether a n y  material and energy balances have been developed for this specific facility, and i f  so. 
please submit for review. 

The process design for this specific Project is more than fifty percent complete. Because this is a 

However, upon notice of being a short-listed bidder, Eagle Energy would be willing to provide 
FPC with non-proprietary material balance and performance data.. 

30. Please describe the sulfur and sulfuric acid handling process and facilities, including the storage 
and transportation requirements of the process at the Hines site. 

The sulfuric acid plant would be a standard design by Monsanto and EnviroChem. The facilities 
will produce about 1140 tons per day of sulfuric acid requiring 46 truck deliveries of acid to local 
customers. 
The proposed facility would produce high quality sulfuric acid. A storage tank of approximately 
3-4 days storage would be constructed (based on detailed design criteria). This would equate to 
approximately 3500 to 4600 tons of 93%-98% sulfuric acid. The acid would be removed by truck. 
Elemental sulfur will not be a by-product of the Facility. 

If FPC elected to purchase more than 500 MW, please discuss how such capacity and energy 
would be priced. Also, please clarify at what time FPC would have to exercise that option. 

31. 

In order to provide FPC with a competitively attractive proposal, Eagle Energy elected to price 
each MW at the lowest price possible. Consequently, any MWs FPC would be interested in 
purchasing over 500 MW would have the same capacity and energy price as the original MWs. 
Such pricing is set forth in detail in Tables 1 and 2 attached to the Proposal. Eagle Energy is 
currently marketing the Project’s excess output over 500 MW. FPC would need to exercise its 
option to purchase any or all MWs over 500 MWs on or before July 1,2000. 

FPC presumes that power “scheduled for use by FPC” is not restricted in any manner in terms of 
how it is used. If there are restrictions implied, please clarify them. 

32. 

The power “scheduled for use by FPC” is not restricted in terms of whether FPC uses this power 
for their internal load or for a power sale. However, as stated in response I )  of the April 5,  2000 
set of questions, this unit will not be available for FPC’s use as a “load following” resource, and 
FPC will be required to provide Eagle Energy a day ahead capacity and energy schedule should 
FPC choose not to base load this unit. 

Please indicate whether there are any availability and performance guarantees applicable up to 809 
MW of subscription. If so, please describe. 

33. 

The availability and performance guarantees given in Section 1.7, Liquidated Damages and Table 
4 of Section 5 of Eagle Energy’s proposal to FPC are applicable up to 740 MW. 

Please explain why the maximum ratings are so much higher than the contract ratings. Are there 
operating conditions that would allow for more than 809 MW of power output to the grid? If so, 
how regularly would these modes be available. 

34. 

The plant is being designed to take advantage of the economies of scale. The Project will have 
three combustion turbines and makes use of the economies of scale and provides maximum power 
reliability to FPC. Since the combustion turbines are shaft limited on syngas at all ambients we do 
not expect to exceed the design net power output (currently 740 MW). No supplemental HRSG 
firing or peaking capability is included in the design. 
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Eagle Energy Project 
Response to FPC’s April 7, 2000 Letter 

35. Please describe any industry experience that supports an offering of 19’0 EFOR across the board. 

The I %  EFOR is based on other commercial facilities with configurations that have spare gasifier 
trains and back-up fuel for the turbines. Some of these facilities include the Tennessee Eastman 
plant in Kingsport, TN, the Ube plant in Japan, and the El Dorado plant in Kansas. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

With the spare gasifier long term syngas availability of greater than 98% has been commercially 
demonstrated. This high syngas availability together with the backup fuel capability assures that 
the combustion turbines will always have a source of fuel at consistent pressure and composition. 
This allows the combustion turbines to achieve this low forced outage factor. 

Please explain in as much detail as necessary how the outage cycles will work for these units. 
Please explain, at a minimum, how often each major sub-process of the plant is shut down, what 
impact it has on MW output, how much overlapping sub-process maintenance is performed, how 
often the entire plant output is affected, etc. 

For the Gasification Section, it typically is recommended that the Gasifier be shutdown for 7 days, 
every six (6) months, to replace refractory drip points. The Gasifier should also be shutdown 
every two (2) years for the replacement of the hot face refractory, which can take 20 to 25 days, 
including cool down and heat up. Since there is a spare gasifier this planned maintenance does not 
affect syngas availability. 

The planned maintenance of each Air Separation Unit  train (approximately 7 days per year) is 
done in conjunction with the planned combustion turbine outages. During this planned 
maintenance period the output from the 2 operating combustion turbines is reduced by 5-10%. 

The acid gas removal and acid plant sections are single train but require minimal planned 
maintenance (approximately 7 days every 2 years). They will have simultaneous planned outages. 
These planned outages will occur in conjunction with the planned combustion turbine outages; 
however the remaining two combustion turbines will operate on backup fuel oil. 

The Combustion Turbine downtime is based on the standard GE Recommended Maintenance 
Schedule. There is no adjustment to the standard natural gas fired maintenance schedule for use of 
Syngas as fuel. 

Please confirm that the construction load is 219,000 kva. Please explain what the station load will 
be including the syngas processing facility when the plant goes into commercial operation. 

The construction load will not be 219,000 kva. There will be a nominal load for construction 
equipment only. The combustion turbines will be started-up on back-up fuel. Only a small amount 
of power will be required to start the combustion turbines’ starter motor. The air separation units, 
gasification section, acid gas removal section, and sulfuric acid plant will be started with the 
power generated by the Project’s combustion turbines running on back-up fuel. 

Please discuss whether TECO and Texaco would agree to FPC’s consent and approval of the long 
term operation and maintenance plan if ownership is ever transferred or O&M outsourced? 

In the event that the Project is short-listed, TECO and Texaco would be willing to discuss FPC’s 
request. 
Please explain whether the allotment for transmission upgrades is designed to accommodate 500 
MW or 809 MW or 995MW? 

The allotment for transmission upgrades given in the Eagle Energy proposal is designed to 
accommodate 740 MW. 
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Response to FPC’s April  7 ,  2000 Letter 

40 Please esplain that if the plant is off-line for extended periods (perhaps months), whether the 
remaining 90% of the capacity payment is still payable. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

Eagle Energy does not anticipate that the Project would ever be off-line for estended periods. 
Eagle Energy recognizes that liquidated damages for extended outages is necessary and will 

wever. we think this discussion is premature at this time and would like to defer it 
to the contract negotiation phase. 

Please explain whether TECO and Texaco would agree to periodic (mutually agreeable) 
demonstrations of performance on back-up fuel. 

In our preliminary operating plan, we intend to run the Project 108 hours a year on back-up fuel. 
Additionally, the Project is designed to automatically switch over to No. 2 oil in the event of a 
syngas interruption. The operating plan will allow for up to 10% operation on No. 2 oil. 

Please confirm whether the capacity and energy prices are fixed with a 2% escalator. 

Yes, the capacity and energy prices are fixed with a 2% escalator. 

Please verify whether it is correct to add the f i l l  outage and partial outage rates to obtain planned 
maintenance. 

The guaranteed availability values given in Table 4 of Section 5 of the Eagle Energy proposal 
include forced outage and maintenance outage hours. 

Please discuss whether TECO and Texaco would agree to operation by Automatic Generation 
Control for load following from FPC’s Energy Control Center with mutually agreeable limits on 
demand fluctuations. 

TECO and Texaco would consider ramping the Eagle Energy IGCC unit provided that ramp rates 
and output ranges could be mutually agreed to, and provided that the terms and conditions are 
such that Eagle Energy does not incur any economic penalties due to operating at reduced 
capacities. 
Please clarify whether the respective parent companies of Texaco Power and Gasification Global 
Inc. and TECO Power Services Corporation will provide parent guarantees. If so, please provide 
proposed terms of these parent guarantees. 

Texaco Inc. and TECO Energy will not provide financial guarantees for the operation of the 
Project. However Texaco through its Texaco Development subsidiary is providing a performance 
guarantee for the gasification block of the project. UOP and Monsanto will provide performance 
guarantees for sulfur block of the project. And, General Electric will provide performance 
guarantees for the power block of the project. 
Energy will be obtaining a world class engineering firm to provide the engineering, procurement 
and construction services for the project. We anticipate obtaining a plant cost and schedule 
guarantee from the contractor. We anticipate that Eagle Energy will contract with a highly 
experienced operator to maintain and operate the Project (potentially Texaco or Teco Power 
Services), who will provide availability guarantees. In addition, both Texaco Power and 
Gasification Global Inc. and TECO Power Services have an abundance of expertise designing, 
constructing, operating and maintaining IGCC projects like the Eagle Energy Project. 
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From: 
'ent: 

- 1 ubje ct : 

rfpres ponse /go c, o pen mail 
Tuesday, April 18, 2000 1 :5 1 PM 

Proposal Review Meeting 
3: 'Becky Alex (E-mail)' 

Importance: High 

Ms. Alex, 

We did receive the hard copy and 

We are  pleased to confirm our Proposal Review Meeting which we have scheduled on April 26, 2000 from 1:30 to 
3:30 pm in Conference Room 883-4 at our Bayboro Office in downtown St. Petersburg. Our intent is to focus on 
your proposal and the questions and clarifications we've exchanged to date to reach a thorough understanding of 
your offering. in the  event that attendees in your group are not familiar with our location, please forward the brief 
directions that follow. 

versions Of your responses to our questions and clarifications. Thank YOU. 
-- 

Directions from Tampa Airport: 

Airport Access Road to 275 South (St. Petersburg) 
Exit 175 to Downtown St. Petersburg (Landmark - Dome Stadium) 
175 Dead-Ends into a traffic light @ 4th Street. 
Continue 1 block to 3rd Street and TURN RIGHT (South). 
Travel South on 3rd Street for several blocks. 
P a s s  the Salvador Dali Museum on the Left. 
Next Building on the  Left is Florida Power (Tall Brick Building) 
Visitor's Lot Entrance - Just  South of the Building 

I look forward to meeting with you next week. 

'ichael Rib 
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Rib, Michael D. /goc,openmail 

To: 

C: 
Subject: 

McKeage, M a r k  D. /goc,openmail; Rocha, James  R.  /goc,openmail; Dingle, Dennis 
/goclopenmail; Pardue, William J. /goc,openmail; Crisp, John 8 .  /goc,openmail 
Glenn, Robert A. /goc,openmail; Goodwin, Suzanne C. /goc,openmail; Gary Sasso (E-mail) 
Eagle Energy Meeting 

Importance : High 

Confirming today's meeting with Eagle Energy at 1:30pm. We've moved to Conference Room 1 near the chimney 
elevator. I've sen t  Eagle a brief agenda (below) for discussion. This should cover the range of items we've been  talking 
about. See you there! 

Thanks ... Mike 

Meeting Discussion Poin ts  
Eagle Energy Project Proposal 

April 26, 2000 

Introductions 

Background from TP Smexaco 

Review of Eagle's Responses to FPC's April 5th Letter 

Clarification Review and Discussion 

Design and Operational Considerations 

Water Supply Resources 
Heat Rejection Requirements 
Water Treatment and/or Disposal 
Air Emissions 
Material Handling 
Fuel Transportation 
Solid Waste 
Transmission 

Contract and Financial Considerations 

In-Service Date 
Supplemental Site Certification Schedule 
Performance Guarantees 
IGCC Performance Experience 
Petcoke Gasification Experience 
"F" Combined Cycles 
Financing Schedule 
Parent Guarantees 
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Meeting Discussion Points 
Eagle Energy Project Proposal  

April 26, 2000 

Introductions 

Background from TPSflexaco 

Review of Eagle's Responses to FPC'S April 51'~ Letter 

Clarification Review and Discussion 

Design and Operational Considerations 

Water Supply Resources 
Heat Rejection Requirements 
Water Treatment and/or Disposal 
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Material Handling 
Fu e I Tra ns p o rta t i on 
Solid Waste 
Transmission 

Contract and Fina ncia I Cons idera tions 
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Eagle Energy Project 

. -  Presented l o  

Florida Power Corporation 

April 26,2000 
St. Petersburg, FL 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Projecl 

Agenda 

In trod u ction 
Texaco Gasification Technology 
Texaco Project Experience - 
TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
summary 

Confidential 
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Eagle Energy Projeci 

Texaco Power & Gasification 
TECO Power Services 
50-50 Joint Venture 

Confidential 

and 

Eagle Energy Projeci 

Project 
To construct and operate 

Goal 
a Power  Plant that is 

Safe 
Reliable 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Commercially Proven 
Economically Attractive 

Confidential 
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Agenda 

Introduction 
Texaco Gasification Technology 
Texaco Project Experience 
‘TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
summary 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Project 
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Percent of Syngas Capacity 

Solid Power 

Confidential 

Eagle Eneragy Project 

Commercial Units 

Confidential K- 
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Ea,ole Energy Project 
I 

Gasification Projects in EngineeringKonstruction 

K -  Confidential 

Eagle Energy Projecl 

Recent Gasification To Power 

Owner 

Texaco 

Tampa Electric 

- 

API E n e q i a  

Sarlux 

ISAB Energy 

hlotiva 

Feed Net hlW - 
35 Coke, U'aste 

250 Coal 

Visbres kcr 
Residue 250 

Visbrea ker 
Residue 500 

500 Asphalt 

150 Coke 

Startup 

1996 

1996 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

Confidential 
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Eag Le En er,qy Projeci 

Solid Emissions 

B SlaglAsh 

LBlMWR s ~ m n c  Acid 

Air Emissions 

LBlhWA 

Carl b.1 P-r 

Eagle En er,qy Project 

Agenda 

Introduction 
Texaco Gasification Technology 
Texaco Project Experience * 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
Summary 

Confidential 
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Eagle Erzer,o.y Projeci 

Financed Texaco Projects in Operation 

Texaco Ownership - Project Financing 
Eight Cogen Plants Total 8 2 0 M W  

Frontier Ownership - Operating Lease Financing 
El Dorado 160 MW IGCC 1996 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Project 

Financed Texaco Projects in Development 

Texaco Ownership - Project Financing 
API Energia 2 7 6 M W  IGCC 
Tri Energia (Thailand) 700 MW Cogen 
Darajat (Indonesia) 70 M W  Ge'othermal 

Texaco Ownership - Operating Lease Financing 
Motiva Delaware City 160 M W  IGCC 

2000 
2000 
2000 

2000 

Confidential 
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Eagle Ener,.y Projeci 

Agenda 

Introduction 
Texaco Gasification Technology 
Texaco Project Experience 
TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
summary 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Project 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 

W E E  POWER STATION 

300 M W  NG CC + GE Frame 7EA (Simple Cycle) 
Commercial Operation 1/1/93 
Owner / Operator / Fuels Manager - TECO Power 
Services ~ 

I999 Availability 96%, CF 40% 
* Customers : 

- Seminole Electric Cooperative 
- Tampa Electric Company 

Plant Staff 25 
CT 20 Expansion - 75 MW, 5/15/00 

Confidential 



Eagle Energy Projec, 
~~~ 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 

POLK POWER PROTECT 

Development Project in conjunction with Texaco 
250MWIGCC 
Coal Blends Feedstock 

Commercial Operation 1996 
Managed Technical Aspects of Project 

Confidential 

Eagle Ener,oy Projecl 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 

ALBORADA POWER STATION 

Commercial Operation 9/95 

Plant Staff 14 

Two 39 MW LM6000 CTs, Inlet Chilled, Simple 
Cycle, Oil Fired 

Owner - TECO Power Services, Local Pamer 
Operator - GE International Operations / TPS 
( 12/00) 
Customer - Empresa Electrica de Guatemala, S.A. 
1999 Availability 97%, CF 24% 

Confidential 
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Eagle Enera? Projeci 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 

S A N  JOSE POWER STATION 

120 MW Coal Fired Steam Plant 
Owners - TPS 
Project Cost $1 82 Million 
Construction Management - TECO Power Services 
Operator - TPS Operaciones, Plant Staff 72 
EPC Contractor - Jones / Black & Veatch . 
Facilities - Power Plant, Port Coal Handling 
Dock and Coal Handling Operational 6/1/99 
Commercial Operation 1/1 9/00 

Confidential 

Eagle En er,qy Projecl 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 

COMMONWEALTH CHESAPEAKE 

. 

3 12 MW, 7 LM6000 PC, h le t  Chillers, #2 oil 
New Church, VA - Delmarva Peninsula 
Electrical Interconnection - PJM 
Owners - TMPV & Local Partner * 

Construction Management & Operator - TPS 
Equipment Supply - Kvaemer Oslo, Norway 
EPC - Brown & Root 
Equipment Supply - ENRON 
Commercial Operation with 3 CTs on 7/1/00, 4 
More CTs on 6/1/0 1 

Confidenfial 
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Eagle Ener,gg Projec, 

TECO Power Services Project Experience 
HAMAKUA POWER PROJECT 

63 MW Combined Cycle, Two GE LM 2500 and 
HRSGs, 1 Steam Turbine, Naptha 
Honakaa, Hawaii (Big Island) 
Cogen - PPA with HELCO, Steam to Fish Farm 
Owners - TPS and J.A. Jones 
Construction Management - TPS 
Operation -Joint Venture TPS & JAJ 
EPC - Jones / Bums & McDonnell 
Construction Start 8/17/99 
Phase I - 22 MW on 7/17/00 
Phase II- 63 MW on 12/17/00 

Confidential 

Eagle En erbgy Projeci 

TECO Power Services 
Project Financing Experience 

Hardee Power Station 
Alborada Power Station 
San Jose Power Station 
Hardee Power Station Expansion . 
Commonwealth Chesapeake 
Hamakua Power Project 

Confidential 



Eagle Energy Projeci 

Agenda 

Introduction 
Texaco Gasification Techno 1 o gy 
Texaco Project Experience 
TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
Summary 

Confidential 

Eagle En eqgy Project 

TECO Gasification Structure I 

Confidential 
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Preliminary Commercial Structure 

11 
Performance 
Cruaramces 

1 f I I 
Peaolcum 1 P-L. /Power 1 Bv Products 

Eagle Energy Projeci 

Eagle Energy Major Feed and Power Production 

Feed Stock 
- 6000 S'TPD Pet Coke consumed 
- Current high sulfiu Pet Coke production at 49,240 STPD 
- Future additional production of high sulfur Pet Coke 

project at 28,840 STPD 
Power Production 
- 750MW 

Confidential 
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Eagle - Enerhg Projec, 

- 1 Sulfuric Acid 

2 Slag (solid gasification) - 
3 Nitrogen (ASU) - 

+ 

4 Carbon Dioxide ___* 

Confidential 

Gasification Bv-products 

Eagle Energy By-products/Uses 

- Uses 
Marketlphosphate industry 

Road aggregate, cement 
kiln, cement blocks 

Syngas saturation, 
additional power 

MarkeVindustrial gas industry 

Eagle Eizer,qy Projeci 

Coke 

Oxygen r 
Eagle Energy By-products/Uses 

Confidential 
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Eagle - Energy Projeci 

Projected Availability 

Gasification Block 
- Two 50% gasifiers, 1 spare gasifier 
- Two 50% air separation units 
- High availability at 98% 

Power Block 
- Three GE 7F-frame CT, 3 HRSG, 1 Steam Turbine 
- Primary Fuel will be Syngas 
- Backup fuel will be No, 2 fuel oil 
- 94% Availability 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Projeci 

Power Pricing Structure 

Capacity Pricing 
- $19.26/KW-Mo. In $2003 
- Escalated at 2% per year 

Energy Pricing 
- $3.53/'MWH in $2003 
- Escalated at 2% per year 
- No Fuel Risk 

Confidential 



Project Schedule 

Notice to Proceed with Equipment Manufacturers 
Begin Environmental Permitting at Hines Complex 
Notice to Proceed with Engineering 
Gasifiers, HFSG, and Steam Turbine Delivery 
Combustion Turbines Delivery 
Commercial Start up 

06/00 
06/00 
01/01 
03/03 
06/03 
03/04 

Confidential 

Eagle Energy Projeci 

Agenda 

Introduction 
Texaco Gasification Techno1 ogy 
Texaco Project Experience 
TECO Power Services Project Experience 
Eagle Energy Project Specifics 
Summary 

Confidential 
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Meeting Notes 
Eagle Energy Proposal Clarification 
April 26, 2000 
Bayboro Offices of Florida Power Corporation 

t. lorida Power Corporation TtCO Power Services 

Michael Rib 
Ben Crisp 
Jeff Pardue 
Becky Jensen 
Dennis Dingle 
Jim Rocha 
Mark McKeage 

PHB Hagler Bailly 

Dexter Cook, Director of Development, NA 
Ray King, Development Manager, USA 
Becky Alex, Sr. Engineer/ Development Manager 

Texaco Power & Gasificiation 

William Preston, VP, Project Development, NA 
Tony Blando, Finance Director, Project Development, NA 
Alma Rodarte PhD, Project Manager 
Paul Wallace, Project Manager 

Alan Taylor (by teleconference) 

This meeting was held to provide FPC and the parties to the Eagle Energy bid the opportunity to reach a 
clear understanding of the proposal offering to FPC under FPC's RFP for power in November 2003. 

Mr. Preston of Texaco Power and Gasification (Texaco) expressed a desire to gauge how serious FPC 
would be in participating this project. He explained that Texaco and TECO Power Services had been 
working on development of a petroleum coke based gasification facility project in Central Florida and took 
"a 90' turn" from where their project was headed to examine the merits of a power application on FPC's 
site in response to the RFP. He stated that their interest in looking at the RFP stemmed from a 
preliminary assessment that had indicated the potential for higher revenues and margins from power 
sales (based on FPC's numbers) than they were seeing from their original chemical project. 

Mr. Cook of TECO Power Services (TECO) took the opportunity to share the commitment and long term 
focus that TECO is placing on the gasification business, based on their experience and desire to expand 
that element of their business. 

Both business leaders echoed their commitment to building a gasisfication based unit in Central Florida. 

Dr. Rodarte presented Eagle Energy Project Overview (reference the attached handouts). 

Questions and Clarifications During the Presentation: 

e 

e 

e 

0 

e 

e 

e 

The maximum spec for petcoke sulfur is approximately 8%. 
The estimated availability figures for petcoke are based on Gulf Coast and Caribbean Basin 
supplies. 
The Air Separation Units are sized at 50% each. 
There is one sulfur removal system. 
There are no SCR's in the design. 
The current GE syngas combustor design does not accommodate natural gas. 
GE guarantees 94% availability on the combustion turbine trains (syngas, distillate). 

End of Eagle Energy Project Overview 

To begin the Clarifications discussion, FPC offered that while the Company is not ready to answer Mr. 
Preston's question while the evaluation team is still clarifying and digesting information, FPC is very 
serious about consideration of the proposed project. FPC further suggested that the Company is not 

4/26/80 Meeting Notes - Eagle Energy 
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completely foreign to gasification technology, is aware of the state of technology and knowledgeable 
enough to make a reasoned assessment of the offer. 

FPC directed the discussion to the questions and clarifications in recent correspondence. 

Minimum Requirements Letter, April 5'h 

FPC facilitated a detailed walk-through of the April 5th minimum requirements letter. 

Note: FPC comments herein regarding the suitability of TECO 's responses to the April 
intended to relate to the minimum information required for FPC to consider the proposal. 

letter are only 

Item 1: 

Item 2: 

Item 3: 

Item 4: 

Item 5: 

Item 6: 

Item 7: 

Item 8: 

Item 9: 

TECO's written response regarding dispatch is acceptable for review. 

Additional key milestone dates were provided. These responses were deemed acceptable for 
review. 

0 

0 

Eagle stated that they believe that filing for supplemental site certification by year-end 
2000 should support the planned 2004 in-service date. 
Texaco stated that financial closing would be anticipated in spring 2002 to coincide with 
start of construction. 

FPC expressed understanding that Eagle desires to keep the costs confidential. However, they 
were warned that this information may be required at some point during the regulatory process. 

TECO's response on the 10k submissions were deemed acceptable for review. 

The minimum and maximum operational states outlined in TECO's response were deemed 
acceptable for review. 

TECO's detailed responses regarding anticipated environmental impacts were deemed 
acceptable for review. 

The floppy disk had been received before the meeting to resolve this issue. 

Most of the required transmission data has been provided. Generator inertia data is still 
required. Typical engineering estimates will be acceptable. (Action: Eagle) 

The information about scheduling planned maintenance is still not crystal dear. Parties agreed 
to leave the item open and perform the assessment of the proposal in a reasonable manner 
with the information provided. 

Items 10-12: Eagle's responses were deemed acceptable. 

That concluded discussion regarding the follow-up on minimum requirements outlined in the April 5" 
letter. 

General Discussion and Clarification Items 

1. FPC opened this phase of the discussion addressing hurdles to making the plant work at the Hines 
site. The first subject area was "water". FPC has certain restrictions in the site certification which 
prohibit the use of ground water for the first - 1000 MW developed at the site. FPC asked for ideas 
on how this hurdle could be overcome with a gasification plant since this process requires large 
volumes of water. 

4/26/00 Meeting Notes - Eagle Energy 
Confidential 

Page 2of 7 



2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

Texaco asked why FPC believes that the gasification process requires large amounts of 
water when Texaco perceives the requirements as equivalent to a combined cycle. FPC 
referred to the stringent rationing and planning that has been required to accommodate a 
second unit at Hines with the existing sources of water. Even though the plant is larger (750 

are 3 to 4 times that of FPC’s combined 
cycle projections. Texaco didn’t have an explanation of the higher heat rejection rates. They 
did suggest that new cooling ponds could be considered as an option if they were needed. 
Further clarification of the heat rejection requirements and attendant water requirements were 
requested. (Action - Eagle) 

TECO offered that they were already trying to locate other water sources in the area. They 
have been talking to Cargill and IMC Agrico. They agreed to provide more information on 
potential sources of water to assist in meeting these requirements. (Action - Eagle) 

FPC asked the Eagle team if they had reviewed the conditions of certification at the site relating to 
water. The importance of this issue was to make sure that TECO and Texaco understand FPC’s 
boundaries because they would be high hurdles to change. 

Texaco advised that this was not an infrequent issue. FPC and Texaco agreed that the 
anticipated volume of water required to support the Hines 2 combined cycle power block 
would be an appropriate basis and that the team should assume no groundwater provisions. 
Further information to be provided to FPC on this issue. (Action - Eagle) 

FPC raised the issue of “blowdown” from cooling water systems (i.e. ponds, cooling towers, etc.), 
explaining that the Hines site is treated as a zero discharge site. 

Texaco offered that they have some flexibility but that further investigation would be needed. 
They had not planned on including a wastewater plant, but rather had expected that FPC 
would provide the required water and accept the required blowdown volumes (3 to 6 MGD). 
They mentioned that they would need to rethink the cooling tower approach based on the site 
constraints. 

When asked about the “black water” that the gasifiers generate in the quench area, Texaco 
advised that the black water is continuously recycled and only solids (slag) exit the process. 

FPC brought forward a few questions on air emissions starting with NO,. The NO, estimate in the 
proposal is less than 10 ppm (on syngas). FPC is expecting the agency to require < 5 ppm for the 
natural gas fired combined cycle. FPC asked if Eagle has plans for selective catalytic reduction 
units (SCRs)? 

SCRs are not currently included. Texaco offered that they plan to make a case that SCR’s 
are not environmentally efficient on gasification (i.e. syngas) units. They won this argument 
at TECO’s Polk Station in 1994, in Kansas in 1994/95 and in Delaware in 1998/99. The limit 
for the new Delaware unit is 9 ppm. They don’t want to assume that if the battle has been 
lost for natural gas, that it will also be lost for syngas. 

FPC asked about particulates, CO and VOC’s. 

Texaco agreed to get back to FPC and provide the missing values from the emissions tables, 
They expect the values to be lower than on natural gas. 

FPC asked about the sulfur emission numbers (e.g. comparable to the Polk’plant on coal). 

Texaco advised that systems have gotten better since Polk was built. The target at Polk was 
98% sulfur removal. They would expect the Hines unit to be at 98 to 99% efficient. 

4126100 Meeting Notes - Eagle Energy 
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7. FPC asked about sulfur content of the backup fuel and any operating restrictions assumed. 

Texaco advised that the back-up fuel assumes standard sulfur content for diesel fuel. They 
expect to be permitted to operate potentially up to 3000 hours on back-up fuel. They don't 
want anv restrictions on this. The distillate oil is used to bring the gasifier trains and CT's on 
and off line and they would anticipate a minimum of 1000 hours per CT per year on distillate 
supporting normal operations. 

Texaco offered to take FPC out to some of their sites to see what was being built and how 
they do (or plan to) run the facilities. 

8. FPC asked if Texaco anticipates having hydrogen on site (e.g. for generator cooling). 

Texaco advised that their design was not that far along yet. They would tend to use what 
TECO or FPC uses. 

9. FPC asked if there were any large chemical storage requirement for the air separation process. 

Texaco responded that there were essentially no chemicals really involved. The unit 
refrigerates by compressing air. 

10. FPC inquired how Eagle plans to move feedstock and other materials (Le. with trucks?). Specific 
follow-up questions included: 

What is the estimated total traffic for moving Pet Coke & slag? 
How does Eagle plan to handle local issues? What has been done to address this issue? 
How would petcoke delivery interruptions would be handled. 

TECO advised that, at full output, petcoke would be delivered by truck every 6 minutes from 
their port facility to the site. The port facility would handle "weeks" of inventory. The site 
would have 2 days of petcoke inventory. Delivery rates would be higher when catching up on 
inventory levels. 

TECO is planning to hire a PR [Public Relations] firm to help with local issues like the 
trucking. They didn't have the route planned yet, but we would plan on using less traveled 
routes. 

TECO mentioned that there may be a port facility in Tampa becoming available for their use 
(alluding to Gannon). The development team had not fully explored potential water borne 
interruptions in supply. They agreed to provide additional information on water borne delivery 
limitations and potential impacts of hurricanes on their operations. (Action - Eagle) 

11. 

12. 

FPC asked for clarification of TECO's response Item 13 in the April 7th letter - addressing the 
trucking of #2 oil. 

Texaco advised that they would maintain 5 days of oil storage on-site, not fill a truck with a 5 
day supply of oil. 

FPC asked for more information about the slag produced in petcoke gasification. Compared with 
coal feedstock? 

Texaco advised that the slag is concentrated; it has a high carbon content, very little sulfur. It 
has a fair amount of metals. The slag can be sold as fuel, and the project team would make 
it a high priority to sell it. 
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TECO advised that the volumes of slag produced are fairly minimal, particlarly with petcoke. 
Generally, a staging area is not required if the operations team loads directly from the gasifier 
to the slag cooler and into the trucks. 

Texaco advised that if the purchasing entity can't take the slag, they would have an alternate 
area (off-site) to put it. For the purpose of this evaluation, they suggested that FPC assume 
mar ail slag iea ves me sne, inciuaing Tines. I nese materiais can be soia to coke brokers. - 

Texaco also explained that, despite the high levels of metals in the slag, it is still relatively 
inert because the quench process produce microspheres that are like glass capsules, These 
are typical for coal gasification. Apparently, with petcoke gasidcation, since the inert 
material content in the feedstock is so low (Le. no ash), the operators normally add dirt in with 
the feedstock to provide enough silica for the encapsulation to occur. 

13. FPC inquired about steps mentioned in the proposal that had been taken to initiate a transmission 
feasibility study. The issue of limited availability of transmission beyond 530 MW was also 
mentioned. 

TECO advised that they had not taken any action with respect to a transmission feasibility 
study or interconnection study on FPC's system. There had been some work done looking at 
the project on its original site in Tampa Electric territory. TECO indicated that it hadn't gotten 
too excited about transmission yet. TECO asked (and FPC confirmed) that the transmission 
requirements were an item to be addressed if the proposal was short listed. 

FPC raise the timing issue in terms of commitment dates and in-service dates. FPC indicated that 
it was still on schedule to arrive at short list recommendation in the May 19' timeframe. FPC also 
inquired about the potential to come on line 4 months earlier (Le. meet FPC's need date). 

14. 

Texaco advised that the FPC project and other development work were on parallel paths and 
that timing would be significantly dependant on permitting and FPC commitment. If the 
turbines were committed earlier and other timeframes could be cut down, they thought that it 
might be possible to be in service earlier. Again, the permitting requirements, which, as 
already discussed, involve some significant issues with water (and material transportation). 
When asked about site certification for petcoke, Texaco advised that their team had this 
experience in other states (i.e. Delaware). 

15. FPC raised a series of questions tied to the proposed availability of power supply, what the 
guarantee was tied to, and what experience the team had to support the guaranteed availability 
rates proposed. 

TECO explained that the proposed 94% availability guarantee was based on power output 
from the proposed unit (Le. tied to the plant). They do not plan to provide back-up capacity or 
system back-up or go to the market to purchase power in the event that the plant is 
unavailable. They expressed confidence that the plant would be capable of meeting the 
availability guarantees. 

Texaco added that many of the features they are planning in the design are intended to 
improve the availability of the overall plant. In the gasification section, they have an extra 
gasifier that is intended to allow them to do gasifier maintenance while the plant is on the line. 
They have two 50% air separation units to reduce lost syngas production if one ASU train 
goes down. Further, they have the ability to fire any one of the CT's on distillate oil to 
maintain power output if necessary. If it was deemed appropriate, they would also consider 
redundant sulfur removal capability. 

When asked about the significant operating problems at TECOs Polk Station, Texaco 
explained that the Polk Station would not be a good point of reference because that station 

4/26/00 Meeting Notes - Eagle Energy 
Confidential 

Page 5of 7 



has hot gas clean-up (required for the DOE support) versus quench which caused a lot more 
operational and maintenance problems. They also mentioned that the plant doesn't have a 
spare gasifier which means that TECO is forced to burn distillate oil if the gasifier is down. 

When asked about any reference points that would shed light on the potential for high 
performing petcoke IGCC plants, Texaco referred to an older plant in Ube Japan, a coal- 
based IGCC plant in Kansas, and a petcoke-based plant under construction in Uelaware. 
Texaco offered to attempt to obtain some historical performance data from the Ube plant to 
provide FPC with some assurance that these performance levels can be achieved in-service. 

16. FPC addressed the'relationship between the guaranteed availability and the proposed performance 
incentives. First, FPC confirmed that Eagle intended to limit the potential penalties for non- 
performance to 10% of the capacity payments, as stated in the proposal. Second, FPC confirmed 
that Eagle did not intend to offer parent guarantees (Le. from TECO Energy or Texaco), as outlined 
in their response to Item 45 in FPC's April 7Ih letter. 

Texaco affirmed, as outlined in their response to Item 45, that the process and equipment 
guarantees and the depth of their design and operations experience should provide 
assurance that the project will perform throughout the contract period. They further 
emphasized that their investment of hundreds of millions of dollars in the facility should be a 
strong enough signal of their level of commitment to the success of the project. 

When challenged with the assertion that the proposed 10% cap on performance penalties 
essentially put all of the technology, operational and financial risk of the project on FPC and 
its customers, there was no response from the Eagle team. They didn't seem to be making a 
connection between this issue and FPC's request for parent guarantees. 

17. FPC inquired about the prospects of obtaining sufficiently secure quantities of petcoke feed stock 
for a plant this large over the entire 25 year life of the proposed project. 

Texaco offered that they were working with many refineries in the Gulf Coast region and in 
the Caribbean basin who were extremely interested in providing feedstock for this project. 
They explained that the petcoke gasification process can accommodate a wider range of 
feedstock quality (e.g. hardness) than direct combustion systems can which allows gasifiers a 
wider range of potential suppliers. This, in turn allows the refiners to push their cokers harder 
and still offload the waste coke. Texaco claims a huge potential supply of petcoke for their 
gasification projects. Their estimates for Venezuala alone are 7500 TPD by 2004. They test 
feedstock at their pilot plant in Montebello, which can handle very hard grind cokes. They 
also mentioned that the Ube plant apparently buys a lot of coke on the spot market to take 
advantage of low price coke opportunities. 

18. No further questions remained from the group. FPC and Eagle reviewed the key action items. 
TECO offered to have responses completed by May 5". 

Action Items: 

Address water issues and alternative sources. 
Provide typical generator inertia data. 
Complete the CO, VOC and particulate emissions estimates. 
Address how hurricane season may impact operations. 
Clarify #13 - 5 day storage for #2 oil. 
Transmission issues Will be deferred until shortlist. 
Eagle will look for opportunities to accelerate the schedule. 
Examine supplemental site certification issues for petcoke. 
Provide performance data on petcoke lGCC (e.g Ube) 

4126100 Meeting Notes - Eagle Energy 
Confidential 
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19. FPC wrapped up by restating that the proposal review team was targeting mid-May for a short list 
recommendation. At that time, FPC will choose parties, if any, to pursue negotiations with. 

20. Mr. Preston (Texaco) expressed that the mid-May timeframe would work well within their project 
development plans, in terms of not impacting their original project concept if FPC decides not to 
pursue the project. n e  asKea m a t t h - r  
concerns or issues that FPC is considering before the proposal is knocked out of the running. 

. .  

The meeting was concluded. 
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From: Rebecca Alex 

Development Manager 

f '  

Follow up to April 26,2000 Meeting: 

Background 
An IGCC facility requires a significant volume of cooling water due to its configuration utilizing an air 
separation Unit, an acid gas removal section, and large steam turbine output. Specifically, the Eagle Energy 
Project will require the following estimate cooling loads; 

Gb.4y 

RL; 
&LY* 

A- U. &2 

Gasification 698 MM B t u h  

Power Block 2380 Mh4 Btuflzr 

Total 3078 MM Btulhr 

A typical combined cycle plant configured as a 2x1 7FA design will have approximately a 1232 MM 
Btu/hr heat rejection requirement. This would be similar to the Hines 2 unit proposed by FPC. The 
addition of a third combustion turbine, along with the full load season independent output of 197 klW on 
each of the combustion turbines, and the increased steam turbine output due the steam produced in the 
gasification section, the Eagle Energy Project will require an increase of cooling for the power block of 
90%. 

' 

The present cooling pond at the Hines facility has no make-up allowed by wells until the first 950 M W  of 
capacity is installed. It is important that the permit be reviewed to determine first if it is acceptable to 
pump any or all of the water required for the Eagle Energy Project prior to importing any effluent streams. 

Eagle Energy Pond Impacts 
The additional heat rejection fiom the Power Block of 1128 MM Btu/'hr results in an additional make-up 
water requirement of 3.24 MM GPD (based on pure evaporation at 10OObtuAb). Due to the nature of a 
cooling pond and the sensble heat loss from the ground, this quantity would actually be less. The actual 
make-up requirement will be d e t a i n e d  as soon as the pond design is obtained and the impacts modeled. 

The amount of make-up required would be supplied by effluent water fiom the City ofLakeland which 
averages 5.67 MM GPD, resulting in 2.43 MM GPD remaining fromLakeland's effluent for other uses. 
The make-up will go directly to the Hines Energy Facility's cooling pond as r e q ~ e d .  

Cooling Tower Needs 
At present it is planned to use c o o h g  towers for the gasification cooling equipment. If the water analysis 
at the Hines Energy Facility is found to be acceptable, some or all of this cooling could be provided by the 
cooling pond. 

The 698 MM B t u h  cooling requirement outlined above results in 2 MM GPD of evaporation (based on 
1000 btuflb). This maximum requirement will be satisfied by make-up fiom the r e m a f i g  effluent water 
from the City of Lakeland (2.43 MM GPD average remaining). In addition, water from the City of 
Mulbeny and the City of Wachula may be utilized (an additional 0.5-1.0 MM GPD). These municipal 



waters would also be sent to the pond for storage, and pumped to the cooling towers for niakcup as 
required. Thus, from 1-2 MM GPD of water is still available using the three sources outlined above for 
recharge. 

Particulates, lb/hr 
S02,  l b h  
NOx (ppmvd @15% 02)  
CO, ppmvd 
VOCs, ppmvd 

Additional Well Water Makeup Requirements 
Water will be required at a rate of nearly 678 gpm (approximately 1 MM GPD) for gasification makeup 

r. etc. This water source would 
need to be determined at a later date due to the specific processhuman requirements for use. 

5 1  5 1  
400 1,068 
<lo  42 
40 25 
1.4 3.5 

Cooling Tower Discharge 
Due to the zero discharge nature of the Hhes cooling pond it may be undesirable to discharge cooling 
tower blowdown into the pond. Therefore, several options are available. 

First, cooling tower blowdown can be sent to a reverse osmosis system to reduce the size of this stream. 
Based on an estimated blowdown of 460 o m ,  this would be reduced to 230 gpm of  brine, with the 
remaining 230 gpm of clean water returned back to the cooling towers. 

The 230 gpm of brine can then be processed in a brine concentrator system where it is first softened with 
lime, then evaporated using one of several possible evaporator configurations. The clean water will then be 
returned back to the cooling tower, thus closing the balance. The brine can be taken offsite for disposal, or 
potentially, fed into the gasifiers where the solids will be encapsulated in the slag. 

Sludge formed in the softening process can be used in thegasification unit as a fluxing agent (25 tpd are 
presently anticipated to be brought onsite for this reason), or removed offsite for disposal. 

If it is acceptable to discharge coolhg tower blowdown to the existing pond that would be the most 
economical solution. 

2) Does the project team have any experience in Site Certification modifications, specifically with 
Coal to Pet Coke solid feeds? 

Yes, the project team does have experience with modifying a Site Certification, specifically at theHardee 
Power Station. Although the project team does not have specific experience with a coal to pet coke 
supplemental filing, the project team does have experience with permitting and licensing of IGCC projects 
with a pet coke feedstock. . 
3) Complete Table 2 on Page 7 of Eagle Energy’s follow-up response to FPC’s April 71h request. 

TableII. Maximum Emissions fiom the IGCC Unit’s CT 

4) What provisions are being made to ensure the delivery of Pet Coke in the event of a natural 
disaster, such as a hurricane. 



We will have 30 to 60 days af storagc of coke at the Tampa port site. In addition there is going to be 2 
days of coke storage at the plwt site. 

5) Clarification of Question 13 on FPC’s April 71h request. 

Based on h e  expected 98% gasifier availability, the plant would require a truck delivery of  No.2 fuel oil 
Nn 3 fiid oil. 

6) Provide inertia data as requested on Attachment E of FPC’s RFP. 

Steam Generator and Exciter: 306,200 lb-ft2 
Combustion Turbine: 368,700 lb-ft2 
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RFP ANALYSIS: INITIAL SCREENING RESULTS 
Differential CPWRR of the System 

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026 2028 

YEAR 

i + Hines 2 Option 
+750 MW Eagle Option 

~ ~~~ ~~ ~ 

~ 

+530 MW Eagle Option 
-530 MW Pand Option 

~- . ~ 





Panda Non-Price Attributes 

Commentary Significai 
Attribute Category 

Factor Attribute 

Bidder has previous litigation history with FPC involving questionable dealings 
in contract execution, interpretation and implementation. 

Signific 

Con Corporate Strategic Factors The proposal only covers 2 to 5 years of a long term need. FPC and its 
customers will be exposed to market prices of capacity and/or replacement 
generation at the end of term. These have been trending up, which would be 
consistent with the Bidder's desire to exit this commitment no later than 5 
years out. 

Signific 

Strategic Factors 

Con Effect of Seller's Financing on FPC The proposal allows Panda to walk away without recourse as late as 9/2001 if 
financing is not obtained for any reason. This places significant risk on FPC 
meeting its need in November 2003. To mitigate FPC's risk if the bidder's 
financing falls through, FPC would need to keep its self-build option "alive". 
This would, at a minimum, include continuing with the Need and 
Supplemental Site Certification approval for a contingent self-build backstop 
and a $9.2 Million progress paymenl lo Siemens Westinghouse. 

Signific 

Con Regulatory Risk Factors Based on the terms of the proposal, the proposed plants are prohibited under 
existing law. 

Critical 

ce 

Con Litigation History ant 

m t  

ant 

Bidders Ability to Perform and Financial Impacts 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Confidential 
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Attribute Category 
Factor Attrihute Gammentary t ignifican e 

Firmness and Reliability 

Con Dual Fuel Capability 

Pro Power Firmness 

Environmental Impacts 

Con Project Location 

EquipmentlProcess 

Project Location 

Water Issues 

Contract Flexibility 

Con Supplier Performance Assurances 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Confidential 

Not available in the proposal. Per Panda, the need for backup fuel is 
mitigated by their reported ability to backhaul gas from FGT at Midway. The 
logistics of this arrangement are still questionable. 

The proposed redundant plant facilities (Le. 1.000 MW Panda Leesburg and 
the 1,000 MW Panda Midway plants) may enable Panda Energy to serve firm 
contracts more reliably than stand-alone facilities. 

At present, Gulfstream has not shown Leesburg as being served by the 
proposed pipeline. The Leesburg location would likely require fairly 
substantial pipeline lateral construction to interconnect to the proposed 
Gulfstream route. 

Not a factor. 

Not a factor in environmental terms. 

Not anticipated to be an issue. 

Credit assurances have been offered for performance, subject to a cap of $15 
Million. These assurances could fall seriously short if the Bidder walked away 
from a non-performance contract dispute. Further assurance would be 
necessary. 

Moderal 

Modera 

Modera 

Sig nific 
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Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute Commentary tionifica ice 

Contract Flexibility 

Con Supplier Performance Assurances 

Pro Supplemental Capacity Call Options 

Con Early Termination 

Pro Pricing Structure 

Con Purchase Options 

FPC System Reliability 

Con Power Deliverability 

Con Power Deliverability 

Con ' Power Deliverability 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Confidential 

LDs were not included in the proposal, but Panda assures that guaranteed 
performance will be met through operations, alternative supply, or LDs. 
Precisely how this will be applied is still unclear. 

Additional capacity has been offered with the proposal. 

The proposal offers flexible terms up to five years, but then exposes FPC to 
market conditions at the end of the term. If the proposal had provided FPC 
unilateral termination options (like other existing PPA's). it would offer superior 
optionality. 

Fixed and Variable price structures are similar to the self-build options and 
market offerings. 

Not offered. 

It is likely that the generation proposed at Leesburg will create a need for 
transmission network upgrades (FPC and neighboring systems). Schedule 
delays and additional costs would likely result, if these upgrades are required. 

With a proposed in-service date in early 2003, there'js a potential that any 
required network upgrades would not be available in time. 

If network upgrades are required, cost recovery for the upgrades could be 
uncertain due to the relatively short duration of the proposal. 

Signific nt 1 
Modera 

Modera 

Modera 

Minimal 

Signific 

Signific 

Signific t 
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Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute Commentary Siplificanx 

FPC System Reliability 

Con Fuel Transportation Flexibility 

Con Fuel Transportation Flexibility 

FPC would have no rights to gas transportation to use at alternative sites. 

The gas transportation rate in the variable energy formula is higher than 
FPC's negotiated rate with Gulfstream. 

Proposal allows FPC to pay for gas transportation only when calling for power. 

Moderat 

Moderat 

Pro Fuel Transportation Flexibility Moderatl? 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Pro Power Deliverability 

9 

F! 

Page 5 of 6 

Pro Power Deliverability Moderat I Panda has made a good faith effort to pursue the study agreements needed 
to support development of these facilities. 

The location may be beneficial for serving high growth load in the Central 
Florida region. 

Minimal 

Operational Flexibility I 
Con Dispatch Flexibility In the proposal, Panda requested day ahead scheduling of the FPC 

resource. In subsequent Q&A, Panda has suggested that they would 
considec connecting to FPC's dispatch center, but would still want power 
scheduled day ahead. 

Con Fuel Management or Tolling Fuel management not offered in the proposal. FPC would not be able to 
capture gas portfolio benefits on the System resulting from lower negotiated 
rates and delivery flexibility. The full impact of these benefits is difficult to 
capture in the models. 

Options 

Pro Larger MW Blocks Initially, the proposal offered only 250 MW for purchase. Upon FPCs request 
for a greater commitment, Panda proposed an additional 250 MW block that 
would be available in the same time increments as the original block. 

Moderat 

DRAFT 



Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute Commentary Significai 

Operational Flexibility 

Operation & Maintenance Plans 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

ton fidential 

Since this is a short term proposal (5 years or less), the operations and 
maintenance risk should be minimized, given a reasonable package of 
performance guarantees. 
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Eaule Energy Non-Price Attributes 

Critical 

Signific 

Sig nific 

Signific 

Moderi 

Moder; 

Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute Commentary Signific 

Strategic Factors 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Pro 

Con 

Regulatory Risk Factors FPC has not projected a need for 750 MWs in 11/2003. Additionally, 
given the recent Supreme Court decision, the plant could not be legally 
sited unless Eagle brings along a coapplicant that has committed the 
remaining excess capacity. 

Corporate Strategic Factors There likely will be an adverse public perception associated with 
developing a high-sulfur fuel project. 

Corporate Strategic Factors The high fiied cost (nuclear type) base load unit does not fit well in FPC's 
current generation portfolio which needs more flexible intermediate 
capacity. 

Regulatory Risk Factors There is risk inherent in the assessment and certification of this type of 
high sulfur fuel facility like the proposed unit, especially with the public 
impact of the transportation plan. 

Corporate Strategic Factors The Project presents an opportunity to improve FPC's fuel diversity. 

Corporate Strategic Factors The Project would consume a significant portion of the site and its 
resources. 

Litigation History Not anticipated as a significant factor. 

Bidders Ability to Perform and Financial Impacts 

Thursday, June 15.2000 

Confidential 
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Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute 

~~ ~ 

Commentary Siflnifh 

Bidders Ability to Perform and Financial Impacts 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Bidder's Qualifications & 
Experience 

Bidder's Qualifications and 
bperience 

Debt Covenants & Financing 
Arrangements 

Effect of Seller's Financing on FPC 

Potential Impact on FPC Cost of 
Capital 

Thursday, June 15.2000 

Confidential 

TECO has no experience developing or operating the specific design 
being proposed involving petcoke gasification and multi-train units. It 
appears that Texaco has only one 35 MW petcoke gasification unit 
currently in operation. 

TECO's 250 MW Polk IGCC Plant gasifies coal. The operating history of 
that unit reveals that TECO has been forced extensively to operate on oil 
or shut down, a predicament that would have significant adverse 
economic impact on the proposed 750 MW project. 

It is anticipated that the proposed financing structure would make i t  more 
difficult to negotiate changes in any of the contract terms or physical plant 
capability. Exposure would be significant for a long term contract with 
high fixed costs. 

The proposal allows Eagle to walk away without recourse as late as 
Spring 2002 if financing is not obtained for any reason. This places 
significant risk on FPC meeting its need in November 2003. To mitigate 
FPC's risk if the bidder's financing falls through, FPC would need to keep 
its self-build option "alive". This would, at a minimum, include continuing 
with the Need and Supplemental Site Certification approval for a 
contingent self-build backstop and a $9.2 Million progress payment to 
Siemens Westinghouse. 

Significant impact on FPC's cost of capital would be expecled. Raling 
agencies (e.g. Standard & Poor's) will impute a significant amounl of debt 
to FPC associated with the capacity payments for a long-term contract 
with very high fixed payments. This will be addressed in the economic 
analysis. 

Signifii 

Signifi 

Signifi 

Signifi 

Signif 

nt 

nt 

nt 

Int 

int 
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Attribute Category 
Factor Attribute 

Bidders Ability to Perform and Financial Impacts 

Con Project Schedule 

Con Project Schedule 

Firmness and Reliability 

Con Backup Fuel Supply 

Con Backup Fuel Supply 

Con Firmness of Fuel Supply 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Confidential 

The proposed schedule appears aggressive for the proposed plant 
technology, especially considering the preliminary status of the plant 
design. The schedule is also presented at a fairly high level which causes 
some additional concern that the March '04 in-service date can actually be 
met. Delivery of major equipment seems late for a March 04 in-service 
date. Also appears that a lot of the major equipment comes on-site 
concurrently creating high manpower needs. 

FPC's need date is November 2003. The proposal doesn't offer power 
from the proposed facility until March 2004 and no bridge capcity is 
mentioned. 

Project economics may be adversely affected if oil is needed for extended 
periods. 

In situations where Number 2 oil is in heavy demand, this plant may tax 
delivery capabilities in the area, making it difficult to operate the plant at 
full output on oil under these conditions. 

Eagle's variable energy prices appear very low compared with the market 
prices of commodity petcoke and transportation costs which could mean 
that the bidder is assuming significant risk in the fuel supply and which 
could undermine economic viability. 

Signifi 

Signif 

Signif 

Signil 

Signii 

nce 

int 

mt 

mt 

mt 
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Attribute Category ~ ~ -7 
Factor Attr'ibute Commentary Significance 

Firmness and Reliability 

Con Power Firmness mt 

ant 

te 

Ite 

ant 

I 

Con Proven Technology 

Con Firmness of Fuel Supply 

Con Firmness of Fuel Supply 

Dual Fuel Capability 

Environmental Impacts 

Con Design, Permitting and 
Compliance Issues 

Thursday, June 15.2000 

Confidential 

The project proposes firm unit power with a guaranteed availability above 
90%. Given the immaturity of the technology and the low performance 
(capacity factors) achieved at TECO's Polk IGCC, it is unclear whether the 
availability can be attained. 

Eagle states that the basic gasification technology is proven. The 
proposed process specific to this offering, however, has never been 
proven in-service (e.g. sulfuric acid removal on petcoke. potential SCRs 
on syngas, etc.). 

The proposed fuel transportation is almost entirely dependant upon barge 
and truck delivery. Potential interruptions in such transportation could 
preclude contract performance. Because the Project is envisioned to have 
limited on-site storage, it would be particularly susceptible to interruptions 
in truck traffic. 

Supply appears firm, but lack of detail in the supply plan leaves some 
uncertainty in handling logistics. 

The ability to swap primary fuels and lower cost is not a factor for this 
type of facility. 

Eagle's claim that they can achieve NOx compliance without SCRs is 
questionable. Additional equipment and maintenance costs likely would 
cause price increases. 

Signifi 

Signific 

Moder; 

Moder 

Signifi, 
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Attribute Category 

Factor Attribute Commentary 8iunifi 

Environmental Impacts 

Con Water Issues 

Con Water Issues 

Con Design, Permitting and 
Compliance Issues 

Con EquipmentIProcess 

Con Project Location 

Con Design, Permitting and 
Compliance Issues 

Contract Flexibility 

Thursday, June 15,2000 

Confidential 

A large IGCC plant requires a significant amount of water, which is a 
scarce resource in Central Florida. In the proposal, Eagle put the water 
supply requirement on FPC. Eagle referred to several potential off-site 
sources of water for the large volume of water required for this project. In 
FPC's extensive experience sourcing water in this area, these sources are 
less likely to supply water than Eagle suggests. 

Certification does not allow groundwater withdrawal until after the first 940 
MW. FPC plans to use stormwater cropping for the next unit. However, 
the proposed IGCC plant would require significantly more water. 

The proposal anticipates operation of the CTs on distillate for up to 1000 
hours per CT (or a total of 3000 hours). This may not be feasible, given 
current limitations imposed at 1000 hours for 2 CTs. 

The process design, as proposed, has significant impacts as a result of 
water requirements to support cooling tower operations. A different 
approach to cooling and heat rejection would be needed. 

The bidders propose siting the IGCC plant at the Hines Site. The IGCC 
process requires the use and storage of voluminous hazardous chemicals 
and significant amounts of oil and generates numerous waste streams 
that must be mitigated via recycling or disposal. 

FPC needs unimpeded access to the existing facilities at Hines. As such, 
given the proposed levels of Iraffic, another entrance would be needed. 

Signii 

Signil 

Poter 

Potei 

Potei 

Modt 

Ice 

nt 

nt 

lly Significant 

Ily Significant 

Ily Significant 

e 
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Attribute Category 

Commentary Signific; Factor Attribute 

Contract Flexibility 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Pro 

Con 

Con 

Con 

Pro 

nce 

Early Termination 

Pricing Structure 

Pricing Structure 

Pricing Structure 

Pricing Structure 

Supplier Performance Assurances 

Supplier Performance Assurances 

Other Flexibility 

This was not included in the base proposal. It is likely that a termination 
clause would be very expensive due to the large financing requirements of 
this project. 

High fixed price contracts are inconsistent with market forces which push 
towards lower fixed costs and greater flexibility. 

Low variable price could be below true variable cost at times, which could 
eliminate incentives to perform. 

The guaranteed variable price is low, which protects the buyer from 
volatility (price spikes) in the market. 

Fixed escalators in both the fixed and variable price components do not 
reflect or react to changing market conditions. 

Proposed performance terms, which include a 10% cap on LDs, shift most 
of the technology and ultimately the performance risk to FPC and its 
customers. 

No parent guarantees will be offered and supplier performance 
assurances do not adequately mitigate the significant risks of failure to 
meet in-service date, equipment failure, and failure to perform. 

Eagle has offered a lease payment for the use of a portion of the Hines 
Site. 

Thursday, June 15,2000 
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Attribute Category 

Factor Attribute Commentary 

Contract Flexibility 

Pro Purchase Options 

Pro Supplemental Capacity Call 
Options 

FPC System Reliability 

Con Power Deliverability 

Con Power Deliverability 

Con Power Deliverability 

Pro Power Deliverability 

Thursday, June 15. 2000 

Confidential 

Proposal offered (a) right of first refusal to purchase the Project assets at 
the end of the 25 year term "upon mutually acceptable terms" and (b) the 
opportunity for equity participation. 

Offered the option for additional power purchase up to 750 MW at the 
inception of the contract. 

FPC's implicit reservation for additional network capacity for Hines 3 
doesn't become effective until late 2005. Therefore, FPC would not be 
able to confer queuing rights to Eagle for capacity beyond the planned 
capacity of Hines 2 (Le. the extra 220 MW of Eagle) until 2005. 

The incremental capacity has the potential to trigger the need for the 
Hines to West Lake Wales 230 kV line, which was originally slated for 
Hines 3. It is unlikely that the upgrade could be constructed and in- 
service to meet a March 2004 in-service date. 

The proposed capacity above FPC's stated need would be considered 
merchant capacity and, as such, would be queued behind two other 
merchant interconnection requests. As a result, the network upgrade 
issue could be significant if the proposed merchant capacity remains in 
the queue. 

The long term nature of the proposed agreement provides more certainty 
in cost recovery for the cost of any network upgrades that would be 
needed. 

Moder 

Minim 

Signif 

Signif 

Poter 

Mode 

ice 

! 

nt 

nt 

Ily Significant 

e 
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Attribute Category 
factor Attribute 

ant 

ant 

Ite 

I 

Commentary Sionific 

Operational Flexibility 

Con Dispatch Flexibility No dispatch flexibility is offered. The baseload nature of the proposed 
power supply would tend to aggravate low load issues that already exist. 

Pro Larger MW Blocks The proposal offers large M W  block sizes. 

Con Fuel Transportation Flexibility No synergies with FPC's gas portfolio in this proposal. 

Con Fuel Management or Tolling No fuel-related synergies with FPC because FPC doesn't use petcoke at 
Options other sites. 

Operation & Maintenance Plans It appears that maintenance scheduling could be coordinated in advance 
to minimize inefficient outage scheduling. 

Thursday, June 15.2000 

Confidential 

Signific 

Signific 

Moder 

Minim; 
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