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Based on this analysis, did PEF make any block energy purchases or resewe 

transmission for the January - February 2010 period in the event the CR3 

unplanned outage was extended into this time period? 

No. As Exhibit No. - (SAW-2) shows, PEF’s avoided cost projection for the 

J a n w  - February period was approximately 

at the PEF interface 

responses FPO received ranged from =per MWh to a per M w h  Thus, even 

Without risk adjustments for deliverability due to transmission curtailment or load 

forecast variability, all of the energy offers received were above PEF’s 

anticipated avoided dispatch costs, and, therefore, were deemed to be 

uneconomic. It should be noted that the offers received were almost exclusively 

from out-of-state counterparties. As noted above, power purchased from such 

out-of-state sources tends to be slightly less expensive than similar in-state 

purchases. 

per MWh for energy received 

per MWh at the JENSOCO interface) and the 

Regarding transmission purchases, at the time, there was no additional 

fm transmission available from any Florida - Georgia border transmission 

provider. FPO also considered purchasing an available 100 MW of non-fm 

transmission into Florida across the E A  system to facilitate potential spot market 

purchases, but determined that the few periods of relatively short duration when 

such spot purchases were projected to displace higher priced PEF generation did 

not justify incurring the fixed cost of  reserving transmission capacity for this 

period. FPO also had concerns over whether this non-fm transmission would be 

interrupted, as it is not uncommon in Florida for non-firm transmission to be 

curtailed in order to maintain reliability dunng peak demand periods when 
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REDACTEC 
The most economic offers for delivery at the Florida border were provided by - and -. Consequently, FPO focused on 

negotiating with these parties for the potential delivery of 100 MWs of energy at 

the FloriddJEA interfac- also appeared to provide the best offer for 

energy delivered to the PEF border, but FPO continued to discuss possible - in the event that a satisfactory transaction 

could not be negotiated with = 
What specific actions did FPO and TOP take to execute the foregoing 

strategy? 

In March 2010, FPO negotiated three energy purchases - two 50 MW, 7x16 

blocks delivered at the Southern CompanyiJEA interface -: 
-forMayandJune2010,anda100MW7~16 

block from- delivered to PEF for May 2010. In early April 2010, PEF also 

successfully negotiated with F W  Energy Services (“Reliant”) to accelerate 

delivery of energy from the Vandolah facility for the month of May. This 

negotiation expanded the scope of a then-fmal, multi-year purchase power 

agreement previously scheduled to commence on June 1,2010. 

When did FPO know that the CR3 outage would extend beyond mid-year? 

Throughout March and April, FPO was receiving regular updates from NGG 

regarding the status of the CR3 outage. Some of these communications were 
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DLC resources. FPO concluded that specifically seeking out capacity purchase 

opportmities was not necessary, but was aware of these scenario analyses and 

took them into consideration as it analyzed potential economic purchase 

opportunities for the summer period. FPO’s analysis also showed that PEF’s 

avoided cost for this period was expected to be significantly higher than it was in 

previous periods, which suggested that there may be opportunities to make 

economic purchases during the July - September 20 10 timeframe to mitigate the 

economic impact of a continued outage at CR3. 

What actions did you take based on this updated scenario analysis? 

Beginning on or about April 19, 2010, FPO commenced a new solicitation 

seeking offers from the same broad group of in-state and regional power 

suppliers that FPO had solicited in February. For this late summer period, FPO 

~ ~ 

also focused its solicitation on on-peak only energy schedules because these 7x16 

and more narrow on-peak products better fit PEF’s system load profile and their 

cost premium relative to 7x24 products was minimal. Again, PEF received a 

wide range of responses and FPO developed a matrix to organize its analysis of 

the responses received. Because PEF was seeking offers for summer energy, 

FPO received some responses for June as well as July - September. The 

responses to this solicitation for the summer 2010 period as well as PEF’s 

projected avoided costs for June - September are summarized in Exhibit No. - 

(SAW-5). 

After reviewing the responses, PEF chose to pursue a 100 MW 7x16 block 

delivered to PEF for the June - August period from PEF also bought a 
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100 MW 7x16 block from -, delivered at the Southern 

Company/JEA border, for July and August. Both of these transactions were 

executed in late April. In addition, on May 11, PEF also purchased from - 
m e e  smaller 7x8 blocks delivered to the PEF system - 10 MWs in June 

and 20 MWs in July and Augusf respectively. 

Finally, after reviewing the responses that PEF received, PEF further 

determined that an additional purchase from Reliant’s Indian River facility for 

the months of July through September 2010 was cost-effective. Although the 

primary rationale of this purchase was economic, the incremental capacity 

provided by the Indian River purchase also mitigated the risk of a potential 

capacity shortfall in the event of extraordinary high loads coupled with the loss oj 

one of PEF’s largest remaining generating units. Accordingly, in late June, PEF 

executed a tolling agreement for a 300 MW gas-fred steam boiler unit, with the 

output delivered to the PEF system. Under that agreement, PEF elected when to 

take the energy from the plant and provided the gas used at the plant if and when 

PEF made this election. After consideration of the =-month capacity charge 

for the Indian River transaction, PEF determined this transaction was cost- 

effective based on the total of the capacity and transmission payments compared 

to PEF’s total cost of production. 

~ - -~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. . ~. . 

During the summer, did FPO plan for the contingency that the CR3 outage 

could extend into the 4’h Quarter of ZOlO? 

Yes. During the summer months, FPO actively monitored power flow under the 

executed transactions while continuing to receive regular updates from NGG 
- 
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that the market offers received were less attrac1:ive during the November - 

December period when load was expected to be lower. 

Based on its analysis, PEF made two additional economic block purchases 

of fm 7x16 energy for the September ~ October 2010 period. On August 5, 

2010, PEF purchased 50 MW of firm 7x16 energy from- 

deliverable to PEF’s system and, on August 6,2010, PEF purchased a second 50 

MW block of fm 7x16 energy from - deliverable to PEF’s system 

for the September - October period. With these economic purchases completed, 

the cost of extending the 300 MW Indian River purchase into October was 

determined not to be economic. 

In addition to the generation maintenance schedule changes that PEF 
~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

made, PEF also negotiated two economic enerLy transactions tied to unit 

maintenance outages occurring during the month of October in order to further 

improve capacity margins during this period. Specifically, PEF purchased 74 

MW of 7x16 firm energy delivered to the Southern Company - PEF border from - for September 18 through October 3 1 in order to ameliorate the 84 

MW that was out of service during this part of the Scherer unit maintenance 

outage, scheduled to begin on September 18 and extend into December. 

Similarly, in order to partially ameliorate the impact of the Franklin unit 

maintenance outage in late October, PEF purcb.ased 318 MW of 7x16 firm 

energy delivered to the Southern Company - P:EF border from = for the 

period of October 24 through October 3 1,2010. 
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made several economic purchases for the month of May 201 1 on March 30th. 

These purchases included: 

50 MWs of 7x16 fm energy at the GTC/JEA interface from - - 
an additional 50 MWs of 7x16 firm energy at the GTC/JEA interface from 

-, and 

98 MWs of 7x16 firm energy at the FPLFPC interface from - - 
On April 12th, the same three firm energy purchases were made for the month of 

June 201 1 , at different transaction prices. Also, on April 20th PEF also 

successfully negotiated with Reliant to accelerate delivery of energy from a 

second unit at the Vandolah facility for the month of May. This second unit was 

originally contracted to commence delivery on June 1. In anticipation that CR3 

would remain out through the summer, FPO also began securing the necessary 

transmission to facilitate power purchases from out-of-state sources, specifically 

focusing on the path to utilize the firm yearly Jacksonville transmission position. 

Due to the fact that Seminole was posting zero available transmission for the 

months of August and September, FPO purchased fm FPL monthly 

transmission &om Jacksonville to FPC. This would enable out of state purchases 

by re-directing the JEA yearly position for those months toward FPL. 

~ ~. ~ ~~ 
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What solicitations and purchases have you made in the June-September 201 

timeframe? 

Beginning in early May 201 1, FPO solicited the market for additional energy for 

June, as well as firm energy for July through September. See Exhibit No. 

(SAW-1 1). After an analysis of the offers received, several transactions were 

executed on May 12th. These purchases included: 

50 MWs of 7x16 firm energy at the GTC/JEA interface from- 

Q. 

4. 

- 

- an additional 50 MWs of 7x16 fm energy at the GTC/JEA interface from 

-, and 

98 MWs of 7x16 fm energy at the FPUFPC interface from - 
-, for the period July through September. 

PEF also purchased an additional 27 MWs of delivered 7x16 firm energy from 

-for June on May 12th, and 21 MWs of delivered 7x16 fm 

energy from them for August on May 25th. On June 14th, FPO purchased 25 

MWs of fm energy delivered to the GVLRPC interface for the months of July 

and August from -:. Throughout this solicitation period there 

were multiple offers from =. Although these offers may have been economic for June through August 

201 1, transmission,,was not available to enable ihe transaction to take place. 

Transmission did become available for September, but the - was 

not economical for September 201 1. Offers were also evaluated from - - With these units being readily available in the daily and hourly markets, 
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REDACTEC 
and the lower than expected summer loads experienced up to that point , the 

decision was made to evaluate purchase opportunities hourly, daily, or weekly 

rather than pay the capacity payment offered by -. In addition to the 

purchase power analysis, transmission position evaluation was ongoing. On May 

5", PEF purchased 100 MWs of non-firm E A  transmission (firm transmission 

was unavailable) and matching FPL non-firm monthly transmission for the month 

of July. Also, with Seminole transmission havmg become available for use as the 

path for the out-of-state markets, 100 M W s  of non-firm E A  transmission for the 

month of August was purchased to be used in conjunction with the firm monthly 

FPL transmission previously secured. This additional 100 MW transmission 

resource was intended for hourly and daily energy only economic purchases from 

the out-of-state markets. 

What decisions has FPO made at this time with respect to Fall 2011? 

Despite the fact that the outage was now known to extend beyond the summer of 

201 1, FPO continued to use a short term informal solicitation strategy through the 

fall of 201 1. While longer term purchase options will continue to be evaluated as 

they become known, energy only purchases generally prove more economical, 

especially during shoulder months. 

Have you conducted analyses on the longer-term impacts to system needs of 

the CR3 extended outage potentially extending beyond 2011? 

FPO has incorporated the updated CR3 outage schedule into the FOF through the 

end of the FOF horizon, currently 2013. In addition, FPO has coordinated with 
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liquid regional markets outside of peninsular Florida as well as from in-state 

facilities and counterparties. Access to these more liquid regional markets helped 

to ensure that the pricing received from both the regional market and the in-state 

market were representative of true market value. 

What is the incremental cost of the CR3 outage that PEF is seeking to 

recover through its capacity, fuel, and environmental cost recovery clauses? 

The Company is seeking recovery of all of its prudently incurred costs 

appropriate for recovery through the capacity, Fuel, and environmental cost 

recovery clauses. Despite the Company’s efforts to mitigate the impact of the 

CR3 outage, a portion of those costs are attributable to the effects of the extended 

CR3 outage. The amount through August 31,201 1 is $438,976,648. This 

amount includes actual gross costs through Aubglst 3 1,201 1. As presented in 

Exhibit No. - (SAW-12), the vast majority of these costs are recoverable 

through the fuel clause, while - are the capacity costs associated with 

the Vandolah and Indian River unit purchases, described above, and - 
is the estimated production cost simulation model incremental cost of emissions 

allowances, reagents for environmental controls, and other items normally 

recoverable thorough the environmental cost recovery clause. 

How did you calculate the total figure inclusive of both fuel and 

environmental costs that the Company is seeking to recover? 

FPO calculated that figure by first calculating the incremental difference between 

the recoverable costs incurred during the outage and the costs that the Company 
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Docket 100437-El 
June - Sept 2010 Solicitation-Evaluation 
Exhibit SAW-5, Page 1 of 1 

REDACTED 
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Docket 100437-El 
Sept - Oct 2010 Solicitation- Evaluation 
Exhibit SAW-6, Page 1 of 1 
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Solicitation for 

September - October 2010 

SOCOlFL Border 

7x16 

Delivered to FPC 

,..L 
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Solicitation for 
January- February2011 

Delivered to  FPC 

Docket 100437-El 
Jan - Feb 2011 Evaluation - Solicitation 
Exhibit SAW-8, Page 1 of 1 
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Docket I00437 
Mar-Apr 201 1 Solicitation - Evaluation 
Exhibit No. SAW-9, Page l o f  1 

REDACTED 

Solicitation for 

March -April 2011 

SOCOlFL Border Delivered to  FPC 
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Docket 100437-El 
June - Sept 201 1 Solicitation - Evaulation 
Exhibit SAW-11, Page 1 of 1 
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Delivered t o  FPC 
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Docket No. 100437-E1 
Impact of Repair Outage 
Exhibit SAW-12, Page 1 of 1 

Impact of CR3 Containment Repair Outage Based on 97% Capacity Factor 
Note: impact is based on net  of Joint Ownership share 
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Dec-09 
Jan-10 
Feb-10 
Mar-10 
Apr-10 

May-10 
Jun-10 

Aug-10 
Sep-10 
Oct-10 
Nov-10 

Jul-10 

Dec-10 
Jan-11 
Feb-11 

Mar-11 
Apr-11 

May-11 
Jun-11 

Jul-11 

A u g l l  

Totals 
Notes: 
- NEIL Reimbursements have been received through Dec 17, 2010; remaining amounts are shown in italics. 


