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Dear Ms. Cole:

On October 1, 2007 our office filed the confidential version of the testimony of
Robert Sansom in the above docket. We filed only the confidential version to provide
Progress Energy Florida Inc. (“PEF”") an opportunity to review the testimony and
exhibits, and identify the information that PEF asserts to be confidential.

Following the filing of the confidential version of Mr. Sansom’s testimony, the
Commission decided to establish a separate proceeding within which to consider the
COM 5 subject he addresses. However, to complete the process of the first filing, we pursued the
TR —T_" preparation of a public version of the testimony.
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PEF completed its review. Consistent with PEF’s assertions of confidentiality, I
a am submitting for filing and distribution the original and 15 copies of the public version
GCL _ ' 4fMr. Sansom’s testimony and exhibits. We reserve the right to modify, amend or

supplement the testimony to reflect the parameters and procedures that will be established
for the new docket.
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Ms. Anne Cole
October 31, 2007
Page -2-

Thank you for your assistance.

JAM:bsr

cc: All parties of record

Yours truly,

Joseph A. McGlothlin
Associate Public Counsel
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DIRECT TESTIMONY * 2@4 O
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ROBERT L. SANSOM
On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel
Before the

Florida Public Service Commission

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Robert L. Sansom. My business address is 1901 N. Moore Street,

Arlington, Virginia.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

I am a principal in the firm of Energy Ventures Analysis, Inc.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

This information is contained in my resume’, attached as Exhibit _ (RLS-1).

FOR WHOM DO YOU APPEAR TODAY?

I am testifying on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”).

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

~~~~~
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In Docket No. 060658-El, I provided testimony in support of the petition of OPC to
require Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (“PEF”) to refund overcharges associated with
its failure to burn a blend of Powder River Basin (“PRB”) subbituminous and
bituminous coals in its Crystal River Units 4 and 5 when PRB became the more
economical choice during periods prior to calendar year 2006. The Commission
voted to require PEF to make certain refunds relating to coal costs incurred during
2003, 2004, and 2005. The Commission needs to consider whether similar
adjustments to actual expenses for calendar year 2006—the year subsequent to the
time frame of OPC’s petition, for which information was not available in that docket,
are warranted under the facts and circumstances surrounding procurement activities

related to those costs. The purpose of my testimony is to address that subject.

PLEASE BRIEFLY REVIEW THE COMMISSION’S DECISION IN DOCKET

NO. 060658-EI.

At the time I prepare this testimony, the written order memorializing the decision in
Docket No. 060658-EI has not been issued. However, the Commissioners voted to
adopt the primary staff recommendation, contained in a memorandum that was
submitted to the Commissioners for their consideration on June 27, 2007. I am

attaching the Staff document as Exhibit __ (RLS-2).

WHAT ARE THE ESSENTIAL PARAMETERS OF THE PRIMARY STAFF

RECOMMENDATION THAT A MAJORITY OF THE COMMISSIONERS
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ADOPTED AS THEIR DISPOSITION OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN DOCKET
NO. 060658-E1?

The essential parameters are these: Crystal River Units 4 and 5 were designed and
constructed to have the flexibility to burn a blend containing PRB subbituminous and
bituminous coals; PEF was placed on notice, by the participation of producers of
Powder River Basin coal in a 2001 solicitation, that PRB subbituminous coal had
become competitive with other sources; PEF thereafter should have positioned itself
to be able to take advantage of the favorable economics of PRB coal when it
evaluated submissions to the solicitation that it conducted in 2003; PEF can burm a
blend containing 20% PRB coal without encountering a need to “derate” the historical
output levels of Crystal River Units 4 and 5. When comparing PEF’s actual costs of
coal delivered to Crystal River with the costs of the forgone alternative, the
Commission (through acceptance of its staff’s primary recommendation) employed
the “waterborne proxy” transportation rate advocated by PEF in lieu of actual market
rates; incorporated a cost of blending the PRB and bituminous coals off-site; and
incorporated also a penalty factor that PEF programmed into the evaluation of bids
that it attributed to the impact of coal having the combustion characteristics of

subbituminous coal on the boilers.

FOR PURPOSES OF YOUR TESTIMONY, HOW HAVE YOU
APPROACHED THE SUBJECT OF THE REASONABLENESS OF THE
COSTS THAT PEF INCURRED IN PROCURING FUEL TO BURN IN

CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 DURING CALENDAR YEAR 2006?
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The assignment given to me by OPC was to extend and implement the decision of the
Commission in Docket No. 060658-EI to calendar year 2006. In other words, OPC
asked me to apply the relevant parameters of the Commission’s decision in Docket
No. 060658-EI to the facts and circumstances attending the procurement of coals to
be delivered in calendar year 2006. Simply put, if Powder River Basin coal continued
to be more economical than the coal that PEF purchased for delivery in 2006, as was
the case in 2003, 2004, and 2005, then the Commission should calculate the
adjustment warranted by the facts and require PEF to make a refund of overcharges

consistent with its action in Docket No. 060658-EI.

DID PRB COAL CONTINUE TO BE MORE ECONOMICAL THAN
BITUMINOUS COAL?

Yes. The same imprudence that led the Commission to adjust costs incurred in 2003,
2004, and 2005 continued to cause customers to bear unreasonably high costs of fuel
for Crystal River Units 4 and 5 in 2006. In fact, in my testimony I will demonstrate
that the “spread” between PRB coal and bituminous coal grew larger with respect to
contract coal to be delivered in 2006, causing the impact of PEF’s imprudence to be
especially severe on ratepayers in 2006. I have quantified the overcharges. Based on
bids for PRB coal that PEF received in the solicitation it conducted in 2004 for
deliveries to be made in 2006, as compared to PEF’s actual cost of supplying 100%
bituminous coal to Crystal River Units 4 and 5 in 2006, the Commission should

require PEF to refund at least $14,235,491 to customers. This amount measures the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

savings that would have been realized had PEF acted on actual bids from PRB coal to

fuel Crystal River Units 4 and 5 with a blend containing 20% PRB coal in 2006.

CAN YOU PLACE THE PROPOSED REFUND INTO PERSPECTIVE FOR
THE COMMISSIONERS?

Yes. According to PEF’s Schedule A-4, which is being sponsored by PEF witness
Garrett in this docket, PEF incurred approximately $291 million of bituminous coal
costs to fuel Crystal River Units 4 and 5 in calendar year 2006. The refund amounts
to approximately 5% of that total. Also according to PEF’s A schedules, PEF
collected some $1.7 billion of fuel costs through the fuel cost recovery clause in 2006.
The adjustment related to a 20% PRB blend for Crystal River Units 4 and 5 is less

than 1% of that amount.

ARE THERE ANY RESPECTS IN WHICH YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS
DOCKET DIFFERS FROM THE CALCULATIONS UNDERLYING THE
COMMISSION’S DECISION IN DOCKET NO. 060658?

I have applied the 20% PRB ratio to the full quantity of coal that PEF burned in
Crystal River 4 and 5 during 2006, because I believe it is clearly understood that the
percentages of PRB and bituminous coals in the chosen “blend” relate to all of the
coal bumned in the boilers of Crystal River Units 4 and 5. I note that in calculating
the amount of overcharges to be refunded the primary staff applied the 20% PRB
ratio only to the portion of the total Crystal River 4 and 5 coal requirements that

arrived by barge. A substantial portion of the units’ total requirements arrives by rail.
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To reflect a 20%/80% blend of all of the coal that is fed to the boilers, the 20% factor
must be applied to the combined total that arrives by both transportation modes;
otherwise, the effective overall percentage is reduced to around 10%, which
understates the opportunity to use the units’ flexibility to lower customer’s costs. I
am informed that OPC intends to ask the Commission to correct the calculation when

OPC files its motion for reconsideration in Docket No. 060658-EI.

During the proceedings on OPC’s petition in Docket No. 060658-EI, one issue that
surfaced was whether to use actual market conditions that prevailed in the
transportation market or the “waterborne transportation proxy” advocated by PEF to
calculate the cost of delivering PRB coal to Crystal River. In that case, the
Commission employed the proxy developed by PEF witness Heller for the PRB
scenario. However, well before 2006 the Commission-approved “waterborne proxy,”
from which PEF dérived its PRB proxy transportation costs, had been abolished by
order of the Commission.. See Order No. PSC-03-1461-FOF-EI, issued in Docket No.
030001-EI on December 22, 2003. Accordingly, the concept of a “waterborne proxy”
is not relevant to 2006 circumstances. I therefore have used actual market
transportation rafes, including those quoted to PEF at the time, to calculate the cost

differentials.

At page 57 the primary staff recommendation states, “Therefore, PEF’s evaluation of
potential PRB purchases are the proper prices for PRB coal purchase evaluations.” 1

note that in calculating the amount to be refunded in Docket 060658-El, the primary
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staff used values taken from PEF witness Heller’s exhibits. Mr. Heller did not
employ the actual bids received by PEF during solicitations. Instead, he employed
spot market prices. The adjustment that Staff calculated therefore was inconsistent
with its finding concerning the prices which properly should be used. I have made
the actual bid values and evaluation sheet exhibits to my testimony in this docket.
Consistent with the text of the primary staff recommendation, with which I agree, I
have employed those bids, as evaluated by PEF during the solicitation process, as the

proper basis for quantifying the cost of the PRB alternative for 2006 deliveries.

Finally, in addition to the calculation of an adjustment based on the costs that PEF
would have incurred had it procured a blend containing 20% PRB coal for delivery to
Crystal River Units 4 and 5 during 2006, I will provide a calculation that reflects the
assumption of a blend containing 30% PRB coal. I include this because I am
informed by OPC that OPC intends to file a motion for reconsideration in which it
will ask the Commission to modify its July 31, 2007 vote by changing the basis for an
adjustment from 20% PRB to 30% PRB. In the event the Commission agrees with
OPC on that péint when it takes up the motion, it will have available in record of this

docket the calculation that would extend its revised decision to 2006.

IF A 20% PRB BLEND OR A 30% PRB BLEND BY TONNAGE HAD BEEN
BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 IN 2006 FOLLOWING THE
2004 SOLICITATION, WHAT WOULD HAVE BEEN THE AVERAGE BTU

CONTENT PER POUND OF THE BLENDED COALS?
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The design of Crystal River Units 4 and 5 specified a blend containing 50% Central
Appalachian coal containing 12,450 Btus per pound and 50% PRB subbituminous
coal containing 8125 Btus per pound, for an average of 10,287 Btus per pound. The
Btu content of the PRB coals that producers offered to PEF in the 2004 solicitation
for delivery in 2006 contained 9350 Btus per pound and 8800 Btus per pound, or an
average of 9075 Btus per pound. If PRB coal containing 9075 Btus per pound were
blended with the 12,350 Btu/pound Central Appalachian bituminous coal that PEF
actually purchased, the average Btu content would have been 11,695 Btus per pound

for a 20% blend and 11,367Btus per pound for a 30% blend.

PLEASE DESCRIBE MORE FULLY THE SOLICITATION TO WHICH YOU
REFER.

Contractual arrangements, including prices and tonnages, to supply coal to Crystal
River Units 4 and 5 during calendar year 2006 were put in place earlier than 2006.
To gauge the prudence and reasonableness of the costs that PEF incurred to fuel
Crystal River Units 4 and 5 during calendar year 2006, it is necessary to analyze the
prior procurement activities that resulted in those costs. In 2004, PEF conducted a
formal Request For Proposals in which it invited producers of coal to submit bids to
supply coal to be delivered to Crystal River Units 4 and 5 during calendar year 2006.
In response to the Request For Proposals, PEF received several bids from producers
of bituminous coal and also producers of PRB coal. On an evaluated basis, taking

transportation costs and assumed boiler impacts into account, the bids for PRB coal
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were easily the most economical alternatives for calendar year 2006 contract
deliveries that PEF received during the RFP process—or, for that matter, at any time
thereafter. PEF did not purchase coal from any of the PRB producers who
participated in the RFP with the lowest bids. PEF could not have done so if it had
wanted to, because, as the Commission observed in Docket No. 060658-El, PEF had
failed to acquire and maintain the permitting authority and operating flexibility to
enable it to take advantage of the opportunity when it arose. This remained true
during the period in which PEF arranged supplies for 2006. As a consequence, PEF
paid more for coal delivered to Crystal River Units 4 and 5 during calendar year 2006

than it should have paid, and its customers bore unreasonably high fuel costs.

WAS PEF’S FAILURE SIGNIFICANT? IF SO, WHY?

Yes, it was very significant. Compared to 2003, 2004, and 2005, during the 2004
RFP process the market pﬁces for bituminous coal for deliveries in 2006 had moved
upward, whereas the market prices for PRB coal had not yet risen. Accordingly,
relative to the prior years that were the subject of the adjustment and refund ordered
in Docket No. 060658-El, the incremental cost per ton that PEF incurred as a
consequence of being forced to buy 100% bituminous coal, when cheaper PRB coal
had been offered to PEF, was larger in 2006. Therefore, the adjustment and refund
required to protect ratepayers from overcharges are larger for 2006 than for any of the
individual annual periods that were the subject of the refund in Docket No. 060658-

EIL
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR FINDINGS WITH RESPECT TO THE
REFUND THAT WOULD BE NECESSARY TO EXTEND AND APPLY THE
RATIONALE OF THE DECISION IN DOCKET NO. 060658-EI TO THE
COSTS THAT PEF INCURRED TO FUEL CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5
DURING CALENDAR YEAR 2006.

Applying the determination that by 2003 PEF should have positioned itself to burn a
blend containing a minimum of 20% PRB coal when that source is favorable to
customers, and based on the actual bids for PRB coal that PEF received during the
solicitation it conducted in 2004 for deliveries to be made in 2006, the required
refund is $14,235,491. This includes the value of excess SO2 credits that PEF would
not have needed had it purchased the PRB coal. In the event the Commission
modifies the amount of PRB in the blend to 30%, the required refund would be
proportionately larger. These refund amounts incorporate the effect of SO2
allowances. The amounts also take into account the additional tons that PEF would
have purchased if needed to maintain the same total annual Btu burn that it

experienced with 100% bituminous coal in 2006. They are exclusive of interest.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY, DATA, AND ASSUMPTIONS
YOU EMPLOYED TO REACH THESE CONCLUSIONS.

Conceptually, the methodology is to apply the standards of prudence and
reasonableness to 2006 costs that PEF incurred to fuel Crystal River Units 4 and 5. In
this context, I define prudence as how a reasonable person would respond in

implementing a “term” (contract, not spot) coal procurement in 2004 for deliveries in

10
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2006, acting to take advantage of market conditions and utilizing the capability of

Crystal River Units 4 and 5 to minimize fuel costs to PEF’s ratepayers.

AS APPLIED TO COAL DELIVERED TO CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5
IN 2006, WHAT ARE THE SALIENT PARAMETERS OF THE STANDARD?

The fundamental parameter is the finding that PEF should have been positioned to
take advantage of economical PRB coal by the time of its formal April 2004
solicitation. During that process PEF evaluated bids to deliver coal during the period
2005-2007(see RLS-3) from PRB, foreign, and Central Appalachian (“CAPP”) coal
producers and transporters. PEF’s bid evaluation methodology recognized that
Crystal River Units 4 and 5 were designed to burn PRB coal, and could take CAPP
coal by rail and PRB, imports, or CAPP by barge delivery (water route). A prudent
procurer of coal would have recognized that CAPP and imported prices, as delivered,
had increased significantly and PRB coal, as delivered, had not. A prudent procurer
would have acted to secure the economical fuel represented by these bids to supply

PRB coal.

WHAT DID PEF PAY FOR COAL BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4
AND 5 IN 20067

According to PEF’s 2006 FERC Form 1, in 2006 PEF burned 3, 864,515 tons of coal
at Crystal River Units 4 and 5. According to this same FERC Form 1, in 2006 PEF
paid an average price of $3.087/MMBtu (delivered) for this coal. This is among the

highest prices paid for coal by any U.S. electric utility. It is the highest price paid for

11
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coal by any U.S. utility subject to a similar emission standard, having a multi-modal
(rail and water) delivery capability, and having the ability to burmn (some) PRB coal.
For example, at Scherer Unit 4 southeast of Atlanta, in 2006 FPL burmed 100% PRB
coal in a unit not designed for PRB coal and paid an average price of $2.18/MMBtu.
Southern Company’s Miller plant in 2006 paid only $1.64/MMBtu for 100% PRB
coal delivered by rail to a site northwest of Birmingham. Mississippi Power and Gulf
Power in 2006 paid $2.35/MMBtu for delivered western coal. PEF’s average 2006
price of $3.087/MMBtu is not even close to what a prudent coal procurement
program could have achieved, had it properly taken advantage of the availability of
economical PRB coal. PEF received PRB bids for delivery in 2006 at around
$2.00/MMBtu. That is a delivered price. Blended with the more expensive
bituminous coal, the PRB coal offered to PEF in the 2004 RFP for delivery in 2006

would have reduced customers’ bills significantly.

WAS THE PRB ADVANTAGE TO UTILITIES AND THEIR RATEPAYERS
CONSISTENT AND EVIDENT THROUGHOUT THE STATES EAST OF
THE MISSISSIPPI?

Yes. I offer at Exhibit  (RLS-4) a map showing the delivered price of PRB coal to
eastern utilities in 2005 compared with coals from other U.S. coal producing regions.

In all cases PRB coal was the least cost coal. The map is representative of 2006

conditions.

12



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

DID THE HIGH COAL COST AT CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 THAT
RESULTED FROM THE FAILURE TO INCORPORATE ECONOMICAL
PRB COAL INTO THE FUEL BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND
5 FLOW THROUGH TO THE RATEPAYERS VIA THE FUEL CLAUSE?

Yes. Customers bore the higher costs during 2006.

DID THE TERMS OF PEF’S 2004 SOLICITATION LIMIT THE SAVINGS
AVAILABLE TO CUSTOMERS IN ANY WAY?

Yes. In its RFP, PEF did not solicit proposals to deliver PRB by rail to McDuffie
Dock at Mobile, Alabama. PEF omitted this option even though both the BNSF and
UP rail lines had bid this superior rail route to PEF earlier (see Exhibit _ (RLS-5),
consisting of RLS-17, RLS-34 and RLS-35 entered in Docket No. 060658) and the
route was 600 miles shorter than the route contemplated by the terms of the RFP.
Use of this route had the potential to save ratepayers another $0.25/MMBtu on PRB
coal deliveries vs. the via New Orleans (IMT) route. My calculations of overcharges

do not encompass this additional source of savings.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY INDICATIONS THAT THE MCDUFFIE DOCK
OPTION WAS VIABLE FOR PEF AT THE TIME?

Yes. In the form of a contract with Drummond, a South American producer, agreed
to in September 2004, PEF purchased coal imported from Columbia that was

transshipped at the McDuffie, Alabama dock in 2005 and 2006.

13
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IF YOU IMPOSE A 20% OR 30% LIMITATION ON THE TONS OF PRB
COAL THAT COULD BE BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5,
USE THE MAY 2004 BIDS FOR DELIVERIES IN 2006 AS EVALUATED BY
PEF IN 2004, BY WHAT AMOUNT DID PEF OVERCHARGE CUSTOMERS
FOR FUEL BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 DURING 2006?

The answer depends on whether the Commission compares the bids received with and
without a 20% PRB component, or whether the Commission compares the PRB bids
to the cost that PEF actually incurred in 2006. Because PEF altered its plan of fueling
Crystal River Units 4 and 5 after concluding the RFP, the values that one calculates
for the two approaches are not identical. I will explain why I believe the appropriate
measure of overcharges is the comparison with actual 2006 costs. However, I have
made both calculations. I will begin with the comparison of 2004 bids assuming
100% bituminous coal with low bids assuming the economical PRB coal was

included up to 20% of the total supply for 2006.

FOCUSING FIRST ON THE COMPARISON OF BIDS RECEIVED, HOW
MUCH WOULD COSTS HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY A PRB COMPONENT?
Assuming a 20% PRB blend, the overcharges were $9,806,800. If a 30% PRB blend
is examined, the overcharges would be 50% higher, as the supply curve for PRB coal

was flat in the lower price range.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU CALCULATED THESE AMOUNTS.

14
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To answer this question, I analyzed the following documents, which are contained in

Exhibits and  (RLS-3 and RLS-6). First, in Exhibit 3 T have included:

(1) Mr. Al Pitcher’s May 20, 2004 memorandum with attachments to Kyle,
Crake.

(2) Purchases actually resulting from this solicitation for delivery in 2006, as
provided by PEF.

(3) Late filed Pitcher Deposition Exhibit 4: Spreadsheet with formulas for
evaluation of coal to be delivered in 2006, as performed by Progress Fuels
Corporation in 2004--as provided by PFC to OPC on October 17, 2006.

Exhibit _ (RLS-6) contains:

(1) All bids evaluated for Crystal River Units 4 and 5, dated May 20, 2004.

(2) The 2004 RFP document showing the coals solicited, including “8200 Btw/lb
min”, “subbituminous” coal.

(3) PEF’s May 17, 2004 and June 22, 2004 memoranda summarizing

procurement decisions for CR 4/5.

WHAT IS YOUR SOURCE OF INFORMATION CONCERNING THE TONS
OF COAL BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5? WHAT DOES

THAT SOURCE SHOW?

PEF’s 2006 FERC Form 1 shows that PEF burned 3,864,515 tons of coal in Crystal

River Units 4 and 5 at an average Btw/lb of 12,211.

15
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HOW MANY TONS OF PRB COAL WOULD HAVE BEEN BURNED IN
CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 IN 2006 ASSUMING 20% AND 30%
TONNAGE BLENDS?

At 20%, 772,903 tons. At 30%, 1,159,354 tons.

WHAT WAS THE LOWEST BID IN 2004 FOR 2005-2007 CR 4/5 COAL?

It was Kennecott’s bid of a PRB coal from the Spring Creek Montana mine. It was
evaluated at a cash cost of $1.87/MMBtu and an “as utilized” cost of $1.84/MMBHtu.
The bid (see RLS-3) was for 500,000 tons of 9350 Btu/lb coal including rail delivery
and dock costs to and through a St. Louis coal terminal on the east side of the
Mississippi River, i.e. a firm bid for rail freight for 2005 to 2007 was included. Rail
escalation indexes applied to 65% of the delivered to river dock price of $22.90/ton,
implying a 2005 starting rail rate, including rail cars and dock charges, of about

$14.90 per ton and an FOB mine price of about $8.00/ton.

IS THE SPRING CREEK PRB COAL SUITABLE FOR CRYSTAL RIVER
UNITS 4 AND 5/

Yes Spring Creek PRB coal contains relatively high Btus per pound, meaning that
fewer tons would need to be purchased to maintain Btu parity relative to other PRB
sources. Also, Spring Creek PRB coal contains a relatively high sodium content.

Blended with bituminous coal, this would beneficially enhance the ash removal

process.

16
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WERE THERE OTHER FIRM FOB MINE BIDS FOR 2006?
Yes. Arch, Peabody, Triton, and DTE submitted bids. All of these producers bid
coal containing 8,800 Btus per pound. Their 2006 prices ranged from $7.85 to §9.25

per ton, FOB mine. The PRB bids are summarized on Exhibit __ (RLS-7).

WHAT DID PEF’S 2004 BID EVALUATION SHEET SHOW AS THE
DELIVERED “CASH COST” AND “UTILIZED COST” FOR THE PRB BIDS

FOR 2006?
PEFs’ 2004 evaluation sheet showed delivered costs to Crystal River Units 4 and 5
ranging from $1.87 to $1.92 per MMBtus on a “cash” basis, and from $1.84 to $2.05

per MMBtus on an “as utilized” basis. The precise values are shown on Exhibit

_ (RLS-8).

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE ADJUSTMENTS NEEDED TO ARRIVE AT AN
“AS UTILIZED” PRICE.

As shown at Exhibit RLS-3, (late filed Exhibit 4 to the deposition of PEF witness Al
Pitcher), PEF’s “as utilized” evaluation penalized PRB coal for high moisture, lower
Btu/lb, lower volatility and lower grind, but gave it greater offsetting “mark ups” for

lower sulfur and ash.

WHAT WAS THE NET “AS UTILIZED” ADJUSTMENT FOR EACH PRB

BID?

17
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Kennecott’s Spring Creek delivered bid price was adjusted downward by 60 ¢/ton;

T

P
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Arch’s Black Thunder bid upward by $2.57/ton; Triton’s North Rochelle bid upward

by $1.80/ton; and Peabody’s North Antelope Rochelle upward by $2.26/ton.

DID THESE PEF PRB COAL ADJUSTMENTS REFLECT THE “AS
BURNED” CHARACTERISTICS AT CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5,
AND INCORPORATE THEM IN THE DELIVERED PRICE ANALYSIS?

Yes.

WERE THE MAY 2004 BIDS FROM 2006 CAPP COAL AND SOUTH
AMERICAN COAL PRODUCERS, WHEN EVALUATED ON A DELIVERED
PRICE AND “AS UTILIZED” DELIVERED PRiCE BASIS, COMPETITIVE
WITH THE PRB BIDS IN TERMS OF COST MEASURED IN $/MMBTU??

No. As I showed at page 42 of my direct testimony in Docket No. 060658-E1, and on
Exhibit _ (RLS-9, which was ideﬁtiﬁed as RLS-7 in Docket No. 060658-EI), in mid-
to-late 2003 prices of imported and CAPP coals had risen sharply, but PRB
commodity prices and rail ratés had not risen. This was th e coal market situation at

the time of the May 2004 bid evaluation.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE LOWEST CAPP AND IMPORTED COAL BIDS

RECEIVED BY PEF IN MAY 2004.

According to PEF’s May 2004 evaluation of 2006 bids via the water route, the two

lowest CAPP bids were Central Coal’s-ton 2006 bid evaluated at

18
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$‘MMBtu “as utilized” and $‘MMBtu on a cash cost delivered basis and
Massey’s bid of $.MMBtu “as utilized” and a _/MMBtu cash cost. (See

Exhibit RLS-3) The lowest imported coal bids on an “as utilized” basis were

.Drummond Colombia coal at S' MMBtu via Mobile, AL (PEF put - tons

of this coal under contract for 2006), CMC’s Colombia coal via Mobile, AL at

_MMBtu, and Guasare Venezuelan coal at ’MMBm.

HOW DO THESE “AS UTILIZED” EVALUATED BIDS FOR CAPP COAL
COMPARE WITH THE PRB BIDS DISCUSSED ABOVE?

They were not even close. Winning coal bids are often separated from losing coal
bids by a few cents per MMBtu or even less. In this case the PRB “as utilized” bids
were more than 50 ¢/MMBtu, or $12.50/ton on a 12,500 Btwlb coal basis, less

expensive than the CAPP and imported coal bids.

BUT THE PRB BIDS WERE NOT CHOOSEN?

Correct. PEF was unprepared to burn PRB coal, and in the middle of fhe May 2004
solicitation aborted its April 2004 test burn of PRB-CAPP blended coal because it
discovered it had failed to acquire a federal air permit authorizing it to burn PRB coal
in Crystal River Units 4 and 5. A successful test was not conducted until May 2006,

long after the procurement activities for deliveries of contract coal in 2006 had been

conducted.
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WHAT WATER ROUTE AWARDS WERE MADE AS AA RESULT OF THE
MAY 2064 BIDS?

According to Mr. Pitcher’s May 17, 2004 and June 22, 2004 Memoranda, awards
were made to Central Coal for- 2006 tons at an ‘“as utilized” cost of

$-/MMBtu (cash cost $.MMBtu) and to Massey at an “as utilized” cost of

'MMBT.’U (cash cost 'WMBm).

AT THIS POINT CAN YOU EMPLOY THE 2004 EVALUATED BIDS TO
CALCULATE THE 2006 OVERPAYMENTSTHAT WERE BORNE BY PEF’S
RATEPAYERS?

Yes, although as I explain and provide later, the alternative and more traditional
prudence calculation utilizes the actual 2006 delivered cost of the “but for” CAPP and
imported coal compared to what would have been paid in 2006 for PRB coal

delivered in a 20% or 30% CR 4/5 blend.

PROCEED WITH THE CALCULATION BASED ON WHAT WAS KNOWN

IN 2004.

The 20% and 30% PRB blend Btu’s would be as follows: 20% blend would in 2006
have required 14,028,189 MMBtu of PRB coal and a 30% PRB tonnage blend would
have required 21,042,275 MMBtu of PRB coal. Instead a -ton CAPP award

for 2006 went to Central Coal and a-ton 2006 award went to Massey Coal.

WHAT WERE THE TOTAL BTU’S REPRESENTED BY THESE AWARDS?
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For Central Coal at 24.6 MMBtu/ton on-ons, _MMBtu. For
Massey at 24.2 MMBtu/ton on -ons —MMBtu for a total of

S

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU ARRIVED AT THE $9,806,800 FIGURE FOR
THE 20% PRB CASE.

Had PEF purchased 500,000 tons of $1.87/ MMBtu Spring Creek coal (or 9,350,000
MMBtu), for a blend, the savings would have been 'ffMBtu for Central Coal
minus $1.84/MMBtu “as utilized” for Spring Creek’s delivered PRB coal. The
savings would have been $0.85/MMBtu times -MMBtu of displaced Central
Coal for a $6,273,000 savings, and $0.90/MMBtu on the - MMBtu of
Massey coal displaced by Spring Creek or an additional $1,440,000. In addition,
another 2,755,000 MMBtu of Massey coal would have been displaced by Triton,
North Rochelle 8800 Btw/lb at a savings of $-/MMBtu “as utilized” Massey minus
$1.98/MMBtu North Rochelle coal for an added savings of $0.76/MMBtu or

$2,093,800.

IS THIS METHOD COMPLETE?

This is one method of evaluating ratepayer overpayments due to the failure to burn
PRB coal in a 20% blend, constrained by the sum of the Btu’s purchased from Central
and Massey off of the May 2004 bids for a total of-MMBtu vs. a 20%

PRB blend total PRB Btu potential of 14,028,189 MMBtu and a 30% blend potential
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of 21,042,275 MMBtu. But this method is not the normal methodology for

evaluating the overpayments due to an imprudent procurement.

HOW WOULD THE “NORMAL” METHODOLOGY DIFFER?

The differences follow:

First, I should take the actual cash delivered prices of the as purchased coal
purchased instead of PRB coal in 2006 and compare them with the projected
as delivered 2006 PRB prices. This is especially important in this case
because PEF in 2006 never purchased Massey coal via the water route
pursuant to its May 2004 “award” to Massey. Rather PEF in September 2004
replaced ’the Massey coal and added tonnage with a purchase of more
expensive coal from its affiliate sales company, KRT, without a solicitation.
This coal would not have been purchased, had PRB coal been purchased for a
20% blend in May 2004.

Second, I will use Primary Staff’s 3¢/ MMBtu / PRB Btu penalty for PRB coal
use in a 20% to 30% blend.

Third, I should assume 2004 PRB purchases up to a full 20% and 30% of all
2006 Btu’s for the two PRB blend cases and displace the other coals, if any, in
addition to Central and Massey coal actually burned in 2006 under 2004 and
later contracts that would not have been purchased had PEF fully procured
PRB coal for the 20% and 30% blend cases.

Fourth, I need to reflect in the fuel overpayments, the 2006 overpayments for

SO, allowances.
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WHAT THEN WERE THE CONTRACT BITUMINOUS COALS
PURCHASED VIA THE WATER ROUTE IN 2006 FOR CR 4/5 THAT
WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN PURCHASED HAD PEF TAKEN ADVANTAGE
OF THE 2004 PRB BIDS FOR 2006 IN RESPECTIVELY 20% AND 30%
BLENDS AT CR 4/5?

Prior to the May 2004 solicitation, according to Mr. Pitcher’s June 22, 2004
memorandum, attachment B p. 3 of 3 at Exhibit _ (RLS-3), PEF had 1,650,000 tons
under contract for 2006, 650,000 tons of which were subject to reopener agreement.
(This statement is not consistent with PEF’s statement elsewhere that the Drummond
agreement was reached in September 2004. See Exhibit R1.S-3.) This left 750,000
tons of CR 4/5 coal uncontracted, even if one limits the calculation to the 2.4 million
ton water route deliveries employed in the primary staff recommendation that the
Commission adopted in Docket No. 060658-El. (Later in my testimony, I will
demonstrate that the actual water route capability is significantly higher than this

number.) In 2004 PFC awarded the following water route contracts for 2006:

-ons to Central Coal
-tons to Massey

S s o KRT (PFC Affiliate)

BUT MASSEY WAS SHIFTED TO THE RAIL ROUTE IN SEPTEMBER 2004

PRIOR TO THE KRT AWARD?

[N
(U8
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Correct. Therefore, the net new 2004 contract tons, excluding Drummond Colombian
coal imports via McDuffie, were Central Coal Company’s -tons and PFC
affiliate sales company KRT’s - tons, -ons of which replaced the
diverted Massey coal (see Exhibit _ (RLS-11). So the ‘total tons are 780,000 tons

of contract coal available for PRB coal contracts in 2004.

WOULD TONNAGE HAVE BEEN AVAILABLE FOR PRB DISPLACEMENT
BY THE POINT AT WHICH, ACCORDING TO THE DECISION IN
DOCKET NO. 060658-EI, PEF SHOULD HAVE BEEN ABLE TO TAKE
ADVANTAGE OF CHEAPER PRB COAL?

Yes. In the recommendation that the Commission édopted, the primary staff
concluded that in 2001 PEF should have been aware that PRB coal was a low cost
option for CR 4/5 and should have begun using it in 2003. Therefore the 1,000,000
tons of Drummond coal should have been competed against PRB coal up to 20% to

30% of all CR 4/5 coal blend.

WHAT ABOUT THE AUGUST 2003 VENEZUELAN COAL CONTRACT

WITH GUASARE?

[t also came after the point in time at which PEF should have been aware of the
competitive role of PRB coal. Moreover, the new 2005 Guasare coal contract for
2006 and 2007 clearly overlaps the pertinent timeline and should not have been

entered into 1f it was more costly than PRB coal.
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IN SUMMARY WAS THERE IN 2004 “ROOM” FOR PRB COAL
CONTRACTS UP TO 20% AND 30% OF THE CR 4/5 2006 BURN (BY RAIL
AND WATER)?

Yes. But for the KRT, Guasare, and Central Coal 2004 contracts, PRB coal for a
20% to 30% blend could have been purchased in 2004 for 2006. At a 20% tonnage
blend PRB Btu’s in 2006 would have 14,028,189 MMBtu’s and at a 30% blend

21,042,275 MMBtu’s.

PLEASE ADDRESS THE 20% AND 30% BLENDS.

At 20% of tons, PRB coal would constitute 772,903 tons. This would have displaced

the -tons of KRT tons received in 2006 (vs. a-ton contract) and
-tons of they-tons of Central Coal received in 2006.

AND A 30% BLEND?

A 30% PRB blend would have utilized 1,159,350 tons of PRB coal in 2006. This

would displace both the- tons of Central Coal and the -tons of KRT
Coal 1in 2006 as well as -tons of “new” contract Guasare coal delivered from

June-December 2006 (a total of- tons were delivered).
HOW DO YOUR CALCULATIONS ADDRESS THE DIFFERENCE IN THE

BTU CONTENT OF PRB AND BITUMINOUS COALS?

[ have based my calculations on the price of coal per million Btus, not tons.
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DID PEF HAVE SUFFICIENT TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY IN 2006 TO
ACCOMMODATE THE INCREASED TONS OF PRB COAL ASSOCIATED
WITH MAINTAINING THE QUANTITY OF BTUS PURCHASED?

Yes. At 20% and 30% blends in 2006, another 278,926 tons and another 373,677
tons respectively of coal above the 772,903 tons of bituminious coal displaced in the
20% case and the 1,159,354 tons of bituminous coal in the 30% case displaced would
have been required in 2006. These additional tons could have been delivered by the
water route in 2006. In 2006, PEF moved 2,679,478 tons of coal to Crystal River by
the water route. Significantly, 289,245 tons were moved in September alone,
demonstrating a 3,470,940 annual rate for water unloading. The top quarter 2006
water deliveries were 785,324 tons, demonstrating an annual capability of 3,141,296
tons when annual capacity is measured using the highest quarter. These capabilities
would have been sufficient to handle the additional PRB tons for either the 20% or

30% PRB blend, even without utilizing the expansion capabilities that were available.

WHAT WAS THE AVERAGE COST PER MMBTU DELIVERED TO
CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5 AND TOTAL MMBTU OF THE
CONTRACT PURCHASES IN 2006 FROM THESE SUPPLIERS?

These purchasers and prices, based on PSC Form 423 prepared by PEF (Exhibit

_(RLS-10) were SfBMVBr, SPERMMBt, and JBMMBw for PEF affiliate

KRT, Central Coal, and Guasare, respectively. See Exhibit (RLS-12).
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PEF PAID MORE FOR ITS AFFILIATE KRT’S COAL IN 2006 THAN FOR
ANY OTHER COAL?
Yes, by a large margin. This contract was awarded without any formal solicitation or

competitive bids.

WHAT WOULD THE PRB PRICE DELIVERED TO CRYSTAL RIVER
UNITS 4 AND 5 HAVE BEEN IN 2006 HAD IT BEEN DELIVERED IN
QUANTITIES SUFFICIENT FOR A 20% OR 30% BLEND?

For the 500,000 tpy Spring Creek bid for 2005-2007, as escalated to 2006 FOB barge,
plus the river barge, IMT (for transloading and blending), and Ocean barge rates for
2006 as reported in FPSC 423, the delivered price would have been $45.92/ton or
$2.46/MMBtu. The components of this price for 2006 deliveries are shown on

Exhibit _ (RLS-13).

WHAT ABOUT THE 2006 DELIVERED PRICE AS BID IN 2004 OF THE
WYOMING PRB COAL TO CR 4/5?

The Arch Black Thunder, Wyoming PRB coal as bid in 2004 for 2006, with
escalation, would have been delivered for $40.99 per ton, or $2.33/MMBtu. The

components of this price are shown on Exhibit  (RLS-14).:

WHAT ABOUT THE SECOND HIGHEST PRB WYOMING BID?

It would have been delivered at $41.32/ton or $2.35/MMBtu.
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WHY IS THIS SIGNIFICANT?
PEF had Wyoming bids for 1,000,000 tons total from Arch and Peabody respectively

at 2006 escalated prices of $2.33 to $2.35/MMBtu. The Montana PRB coal delivered

in 2006 at $2.40/MMBHtu..

WHAT PRICE DID YOU USE FOR THE PRB CONTRACT COAL THAT
SHOULD HAVE BEEN PURCHASED IN 2004 FOR 2006?

I used three tiers of prices based on the bids that PEF received, and calculated a
weighted, effective price. The first tier is $2.40/MMBtu; the second, $2.33 per
MMBtu; the third, $2.35 per MMBtu. The PRB contract coal prices that represent

these tiers are summarized on Exhibit _ (RLS-15).

BASED ON ACTUAL 2006 FUEL COSTS, AS OPPOSED TO BIDS FOR NON-
PRB COAL RECEIVED AT THE TIME PRB PRODUCERS PARTICIPATED
IN PEF’S SOLICITATION, WHAT WERE PEF’S OVERCHARGES TO THE
RATEPAYERS IN 2006 FOR THE FAILURE TO BUY 2006 CONTRACT
COAL AS BID IN 2004 TO PEF?

At the 20% PRB blend level of all CR 4/5 tons, which PRB tons would have been
purchased in a prudent 2004 coal procurement to constitute 772,903 tons, the total
Btu’s would have been: Montana PRB 500,000 tons at 18.7 MMBtu/ton or 9,350,000
x 10° Btu’s and 272,903 tons of Wyoming PRB coal at 17.6 MMBtw!ton or 4,803,093

x 10® Btu’s.
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DO YOU INCLUDE IN THE FUEL CALCULATIONS THE ADDITIONAL
COST OF USING PRB COAL AS CONTAINED IN THE PRIMARY STAFF
RECOMMENDATION OF ON JUNE 27, 2007 THAT THE COMMISSION
ADOPTED IN ITS DECISION?

Yes. According to Attachment A of p. 1 of 2 Column “C” that amount i;

$0.03/MMBtu.

HOW MUCH WOULD THE RATEPAYERS HAVE SAVED?
Had this procurement displaced the highest price water route coal the PEF, KRT
affiliate coal, and a small amount of Central Coal, the savings would have been

$12,289,807. Details of the calculation are shown in Exhibit No. _ (RLS-16).

WHAT WOULD HAVE BEEN SAVED HAD PEF PRUDENTLY PROCURED
PRB COAL THROUGH THE 2004 SOLICITATION FOR 2006 EQUAL TO
30% PRB BLEND AT CR 4/5?

The savings would have been the $12,289,807 achievable with the 20% blend plus
the following additional savings due to the use of an additional 386,451 PRB tons or
an additional 6,801,538 MMBtu’s for PRB coal. Assuming additional Central Coal
was displaced up to the limit of Central Coal’s total tons delivered in 2006 the
savings would have been available on 6,550,962 MMBtu at 0.54 ¢/MMBtu, for an

additional savings of $3,537,519.

FOR A TOTAL SAVINGS USING A 30% PRB OF WHAT AMOUNT?
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$15,827,326.

IF THE GUASARE COAL DELIVERED BETWEEN JUNE AND DECEMBER
2006 HAD BEEN DISPLACED BY PRB COAL RATHER THAN THE
CENTRAL COAL, WOULD THE SAVINGS HAVE BEEN GREATER?

Yes.

WHAT WOULD HAVE BEEN THE TOTAL 20% PRB BLEND SAVINGS
HAD THE GUASARE COAL RATHER THAN THE CENTRAL COAL HAVE
BEEN DISPLACED?

An additional $134,850 in the 20% blend case because the savings would have been

$0.69/MMBtu on the Guasare coal rather than $0.54/MMBtu on the Central Coal.

AND IF GUASARE COAL HAD BEEN DISPLACED IN THE 30% BLEND
CASE HOW MUCH WOULD THE OVERCHARGES HAVE INCREASED?
The additional $134,850 cited above for the 20% blend plus another $1,020,231 for a

total of an additional $1,155,081.

THE SAVINGS YOU’VE JUST CITED FOR THE 20% PRB AND 30% PRB
BLENDS DO NOT INCLUDE ANY BENEFITS THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN
REALIZED FOR PEF’S RATEPAYERS HAD PRB COAL BEEN PROCURED
VIA THE MCDUFFIE DOCK IN MOBILE, ALABAMA WHICH WAS THE

LEAST COST ROUTE OF ACQUIRING PRB COAL FOR CR 4/5?
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That is correct. My calculation is therefore conservative.

WHAT ABOUT SO2 ALLOWANCE SAVINGS?
At a 20% blend of PRB coal $1,945,684 would have been saved. At a 30% PRB

blend, $2,846,276 would have been saved. The calculations are at Exhibit  (RLS-

17).

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE VALUE OF EXCESS SO2 ALLOWANCES
THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN SAVED HAD PEF PRUDENTLY BURNED A
BLEND OF PRB AND BITUMINOUS COALS IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4
AND 5 DURING 2006, WHAT TOTAL AMOUNT OF OVERCHARGES DO
YOU RECOMMEND TO BE REFUNDED TO CUSTOMERS?

Assuming the 20% PRB blend that was the basis for the refund ordered in Docket No.

060658-E1, the amount is § 14,235,491

WHAT CORRESPONDING VALUES WOULD BE ASSOCIATED WITH A
30% PRB BLEND?
The commodity overcharges would be $15,807,306. The associated excess SO2

credits would be $2,846,272, for a total of $18,673,598.

DOES THAT COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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EXPERIENCE OF

DR. ROBERT L. SANSOM

Education

* Robert Sansom graduated (B.S.) from U.S. Air Force Academy in 1964.

* In 1965, Dr. Sansom received a Masters degree in economics from Georgetown
University.

* in 1968/69, he received a B. Phil and D. Phil in economics from Oxford University.

Honors
* Dr. Sansom was a Fulbright Scholar, Rhodes Scholar, and White House Fellow.

Experience
From 1968 to 1969, Dr. Sansom was a White House Fellow assigned to Assistant to the

President for National Security Affairs.

From 1969 to 1971, he was on Dr. Henry Kissinger's National Security Council staff.
From 1971 to 1972, he was Deputy Assistant Administrator for Planning and Evaluation
for the Environmental Protection Agency.

From 1972 to 1974, he was Assistant Administrator for Air and Water Programs at the
Environmental Protection Agency.

From 1974 to 1980, Dr. Sansom was President of Energy and Environmental Analysis,

Inc.
From 1981 to the Present, Dr. Sansom has been President of Energy Ventures Analysis,

Inc.

% % %% %

Sansom has been active in energy and environmental consulting since 1974 and throughout the
period has focused on the coal, natural gas and electric utilities industries and on related
environmental issues.

w* coal, gas, and oil production, markets and prices,

* coal and gas contracts and procurement,

* coal suitability and the environmental effects of coal combustion,
* electric power markets and projects, and

# coal transportation.

Electric Power Markets

Dr. Sansom analyzes and testifies on electric power markets and prices. In several cases
(PEPCO, PP&L, NIPSCO, Entergy, Sierra Pacific, AEPCO, Bonneville Power Administration, for
example), Sansom has examined power pricing and power transactions. EVA's analysis
employs public and proprietary data and models at the NERC or NERC subregion level and
develops forward pricing curves. Sansom presented testimony before FERC in 1996 on Order
888A: promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open Access Non-Discriminatory
Transmission Services.

Coal Markets and Coal Property Transactions

Coal market studies by EVA's coal group cover alf the major coal producing and using regions
of the United States. Clients include the major U.S. coal companies, major U.S. utilities, and
groups such as EPRI and the National Mining Association.
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EVA maintains large data bases on all U.S. mines and utility coal users. For clients it utilizes its
proprietary coal production cost models and tracks and forecasts demand and prices for U.S.

and international steam and metallurgical coals.

The U.S. coal market is regionalized with the reach of a particular coal mine limited by its
transportation costs to various markets, its competition as well as the quality of its coal and its
production cost. EVA addresses these issues in its market studies on a regional and
international basis with analyses sold to clients on a job-specific basis or through its

COALCAST subscription coal service.

In coal property and coal company valuations for buyers and sellers, EVA employs its market,
cost of mining, and coal contract expertise using discounted cash flow and comparable

transactions methods.

Coal and Transportation Contracts
Major U.S. coal transactions occur pursuant to coal and rail transportation contracts between

buyers and sellers. Sansom has reviewed over 300 long-term coal contracts and many coal
transportation contracts. He has advised utilies and coal companies on coal and rail
transportation contract terms and conditions. His expertise is frequently sought and utilized in

contract disputes.

Electric Utility Audits ‘

EVA is often hired by Public Utility Commissions to conduct prudency audits of utility coal
procurement practices and wholesale power transactions. Sansom has participated in such
utility audits in Ohio, Delaware, Florida, Utah, Wyoming, California, Oregon, and Washington,

and before FERC.

Natural Gas And Oil Markets .
Dr. Sansom has been engaged in analysis of natural gas markets, including mid-stream

processing and NGL fractionation. He has examined U.S. and Canadian natural gas
production. Other work has addressed world oil markets and OPEC's role therein. Dr. Sansom
has examined the role of natural gas combined cycle and coal gasification technologies as base

load generating capacity.

Coal Suitability and the Environmental Effects of Coal Use

Sansom's original involvement in the coal industry was in response to the adverse
environmental effects of coal use. He has been active in studies on sulfur dioxide, nitrous
oxides, particulates, air toxins, and CO, emissions. EVA has estimated the cost of specific
environmental control technologies at plant sites and the cost of national environmental
programs for clients such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPRI, and the
Department of Energy. It has advised electric utilities on how to comply with acid rain and
legislation. Coal suitability involves how a particular coal burns in a particular boiler and how
that coal's emissions are treated before discharge to the atmosphere. EVA's studies have
included examination of the performance of most U.S. coals used in a broad range of U.S.
combustors, including pulverized coal, cyclone, and CFB furnaces.
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International Coal and Utility Experience

Sansom has been active in international coal since the mid-1870's, analyzing overseas coal
markets and inter-fuel competition. In 1989 Sansom testified in an international arbitration
involving a large Canadian coal producer and the Japanese steel industry. Sansom has
testified in international arbitrations involving independent power projects in the Philippines and
Turkey.

Western Coal, Utility, and Transportation Experience

EVA has broad experience in the western U.S. Sansom’s western coal and coal transportation
expertise is the basis for his testimony on the Powder River Basin, the fastest growing
producing region in the United States.

Expert Testimony
Sansom's expert testimony most often addresses coal contracts, coal markets, coal
transportation and the prudency of coal procurements. Since 1998, Sansom has testified in the

following court and arbitration cases:

Court or
On Behalf of Other Party Year  Regulatory Body
A CMS Energy Luzon Power 1998 Hong Kong, China
A Otter Tail Power/Minnkota Knife River Coal Company 1998 Chicago, IL
Pwr Coop/NW Pub Svc
C Cedar Bay Generating Florida Power & Light 1999  State Court Florida
A Seminole Electric Coop, Inc.  Mt. Vernon Transfer Terminal 2000  Washington, D.C.
A CMS Energy Adams Affiliates, Inc. 2001 Chicago, IL
& Cottonwood Partnership :
A Government of Turkey PSE&G 2003- Washington, D.C.
2006
Cc Peabody Coal Company/ John Wasson 2004 U.S. District Court
Indianapolis P&L Southern Indiana
PSC Peabody Western Coal Co. Mohave/So Cal Edison 2004 California PSC
PSC CSX Tampa Electric Co 2004 Florida PSC
A Marysville Fractionation Kinetic Resources 2005 Detroit, Ml
Partnership
A Dearborn Industrial Generation Duke/Flour Daniel 2005 Detroit, Ml

‘ A Arbitration
C Court
PSC  Public Service Commission

Arbitration
Sansom has served as an Arbitrator in three coal contract disputes between utilities and coal

suppliers.

Publications
“Gas Turbine Mania: The Merchant Power Plant Shakeout”, Public Utilities Fortnightly, June 15,

2002. :
“Looking Past California; The Emerging Shape of the Generation Sector’, Public Ultilities

Fortnightly, June 1, 2001, pp. 44-50.
“Refinery Permit Delays Evaluated”, Oil and Gas Journal, April 23, 1979, pp. 78-82.
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State of Florida

/O ué/ic &ruice C)ommi:iéion

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE: July 19, 2007

TO: Office of Commission Clerk (Cole)

FROM: Division of Economic Regulation (McNulty, Draper, Lester, Matlock, Maurey,
Sickel, Slemkewicz, Springer)
Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement (Coston, Fisher, Vinson)

Office of the General Counsel (Bennett, Holley, Young)

RE: Docket No. 060658-EI ~ Petition on behalf of Citizens of the State of Florida to
require Progress Energy Florida, Inc. to refund customers $143 million.

AGENDA: 7/31/07 — Regular Agenda — Postheanng Decision — Participation is Limited to
Commissioners and Staff

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners

PREHEARING OFFICER: McMurrian
CRITICAL DATES: None
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: See listing of the revisions to the June 27, 2007

recommendation on the next page (Page 1a)

FILE NAME AND LOCATION: S:\PSC\ECR\WP\060658. RCM.DOC
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Revisions to June 27, 2007 Recommendation in Docket No. 060658-E1

The Commission deferred consideration of staff’s recommendation in this docket filed June 27,
2007, prior to the July 10, 2007, Agenda Conference based on the request of the Chairman.
Subsequent to the deferral, staff has identified a relatively small numerical error in the
recommended refund amount and is thus revising its original recommendation of June 27, 2007.
In addition, this revised recommendation contains an update of the interest calculation included
in the refund amount, including interest for the month of June, 2007. Finally, four errors in
citations appearing in the June 27, 2007 recommendation are corrected. The changes are
identified in this revised recommendation in underline and strike format. A listing of the
changes appears below:

Page 13,2nd Par. Replace “12,453,457” with “$12,425,492; replace ‘“May” with
“June”; replace “$13,796,073” with “13,826,207".

Page 15, 4™ Row Replace “12,453,457” with “812,425,492”; replace ‘“May” with
“June”; and replace “$13,796,073” with “13,826,207".

Page 16, Primary Rec.  Replace “12,453,457” with “$12, 425,492”.

Page 43, 4™ Par. Replace “EXH 70” with “EXH 69”.
Page 50, 1% Par. Replace “EXH 78" with “EXH 76”.
Page 67, 1% Par. Replace “12,453,457” with “8$12, 425,492”.

Page 73, Primary Rec.  Replace “12,453,457” with “§12, 425,492,
Page 88, Primary Rec.  Replace “$13,796,073” with “13,826,207.
Page 89, OPC Argument Replace “EXH 26 with “EXH 28”.

Replace “EXH 27 with “EXH 29”.

Page 93, 1¥ Par. Replace “$2,655,889” with “2,627,924” and replace “12,453,457”
with “$12, 425,492”.
2™ par, Replace “$1,663,918” with “1,671,352”; replace “6,757,815” with

“$6,722,416; replace “$1,342,616” with “$1,400,715”; and replace
“May 31” with “June 30”.

4" Par. Replace “$13,796,073” with “$13,826,207.
5™ Par. Replace “$13,796,073” with “$13,826,207.
Page 100, Att. A Replace various entries which support the calculations listed above.

Pages 103-104, Att. B Replace various entries which support the calculations listed above.

-la-
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

AARP - AARP

AGO - Attorney General’s Office

Btu - British thermal unit

CAPP - Central Appalachian

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

Commission - Florida Public Service Commission

CQIM - Coal Quality Impact Model, currently updated it is the VISTA model
CR1 and CR2 - Crystal River Units 1 and 2

CR3 - the Crystal River Unit 3 nuclear unit

CR4 and CRS5 — Crystal River Unit 4 and Crystal River Unit 5
CSX - the CSX railroad

DEP — Department of Environmental Protection

EFC - Electric Fuel Corporation, the predecessor to PFC

FIPUG - Florida Industrial Power Users Group

FPC- Florida Power Corporation, the predecessor to PEF

IMT - International Marine Terminal

KWH - kilowatt hour

MMBtu - million British thermal units

MW - megawatt

MWH - megawatt hour

NRC - Nuclear Regulatory Commission

OPC - Office of Public Counsel

PEI - Progress Energy, Inc., the parent company of PEF and PFC
PEF - Progress Energy Florida; formerly Florida Power Corporation
PFC - Progress Fuels Corporation fka Electric Fuels Corporation or EFC, the PEI subsidiary that
bought fuel for PEF

PRB - Powder River Basin

RFP - Request for Proposals

Title V - Title V of the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act
Siting Board — Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Board
Synfuel - synthetic fuel
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Case Background

By motion filed September 30, 2005, in Docket No. 050001-El, In re: fuel and purchased
power cost recovery clause with generating incentive performance, the Office of Public Counsel
(OPC) petitioned the Commission to establish a “separate ‘spin-off’ docket to evaluate the
prudence and reasonableness of certain coal purchases made by Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
(PEF) from its affiliate Progress Fuels Corporation.” Id. The prehearing officer denied OPC’s
motion and the issue was included in the November 2005 fuel proceeding.! On November 4,
2005, OPC filed a motion to defer the issue of the prudence of PEF’s coal procurement until the
next fuel proceeding. At the conclusion of the fuel clause hearing, the Commission granted the
motion to defer the issue.”

On August 10, 2006, OPC filed its Petition to require Progress Energy Florida to refund
customers $143 million, and this docket was opened to address the petition. On August 30,
2006, PEF moved to dismiss OPC’s petition, arguing that the Commission lacked authority to
review PEF’s coal expenditures from 1996 to 2005. PEF’s arguments were based on the
doctrines of administrative finality, retroactive ratemaking, impro?er hindsight review, and due
process violations. The Commission denied the motion to dismiss.

The Attomey General, AARP, Florida Industrial Power Users Group (“FIPUG”), OPC,
PCS Phosphate/White Springs, and PEF were parties to the proceeding. OPC, AARP, PEF, and
Commission staff prefiled testimony. On April 2-5, 2007, the Commission conducted a full
evidentiary hearing, at which it heard witness summaries, cross examination, and admitted
testimony and exhibits into the record.

Prudence Review

At issue is whether PEF acted prudently in its coal procurement practices from 1996 to
2005. Prudence has been defined as “what a reasonable utility manager would have done in light
of conditions and circumstances which were known or reasonably should have been known at the
time the decision was made.” In the Maxine Mine Case, Order No. 13452, issued June 22,
1984, in Docket No. 820001-EU-A, In re: Investigation of Fuel Cost Recovery Clauses of
Electric Utilities (Gulf Power Company — Maxine Mine), the Commission described in detail the
type of review it would perform in reviewing prudence:

Significant controversy has arisen over the manner in which we should review
Gulf's actions to determine whether its decisions regarding Maxine Mine Coal
purchases were prudent. Theories have ranged from a prohibition against

lOrder No. PSC-05-1106-PHO-EI, issued November 3, 2005, in Docket No. 050001-EI, In re: fuel and purchased
power cost recovery clause with generating incentive performance, p.52. The issue was included as Issue 13L:
Were the prices that PEF paid to Progress Energy Fuels Corporation for coal reasonable in amount? If not, what
adjustment should be made?

2Order No. PSC-05-1252-FOF-E], issued December 23, 2005 in Docket No. 050001-El, In re: fuel and purchased
power cost recovery clause with generating incentive performance, pp. 27-28.

3Order No. PSC-07-0059-PCO-E], issued January 22, 2007, in Docket No. 060658, In re: Petition on behalf of
Citizens of the State of Florida to require Progress Energy Florida, Inc. to refund customers $143 million.

# City of Cincinnati v. Public Utilities Commission, 620 N.E. 2d 826 (Ohio 1993).




-

Docket No. 070001-E]

Rob.ert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-EI Revised Staff Recommendation
Date: July 19, 2007 Page 7 of 105

looking at the prudence of entering into a contract at any time except
immediately after it is entered into, to a proposal to view the prudence of a
contract from a purely retrospective basis. We believe that it is important to
strike proper balance, and we believe that we have done so.

The fact that it is a utility's actions rather than our own that we are reviewing
dictates that utility contract problems will not come to our attention immediately.
Many problems in procurement have a gradual aspect which can be perceived by
the persons directly involved but not by third parties. Any approach to reviewing
the prudence of contract decisions must recognize the propriety of looking at
past actions, otherwise the natural lag in our ability to detect procurement
problems will preclude us from acting on them. An approach that limits the
review of prudence to contemporaneous events fails to recognize the duty of this
Commission to protect the ratepayers’ interest and the fact that utilities are not
entitled to recover expenses imprudently incurred. On the other hand, the use of
pure hindsight in assessing the prudence of past action is patently unfair. A
utility should not be charged with knowledge of facts which cannot be foreseen
or be expected to comply with future regulatory policies. Expectations are not
always borne out. The prudence of decision making should be viewed from the
perspective of the decision maker at the time of the decision.

Contract administration must be viewed at a point in time which takes into
consideration the facts which were known or which should have been known at
the time the contract is entered into or amended. If during the period of contract
administration there is a period of mismanagement, whether short or long, any
additional costs incurred as a result of that mismanagement should be disallowed
even though the average price over the life of the contract is close to average
market price.

In this case, we have looked at the prudence of Gulf's actions in terms of the
facts that were known or that should have been known at the time of the
decision. In so doing, we believe that we have properly protected Gulf's
ratepayers' interests while recognizing Gulf's need to engage in independent
decision making. We do not intend to become involved in the actual
management of a utility. However, we expect a utility's management to act
prudently. We have not sought to retroactively apply new policies to Gulf's
prior actions and we have recognized that a utility cannot foresee the future. In
this case we have determined that Gulf acted imprudently, that Gulf's
imprudence resulted in excessive costs, and that the excessive costs should be
disallowed and refunded to Gulf's ratepayers.

The Commission must avoid impermissibly applying hindsight review, which is the
application of facts that are known today to decisions made in the past (i.e., Monday morning
quarterbacking). As the Commission considers whether PEF acted prudently, it must ask itself,
did PEF know or should PEF have known about a particular set of circumstances, when it made
the coal procurement decisions OPC has challenged.
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Historical Background

The fuel cost recovery clause (fuel clause) is a regulatory tool designed to pass through
to utility customers the costs associated with fuel purchases. The purpose is to prevent
regulatory lag. Regulatory lag occurs when a utility incurs expenses but is not allowed to collect
offsetting revenues until the regulatory body approves cost recovery. Regulatory lag has
historically been a problem because of the volatility of fuel costs. Regulatory lag is not of as
much concern when expenses, such as capital improvements, and operations and management
costs, can be planned for and included in base rate calculations. Different states have addressed
volatile fuel costs in differing ways. Several jurisdictions, like Florida, have allowed recovery of
fuel costs in a fuel adjustment clause. The operation of the fuel adjustment clause varies from
state to state. Florida’s practice of allowing cost recovery through the fuel adjustment clause has

developed over the years.

Currently, the fuel clause hearing is held in November of each year. See, for example,
the Order Establishing Procedure, Order No. PSC-07-0221-PCO-EI, issued March 12, 2007, in
Docket No. 070001-EI, In re Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with generating
performance incentive factor. It is typically scheduled as a several day proceeding during which
the Commission considers all of the cost recovery clauses.” During the proceeding, testimony
and exhibits are admitted for each of the five dockets. At the conclusion of the fuel clause
proceeding, the Commission sets a factor for the fuel cost recovery clause based on three years
of data. The utilities present testimony showing the actual costs expended for the prior year, the
actual and projected costs for the current year, and the projected costs for the following year for
both fuel and purchased power costs. In addition, the utilities submit testimony as to whether
they achieved their performance goals for the prior year and also set goals for the following year.
There is a standard list of issues which the Commission considers every year. In addition, parties
and staff may propose additional issues for the Commission’s consideration. Those issues may
be adjudicated at the fuel proceeding, spun out into a separate docket (as this was), or otherwise
disposed of by the prehearing officer. See, for example, Order No., PSC-05-1252-FOF-E],
issued December 23 2005, in Docket No. 050001-El, In re Fuel and purchased power cost
recovery clause with generating performance incentive factor, which is the final order approving
fue] cost recovery factors to be applied in 2006.

From 1925 to 1951, prior to the Commission’s jurisdiction, Florida’s investor-owned
electric utilities benefited from a monthly fuel adjustment clause. Starting in 1951, when the
legislature granted the Commission jurisdiction over investor-owned electric utilities, the utilities
applied a formula approved by the Commission, and placed the resulting charge on customers’
bills. While some auditing functions were performed by Commission staff, no formal public
hearing was held. In 1973-1974, a foreign oil embargo substantially increased the cost of oil,
leading to increased consumer concern over fuel adjustment charges. On October 7, 1974, the

* Docket No. 060001-El, In re: fuel and purchased power capacity cost recovery clause with generating incentive
performance . Docket No. 060002-EG, In re: conservation cost recovery clause. Docket No. 060003-GU, In re:
purchased gas adjustment true-up. Docket No. 060004-GU, In re: natural gas conservation recovery clause. Docket
No. 060007-EL, In re: Environmental Cost Recovery Clause.
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Commission decided to open a docket to fully review the clause process.® Two days later, on
October 9, 1974, the Attorney General issued an advisory opinion which stated that the practice
of allowing changes in the fuel adjustment charges without a public hearing was illegal under
Florida law. 74 Op. Att’y. Gen. Fla. 309 (1974). On October 11, 1974, the first fuel adjustment
clause hearing was held which led to the approval of a stipulation that provided for a monthly
hearing format on all fuel adjustment clauses. Order No. 6357. During the 1974 proceeding, the
Commission also considered recommendations on the modification of the clause. Having
considered input from interested parties, the Commission implemented a two-month lag between
utilities filing for fuel clause recovery and the Commission making a decision on those cost
recoveries. At the time, the two month lag was intended as an incentive to the utilities to

optimize fuel costs.

In 1980, the Commission modified the clause again.7 By Order 9273, utilities were able
to collect fuel and fuel related expenses on a current basis using the projections of future fuel and
fuel related expenditures subject to a true-up hearing. A true-up hearing is a hearing in which the
utilities’ projected fuel expenditures are adjusted to recover only actual expenditures. A specific
Generating Performance Incentive Factor was adopted as part of the projected fuel adjustment
clause to provide a quantifiable incentive for utilities to optimize fuel costs. Order No. PSC-98-
0691-FOF-PU, issued May 19, 1998, in Docket No. 980269-PU, In re: Consideration of change
in frequency and timing of hearings for fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause, capacity
cost recovery clause, generating performance incentive factor, energy conservation cost recovery
clause, purchased gas (PGA) true-up, and environmental cost recovery clause. Also, during this
time, the Commission modified its fuel adjustment hearings from once a month to every six
months, and subsequently modified it to once a year. The Commission was aware that the
process associated with such an approach, which involved the use of projections, would not
necessarily permit the Commission to scrutinize the claimed costs with care prior to the initial
approval of the collections. Thus, after implementing the 1980 clause modification, the
Commission considered the issue of its jurisdiction to adjust the dollar amounts that flowed
through the clause if subsequent, more detailed evidence disclosed that the dollar amounts were
imprudent or unreasonable. Order No. 9273.

In 1983, the Commission conducted a hearing on the issue of whether the Commission
had jurisdiction to adjust past dollar amounts that flowed through the clause. At the hearing,
staff and OPC proposed that the Commission adopt a mechanism to specifically identify any
prudence issues within three years of the date collection is approved.® This seminal order, Order

% Order No. 6357, issued November 26, 1974, in Docket No. 74680, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Adjustment
Clauses of Electric Companies.

7 Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 74680, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Cost Recovery
Clause, Consideration of Staff’s Proposed Projected Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause with an
Incentive Factor,

¥ “The staff proposed that we change the clause so that, instead of requiring proof of prudence at the true-up
immediately following a six month period, we simply limit our jurisdiction over all transactions passed through the
fuel clause for a period of three years from the date we approve the amount at the true-up hearing. Under the staff
proposal, if before the end of the three year period the Commission indicates a need for further review for any
specific transaction, the Commission would explicitly retain jurisdiction over amounts passed through the fuel
clause relating to that transaction. The Commission may then continue jurisdiction over those amounts until a final
order is issued. Once a specific transaction which has been explicitly set aside for review has been ruled upon by the




-

Docket No. 070001-E]

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No,. RLS-2
Docket No. 060658-EI Revised StaffRecommendatioT( ?

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 10 of 105

No. 12645, issued November 3, 1983, in Docket No. 830001-EU, In re: Investigation of Fue]
Adjustment Clauses of Electric Ultilities changed the way the fuel clause proceedings were
conducted. The Commission rejected any attempts to limit its ability to identify issues linked to
past collected amounts to a specific time frame. The Commission rejected the staff’s proposal to
limit prudence jurisdiction to three years and stated:

We see no justification in limiting our ability to scrutinize past transactions. We
fully intend to review a utility's procurement decisions solely in light of the facts
known or knowable at the time a decision was made. The appropriate limitation of
our jurisdiction is based on whatever statute of limitations or other jurisdictional
limitations applies to our actions as a matter of law.

Order 12645 at p. 8-9. As of today, there is no statute of limitation or jurisdictional limitation
placed on the Commission’s ability to review past expenditures. In Order 12645 the
Commission stated that:

At the true-up hearing that follows a six month period a utility will still be free to
present whatever evidence of prudence it chooses to provide. We note that certain
utilities have periodically presented broad statements as to the prudence of their
fuel procurement activities. Such presentations are not inappropriate, but they
hardly elucidate the subject matter. Fuel procurement is an exceedingly complex
matter and a determination of the prudence of procurement decisions requires a
complex analysis. While a utility may feel satisfied that it has properly met its
burden by such a presentation, we expect the quality and quantity of evidence to
be presented in support of the prudence of fuel procurement decisions to match
the complexity of the subject matter. We will therefore accept any relevant proof
a utility chooses to present at true-up, but we will not adjudicate the question of
prudence, nor consider ourselves bound to do so until all relevant facts are
analyzed and placed before us. We will be free to revisit any transaction until we
explicitly determine the matter to be fully and finally adjudicated.

Order 12645 at p. 9. The Commission further stated in Order 12645 that:

The question of whether we may review the prudence of expenditures made
during prior true-up periods is governed by whether the prudence of expenditures
has been adjudicated. The issuance of a true-up order does not adjudicate the
question of prudence per se. As pointed out by staff, the true-up hearings have
never been relied upon by the Commission or any other party as the point at
which prudence is actually reviewed. With rare exception, prudence has not been
alleged, proven nor ruled upon during those proceedings. An actual adjudication
of prudence depends on whether an allegation of prudence was made, evidence
was presented thereon and a ruling made. Where an expenditure has been
disputed and its prudence examined on the record, a ruling in favor of prudence

Commission, the Commission would lose jurisdiction over that transaction for the period reviewed by the
Commission.” Order No. 12645, issued November 3, 1983, in Docket No. 830001-EU, In re: Investigation of Fuel
Adjustment Clauses of Electric Utilities,
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should be inferred even if none is explicitly made. This approach to jurisdiction
over prior true-up periods naturally involves a review of the record of prior
proceedings. Since several hearings are held each year, this process is necessarily
complex. We will defer such a review until such time as we must face the
question for a particular utility.

Order 12645 atp. 10

In Order No. 13452, issued June 22, 1984, in Docket No. 820001-EU-A, In re:
Investigation of Fuel Cost Recovery Clauses of Electiic Utilities, the Commission faced the
question of prudence for a particular utility (Gulf Power Company). This case, better known as
the “Maxine Mine” case, discussed in part at pp. 5-6 above, involved a review of certain costs
associated with Gulf Power’s 1974 contract extension to purchase coal from the Maxine coal
mine in Alabama. The Commission considered whether to adjust the expenses that had flowed
through the fuel clause from the 1974 contract extension to 1983. The Commission found that
because of the rising cost of coal in the market, the rate payers were not harmed until 1980. The
Commission opined that Gulf Power should have negotiated and administered the extension of
its contract differently. Gulf Power argued that the Commission could not reach back to a period
prior to a 1981 true-up order. The Commission properly regarded the subject of its jurisdiction
over past collected amounts as having been decided in Order No. 12645, Citing directly from
Order No. 12645, the Commission reiterated its holding that the issuance of a true-up order does
not adjudicate the issue of prudence of past expenditures.9 The Commission explained the
rationale behind its decision:

The approach announced in Order No. 12645 is fair to all involved. In normal
ratemaking a utility is not entitled to receive a rate increase until after it has
demonstrated that it is not earning a fair rate of return on its investment in
property used and useful in the public service. The utility must demonstrate that
its investment was prudent, its capital costs are reasonable, and that its expenses
were prudently incurred. The delay in receiving rate relief under normal
ratemaking is referred to as regulatory lag. Regulatory lag arises because it is the
utility and not the Commission that possesses the information needed to decide
the issues. The time needed by the Commission to collect and analyze relevant
information causes regulatory lag . . . . A utility may now recover its entire fuel
cost concurrent with the expense . . . . Although the effect of regulatory lag on a
utility’s rates is now eliminated, regulatory lag still exists. It still takes time for
the Commission to collect and analyze information relevant to the accuracy and
prudence of fuel expenditures. Under the new clause recovery is immediate.
There is a trade-off under the new clause, however, as a utility remains uncertain
as to whether the Commission will ultimately determine its expenditures to be
prudent.

® Order No. 13452, issued on June 22, 1984, in Docket No. 820001-EU-A, In re: Investigation of Fuel Cost
Recovery Clauses of Electric Utilities.

- 10 -
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Id., at pp. 46-48. Gulf Power appealed Order No. 13452. Gulf Power Company v. Florida Public
Service Commission, 487 S. 2d 1036 (Fla. 1986). On appeal, Gulf Power raised several issues
including whether the refund order constituted retroactive ratemaking, which is prohibited. The
Supreme Court affirmed the Commission, holding that the order does not constitute retroactive
ratemaking. The Court reasoned that:

Fuel adjustment charges are authorized to compensate for utilities' fluctuating
fuel expenses. The fuel adjustment proceeding is a continuous proceeding and
operates to a utility's benefit by eliminating regulatory lag. This authorization to
collect fuel costs close to the time they are incurred should not be used to divest
the commission of the jurisdiction and power to review the prudence of these
costs. The order was predicated on adjustments for 1980, 1981, and 1982. We
find them to be permissible.

Gulf at p.1037. Thus, the Commission’s ability to review past expenditures by utilities is
essentially a quid pro quo that was established in return for the benefit utilities receive.

Since the Maxine Mine case, the Commission has continuously held that it has
jurisdiction to review past expenditures of utilities to determine if they were prudently incurred.
In every Final Order entered after a fuel proceeding, the Commission has stated “that the
estimated true-up amounts contained in the fuel cost recovery factors approved herein are hereby
authorized subject to final true-up, and further subject to proof of the reasonableness and
prudence of the expenditures upon which the amounts are based.”’® In Order No 15486, issued
December 23, 1985, in Docket No. 840001-EI-A, In re: Investigation into Extended Outage of
Florida Power and Light Company’s St. Lucie Unit No. 1, the Commission reviewed a past
expenditure that was sixteen years old. In that case, FPL sought to recover through the fuel
clause expenses it incurred because a 822 megawatt nuclear generating unit was inoperative for
fifteen months. FPL alleged that damages that occurred to the unit’s reactor required extensive
repairs to the reactor core support barrel and the reactor thermal shield. When analyzing FPL’s
expenses to supplant the unit’s generation, the Commission reviewed the prudence of FPL’s
decision to design a unit that included a thermal shield sixteen years earlier and said:

Examining the facts surrounding a decision made 16 years ago is difficult at best
.. .. Notwithstanding the difficulty involved, our responsibility is to investigate
and then determine the reasonableness and prudence of given expenditures by
attempting to analyze the actions of the decision-makers in light of the
circumstances then known to them or that they should have reasonably been
aware of if they were proceeding in a reasonable, prudent and efficient manner.
For the reasons that follow, we find that FPL's decision to include a thermal

19 Order No. PSC-97-1045-FOF-EL in Docket 970001-E], issued on September 5, 1997, In re: Fuel and Purchased

Power Cost Recovery Clause and Generating Performance Incentive Factor; Order No. PSC-98-1223-FOF-EL, in
Docket No. 980001-EI, issued on September 17, 1998, In re; Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause and
Generating Performance Incentive Factor; Order No. PSC-02-1761-FOF-EI, in Docket No. 020001-EI, issued on
December 13, 2002, In re: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause and Generating Performance Incentive

Factor.
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shield in the design of SL1 was prudent when we consider the information
known to the decision-makers at the time of the relevant decisions.

Order No. 15486 p. 8. Ultimately, the Commission decided that FPL was prudent.

This case is consistent with recent decisions of the Commission to review past
expenditures of utilities to determine if they were prudently incurred. This present docket was
developed as a result of the operation of the fuel clause.

The recommendation that follows provides staff’s analysis of the issues raised at the
April 2-5, 2007, hearing to determine the ultimate question of whether PEF made prudent
purchases of coal to be burned at CR4 and CR5 from 1996 to 2005. The Commission has
jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Sections 366.01, 366.04, 366,041, 366.05, 366.06 and

366.07, Florida Statutes.

-12 -
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Executive Summary

On August 10, 2006, OPC filed its petition alleging that PEF, instead of buming the
design basis blend of coal for Crystal River Units 4 and 5 (CR4 and CRS), favored affiliates and
bought only bituminous coal and synfuel for the units for the period 1996-2005. OPC further
alleges PEF’s actions were imprudent because PEF did not give timely consideration to a coal
blend of 50 percent Powder River Basin (PRB) coal and 50 percent bituminous coal — the design
blend. PRB coal is sub-bituminous coal mined in Wyoming and Montana, and has a lower heat
content than bituminous coal. Nationwide, the use of PRB coal for generating electricity grew
during the 1980s and 1990s. OPC calculates the excess cost to be $134.5 million over the period
1996 through 2005 and recommends the Commission require PEF to refund the excess cost with
interest to customers.

Issue 1 addresses whether PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS for the
period 1996 through 2005, and staff provides alternative recommendations. Primary staff’s
recommendation is that PEF was imprudent in its coal procurement activities during the years
2001 to 2005. Primary staff believes PEF’s management was imprudent regarding the 2004 test
burn and the 2001 RFP evaluation. The result is a missed opportunity to burn a coal blend with
20 percent PRB coal, which would have saved $12.425.492 $12:453.457. Given this, the
primary recommendation for Issues 2 and 4 is that customers should receive a refund of

12.425.492 $12-453-457 plus interest. With interest through June May 2007, the total amount is

$12.425,

3.826.207 $33-706:073. Primary staff believes no penalty should be applied.

il_:____'\__

Alternative staff’s recommendation is that PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for the
period 1996-2005 and no refund or penalty should be applied. Altemative staff believes that
PEF’s conduct fell within a range of reasonable decisions and was therefore prudent. Alternative
staff believes that PEF was conscious of several material issues regarding the use of PRB coal
and chose to move more cautiously toward including PRB coal at its Crystal River site. Of
import to PEF was that CR4 and CR5 were base load units and suffering a derate with lower Btu
coal was unacceptable. Also, PEF was aware of the volatility of PRB coal, which is a concern
when used at a nuclear power site. PEF would also incur additional capital and operation and
maintenance expenses to use PRB coal.

To develop and organize the evidence, the prehearing officer included eight topics under
Issue 1. Those topics are merely for organizational purposes. No vote is required for the topics.
The Commission can consider the topics independently and give each the weight it believes
appropriate. The Environmental Permitting topic concems whether PEF maintained the
appropriate permitting for using the most economical coal. The Coal Procurement Practices and
Coal Cost and Availability topics address PEF’s coal procurement for the period including the
RFP process, the appropriate transportation costs, and the use of South American coal. Safety,
blending, handling, and storage issues related to PRB coal are covered in the CR3 and CR4 and
CR5 Operational Matters topics. Staff analyzes whether burning PRB coal will cause a loss of
MW output at CR4 and CR5 in the Megawatt Capacity topic. PEF used an affiliated company,
Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC), for coal supply during the period. The Affiliates topic covers
whether PEF, in purchasing coal, had inappropriate dealings with affiliated companies. The last
topic is Other Factors.

-13 -
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Issues 2, 3, and 5 concern matters of law and appropriate fuel clause policy. PEF has
alleged that the Commission cannot legally, and should not as a matter of policy, reach back ten
years to review the prudence of a utility’s activities, absent a showing of misconduct on the part
of the utility. Issue 3 asks whether the Commission, as a matter of law, has the authority to
require a refund. Staff recommends that the Commission has the authority to require the refund.
The Commission can and has reviewed the prudence of prior conduct of investor-owned utilities.
The Florida Supreme Court, as well as prior Commissions, have affirmed this approach. This
quid pro quo policy - quick recovery of money expended in exchange for a possibility of a future
prudence review - is no surprise to utilities or the investment community as Order No. 12645 has
been in effect since 1983.

Issue 2, the policy issue, asks the Commission whether, as a matter of policy, it should
require PEF to refund monies if PEF is found imprudent. This Commission has an opportunity
to re-evaluate the policy, if it so desires. If this Commission wishes to consider a change in the
manner prudence reviews of fuel expenditures are done, then staff recommends the Commission
encourage parties to Docket No. 070001-EI to address, in their projection testimony to be filed in
September 2007, the issue of whether and how the Commission should conduct prudence
reviews of fuel and purchased power costs approved for cost recovery in the fuel docket.

In Issue 5, AARP urges the Commission to penalize PEF. Staff notes that monies
collected as penalties go to the state’s general revenue fund and do not return to the ratepayers.
The Florida Legislature established the manner in which the Commission may penalize a utility.
No evidence that PEF willfuily violated any rule or statute was presented. Therefore, as a matter
of law, no penalty should be imposed.

Issue 4 addresses what amount, if any, the Commission should require PEF to refund to
customers. Issue 6 is whether the docket should be closed.

The table below summarizes the positions of the parties and staff.

-14 -
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BOTTOM LINE POSITIONS

OPC, AG $134.5 million refund CR4 and CR5 were designed to bum a blend of 50 percent
plus interest of $20.6 bituminous and 50 percent sub-bituminous coal. PEF imprudently
million thru Dec. 2006 | favored affiliates and ignored lower cost PRB coal in purchasing
for a total refund of coal for the units during 1996 through 2005. Excess coal costs
$155.1 million. and excess SO2 allowance cost are $116.6 million and $17.9
No Position on the million, respectively. Capital costs of $2 million and annual O&M
penalty. of $1.5 million would be associated with a coal blend with 50

percent PRB coal. No loss of MW output would occur if a 50/50
blend were burned. CR3 is surrounded by coal units so bringing
PRB coal on-site would not be a problem. Interest to accrue
through the completion of the refund.

PEF No refund PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS during 1996
No penalty through 2005. PEF did not favor affiliates in purchasing coal or

synfuel. If a 50/50 PRB coal blend was burned during the period,
PEF would have incurred $60.2 million in capital costs and $2
million O&M annually. Replacement Power due to a 124 MW
loss of output for the units would have cost $696.9 million to $966
million for the period. Also $21 million for the period for
additional transportation costs. An incremental risk evaluation per
NRC rules would have been necessary.

AARP, $134.5 million refund Adopts OPC’s position. Adds a penalty based on a violation of

FIPUG, White | plus interest of $20.6 the fair and reasonable standard laid down by Chapter 366 F.S.

Springs million thru Dec. 2006 ~
for a total refund of
$155.1 million.

Impose a penalty.

Staff Primary $12.425.492 PEF was imprudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS during
$425453-457 refund plus | 2001 to 2005. Starting in 2001, PEF should have begun the shift
interest of $1.400,715 to a PRB coal so that by 2003 a 20 percent blend, blended off-site,
$1.:3425616 thru June could have been burned at CR4 and CR5. No MW output loss
May 2007 for a total would have occurred. Interest to accrue through the completion of
refund of $13.826.207 the refund. The refund should apply to the 2008 fuel factors.
$313:796;673. Apply in
2008.

No penalty
Staff No refund PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS5 during 1996
Alternative No penalty through 2005. PEF’s procurement practices did not favor

affiliates. If a coal blend with 50 percent PRB coal was burned
during the period: (1) PEF would have experienced a significant
loss of MW output resulting in costly replacement power, (2) CR4
and CR3 are must-run units; with lower PRB blends, the risk of a
derate still would be present. (3) PEF would have incurred some
level of capital costs and additional O&M expenses depending on
blending site, and, (4) an incremental risk evaluation per NRC
rules would have been necessary. PEF was appropriately cautions
in considering switching fuel types.

-15 -
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Discussion of Issues

Issue 1: Did PEF act prudently in purchasing coal for Crystal River Units 4 and 5 beginning in
1996 and continuing to 20057

Primary Recommendation: No. PEF did not act prudently in purchasing coal for CR4 and
CRS5 during the period 2001 through 2005. As discussed in Issues 2 and 4, the Commission
should require PEF to refund to customers the amount of $12.425.492 $342;453;457— plus
interest. In addition, the Commission should direct PEF to supplement its 2006 Final True-Up
Testimony in Docket No. 070001-EI to address whether the Company was prudent in its 2006
and 2007 coal purchases for CR4 and CRS. (McNulty, Vinson, Fisher, Coston)

Alternative Recommendation: Yes. PEF acted prudently in purchasing coal for CR4 and CR5
during the period 1996 through 2005. (Lester, Sickel, Matlock)

Position of the Parties

OPC: No. To achieve flexibility, PEF designed and built Crystal River 4 and 5 to be able to
burn a 50/50 blend of subbituminous and bituminous coals. In the early 1990s the discovery of
higher Btu subbituminous Powder River Basin coal and competition between railroads caused
PRB coal to become significantly cheaper (delivered) than the eastern bituminous coal PEF was
burning in CR4-5. As other utilities turned to Powder River Basin coal to lower fuel costs borne
by customers, PEF continued to purchase more expensive bituminous coal and “synfuel” from
its affiliates and pass the extra costs on to customers. PEF knew, or should have known, of the
opportunity presented by PRB, and should have acted timely to lower its fuel costs during 1996-
2005. There was no impediment between a management acting prudently in its customers’
interests and significantly lower fuel costs.

PEF: Yes. PEF’s coal purchases for CR4 and CRS5 over the past decade, as reflected in PEF’s
direct and rebuttal testimony and exhibits, were reasonable and prudent. PFC regularly issued
Requests for Proposals (“RFPs”) for bituminous and sub-bituminous coals for CR4 and CR5 and
participated in spot market purchases in response to offers when reasonable to do so. Coals
offered in response to PFC’s RFPs and in the spot offers were selected when most cost-effective
to purchase them, considering the delivered and evaluated cost. No prudent utility looks only at
the delivered price to determine what coal to buy. A prudent coal procurement decision-making
process involves the analysis of myriad other factors that can affect the delivery, transportation,
handling, and operation of the unit to reasonably and prudently determine the best coal for a
particular unit. When considering these factors, it is clear that PEF acted prudently.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: No. When a regulated utility operates under the aegis of a public utility holding
company and buys coal, coal processing and coal transportation services from affiliated
companies under secret non competitive agreements it is imprudent to charge customers more
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than the competitive market price for the product. Evidence discloses that PEF had the capability
to burn less expensive coal. Even though other utilities turned to Powder River Basin coal to
lower fuel costs to customers, PEF continued to purchase more expensive bituminous coal and
“synfuel” from its affiliates and pass the extra costs on to customers.

White Springs: No. PEF has not satisfied its burden of demonstrating that its coal purchases for
CR units 4 and 5 were prudent over this period. The testimony and evidence of the OPC
witnesses establish that PEF unreasonably avoided purchasing a blend of bituminous and sub-
bituminous coals for these units even though there was ample evidence that such a blend was
more economical and the units were designed to burn such a blend to lower fuel costs to

consumers,

Staff Analvsis - Introduction

Staff has analyzed the record and the parties briefs in this case in reaching its
recommendation. There are eight topics for which parties and staff presented record evidence.
Each party included a position on each of the topics. The topics, the parties positions regarding
that topic, a summary of the arguments, and staff’s analysis are included below. Following the
eight topics, the primary staff and the alternative staff have presented their conclusions on Issue
1. The Commission should not vote on the individual topics. The topics are organizational tools
for the Commission to use in evaluating and ruling on the prudence of PEF’s coal procurement
practices during 1996-2005. While the Commission may consider each of the following topics,
it is not limited by or required to give equal weight to each topic.

-17 -
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1.1 Environmental Permitting

1.1.1 Parties Position Statements on Environmental Permitting

OPC: The Siting Board’s certification order terms allowed PEF to burn the 50/50 blend in CR4-
5. Subsequently, PEF jettisoned subbituminous coal from its application for its first federal
“Title V” permit. Since 2000 (when that permit took effect) PEF has not been authorized to bumn
PRB coal in units designed to burn it. Having ensured that result, in this case PEF first pointed to
its limited permit as justification for not purchasing cheap PRB, yet now claims the same
omission was “no harm, no foul.” PEF’s permitting conduct was as conspicuously imprudent as
its explanations are contradictory and disingenuous.

PEF: PEF acted reasonably and prudently in obtaining environmental permits for CR4 and CRS.
From when the units came online until the mid-90’s, no one disputes that PEF was burning and
should have burned bituminous coal. PEF did not have unconditional authority to burn a blend
of sub-bituminous coal, because it could not be assured that the units would remain in
compliance with emissions limitations. Furthermore, given the time needed to obtain a permit
modification, compared to the time needed to make operational changes, there would be no
detriment to PEF or the ratepayer caused by waiting to change these permits.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: PEF specified, designed, procured power plant need certification and constructed two
generating plants capable of burning PRB coal. The additional cost for this capability increased
the long term cost passed through to customers in base rates. PEF was then surprisingly
imprudent in failing to include the possibility that it would burn this low cost clean burning fuel
when it became available in its initial Title V Air Quality Application and to perform the
requisite test burn. This failure inhibited PEF’s ability to give customers the benefit of the lower
cost fuel it promised in return for the higher cost plant construction.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.1.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on Environmental Permitting

A. OPC Argument

OPC witness Sansom states that PEF surrendered its ability to burn PRB sub-bituminous
coal in the mid-1990s, when new federal regulations required additional environmental
permitting. Witness Sansom believes that the company, under its original certification issued in
1978 by the Electrical Power Plant Siting Board, received authorization to burn a blend of sub-
bituminous and bitumninous coal in CR4 and CRS. (TR 57) Witness Sansom believes that PEF’s
exclusion of sub-bituminous coal from its Title V operating permit limited the company’s ability
to burn sub-bituminous coal, and to react to shifting economics in the coal industry. (TR 41)
Witness Sansom states:
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In fact, in 1996 PEF took steps to abandon its authority to burn sub-bituminous
coal in Units 4 and 5 by omitting sub-bituminous coal from its application for the
newly-required federal Title V air permit. For a full decade after it should have
shifted to a 50 percent Powder River Basin (PRB) sub-bituminous coal blend with
bituminous coal, PEF continued to burn bituminous coal and a product of
bituminous coal treated with oil called synthetic fuel or “synfuel.” ... When PEF
belatedly attempted to move towards sub-bituminous coal in 2004, its earlier
imprudent decision to omit sub-bituminous coal from its federal environmental
permit and its repeated failures to conduct test burns complicated and delayed its
ability to do so. (TR 41)

Witness Sansom also believes that the units’ design should have directed the company’s
Title V permitting process. Witness Sansom states that since the original design of CR4 and
CRS5 incorporated the use of sub-bituminous coal: “it was folly for PEF to abandon its authority
to use the capability designed into the units. This would have been the case even if preserving the
ability was needed only to prepare for future contingencies.” (TR 58) Witness Sansom contends
that PEF’s failure to burn a 50/50 blend of PRB and bituminous coal, and its conflicts of
interests, cost ratepayers $50,886,616 in 2004 and 2005 alone. (TR 92)

Regarding PEF’s 2006 test burn of a blend of 30 percent PRB sub-bituminous coal and
70 percent Central Appalachian bituminous coal for CR4 and CRS, witness Sansom states that it
cannot be “surprising” that the burn was successful when the units were designed to burn a 50/50
mixture. Witness Sansom contends that the 2006 successful test burn shows that the April 2004
test burn was mismanaged. Witness Sansom alleges that in 2004, CR4 and CRS5 had not been
properly prepared for the test burn and personnel had not been briefed adequately. (TR §2)
Witness Sansom also says that the 2006 test burn could have taken place in the 1995-1996 time -
frame because many other utilities test burned PRB coal in 1989-1997, and PEF could have done
so, as well. Witness Sansom contends that it is surprising that PEF did not test the 50/50 blend at
the outset of operations in the early 1980s. (TR 83)

Witness Sansom also believes that while the company’s 1996 application was being
processed (1996-1999), PEF could have continued to include sub-bituminous coal under its
original certification. He agreed that “... PEF could have purchased PRB coal from 1996-
1999...notwithstanding the omission in its 1996 application ...under the environmental agency’s
applicable rules,” as Sansom was informed by Counsel for OPC. (TR 59)

Witness Smallwood states that the original Condition of Certification imposed
maximum emission standards for PEF for either a 50/50 sub-bituminous blend or straight
bituminous coal. Witness Smallwood asserts “the Condition of Certification did not preclude,
and therefore encompassed and allowed, the buming of a blend of sub-bituminous coals and
bituminous coals, as long as the applicant adhered to the maximum emission standards.”(TR
1471) Witness Smallwood also states PEF’s emission standards are the normal standards
applicable to units similar to CR4 and CRS5’s age, regardless of the type of coal used within the
units. (TR 1471)
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B. PEF Argument

In 1978, PEF received its original site certification for CR4 and CR5. This process
included receiving a Conditions of Certification from the state of Florida, and Conditions to
Approval from the EPA. These approvals detailed the emission limitations for each unit. (TR
762) As support for PEF’s ability to meet and exceed these emission limits, the company
provided proof of its long-term bituminous, compliance coal contracts. (TR 763; EXH 127) PEF
did conduct a stack performance test, using bituminous coal, to verify compliance with these
emissions. (TR 766)

PEF witness Kennedy testifies that he could not guarantee, from 1978 through 1996, that
PRB coal would have complied with the emission limits established in the Conditions of
Certification and Conditions to Approval. He states that a performance test burn would have
been an important, and probably necessary tool, to verify its compliance. (TR 767-768) Also,
witness Kennedy states that even though the Site Certification Application notes that CR4 and
CR5 were designed to use sub-bituminous coal, the company “never guaranteed that it would use
a blend of sub-bituminous and bituminous coals. And neither the Conditions of Certification,
nor the Conditions to Approval, include any requirement that PEF burn a blend of sub-
bituminous coal.” (TR 768-769)

Title V of the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act created new air permitting
regulations, which specifically required PEF to disclose each type of fuel burned in its coal-fired
units. In 1996, PEF was required to submit its initial application, and in doing so, limited its fuel
options for CR4 and CRS5 to bituminous coal. Witness Kennedy testifies that until this time, PEF
had only burned bituminous coal in these units and that PEF supported its application with
historical data results from its continued use of this type of coal. (TR 775) Witness Kennedy
also testifies that PEF limited its 1996 application to bituminous coal because:

... no other coal was considered economic at the time the permit application was
submitted. Other types of coal, including sub-bituminous, also have certain
handling and operational issues that make them significantly different from
bituminous coal. For all these reasons, Progress Energy Florida only included
bituminous coal in its Title V application. (TR 775)

PEF did not believe at the time the application was submitted, it had the authority to bumn
sub-bituminous coal without testing. Witness Kennedy states bituminous coal was:

. . . the only type of coal for which performance tests were completed pursuant to
the original Conditions of Certification. It was the only type of coal that we know
satisfied all requirements of the Conditions of Certification and Conditions to
Approval. PEF did not have the authority to burn sub-bituminous coal prior to the
[1996] Title V permit application, because the characteristics of sub-bituminous
coal render it possible to violate the opacity and particulate emission requirements
of the Conditions to Approval and Conditions of Certification. And if a violation
could just possibly occur when burning sub-bituminous coal, then Progress
Energy Florida would not have burned the coal without taking some additional
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steps to convince itself and the DEP that the limits would not be violated. (TR
775-776)

Witness Kennedy believes that between 1996 and 2005 the company possessed neither
implicit authority nor explicit authority to burn sub-bituminous coal at its CR4 and CRS units
based on the initial site certification process and the Title V permit. Therefore, according to
witness Kennedy, the company never abandoned any existing authority to burn sub-bituminous
coal. Also, PEF believes the Title V permitting process created a more rigorous regulatory
environment and “the requirements to obtain a Title V permit are quite different from what was
required to receive the prior conditions of site certification.” (TR 776) Witness Kennedy states
that it is more likely that burning PRB coal would violate the limits set by its site certification
process and that PEF would not burn the coal without taking some additional steps to convince
itself and the Department of Environmental Protection that the certification limits would not be
exceeded. (TR 759-760)

In spring 1999, PEF made a request to the DEP to modify its existing Title V application
for its CR4 and CRS units. This amendment asked for the inclusion of bituminous coal/briquette
mixture as an acceptable fuel for these units. This fuel is more commonly know as “synfuel.”
Witness Kennedy states the company chose to make this change because this fuel “had become
an economical choice as a fuel alternative for CR4 and CRS.” (TR 777) The company was not
required to conduct a test burmn on this fuel during its Title V modification process. Rather, PEF
was able to provide reasonable assurances that emission levels would be met, “because briquettes
have the same base as bituminous coal.” (TR 778) PEF guaranteed that the “emission levels
resulting from the briquettes would be limited at CR4 and CRS5 to the average emissions from the
prior years at this unit . . . . In addition, the synfuel had a bituminous base and was to be burned
in a mixture with bituminous coal, so the unit would never be burning 100 percent synfuel.” (TR
777-778) In June 1999, PEF received its amended Title V permit which allowed the company to
burn a synfuel mixture at these units. (TR 778)

PEF’s witness Pitcher states that a July 2003 PEF Request for Proposal identified foreign
bituminous coal as more economical than PRB sub-bituminous coals. Because these import
coals did not present the same plant handling and performance issues as PRB sub-bituminous
coals, they were the clear choice for CR4 and CR5. Nevertheless, when PRB coal prices moved
up at a slower rate than domestic and foreign coals later in 2003, PEF sought to purchase some
PRB coals for a test burn. (TR 366)

In 2004, PEF did consider the use of a sub-bituminous coal blend at CR4. The company
purchased a quantity of PRB coal and in April 2004 initiated a test burn of this fuel. At that
time, PEF’s environmental department became aware of the test bumn, and verified that the
company was not specifically permitted to burn sub-bituminous coal. Witness Kennedy states
the test burn was conducted “because the people in the fuels department believed that the units
were permitted to burn the sub-bituminous blend.” Once PEF became aware of this lack of
permitting, management made the decision to halt the bum and notified the DEP of the error.
(TR 779)

In 2006, the company notified the DEP of its intentions to conduct another test burn of up
to a 30 percent blend of sub-bituminous coal with bituminous coal as the base. In April 2006, the

221 -



I

Docket No. 070001-El
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._  (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-EI Revised Staff Recommendation

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 23 of 105

company received authorization from the DEP to conduct a short-term trial bum of the sub-
bituminous/bituminous blend. In May 2006, the company conducted the short-term test burn and
decided to continue pursuing this option, and applied for a permanent modification to its Title V
permit to include a sub-bituminous blend. This modification, submitted in September 2006,
requested that the company be allowed to burn a 30 percent blend of sub-bituminous coal at CR
4 and CRS. (TR 779-780)

Witness Kennedy does not believe that PEF should have conducted a test bum for sub-
bituminous coal prior to 2004. The company has stated that PRB coal was not economical for
PEF prior to 2004, and therefore was not a viable fuel alternative during this period. Witness
Kennedy states that had PEF conducted a test burn of sub-bituminous coal in the early 1990’s, or
earlier, the emission results would not serve as a “placeholder” for the company to use at a later
date. (TR 781) Witness Kennedy refers to an assessment by PEF witness Hatt stating:

... a long-term test bum must be done relatively close in time to when the plant
expects to burn the different coal. So any test bum completed a significant
amount of time before the plant expected to burn that coal would essentially be a
waste. The test burn would have to be repeated for operational purposes. (TR

781)

PEF notes that OPC witness Smallwood recognizes that “even if PEF had done a stack
test when the units came online, by the time of the 1996 Title V permit application, another stack
test was required.” (BR 39)

Also, witness Kennedy states that the time it would take PEF to amend its Title V permit
would be less than the company would have needed to complete the anticipated capital
operational improvements listed by witness Toms. Witness Kennedy asserts the permit process
would take approximately 14 months while the capital improvements would take a minimum of
18 months. (TR 781)

C. Staff Analysis

Staff notes that due to the passage of time, the record gathered in this docket is sparse on
contemporaneous evidence regarding the rationale employed by PEF and PFC in making
decisions such as those regarding the environmental permits. It is difficult to reconstruct what
the companies knew at the time, and what their decisions were based upon. Nevertheless, staff
has reached its determination from record evidence of what the utility knew or reasonably should
have known at the time PEF made these decisions.

The prudence of several key environmental permitting decisions at CR4 and CRS5 are
debated in the record. Staff believes these decisions are critical to the utility’s ability to burn the
PRB coal that OPC alleges PEF should have purchased.

In 1978, the company’s initial site certification process allowed for the use of a 50/50 fuel
blend of bituminous and sub-bituminous coals. (EXH 127; 128; 206) Staff does agree with
Progress Energy that no explicit authority to burn sub-bituminous coal was granted through the -
site certification process. (TR 767-768) However, based on the initial certification, staff does

_02.



e

Docket No. 070001-E]
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._ (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-E1 Revised Staff Recommendation

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 24 of 105

agree with OPC that the company did have implicit authority to burn sub-bituminous coal during
the early years of CR4 and CRS5 operation. (TR 1470-1471) All parties appear to agree,
however, that PRB coal was not an economical option during the 1980s.

In 1996, Title V of the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act imposed new requirements
upon utilities. (TR 761) PEF was required to indicate the specific fuel it intended to burn at its
plants, including CR4 and CRS. PEF specified that it would continue to rely on 100 percent
bituminous coal that had powered CR4 and CRS since their initial commercial operation. In
1996, PEF considered the economic viability of sub-bituminous coal to still be in doubt. (TR
775) The company asserts that this application required it to specify the fuels with which it
could meet the applicable emission standards. (TR 771) Since only the performance of
bituminous coal was known, PEF specified that fuel on the application. (TR 775) Staff agrees
that the company could not have listed sub-bituminous coal on the application without
conducting a test burn, and that absent a cost analysis showing sub-bituminous coal to be the
economic choice, a 1996 test burn would have been premature. Based upon staff’s
understanding from the record of the Title V process, the company’s approach was not
unreasonable.

In 1999, another decision point was brought about by PEF’s decision to purchase and
burn synfuel at CR4 and CRS. This change required the company to revise its still-pending Title
V application. No test burn was required since synfuel was expected to have similar burn
characteristics as its main ingredient, central Appalachian bituminous coal. (TR 777-778) PEF
again opted not to add sub-bituminous coal to its application. Given PFC’s claim that sub-
bituminous coal was still not economical for PEF in 1999 (TR 288), and the fact that, as of that
point, the company had received no PRB coal bids, staff does not believe this step-wise approach
was unreasonable. (TR 280-281)

In 2001, PFC received through an RFP solicitation its first economically competitive
offer for sub-bituminous coal. (TR 281-282) PFC management was faced with the decision of
whether to actively pursue the Title V permit modification necessary to utilize this fuel option.
The company did not seek the modification to its permit, although the fuel had become a cost
effective alternative based on its own analysis. (EXH 41)

In 2003, PFC and PEF did decide that sub-bituminous coal was becoming a viable option,
and therefore attempted a test burn at Crystal River in spring 2004. However, a planning and
communication failure by PEF management brought a halt to the test burn. Significantly, PEF’s
_permitting personnel had to inform both PEF plant operations and PFC personnel that the
company did not have permits allowing the burning of PRB coal on site. Staff believes this
omission significantly delayed the completion of a full test burn until 2006. The company states
it “continued evaluating PRB coal blends in 2005, after the 2004 hurricane season, which
disrupted the evaluation of other coals.” (PEF BR at 11) Based on a combination of internal and
external evaluation results conducted in 2005, the company chose to conduct another test burn in
April 2006. (PEF BR at 12) PEF recognizes that by the time the 2006 test bumn was conducted,
some of the economic benefits of PRB coal had diminished from the 2004 period. (PEF BR at
12)
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Witness Kennedy testifies that the Title V permit “imposes much more detailed
requirements than the previous state air permits and Conditions of Certification,” including
“detailed fuel specification and data demonstrating assurance of compliance with all regulatory
and permit condition limitations and requirements.” (TR 770-771) Witness Kennedy states that
prior to the Title V permitting process, CR4 and CR5:

. never bumed anything except bituminous coal. Because bumning sub-
bituminous coal increases particulate matter and opacity levels, and PEF had to
adhere to opacity and mass emission rate limits, PEF could not have burned sub-
bituminous coal at CR4 and CR5 without at least notifying the DEP and EPA and
probably doing a test burn of sub-bituminous coal. PEF did not do such a test
burn, thus it did not have the unconditional authority to burn sub-bituminous coal
at CR4 and CRS. (TR 768)

If test burns were required, the process would have taken approximately 14 months. The
record reflects that as a result of its 1999 Title V application amendment to add synfuel
(approved in 2000), and its 2006 Title V request for inclusion of sub-bituminous coal, that a
modification to the Title V permit is obtainable within a reasonable period of time.

Therefore, staff believes PEF’s approach of including only known fuels in its Title V
permit was reasonable. Operating under this approach, however, requires PEF and its
management to remain knowledgeable and attuned to the permitting process. Though PEF
correctly modified its Title V permit in 1999 to include synfuel, it failed to proactively obtain the
proper permitting requirements in 2004 for conducting a sub-bituminous coal test bum. This
failure by PEF and PFC to remain aware of the Title V constraints caused the interruption of the
2004 test burn, thereby delaying possible future use of sub-bituminous coal at CR4 and CRS.
PEF’s failure to obtain proper permitting for the 2004 test burn caused PEF to lose flexibility in
its ability to evaluate various types of coal. Staff believes this was an avoidable management
error that would have been prevented were there better communications and control by
management.
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1.2 Coal Procurement Practices

1.2.1 Parties Position Statements on Coal Procurement Practices

OPC: During 1996-2005 PEF’s coal procurement practices favored affiliates over more
economical alternatives. PEF’s claim that PRB producers were disinterested marketers
contradicts market information and simply is not credible. PEF failed to exploit its flexible
transportation modes so as to accommodate the cheapest fuel. Other flaws in PEF’s practices
include the failure to position itself to shift to the 50 percent PRB blend timely by maintaining
environmental authority and conducting any needed stack tests.

In its inadequate 2004 supplemental solicitation, PEF’s affiliate was the only producer of
Appalachian bituminous coal that PEF contacted.

PEF: PFC regularly issued RFPs for bituminous and sub-bituminous coals for CR4 and CRS5 and
participated in spot market purchases in response to offers when reasonable to do so. PFC sent
the RFPs to a large list of coal suppliers, and the RFPs were provided to coal trade publications.
Coals offered in response to PFC’s RFPs and in the spot offers were selected when most cost-
effective to purchase them, considering the delivered and evaluated cost, and their availability
for delivery under given market conditions or other constraints. When PRB coal producers
submitted bids, PEF evaluated them along with all other bids.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: PEF placed coal procurement exclusively in the hands of a non regulated affiliate that
profited from the transactions and kept the dealings secret from the general public. When the
scientific independent market studies demonstrates that other utilities paid from 10 percent to 50
percent less for coal during the 1996-2005 period an aura of impropriety falls upon the profitable
in house transactions at customer expense. PEF’s evidence that it merely published broadcast
requests for proposals that included lower priced coal mines falls short of the burden it must bear
to shed the mantle of misconduct.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.2.2 Analvsis of Parties Arcuments on Coal Procurement Practices

A. OPC Argument

OPC questions the overall prudence of the processes employed by PFC to obtain coal for
PEF, as well as the decisions that flowed from those processes. OPC witness Sansom states:

As a result of its failure to maintain its flexibility under permits, conduct its
procurement processes prudently and secure the most economical sources of coal
for CR4 and CR5 during the period 1996-2005, PEF passed fuel and fuel-related
costs through the fuel cost recovery clause that were excessive by the amount of
$134.5 million. (TR 41, 42)
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OPC argues that in the early 1990s, PEF and PFC ignored the emergence of PRB sub-
bituminous coal as a cost-effective alternative to Central Appalachian bituminous coal. (Sansom
TR 41) Further, OPC maintains that PEF’s continued use of bituminous instead of sub-
bituminous coal was motivated in part “to contribute to its parent company’s overall profitability
at the expense of its ratepayers.” (TR 42)

OPC witness Sansom testifies that PEF designed the boilers for CR4 and CRS5 to bumn a
blend of 50 percent bituminous and 50 percent sub-bituminous coal and that PEF’s initial fuel
strategy was to receive bituminous coal from the Eastern U.S. and sub-bituminous coal from
Western states, in equal quantities. However, when CR4 and CRS5 began commercial operation,
in 1982 and 1984 respectively, PEF burned only bituminous coal. Though OPC agrees that
bituminous coal was more cost effective during the 1980s, according to witness Sansom, by the
early 1990s, developments in the mining and transportation of sub-bituminous coals led PRB
coal to be a more economical choice than bituminous coal. At this time, other utilities began the
shift from bituminous coal to sub-bituminous coal to take advantage of lower fuel cost
opportunities that sub-bituminous coal presented. (TR 40, 41)

The entry of the Union Pacific as an originating PRB rail carrier in the early 1990s
brought competition to the Burlington Northern railroad, which had been the sole rail carrier in
that area until then. This development led to competitive rail transportation east to the
Mississippi River and the Ohio River, as well as providing an “all rail” route to the Mobile docks
for ocean barge movement to Crystal River. (TR 50-51) At the same time, expansion of the
Southern Powder River Basin in Wyoming brought about higher Btu (8,800 Btu) sub-bituminous
coals than the 8,150 Btu sub-bituminous coal available in the 1980s. This development meant
that fewer tons of sub-bituminous coal would be needed to reach the necessary Btus for the
designed bituminous and sub-bituminous blend. (TR 51) Witness Sansom states that in the early
1990s, the cost of PRB coal (8,800 Btu) at the mine was less than $5.00 per ton, and the rail
transport cost to the Mississippi River at St. Louis, or lower Ohio River in Illinois was $10 to
$12 per ton, including transloading to the barge. (TR 52)

Moreover, witness Sansom testifies that the delivered prices of sub-bituminous coal
secured by other companies (Alabama Power, Georgia Power, Mississippi Power, Gulf Power
and Tampa Electric Company) were substantially lower than the delivered prices (in dollars per
MMBtu) for CAPP coal used by PEF at the same time. Witness Sansom believes PEF ignored
the opportunity to take advantage of the fuel savings by using PRB. Sansom states that Georgia
Power test burned over two million tons of PRB sub-bituminous coal at Plant Scherer during
1989, 1990, and 1991. (TR 54) Witness Sansom states that Gulf Power’s shift to 100 percent
PRB coal at Plant Daniel resulted in “‘dramatic savings.” He also notes that Plant Miller, a unit
of similar design to CR4 and CRS3, saved millions of dollars and did not experience a megawatt
capacity derate using PRB. (TR 55) Witness Sansom further states that examples of successful
economic utilization of PRB coal were known throughout the electric utility industry in trade
press, professional publications, conferences, and technical meetings. Witness Sansom continues
that when the utilities conducted solicitations for offers of coal, and received bids from producers
of PRB coal, they saw the impact of the economic shifts first hand. (TR 55)
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Witness Sansom acknowledges that PEF did solicit PRB coal in 1996, 1998, 2001, 2003,
and 2004. He acknowledges that the PEF/PFC evaluated bids received in July 2003, showed
PRB coal as the least expensive fuel to use at CR4 and CR5. At $2.02 per MMBtu, PRB sub-
bituminous coal was 33 cents less per MMBtu than CAPP bituminous and synfuels, and was 11
cents per MMBtu less than imported coal. (TR 61)

B. Florida Industrial Power Users Group Argument

FIPUG states that the requests for proposals were not serious attempts to solicit
meaningful bids for PRB coal. Instead, FIPUG maintains they were simply instruments used to
reach the preordained goal of purchasing from PFC’s affiliates. (FIPUG BR at 10-11) FIPUG
states that staff witness Windham’s testimony demonstrated that PEF and PFC paid prices for
coal that were 10 to 50 percent higher than the costs paid by other utilities in the southeast.
(FIPUG BR at 11) FIPUG also states that the burden of proof regarding its fuel purchases rests
on PEF, and that the company has not met the standards previously established by the
Commission in Order No. 12645 regarding fuel procurement practices for utilities. (FIPUG BR

at 13-16)
C. AARP Argument

Witness Stewart agrees with witness Sansom that PEF either knew, or reasonably should
have known, that it could have purchased PRB sub-bituminous coals for CR4 and CR5 at a lower
delivered price than bituminous CAPP coal or synfuel from affiliates during 1996-2005. (TR

1103)

D. PEF Argument

In obtaining coal for CR4 and CRS, PFC contracted directly with coal vendors,
transportation providers, and transloading facilities. PFC established written coal procurement
policies and procedures in 1987 to comply with the PSC guidelines and good business practices.
(Davis TR 261) PFC’s coal procurement efforts were overseen by the Vice President for Coal
Procurement. Under his direction, coal prices were monitored on a continuing basis. (Davis TR

248)

When coal purchases were needed to supply PEF’s plants, a competitive solicitation
process was employed. RFPs were provided to all coal suppliers on the bidder list maintained by
PFC. (Davis TR 260) This list was comprised of over 100 suppliers, including PRB suppliers. In
addition, PFC published notices of RFPs in coal industry publications to insure that anyone not
on the bidders list had an opportunity to request to be on the list, and to receive a copy of the
RFP prior to the deadline. (Weintraub TR 552-553) Coal procurement RFPs always included
specifications for both bituminous and sub-bituminous coals, and solicited suppliers and brokers
for domestic and foreign coals. PFC states that it treated PRB suppliers the same as it did
bituminous suppliers responding to the RFP. (PEF BR at 6) Any coal supplier would be added to
the PFC bidders list upon request. (Davis TR 266)

Once bids were received, they were evaluated and ranked, based on evaluated cost or bus
bar cost (Davis TR 251) using the Coal Quality Impact Model (CQIM) which was developed by
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the Electric Power Research Institute. According to PEF, the model is a recognized industry
standard (TR 410) and provides a “paper test burn” of the coal in a specific unit’s boiler. (Pitcher
TR 374)

After the CQIM analysis identified the leading bids, in most instances, negotiations were
then conducted with several bidders offering the lowest evaluated cost coals to obtain further
price reductions. (TR 280, 282) PEF stated that it used the same process for all of the RFPs
issued over the period 1996 through 2006. (PEF BR at 6) According to PEF, its witness’
testimony that its procurement policy and practices were consistent with Commission guidelines
was not disputed. (PEF BR at 6)

Noting that witness Sansom stated PEF could have encouraged PRB bids by sending
letters directly to the coal producers (TR 1247), PEF contends it “sent seven such ‘letters,” i.e.
‘RFPs’ to PRB coal producers™ during 1996-2006 and received bids in response to four. (PEF
BR at 7) OPC witness Sansom agreed that the PRB suppliers on PFC’s bidders list comprised 70
to 80 percent of the PRB coal market production. (PEF BR at 6)

Witness Davis testified that PFC examined the use of PRB coal regularly, including
comparison of its fuel costs to those of Tampa Electric, which burned similar coal at its Gannon
plant. Ongoing PFC comparisons showed that Tampa Electric was paying more for sub-
bituminous coal than for bituminous coal. Sub-bituminous was not the lowest cost coal offered
on an evaluated cost basis. In fact, it was generally not even competitive with other coal options.

(TR 252)

Witness Davis testified that PFC’s serious interest in PRB coal was evidenced early by a
1998 internal memorandum written by PFC’s Vice President for Coal Procurement, Dennis
Edwards. After discussing barge versus rail transport plans, he stated, “I believe we should
recognize that we will, in all likelihood, be using PRB coals at [CR] 4 & 5 by about 2000 (my
guess.)” (TR 287) Also, in 1999, PFC’s internal analysis showed PRB would potentially be the
most economical by 2003. (EXH 48)

While PEF has explored using a PRB coal blend at CR4 and CRS5, it continues to burn
only bituminous coal. PEF witness Weintraub testifies that PRB bids in response to recent RFPs
have not been price competitive due to increased rail transportation costs. Other coals, including
import coals, have lower costs. Witness Weintraub further testifies that PEF will continue to
pursue revision of its Title V permit to add sub-bituminous coals and will continue to monitor
PRB prices along with bituminous coal prices. (TR 509)

E. Staff Analysis

Staff believes that the overall purchasing methods and approach employed by PEF and
PFC were generally reasonable and appropriate. As required by Order No. 12645, PFC’s coal
procurement practices involved a competitive solicitation process. PEF provided substantial
evidence of PFC’s formal procedures regarding fuel procurement, including the application of
such a competitive solicitation process. PEF asserts that it bought coal based on reliability of
supply, coal quality, and the lowest total delivered and evaluated cost. (Davis TR 256; Pitcher
TR 366)

-28 -



S

Docket No. 070001-E1
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._ (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-E1 Revised Staff Recommendation

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 30 of 105

An additional requirement of Order No. 12645 is that fuel expenses must be “reasonably
competitive in cost or value.” In analyzing all coal bids it received, PEF used the CQIM model,
an industry-standard bus bar analysis model. (Weintraub TR 495) This analysis allowed PFC to
consider heat content, moisture, ash, and other physical characteristics of the coal necessary to
determine how the coal would perform when bumed at CR4 and CRS. (Davis TR 276-277,
Weintraub TR 494-495) OPC argues that this analysis included a boiler performance penalty for
PRB coal. (OPC BR at 26; TR 987) Staff believes that the bus bar analysis was appropriate and
did not penalize PRB coal.

However, despite having an overall adequate process, staff believes the company could
have taken timely action to put PEF in a position to use PRB coal at an earlier point in time.
Though the first-ever PRB coal bids were extremely competitive in 2001, PEF failed to take the
actions that staff believes could reasonably have followed this development. PEF could have
realized that PRB bids may prevail in its next RFP, and that taking actions such as preparing
environmental permitting and acquiring a test-burn quantity of PRB coal should begin
immediately.

Staff views comparisons by OPC and AARP between PEF’s and other utilities” use of
PRB sub-bituminous coal with caution. Comparisons between utilities, such as Alabama Power,
Georgia Power, Mississippi Power and PEF are problematic. Circumstances and conditions are
different for each company, including geographic location, generating capacity reserve margins,
dispatch prioritizations, and other factors that impact fuel costs and decisions. The fact alone that
PFC and PEF chose to move cautiously regarding a fuel type change, while other utilities more
readily embraced PRB coal, does not prove either approach to be inappropriate. Switching coal
types is a very important decision. The utility must consider future costs of the new coal, plant
performance, transportation costs and constraints, safety, and potential increases in capital and
operating costs. (Weintraub TR 503-504, Heller 929-930; EXH 68, p.5; EXH 69, pp.2-4)

The record does not reflect the notion that PEF discouraged bids from PRB suppliers in
response to the 1996 and 1998 RFPs. PEF’s bid process appears to have been open and
competitive. (TR 251) Through PFC’s efforts, the option of using PRB coal was monitored and
considered by PEF. The evidence establishes a degree of effort and interest on PEF’s part in
pursuing the sub-bituminous coal option at CR4 and CR5. Staff does not doubt that more effort
could have been expended in pursuing the PRB coal option. Staff recognizes that PFC was
anticipating the use of PRB by the early 2000s. However, the eventual focus on synfuels appears
to have at least temporarily displaced the purchase of PRB beginning in 1999. (TR 287)

Still, PEF and PFC moved forward toward the use of PRB coal at Crystal River with a
2004 test burn that indicated serious interest in this fuel. This interest was influenced by the
PRB bids PFC received from its 2003 RFPs. But as noted, evaluation of the bids from the 2001
RFP could have triggered similar interest in PRB by PEF and PFC earlier than 2003.

During the period 1996-2002, PEF issued three coal bid solicitations: in 1996, 1998, and
2001. No PRB coal suppliers responded to the 1996 and 1998 bid solicitations. However,
competitive PRB bids were submitted in response to the 2001 solicitation. PEF's evaluation of
these bids identified PRB coal as the lowest evaluated cost alternative for a five-year contract. In
fact, the most competitive bid received in response to the May 2001 RFP in terms of evaluated
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price was the PRB coal bid at two years offered by Arch Coal.!! (EXH 41) PEF ultimately
negotiated a one-year contract for imported bituminous coal after negotiating with bidders who
had submitted three-year contract offers. (TR 282) Regardless of the fact that PRB was not
selected in the 2001 bid evaluations, staff believes the fact that these PRB bids were competitive
could have triggered actions to put PEF in a position to buy this fuel if it should prevail in the
very next coal solicitation.

Staff notes that the relative mix of spot versus contract purchases made by PFC on behalf
of PEF may have played a role in the emphasis, or lack thereof, given to PRB coal. During the
period 1996-2005, PEF’s mix of spot versus contract coal purchases varied widely. Witness
Davis testifies that PFC considered it prudent to have a “mixture of coal supply contracts by
having an appropriate balance of long term, medium term, and ‘spot’ supply contracts.” (TR
264) She also states that the company would evaluate and forecast, using various industry
services, “how much of our coal supply we wanted to be on medium-term contracts (such as 18
months to three years) and how much we wanted to purchase on a spot basis during a year.” (TR

265)

Witness Davis states that in 2002, two large long-term contracts for bituminous coal
expired. (TR 263-264) During this same period, PEF made a procurement and operational
decision to burn bituminous synfuel products in its CR4 and CRS5 units beginning in 1999. By
2001 and 2003, when spot purchasing peaked, the majority of these spot purchases were for
synfuel. In 2001, 66 percent of PEF’s coal was purchased on the spot market, followed by 60
percent in 2002, and 55 percent in 2003. (EXH 2 pp.18-23)

In 2004, PFC and PEF made a decision to transition toward a higher percentage of
contract-based purchasing. (EXH 2 pp.18-23) An October 2003 procurement memorandum
from Al Pitcher states that PFC’s “purchase strategy is to eventually achieve a 75/25, 70/30 split
between contract and spot.” (EXH 56) It appears that PEF did move its procurement approach to
an increased portfolio of RFP-initiated contracts. In 2004, 61 percent of the total coal purchases
for CR4 and CRS were made through contracts. In 2004, PFC began reducing the amount of
synfuel purchases for CR4 and CRS. In 2005, CR4 and CRS5 contract-based purchases increased
to 92 percent; in 2006, the total increased to 93 percent. (EXH 2 pp. 18-23)

Witness Davis states that it was not always necessary to conduct an evaluated or bus bar
cost if PFC and PEF were familiar with the pool of suppliers, and “with whose coal [PFC] had
substantial experience, or on which [PFC] had previously done a bus bar analysis.” (TR 278) In
contrast, witness Davis states that sub-bituminous coal is a “type of coal in which an evaluated
cost or bus bar cost analysis could provide important information.” (TR 279) In contrast, witness

' The May 2001 RFP required a minimum of 425,000 tons annually. The Arch Coal PRB bid for the 2 year
contract was for 2.4 million tons, or 1.2 million tons per year, at an evalnated price of $241.59/MMBtu. The next
lowest evaluated bid price was $243.61/MMBtu, a foreign coal bid by Carbones Del Quasare, S.A., a three year
contract offered at 1.6 million tons, or 530,000 tons per year. The lowest evaluated bid price for CAPP coal was
$251 46/MMBtu, a three year contract offered at 1.425 million tons, or 480,000 tons per year. Three other PRB bids
were received at evaluated prices lower than the Jowest CAPP coal evaluated price, but all at significantly more
tonnage than the minimum requirement. (EXH 41)
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Davis states that “it was not practical to subject short term spot purchases to such modeling.”
(TR 279)

It appears to staff that since PFC did not conduct this type of analysis on spot market
purchases, sub-bituminous coal may have suffered from being an unknown quantity during
periods when the company emphasized spot market purchases. As witness Davis recognizes,
“Progress Fuel Corporation was a substantial purchaser in the spot market,” and staff believes
this procurement focus could have created limitations that may have affected the evaluation of
PRB coals. (TR 268) If this were the case, however, staff believes it did not stem from bias
against PRB coals, but from the overall spot/contract mix and factors such as fuel price trend
expectations.

The coal procurement processes described by witnesses Davis and Weintraub were
consistently applied in keeping with company procedures. PEF and PFC gave consideration to
the fuel options available, employing a competitive bidding process and evaluation of bids
received. Certainly more than one prudent course of action or option may exist at the same time.
As noted by PEF witness Fetter,

Management decisions in complex areas are rarely ‘“black and white.” Rather,
there is a range of decision-making that prudent, equally-informed managements
could make ... Absent a management decision clearly falling outside this range,
there is no basis upon which the regulator should substitute its judgment for that
of the utility’s management. (TR 164)
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1.3 CR-3

1.3.1 Parties Position Statements on CR3

OPC: CR3 was nuclear in 1978, when PEF designed and sought state certification of CR4-5 to
burn PRB, and still nuclear in 2006, when PEF applied to modify its federal permits to authorize
burning PRB in CR4-5. Only the period 1996-2005 covered by OPC’s Petition is the subject of
PEF’s “CR3 concern.” If applicable, prudence would have required PEF to attend to any NRC
information requirements at the outset, so that it would be positioned to burn PRB when
economical to do so. CR1-2 boilers are far closer to CR3 than are CR4-5 and pose greater risks.

PEF: Part of the evaluation to switch to a PRB blend must include the impact on the operation of
the Company’s nuclear unit CR3, given the proximity of the PRB coals to the unit and the
undisputed characteristics of PRB coals. Were PEF to use PRB blends, as OPC suggests, CR3
would be the only nuclear unit in the United States, and quite possibly the world, that is co-
located with a PRB coal plant. Nuclear regulations require evaluation of this additional risk to
assess whether CR3 can be safely operated with PRB coal on-site, adding time and expense to
the analysis.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: CR3 went into commercial operation in March 1977. CR4 and CR5 came on line years
later in 1982 and 1984. At that time PEF proved twice that even if it was possibly the only
utility in the world to co-locate a nuclear plant on the same site with PRB coal plants the
potential fuel savings to customers justified the nuclear risk and charging customers more money
for construction to obtain future fuel savings. The contention today that it is imprudent to give
customers the promised fuel savings by using the CR3 nuclear disaster shibboleth must be taken
with a grain of salt.

White Springs: CR3 went into commercial operation in March 1977. CR4 and CR5 came on
line years later in 1982 and 1984. PEF’s efforts to solicit bids from PRB sources and to test burn
PRB coal at Crystal River have not been impeded in any manner by the presence of CR3 or its
licensing requirements with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. PEF’s conjecture on the
results of its as-yet unperformed risk and safety evaluations associated with PRB use at Crystal
River, or possible NRC reactions to such assessments, is no defense to PEF’s otherwise
imprudent actions. The delay of the CR3 staff in undertaking those assessments, however,
should be considered a separate instance of imprudence should it delay the use of PRB coals at
the site.

1.3.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on CR3

A. PEF Argument

PEF witness Hatt testifies that PRB coal carries significant risks of fires and explosions,
which is primarily addressed below under the topic “CR4 and CR5 Operational Matters.” (TR
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600-601; EXH 100, 102) PEF witnesses Franke and Miller specifically raise safety and
regulatory concerns about burning PRB coal in units sited with a nuclear plant. (TR 801, 803-4;

875)

The Crystal River site has a nuclear unit — CR3 — and four coal units — CR1, CR2, CR4,
and CR5. CR3 has a capacity of approximately 838 MW, and came online in early 1977.
(Franke TR 804-805) The nuclear unit is subject to regulation by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC). (Franke TR 809). Both witnesses Franke and Miller testify that there are no
nuclear units collocated with coal plants that burn PRB. (Franke TR 803, Miller TR 877)

Witnesses Franke and Miller note that PRB coal is subject to spontaneous combustion,
can be explosive, and is dusty. (Franke TR 815-819; Miller TR 875) Regarding spontaneous
combustion, witness Franke states the following three concerns:

The first area is in the ability to protect the nuclear operators who cannot evacuate
during a large fire. The second concern is what effect a coal fire might have on
the equipment required to operate the plant safely. Lastly, I am concerned by the
possibility that this flammable and potentially explosive coal pile might provide
an opportunity to an adversary terrorist group which would challenge our nuclear
security. (TR 815)

Witness Franke provides an aerial photograph of the Crystal River site. He notes that
PRB coal, assuming significant amounts would be burned at CR4 and CRS5, would be unloaded
at the barge unloader near CR3. The train unloader is also near CR3. The coal would be
transferred by conveyor belts to the site’s north coal yard, where it would be blended with
bituminous coal. Transmission lines cross over the conveyor belts. (TR 805-806; EXH 135, 141)

According to witness Franke, smoke from a PRB coal fire would have negative
implications for the operation of CR3. (TR 816) Witness Franke gave examples of fires in the
area surrounding other nuclear plants that have caused a loss of offsite power. (TR 816) Smoke
from fires could affect the operation of CR3’s emergency diesel generators, which are necessary
in the event of a loss of off site power. According to witness Franke, given the possibility that
PRB coal is explosive, a terrorist force could use the coal to create a diversion. (TR 817)
Further, smoke from a PRB coal fire would impair the ability of security guards to protect the
site. (TR 817)

Witness Franke believes PRB coal will increase dustiness and provides several examples
of NRC Information Notices concerning dirt and dust interfering with electrical equipment. (TR
813). Increases in dust can harm the performance of electrical components, such as breakers and
relays. Also, management of increased levels of dust can increase maintenance costs. Increased
dust from PRB coal would raise the potential for fires in cable trays. (TR 813, 818) According to
witness Franke, the amount of coal dust in the CR3 nuclear unit increased significantly in May
2006, when a blend containing 18 percent PRB coal was unloaded at the Crystal River site and
burned at CR5. (TR 831-834)

The NRC requires redundant safety systems, where two trains of the same safety system
operate simultaneously to ensure that at least one will function at all times. A “comumon mode
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failure” is a condition that affects both trains of the safety systems such that neither system
functions. (TR 817-819) According to witness Franke, dust from PRB coal could potentially
cause a “common mode failure.” (TR 813, 817-819)

Current NRC regulations require CR3 to have operators in its control room or at remote
operating locations at all times. This regulation means the control room must be protected from
toxic or radioactive gases. (Franke TR 810) NRC regulations also require off-site power be
available to the nuclear unit and backup systems if off-site power is interrupted. According to
witness Franke, the reliability of off-site power is a very important safety factor for nuclear
plants. (TR 811, 820)

Witnesses Franke and Miller both state that the flammable and dusty characteristics of
PRB coal would require PEF to evaluate the risks pursuant to 10 C.E.R. 50.59. (TR 819) This
evaluation would involve detailed engineering studies and analyses. If this evaluation shows
more than a minimal change in risk from current licensed operation, then PEF would have to
submit a license amendment request to the NRC. This process would require comprehensive
engineering review and would take a significant amount of time. (Franke TR 819-820, 824, 859;
Miller TR 882; EXH 142, EXH 143) If the operator determines that the change will not
significantly increase risk, then the operator does not need to seek a license amendment from the
NRC. (Franke TR 807-808; Miller TR 880-881)

Regarding the possible future use of PRB coal in CR4 and CRS5, Witness Franke states
the following:

After what [ have heard about this coal I would not propose we go through the
process of evaluating the effect of the coal on the design and license basis of the
plant. (TR 830-831)

B. OPC Argument

As rebuttal, OPC witness Sansom testifies that he has visited about a dozen sites where
PRB is burned and does not believe the risks associated with PRB coal are unique or particularly
significant. He acknowledges “good housekeeping” practices are necessary with PRB coal. (TR
1217) Explosions can occur at coal plants. Witness Sansom cites two examples and states
subbituminous coal was not involved. Also, fires can occur at coal yards and at coal mines,
including bituminous coal mines. (TR 1217) Witness Sansom believes the concerns raised by
PEF witnesses Fetter (sic Miller'?) and Franke are invalid and misplaced. Moving PRB coal
from the unloading areas to CR4 and CRS is not a serious risk. (TR 1217) Witness Sansom
states the following:

The increased investment and extra operational measures in the coal yard required
to burn PRB subbituminous coal compared with bituminous coal were well
known when CR4 and CRS were designed. (TR 1208)

"2 Witness Sansom states PEF’s nuclear safety expert is witness Fetter. PEF’s nuclear safety expert is witness
Miller, and staff believes Miller is the witness to whom witness Sansom intended to refer. (TR 1217, 875-876)
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The Crystal River coal yard was designed to blend PRB/CAPP coal at a 50/50
blend. The stacker/reclaimers, the belt scales and drives, and the coal yard control
system and conveyor capabilities were installed to blend and supply 330 tph per
unit for CR4 and CRS. (TR 1211)

Witness Sansom observes that neither witness Miller or Franke mentions that CR1 and
CR2 are located alongside CR3. CR4 and CRS5 are farther away. The concern should be with
bituminous coal in units near CR3, according to witness Sansom. If this risk of coal explosion
has not been raised by PEF or the NRC, then moving PRB coal to farther-away units should not
be a concemn. (Sansom TR 1217-1218)

C. Staff Analysis

PEF built CR1 and CR2 first at the Crystal River site. CR3 followed and began operation
in 1977. CR4 and CRS5 were built after CR3. (TR 857) PEF updated its Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), an important NRC licensing document, when CR4 and CRS5 were built.
According to witness Franke, PEF did not tell the NRC that the units were designed to bumn a
50/50 blend of bituminous and sub-bituminous coal. (TR 858) The FSAR reflected PEF’s
expectation to use bituminous coal at CR4 and CRS5. The updated FSAR reflected the site’s
layout, including coal piles, handling equipment and conveyors and the proximity of these
features to the reactor building. (TR 858-859) Staff notes both the industry's understanding of
the risks posed by PRB coals and nuclear safety standards have changed since the CR4 and CR5
became operational. (TR 843)

Witness Franke acknowledges that bituminous coal can self ignite, but he also suggests
that a bituminous coal fire would not be as much of a problem as a PRB coal fire. (852-853, 860)
Staff notes that PEF witness Hatt provided evidence that PRB coal has more problems with
spontaneous combustion than bituminous coal. (Hatt TR 600; Franke TR 851-853, 860, 864;
EXH 100; EXH 101, pp. 3-4) Spontaneous combustion and PRB coal is discussed in the topic
“CR4 & CRS Operational Matters.” Witness Franke states the coal yard currently has some fire
protection equipment but not a lot. (TR 859)

When the 2004 test burn was planned, staff at CR3 were contacted. The CR3 staff
expressed concern and required that the blend with PRB coal be blended off-site. The blend
burned during the 2004 test burn had 15 percent to 22 percent PRB coal. (Franke TR 861-862;
Pitcher 470-471, EXH 199, p. 1, 4)

PEF witness Miller and Franke testify that, if PRB coal is to be burned at the Crystal
River site, then a risk evaluation would be required by 10 C.F.R. 50.59. Neither witness Miller
nor witness Franke can say whether this evaluation would lead to the requirement of a license
amendment application with the NRC. (Franke TR 819-820, 824, 859; Miller TR 882; EXH 142;
"EXH 143) Though PEF has planned and carried out test burns of PRB coal, the CR3 staff have
not begun a 10 C.F.R. 50.59 analysis. (Franke TR 860-861)

In its brief, OPC states the following:
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At the same time it was preparing the testimony of witnesses on CR3
implications, PEF was also submitting the testimony of its witness Sasha
Weintraub, who testified under oath that PEF is actively considering the
possibility of moving to 100 percent Powder River Basin coal at Crystal River 4
and 5. (TR 503) (OPC BR at 15-16)

Staff notes, however, that witness Weintraub states the switch to 100 percent PRB coal is
unlikely given the distance between Crystal River and PRB coal mines. This distance — over
2000 miles - could compromise supply reliability. (TR 503)

In its brief, White Springs states that CR3 staff was aware that PRB coal was at the
Crystal River site in 2004 and 2006. White Springs argues that, if PRB coal would trigger an
incremental risk evaluation pursuant to NRC regulations, then PEF already should have
performed the evaluation. According to White Springs, delays in performing the evaluation may.
be a separate instance of imprudence. (White Springs BR at 7-8)

The 2004 and 2006 test burns involved a limited quantity of PRB coal and short-duration
burns. Based on the record for this topic, staff believes if PEF committed to long-term use of
PRB coal for CR4 and CR5, even in a low percentage blend, then an incremental risk evaluation
pursuant to NRC rules would be necessary.

Also in its brief, White Springs states the following:

In sum, at most Mr. Franke and Mr. Miller’s testimonies do little more than
describe the NRC rule on risk assessment and possible license amendments.
Since none of the assessments Mr. Franke claims must be performed have even
been started, there is only conjecture regarding what action (e.g., filing a report,
mentioning PRB coal use in the next update to the FSAR, request for a license
amendment, etc.) might be required by the NRC. (White Springs BR at 8)

Witness Franke did state, however, that he does not want PRB coal at the Crystal River site
given its potential problems. (TR 830-831)

The record shows that PRB coal has unique issues regarding dust and combustibility.
Staff is of the opinion this would have triggered an NRC risk evaluation had PEF committed to
long-term use of PRB coal at Crystal River. While this evaluation may not lead to a license
amendment application with the NRC, it might lead to capital expenditures for dust control and
fire protection equipment. The record does not quantify any costs. Staff believes the NRC
safety regulations governing CR3 would not preclude PRB coal from being blended off-site and
burned at the Crystal River site but PEF might incur additional costs.
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1.4 CR4 and CRS Operational Matters

1.4.1 Parties Position Statements on CR4 and CR5 Operational Matters

OPC: Based on ample historical data, CR4-5 boilers were designed super-conservatively to
handle coal having slagging and fouling properties more severe than the 50 percent PRB design
basis blend.

Existing blending equipment is adequate, and replacement unnecessary and wasteful.

Because all systems were designed and sized to sustain 5 percent overpressure with 50 percent
PRB, the only capital costs associated with burning the blend relate to dust and fire suppression,
and only to the extent they exceed the equipment that PEF allowed to deteriorate.

PRB can be managed safely through appropriate methods and meticulous housekeeping, matters
that prudent management acting in customers’ interests would have undertaken to garner

savings.

Test burns need not take longer than 2-3 weeks. Moreover, had PEF prudently conducted test
burns of the 50/50 design blend when CR4-5 were new, PEF would have been positioned to
purchase and burn PRB coal when it became the economical choice.

PEF: Despite the fact that the boilers were designed to accommodate an equal blend of PRB and
bituminous coals in the late 70’s, the design and construction of the units lack the necessary
equipment to safely, efficiently, and effectively handle and operate the units on an equal blend of
PRB coals and bituminous coals. State of the art technology for dealing with PRB coal as it
evolved through the mid-1980s to today is different from what was known when the units were
designed. In addition, many of the additional components which were designed were not
actually built. Tens of millions of dollars in capital and maintenance upgrades must therefore be
made for the units to burn this blend safely and effectively. Furthermore, to the extent that any
components, like the larger boiler, were built into the plant, the ratepayer has received the benefit
because the units have produced additional megawatts. ‘

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: PEF says PRB coal increases operating costs $2 million. It was imprudent not to spend
this to get the promised savings. Witness Hatt testified plant improvements for cheaper coal
would cost $61.2 million. Witness Barsin said it would cost nothing. Improvements to utility
plants are continuous. They are irrelevant in a fuel cost proceeding. They are base rate items.
Even if the cost were needed, were relevant, and the worst case scenario used, the maximum
allowed return on a $61.2 million PEF plant upgrade is $6.1 million a year. This authorized
return is more than off-set by the annual depreciation charge customers already pay to renew and
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replace the two plants. If CR4&5 cost $900 million to build the depreciation charge customers
were initially required to pay was $36 million a year. This is 6 times the sum required to cover
the highest allowed return on Hatt’s estimated plant improvements.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.4.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on CR4 and CRS Operational Matters

A. OPC Argument

OPC argues that a change from the bituminous coal that has been burned at CR4 and CR5
to the "design blend" would involve minimal risks. According to OPC, the generators were
specifically designed and constructed to burn the design blend of 50 percent bituminous and 50
percent PRB coals. OPC also asserts that its analysis is based on the fact that PRB coal appears
on the original design documents, where the "design blend" fuel is comprised of 50 percent PRB
coal. As further support for the use of PRB coal at Crystal River, OPC’s witnesses describe
successful generators located outside of Florida that burn PRB coal in varying degrees. OPC
also argues that the Crystal River site is well equipped to blend PRB coal with other coal, based
on the original design of CR4 and CR3.

OPC witness Sansom says that bituminous coal was more economical than sub-
bituminous coal in the 1980's. By the 1990's, developments in mining and transportation led to
sub-bituminous becoming the more economical choice. (TR 40) Throughout his testimony,
witness Sansom argues that CR4 and CRS were designed and constructed to have the ability to
burn a fuel blend of 50 percent bituminous and 50 percent sub-bituminous coals in its boilers.
(TR 40, 53, 62, 74, 81; EXH 24) He states that CR4 and CR5 are "sister units" to Detroit
Edison's Belle River units and Alabama Power's Miller units. He states that all of these plants
were designed by Babcock & Wilcox and points out that Powder River Basin sub-bituminous
coal has been burned at the Belle River and Miller plants for a decade or more. (TR 47)

Witness Sansom describes some characteristics of PRB coal, and describes the way that
electric utilities deal with the different properties of the various coals. He states that in the
design of a generating unit the furnace, the pulverizer, and the coal storage and conveyance must
accommodate increased tonnage. (TR 44) Witness Sansom then states that the specific
equipment components of CR4 and CRS5, including all the fuel handling, combustion, and ash
handling components, were designed, constructed and built to accommodate the "50/50 blend
with no adverse effects, and without the necessity of plant modifications." He notes that
"Babcock and Wilcox guaranteed that the units' boilers would operate to specifications if the
'design basis coal' is burned in the boilers." (TR 45)

OPC witness Barsin testifies that the original design for CR4 and CRS5 provided a system
that is fully capable of storing and blending the PRB coal. Only modest and inexpensive
enhancements to provide washdown capabilities would be needed to accommodate use of PRB.
(TR 1258) He also says that Babcock and Wilcox guaranteed that the boilers would burn the
50/50 blend of PRB and bituminous coals without slagging or fouling. (TR 1257, 1328, 1355-
1364) Witness Barsin describes detailed design process for CR4 and CRS, to guarantee sufficient
fuel and to allow for unlimited operation in the overpressure range. Witness Barsin states that
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the design criteria for Unit 4 can accommodate steam flow at the maximum continuous rating
without operational constraint. He says:

[Florida Power Corporation also] specified a steam flow, a sustainable
continuous maximum continuous rating at a pressure and temperature without any
operational constraints. Black & Veatch took that direction from Florida Power
Corporation and wrote specifications, and equipment was eventually purchased,
installed, and sustained operation achieved over the past 25 years indicate that
those objectives have been met. (TR 1327-1328)

Witness Barsin stresses the need to provide for slagging and fouling in the combustion
process, and the requirement for increased fuel volume in the boiler and the fuel handling
systems. (TR 1270 - 1285) He also addresses the need for dust suppression, and reports that the
original dust suppression system has not been maintained. (TR 1287) Witness Barsin was
involved in both the research of PRB coal properties and their impact on boilers prior to the
design of CR4 and CRS5, as well as the actual designing of the units. He claims that the
properties of PRB coal were well known and understood when CR4 and CR5 were designed, as
were the design parameters necessary to anticipate and accommodate those properties and bumn
PRB coal successfully. (TR 1257)

B. PEF Argument

PEF asserts that after the CR4 and CR5 units came on line, and before 1996 when OPC
alleges that using PRB coal would have provided savings, extensive trade knowledge developed
regarding several issues associated with coal from the Powder River Basin. The mineralogy of
PRB tends to increase opacity as well as slagging and fouling. (TR 663-664) PRB coal dust
accumulations have the potential for spontaneous combustion at about room temperature, in
contrast to bituminous coals that require a temperature of 150° F to 200° F. (TR 687-688) If
water is added to PRB there is an exothermic chemical reaction, meaning that heat is produced.
If PRB remains in storage with no intervention, moisture from the coal itself or from condensate
will begin to heat up the coal and smoldering often begins. Smoldering PRB differs from
bituminous coal, because if smoldering PRB is doused with water, additional heat generated
increases the danger that nearby dust will explode. (TR 672-673)

Multiple documents in the record show numerous industry-accepted standard practices
that developed as PRB came into widespread use. A case study presented at the 1994 Power-
Gen Americas Conference guides PRB users in avoiding stagnant coal and flow patterns that
allow heat to accumulate, leading to the possibility of explosion. (EXH 123, pp. 52-56) Several
documents in the record discuss incidents that occurred after both CR4 and CRS were in service;
since standard industry responses to manage these issues were not formulated until the 1990's,
they could not have been included in any consideration or design prior to 1985. (EXH 107, 108,
110, 113, and 123)

PEF witness Toms provides a description of the day-to-day operations at CR4 and CRS,
and the factors that are crucial to the units operating with the performance reliability that they
have exhibited. He says that particle size of the fuel entering the boiler is crucial -- the smaller
the better. He explains that feeding excess coal into the pulverizer will clog the pulverizer. He
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relates his experience that five pulverizers are not sufficient to maintain the units at full capacity.
Alternatively, the fuel grind might be set for a larger particle size in order to increase the flow
through a pulverizer, but the pulverizers must grind to a particle size that does not slag the boiler.
(TR 738-744) As PEF has recounted in its brief, the CR4 and CRS units are capable of burning a
wide range of coals, and customers have received consistently high levels of megawatt output
from these units operating at overpressure with 100 percent bituminous coal. (PEF BR at 31)
Witness Toms explains that his knowledge of the units is "based on running them 365 days a
year." He further describes his experience: "I have also seen these units operate in various
conditions and in situations where equipment was down for maintenance, and I know what they
are capable of doing in real life, not in theory." (TR 725)

PEF witness Hatt provides an assessment of the "sister units" concept used by the OPC
witnesses. He explains that the similarities in design may be limited to specific sections of the
equipment, such as the boiler. Witness Hatt states that the coal-yard situations of the "sister
units” are completely different from Crystal River coal yard. Further, as to the matter of "similar
design," witness Hatt uses the illustration of two cars of the same make, model, motor, and drive
train that could have significant performance and maintenance differences, as when one car is a
"lemon." He says that similar differences can exist between "sister units." (TR 646)

PEF witness Hatt attempted to quantify the conversion cost for bringing the CR4 and
CRS units up to an operating level that would meet industry accepted standards for managing
PRB coal. This work was a direct response to the allegation that a switch to "design basis fuel”
blended on-site could be made "with no adverse effects, and without the necessity of plant
modifications." (TR 45-46) Witness Hatt explains that he "included costs to account for the
capital upgrades and additional maintenance necessary to do on-site blending, as Mr. Sansom
alleges PEF should have been doing.” (TR 644) He explains some operational concerns
addressed by his evaluation: the chemistry of PRB coal mined today is different from the PRB
coal available when the boilers were designed. The current PRB fuels have a higher Btu content,
but the fouling characteristic is worse. He advises that fouling is more gradual than slagging,
and gradually impacts efficiency and load. In addition, fouling can completely clog the boiler
tubes and cause long outages. Witness Hatt estimates capital costs at more than $60 million,
with associated O&M costs of about $2 million annually. (TR 630-631, 651, EXH 106)

Witness Hatt cautions that subtle changes can be costly. For example, if any change
results in a 1 percent decrease in boiler efficiency, an increase of about 1 percent in the Btu input
will be needed to maintain generation. There will be an automatic increase in cost that amounts
to 1 percent of the annual fuel bill. He puts the "present year's fuel bill" at $291 million, so that
1 percent equates to a cost increase of $2.9 million per year. (TR 632)

Since 2001, PEF has addressed the use of PRB at a low percentage, blended off-site.
Test burns were made in 2004 and 2006. (EXH 76, 198) In 2005, the Strategic Engineering
division of PEF conducted an in-house investigation into possible savings that might flow from
using PRB. (EXH 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 75) Also, the firm of Sargent & Lundy was hired to
perform "high level" evaluation of PRB use at CR4 and CRS5. (EXH 74)

In its brief, PEF pointed out that OPC witnesses agreed that additional capital equipment
and O&M items were needed to safely handle PRB coal and blend it on-site at Crystal River.
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(PEF BR at 28) Witnesses Hatt, Barsin, and Putman differ as to the amount of the cost for
additional items. Additional capital items are mentioned. PEF argues that the testimony of
witness Hatt on cost is the most reasonable and should be accepted. (PEF BR at 28)

C. Staff Analysis

CR4 came on line in 1982, and CRS5 followed in 1984. From the outset, these units have
had high availability and capacity factors, consistently and dependably generating low cost
electric energy using bituminous coal. In staff’s opinion, any differences between the fuel that
has been used and a fuel newly introduced might affect the operations at Crystal River, and
particularly the operations at CR4 and CRS5. Staff believes the impacts of two fuels are
contrasted in this analysis: the bituminous coal that has been burned and is associated with the
history of high performance, and the "design blend fuel" that is 50 percent PRB coal. Staff also
addresses the possibility of bringing PRB coal on site for blending with another coal, as
originally planned. ‘

OPC alleges evidence in support of the fuel change it claims would have been cost-
effective. OPC witnesses allege that the design of CR4 and CRS supports the presumption that a
change to the "design blend fuel" can be made with minimal impact on the operations at CR4
and CRS. (Sansom TR 1207) OPC refers repeatedly to the "sister units" of Belle River near
Detroit and Miller Plant in Alabama. (Sansom TR 47, Putman 1392) Witness Sansom explains
that all these boilers were designed together, including CR4 and CRS, and he recounts some
details regarding the way the boilers are designed to accommodate burning PRB. (Sansom 47,
1215) PEF witness Hatt, however, argues that OPC's witness Sansom "provides an ultra-
simplistic explanation of the differences" associated with handling and using PRB coal, from an
operational and safety perspective.” (TR 645) Staff believes that Witness Hatt’s interpretation is
more creditable than Witness Sansom.

OPC’s opinion on the operational affects of burning a PRB blend at CR4 and CR5 was
based on design documents that included PRB coal as a possible fuel, along with Illinois coal or
high Btu bituminous coal. (Barsin TR 1274-1275, TR 1290) OPC relied on the fact that "sister
units" of similar design and vintage have burned PRB coal. (Sansom TR 47) Staff believes the
record does not reflect sufficient evidence addressing details regarding the combustion
technology for the generators at Crystal River or similar units at other locations. There is no
comparison of the capacity factors or availability among the generators. While the generating
performance of CR4 and CRS were provided in the record, staff does not have sufficient
information that would allow for any comparison with the alleged comparable units mentioned
by OPC witnesses. Although these units might have been similar in design and performance
some time decades ago, the units are not necessarily similar now. Staff believes that the
assessment of PEF witness Hatt is valid as it relates to the operational and safety issues that have
come to be associated with handling and using PRB coal.

Staff is of the opinion that the issues of pulverizer capacity, burn rate, and capacity
factors for those sister units are not sufficiently addressed in the record. These factors are critical
factors by which to compare generating units. For example, staff believes it would be important
to know how components of those comparable units work together in such functions as fuel
storage, feeding and processing, or whether the fuel is drier or the particles are larger at the
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boiler entry point.  The information provided indicates that some units do manage PRB
successfully, according to their needs and requirements, but it is not possible to make a direct
comparison between the alleged comparable units and CR4 and CRS5 and how they would
incorporate PRB coal in a cost effective manner.

The facilities for CR4 and CR5 at Crystal River were designed and installed before 1985.
(Barsin TR 1271; Toms TR 706) OPC witnesses assert that the installed equipment has been
suitable for storing and blending PRB coal as fuel for generating electricity from the in-service
date through 2006. (Sansom TR 40, 1208, 1211) OPC alleges that the capability of CR4 and
CRS5 to use a 50 percent blend of PRB was guaranteed in the design documents. (Sansom TR 45;
Barsin TR 1255; EXH 6, p. 2 & 5; EXH 4, p. 6) According to OPC witness Barsin, in his
experience the entire projected performance document was treated as a guarantee. He asserts
that the attorney for his company told him it was a guarantee. (TR 1357-1359; EXH 193). OPC
asserts because the guarantee is part of the document, PEF should be able to operate CR4 and
CRS5 at overpressure and produce the same MW output as PEF produces with the bituminous
coal now being burned. (Barsin TR 1255-1256)

There was much dispute over whether the document in its entirety was a guarantee, as
OPC claims, or whether the guarantee applies only to portions of the document appearing in
columns that bear the term “GUAR”. (TR 1361-1364 and 1371-1372) OPC witness Barsin also
stated that the contract documents in their entirety would constitute the total performance
guarantee. (TR 1356-1357) Since the entire set of contract documents is not in the record, staff
will only address the documents that are in the record.

According to OPC witness Barsin, Exhibit 193 is a guarantee document (TR 1264-1265),
and CR4 and CR5 were guaranteed to perform at 105 percent overpressure using a 50/50 blend
of coal and still obtain generation of 750 MW and 775 MW. However, the term GUAR, which
staff believes is an abbreviation of the word guarantee, only appears above two columns on
Exhibit 193. Both GUAR columns of that exhibit relate to output of 665 MW, the name plate
rating. Staff concludes then that the guaranteed performance of the 50/50 blend was at the name
plate rating of 665 MW.

Moreover, PEF witness Toms provides descriptions of the day-to-day operations at CR4
and CRS, and the factors that are crucial to the units operating with the performance reliability
that they have shown. For example, witness Toms reports that if fuel rating falls lower than the
range of 11,000 to 11,300 Btw/pound, CR4 and CRS are not able to operate at overpressure. (TR
725) He explains that particle size of the fuel entering the boiler is crucial -- the smaller the
better. (TR 744) He states that in his experience five pulverizers are not sufficient to maintain
the units at full capacity. Altematively, the fuel grind might be set for a larger particle size in
order to increase the flow through the pulverizer, but the pulverizers must grind to a size that
does not slag the boiler. (TR 738)

Staff believes that the testimony of witness Toms is persuasive. In comparing the
experience recounted by witness Toms to tha assertions made by witnesses Sansom and Barsin,
there are different views as to the performance to be expected from CR4 and CRS. Although
witness Barsin's explanation of his design, along with the calculations provided, might lead to a
presumption that five pulverizers are adequate to supply either of the CR4 or CRS units, the

-4) -



e

Docket No. 070001-Ef
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-E] Revised Staff Recommendation REVISED

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 44 of 105

experience of witness Toms contradicts that presumption. Based on actual operating experience,
witness Toms says that with only five pulverizers available, the units cannot produce the
expected 750 or 775 MW. (TR 738) The record indicates that particle size and silo capacity (or
through-put) limit the production of the utility. Witness Barsin’s testimony addresses design
calculations. It does not sufficiently address particle size, or show why limits on silo capacity
would not curtail the steam production. The information provided by OPC’s witnesses does not
provide sufficient actual data for comparison with any operation other than Crystal River.
Witness Putman's comment regarding Plant Daniel reverting to high Btu fuel in order to return to
full load generation implies that the Plant Daniel units have not operated at a high capacity factor
when fueled with PRB coal. (TR 1404-1405) However, the evidence shows that CR4 and CR5
are routinely high in the dispatch order and generate at a high capacity factor.

Witness Hatt's example of "identical cars" that have very different performance
demonstrates the insufficiency of witness Barsin’s and witness Sansom’s testimony on the
comparable units. (TR 646) Staff believes the record does not sufficiently reflect the pertinent
issues that would go to an understanding or conclusion that similar operation should be expected
between the "sister units" and CR4 and CR5.  Staff is persnaded that the expectation for a
simple "swap" from the higher BTU coal to the "design basis fuel" is not a reasonable
expectation.

Staff does not believe that the record supports the position that blending the "design basis
coal" at Crystal River, and then burning that blended fuel for power generation at CR4 and CR5
should have been done since 1990. Issues of safety and cost are relevant to this analysis.
Current industry standards, as indicated in testimony and exhibits of PEF witness Hatt, are
designed to manage the explosive characteristics associated with PRB coal. (EXH 108, pp. 1-4)
Staff believes that PEF would need to bring the Crystal River site up to current operating
standards for handling PRB coal if that material were to be blended on site.

While staff believes that burning a 50 percent blend of PRB and bituminous coals would
cause operational difficulties, staff believes that burning a lower percentage blend appears to be a
viable option. A test bumn of lower percentage PRB was conducted in 2004. (TR 641, 646-647)
The blending was done off-site. (EXH 124, p. 2) The 2004 test burn was not completely
successful. (Pitcher TR 395, Hatt 639) The PEF Strategic Engineering Group investigated the
possibility of using PRB as fuel for CR4 and CRS and issued a report which indicated that using
PRB blended off-site at less than 30 percent and delivered by barge would offer substantial
savings and fuel flexibility. (EXH 75, p 6) The report concludes that a blend with bituminous
coal and less than 30 percent PRB coal will act like bituminous coal. (EXH 75, p 17) The report
predicts savings for the years 2007-2010 from a 20 percent PRB blend, based on a high level of
costs. Some expensive items, such as water cannons and sootblowers, would be necessary
capital additions. (EXH 73, 75) Witness Hatt also indicated that PRB coal at blends under 25
percent could likely be used. Dust control would be necessary with the lower percentage blend,
but capital investments are much lower when blending is offsite. (EXH 69 EXH-78; p. 12)

In 2005, PEF hired Sargent & Lundy to assess the use of PRB coal at CR4 and CRS. (TR
639) That study indicated that a blend under 30 percent was likely to prove cost effective.
Blending offsite was recommended in that report as well. (TR 643, EXH 74, p. 3) The report
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recommends some equipment additions and modifications to go forward, and includes a
confidential assessment of cost for material and installation. (EXH 74) In 2006, PEF
successfully completed a short term test burmn of a lower blend of PRB (20 percent) and
bituminous coal. (TR 508)

Staff agrees with PEF that the performance of CR4 and CR5 must not be compromised.
The percentage of PRB that could be used in CR4 and CRS remains unanswered. The answer to
that question requires using the blended fuel in the units while maintaining the unit performance
needed for dispatch. To date, the evidence indicates that CR4 and CRS5 will be able to maintain
availability and capacity while using a low percentage of PRB coal. The studies have all
assumed that blending will be done off-site, and staff is in agreement with that assumption.
Other issues, such as transportation costs, are critical to the economic advantage that might be
offered by using PRB coal, and the question of utilization must be resolved in order for PEF to
take advantage of any developing opportunities for savings.
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1.5 Mecawatt Capacity

1.5.1 Parties Position Statements on Megawatt Capacity

OPC: The limiting factor on CR4-5 megawatt production is “5 percent overpressure,” the
maximum safe boiler operating pressure. At 5 percent overpressure the turbine produces the
same megawatts, regardless of the fuel being burned. CR4-5 were explicitly designed and built
to supply, without limitation, 5 percent overpressure steam to the turbine when burning the 50/50
blend. As specified and built, all systems, including the six pulverizers and the coal supply
system, have ample capacity to sustain 5 percent overpressure. Before OPC filed its petition,
PEF’s consulting engineers assessed the units and predicted no derating below 70 percent PRB

blend.

PEF: CR4 and CRS5 have consistently produced 750 to 770 gross megawatts, because of the
bituminous coal burned in the units. This production will not be possible with the lower Btu
content of a 50/50 PRB and bituminous blend. The Black & Veatch and Babcox and Wilcox
documents for these units do not provide a guaranteed megawatt output when burning the design
sub-bituminous and bituminous coal blend. The only arguable guarantee beyond unit efficiency
is for a steam output which produces 665 megawatts, the nameplate ratings for the units. It
would cost millions of dollars to replace these lost megawatts.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: Evidence offered by OPC indicates there would be no substantial derating that would
off set the anticipated fuel savings that arise from selecting a less expensive coal supply.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.5.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on Megawatt Capacity

A. PEF Argument

PEF witness Toms testifies that CR4 and CRS5 regularly produce between 750 and 770
megawatts (MW) at full capacity. (TR 707) He also explains that the units are base load units,
meaning that these units are the ones most likely to be called upon to provide energy. Except for
the nuclear units, these units provide electric energy at the lowest incremental cost available to
the utility. (TR 706-707) After meeting the power needs of the units themselves, the net energy
provided for customers is about 735MW and 732 MW respectively. (TR 707)

Witness Toms further testifies that, for each of the units, the boiler and associated turbine
were designed for a gross production of 665 MW at full capacity, under perfect conditions. The
design included a guarantee based on fuel comprised of 50 percent western sub-bituminous coal
and 50 percent eastern bituminous coal, with a heat rating of 10,285 BTU/Ib. (TR 707) This
information is evident in the original design documents relating to CR4. (EXH 126, pp. 1-6)
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Witness Toms explains that using coal that has a heat rating of 12,000 BTU/Ib or more
results in steam flow greater than the quantity necessary to generate 665 MW. (TR 708) The
steam turbine is designed for unlimited operation with the steam pressure at 105 percent of the
pressure that would be associated with generation of 665 MW. Operating at 105 percent of the
design pressure is called "overpressure" operation, and gross generation of 750 MW to 770 MW
is reliably obtained. (TR 709-710) The overpressure operation is included in the unit design
documents, and is designated the "maximum continuous rating," (EXH 126, p. 6)

Witness Toms further explains that the CR4 and CR5 units are able to generate the output
of 750 MW or more by using the larger boilers that were originally included in the design as an
accommodation for a fuel having the lower heat rate of 10,285 BTU/Ib. (TR 708) He states that
any change in fuel characteristics is expected to impact reliable operation of the units.
Specifically, fuels having BTU content lower than 11,000 BTU/Ib have not provided sufficient
heat input to allow the units to operate at the overpressure condition. (TR 713) Unit performance
is a major concern in the consideration of PRB coal. (TR 717-723)

B. OPC Argument

In his prefiled rebuttal testimony, OPC witness Barsin testifies that CR4 and CRS were
engineered, designed, and constructed so that output is not compromised by burning the design
blend fuel. He testifies that burning the 50/50 blend of bituminous and sub-bituminous coal
would have provided the same megawatt output as the bituminous coal produced during 1996-
2005. He also says this level of performance was guaranteed. (TR 1255) Witness Barsin
-explains that he was involved in the actual designing of CR4 and CR5, and that the properties of
the sub-bituminous powder river basin (PRB) coal were well known and understood by the time
the units were designed in the late 1970's. (TR 1257, 1271)

Specifically, witness Barsin lists primary factors incorporated into the design of the units
to accommodate PRB coal. These include provision for a sufficient amount of fuel (TR 1265) as
well as the ash characteristics of the fuel, and combustion air requirements. (TR 1266) He
provides some details regarding the methodology by which experiments in the research
laboratory are utilized to develop an index. The index forms a technical basis for equipment
designed to successfully manage the potential for slagging and fouling in fuels. (TR 1270-1278)
Throughout his testimony, witness Barsin speaks of the furnace and boiler design in the units
being taller, wider, and deeper to manage the slagging and fouling characteristics of the PRB
component of the design basis fuel. (TR 1266, 1272-1278, 1292-1295)

Witness Barsin provides detailed information regarding the design of the pulverizers and
fuel handling equipment. He states that, as designed, five pulverizers are adequate to provide a
sufficient quantity of fuel rated at 10,285 BTU/Ib to support steam flow at the 105 percent
overpressure setting, which is the highest pressure that the unit is designed to run. The sixth
pulverizer (for each unit) was provided as a spare. (TR 1303)

In the initial testimony in this docket, witness Sansom explains how he reviewed the
prices paid for fuel for the coal units at Crystal River. (TR 39) He explains that "PEF designed
and constructed Crystal River Units 4 and 5 to have the ability to bumn a blend of coals consisting
of 50 percent of bituminous coal and 50 percent of sub-bituminous coals in its boilers." (TR 40)
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He describes differences in bituminous and sub-bituminous coals, including characteristics that
require increased care in regard to storage, and differences in sulfur composition. (TR 44) He
goes on to enumerate differences in design and operation of units, depending on the type of coal
to be used. These include operating and maintenance procedures tailored to the type of coal. For
a unit that will burn sub-bituminous coal, larger boiler size and upsized capacity for pulverizers,
storage and conveyance facilities are needed. (TR 44) Witness Sansom explains that CR4 and
CR5 units were designed and intended to burn 50 percent Western (PRB) coal with no adverse
effects. (TR 45-46) He further explains that the units are "sister units" to the Babcock and
Wilcox installations at Belle River near Detroit and Alabama Power's Miller unit four. The
Detroit Edison and Alabama Power plants have been buming PRB sub-bituminous coal. (TR 47)

Based on his understanding that CR4 and CR5 would be equally able to burn the 50
percent PRB fuel, witness Sansom analyzed the "delivered cost” per unit of heat, or BTU, for the
candidate fuels. He states that PRB coal was not a competitive candidate fuel compared with
Eastern bituminous coal because of delivery issues in the 1980's. (TR 48) Witness Sansom
describes two difficulties associated with the PRB coal: a low BTU content and difficulties with
transportation. (TR 50) Based on his evaluation of delivered costs for candidate fuels, he
concludes that PEF should have realized that PRB was an economical fuel to use by 1996. (TR
41-42) He testifies that over the years 1996-2005, PEF fuel purchases favored affiliates at the
expense of the ratepayer. (TR 56-57, TR 77) He states that "...a prudent PEF would have burned
the 'design basis' 50/50 blend of sub-bituminous and bituminous coals during the period in
question." (TR 91)

Although the design of CR4 and CRS included design calculations for burning a 50
percent blend of PRB coal with a heat rating threshold of 10,285 BTU/b, the acceptance
performance testing for each of the units involved bituminous coal exclusively. Witness Barsin
explains that the vendor was released from contractual obligations based on the test burns with
bituminous coal. (TR 1291) The test burn results for CR4 show a corrected efficiency rating of
88.88 percent, compared with the Babcock and Wilcox design guarantee of 87.69 percent. (EXH
194, p. 3) Witness Barsin recognizes that the capability for either of the units to utilize a fuel
blend comprised of 50 percent sub-bituminous coal has not been proven to date. (TR 1291) He
points out that the 5 percent overpressure is the actual limit of the system by design. The
functional capability of the units to utilize any particular fuel depends on the amount of steam
that the system can produce from the fuel. (TR 1302)

C. Staff Analysis

Staff believes that OPC fails to recognize the risk of a derate associated with the
proposed change to a fuel blend comprised of 50 percent PRB coal from the fuel that PEF has
historically utilized. In staff’s opinion, it is clear that some risk would be involved. Because the
CR4 and CRS units are baseload, must-run units providing low cost power on a first-call basis,
any action that causes a reduction to the generation output of CR4 and CRS5 would necessarily be
replaced by generation that is more costly. Staff believes the continuing reliable operation of
CR4 and CRS5 is of paramount importance. Witness Toms testifies that the basic issue in the
operation of these units is reliable generation:
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[TThe biggest concern for me in terms of operation of Crystal River 4 and 5 is a
potential derate. The company's energy control center expects me to run these
units to get 732 and 735 net megawatt output. (TR 727)

Witness Toms explains that the units have historically operated at overpressure to
produce 750 and 770 MW gross when called upon, providing about 732 to 735 MW to meet
customer demand. (TR 707) He attributes this high output to the larger boilers in these units,
allowing for more coal to be burned. (TR 724) He testifies that the customers have gotten the
benefit of increased output from the units. (TR 725) Under cross examination, Mr. Toms
testified that he cannot achieve an output of 750 megawatts with only five pulverizers operating.
He explains that changing particle size to increase feeder speed tends to slag the boiler. (TR 738)
He later says that, as to particle size, "smaller is better". (TR 744)

PEF witness Davis explains that PEF was aware of PRB coal in the period 1996-2002,
and examined it regularly. She states that, if PRB coals were to be used, PEF saw potential for
derating and additional costs because of the difference between that fuel and the bituminous coal.
(TR 301) Witness Davis testified that she worked closely with Mr. Dennis G. Edwards, who was
VP of Coal Procurement and that he looked at PRB many times. (TR 331) Then witness Davis
describes discussions with Mr. Roy Potter, who was manager of technical services and
performed the quality analysis of coals to be used at Crystal River. (TR 348) She explains that
he was very highly regarded for his coal analysis, and that he responded to her inquiries with an
explanation that burning the lower quality PRB coal would derate the boilers. (TR 348-349)
Witness Davis provides documents that demonstrate that PEF continued to monitor PRB coal for
potential future use in the 1996 through 2002 time frame. (TR 286; EXH 46, 47, 48)

In support of its position that there would be no derate with the design blend, OPC offers
testimony of the design engineers, testimony regarding the operation of similar units, and
exhibits consisting of portions of the original contract documents. As evaluated below, staff
believes these are not conclusive evidence that CR4 and CRS would continue to operate at 750 to
770 MW capacity if a 50/50 blend of coal were used.

The similar units that were discussed by OPC witnesses Sansom and Putman, along with
the descriptive information provided by the witnesses, do not provide a sufficient basis to assume
that they are identical to CR4 and CR5 with regard to design or performance. (Sansom TR 47,
Putman TR 1394-1407) While the units may be the same or similar vintage, the record is
limited as to evidence of capacity rating, efficiency, and performance of those units. Similar
design of units is just one of a multitude of factors that might contribute to similar or dissimilar
performance of those units at the present time. The record does not address how the comparable
units rank within the dispatch of their native generation fleet -- except for the information that
Plant Daniel was not called on as much as other plants. (TR 1405) In staff’s opinion, it would be
a matter of speculation to draw an inference about how experience at any particular plant might
be similar to, or dissimilar from, the expectations for PRB coal use at Crystal River.

The testimony provided by OPC witness Barsin is very detailed in regard to the efforts
made within the original design to provide a sufficiency of fuel, as well as accommodations for
slagging and fouling factors associated with PRB coal. However, there 1s not sufficient evidence
of a "guarantee" of gross generation in a range of 750 MW to 770 MW, without regard to the
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fuel that might be involved. Notwithstanding the extensive effort described by witness Barsin to
design a unit that would run well using the PRB blend, the record documents show the term
"guarantee” only on the projected performance associated with steam flow of 4,737,900 1b/hr at
2500 psig and 1005 degrees Fahrenheit. (EXH 126 p. 6, EXH 194 p.7) The same documents
confirm that the steam is to be supplied to a turbine rated at 665 MW. (EXH 126, p. 2; EXH 194,
p.1) The contract documents included with the "Projected Performance" information make no
mention of output beyond 700 MW. (EXH 126, EXH 194) Staff believes the guarantee of 665
MW gross generating capacity burning the 50 percent PRB fuel blend is evident in the record. In
addition, the record reflects that the steam equipment, as installed, is designed to operate without
any time limit at pressures 5 percent greater than that required for the 665 MW nameplate

capacity.

Witness Barsin provides information regarding the possible changes that would be
needed to burn PRB at Crystal River. (TR 1337-1347) He mentions using rubber-tired
equipment, which is in line with witness Putman's mention of that change and other new work
procedures. Witness Barsin explains that replacing equipment that has wom or rusted out, and
ongoing housekeeping requirements will add some costs. (TR 1375) Various OPC witnesses
indicate that estimates made by PEF's witnesses as to necessary changes and associated costs are
not correct. (TR 1331, TR 1397) No allowance for any necessary costs associated with
incorporating PRB into the fuel at Crystal River is included in the calculations of savings lost
provided by witness Sansom. (EXH 28, EXH 181)

As witness Barsin acknowledges, PEF’s acceptance of CR4 and CR5 and release of the
vendor was based on tests with a high Btu coal exclusively. (TR 1291) While the witness
expresses a concern regarding wasted spending for the increased costs relating to design and
construction to accommodate PRB, the record has little information to directly compare these
units in another design configuration. It is possible, perhaps probable, that the excess capacity
and other design factors have all been essential in the efficiency and high production of these
units since they came on line.

PEF has recently pursued the question of incorporating PRB in the fuel stream at CR4
and CRS. From 2003 to present, the company has conducted some test burns and engineering
evaluations. (TR 410-412, EXH 60, EXH 74, EXH 199) The test bumns included fuel blended
off-site, and at levels under 25 percent. To date, the documented records associated with PEF's
activities do not provide conclusive results, or indications, that a derate is unavoidably associated
with the use of PRB.

In summary, the record lacks information to support an expectation that PEF could have
converted the fuel for CR4 and CRS to a PRB blend without any risk of loss of capacity. In
particular, the record does not support the concept that using a 50 percent blend of PRB would be
virtually interchangeable with the fuel that has been successfully utilized since these units came
into service. Staff is persuaded that a sizable derate would likely result from use of a blended
fuel composed of 50 percent PRB at the CR4 and CRS units.

If PEF burned a blend with a lower percentage of PRB coal, the risk of a derate to these

base load units may still be present. For example, the test burn at CRS with a 22 percent PRB
coal blend experienced a loss of 30 MW. (TR 641, TR 647; EXH 199, p. 3; EXH 24, p.3; EXH
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124: EXH 76) PEF’s May 2006 test burn of PRB at an 18 percent blend at CRS resulted in no
substantial issues and full load was achieved. (TR 508) Staff notes that the Sargent and Lundy
Study concluded that it was probable that a full load could be achieved (i.e. no derate) at CR4
and CR5 with PRB coal blends less than 30 percent. (EXH 76 EXH-—78) Witness Hatt’s
assessment was that achieving full load using a 30 percent blend of PRB coal was a possibility,
and the only way to know for certain would be to conduct a long term test burn. (TR 678)
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1.6 Coal Availability and Costs

1.6.1 Parties Position Statements on Coal Availability and Costs

OPC: PRB coal was available to PEF in large quantities and at costs significantly lower than
alternatives during 1996-2005. Pertinent market information was disseminated widely in the
utility industry at the time. Actual purchases of PRB to TECO, adjusted for delivery to Crystal
River, provide an accurate picture of the opportunity that was available to PEF (but not acted on)
during the period, as do bids submitted to PEF by PRB producers in 2003 and 2004. The notion
that the same PRB producers who were marketing aggressively elsewhere elected to bypass
CR4-5 simply is not credible.

PEF: PEF cannot purchase what it is not offered. Although PEF’s RFPs included specifications
for sub-bituminous coal, and these RFPs were sufficiently available to the market, in some years
no PRB bids were received. Even when PEF received PRB bids, prior to 2004, PRB coal, on a
delivered and evaluated price basis, did not compete with the bituminous coal PEF purchased.
PEF reasonably and prudently evaluated PRB coal using the existing market proxy for
waterborne transportation costs in place for water deliveries of coal for all Crystal River coal
plants. When PRB coal appeared economical, PEF began a more thorough evaluation.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: The evidence presented by OPC and Commission Staff shows unequivocally that PRB
and foreign coal was available. The evidence shows that other utilities found and bought less
expensive coal. Progress Fuels appears to have done no more than advertise its interest. The
existence of the Progress Energy holding company structure belies a real interest in
competitively priced fuels. Miners know it and react accordingly. The holding company structure
provides a disincentive to seek cheaper coal from non affiliated companies.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.6.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on Coal Availability and Coéts

Cost and Availability

A. OPC Argument

OPC’s witness Sansom presented the numbers of tons of PRB coal produced by year
from 1992 to 2005 in his Exhibit 7. Over the 1992 to 2005 period, production increased steadily
from 200,000,000 to over 425,000,000 tons. (EXH 7) During the 1996 to 2005 period, PRB coal
producers were in an over capacity situation. (TR 1229)

The situation was reflected in PRB coal prices in the 1990’s, when Southern Company
found it economical to convert ten of its coal units to PRB coal units. (TR 1420, 1423) Witness
Putnam testified that during his employment with Southern Company in the 1990’s, he worked
on converting several coal burning units in Alabama, Georgia, and Mississippi to PRB coal
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burning units (TR 1421), that some of the most competitive bidding competitions he experienced
at Southern Company involved PRB opportunities, (TR 1423), and that Southern Company and
its utilities were “covered up with coal people ... begging us to come visit the PRB region and to
their mines so we would consider their coals.” (TR 1422-1423)

B. PEF Argument

PEF’s witness Heller also presented spot prices in dollars per ton for 8,800 Btw/Lb PRB
coal for 1994 to 2006 (EXH 80) and annual spot prices for 8,800 Brw/Lb PRB Coal for 1996 to

2005. (EXH 84, Column 1)

Annual Spot Prices of PRB Coal |
Year $/Ton
1996 5.00
1997 4.36
1998 4.01
1999 4.63
2000 4.54
2001 4.66
2002 11.30
2003 7.08
2004 6.09
2005 6.57

PEF evaluated its potential coal purchases on a delivered price (including transportation
costs) basis, and a busbar (“evaluated”) basis, accounting for coal quality characteristics on unit
performance, and considered other factors such as transportation and supply reliability. (TR 374)
This “busbar” evaluation is necessary to determine how the coal would perform when burned at
CR4 and CR5. (Davis TR 276-277; Weintraub TR 494-495) PEF used a standard industry model
for evaluating coal. (Weintraub TR 495) PEF notes that CR4 and CRS are base Joad units and
that the coal supply and consistent energy production are essential. (TR 724) PEF included PRB
coal suppliers in all RFP’s and was aware of possible supply disruptions and cost impacts from
burning a 50/50 blend of PRB/CAPP coal, including a potential megawatt derating. (TR 410,
518, 301) PEF first received offers from PRB suppliers in 2001, and began making PRB coal
evaluations. (TR 301, 978) Starting in 2001, PEF began receiving PRB bids. Based on
evaluations of those 2001 RFP responses, PRB coal was not competitive. (TR 977) PEF made
similar evaluations following its 2003 RFP, with different conclusions, and made test burns of 18
to 22 percent blends in April 2004. (TR 393-394) PEF made further test bumns in 2006 and
concluded that by then, PRB coal was more expensive to burn than its then present supply. (TR
509) PEF maintains that its process was reasonable and prudent. (PEF BR at 13)

PEF pointed out that witness Sansom’s delivered price analysis is flawed because 1) the
prices are not from the same period, 2) TECO’s transportation costs do not include Gulf
terminaling transloading, and 3) TECO’s transportation costs do not include PEF’s waterborne
proxy. (PEF BR at 14) PEF pointed out that witness Sansom’s analysis also excluded
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considerations for capital and O&M costs that would have been necessary had PEF changed its
coal supply to a 50/50 blend. (PEF BR at 18) PEF defended its assertion that additional
blending costs for PRB coal would have been incurred by using a 50/50 blend. (PEF BR at 19)

PEF pointed out that although witness Sansom based his overcharge calculation on using
the supply route through New Orleans, he claimed that using the route through Mobile, Alabama
would have been more economical (PEF BR at 20), but that none of the OPC witnesses offered
defensible evidence to support that claim. (PEF BR at 21) PEF relied in witness Heller’s
interpretation of witness Sansom’s analysis. Witness Heller concluded that had PEF burned a
50/50 blend of PRB/CAPP coal from 1996 to 2005, recovered transportation costs using the
waterborne proxy, and included blending charges and capital and O&M costs, it would have in
fact paid $51 million more in coal costs. (EXH 85)

C. Staff Analysis

~ Based on the information presented by witness Sansom regarding PRB coal production
and the testimony of witness Putman regarding the efforts of PRB coal producers to make coal
available to customers, staff believes ample supplies of PRB coal were available for purchase
during the period 1996 through 2005. Staff believes the annual spot prices in dollars per ton and
cents per MMBtu, the prices in Column (1) of witness Heller’s Exhibit 84. These prices, which
did not include transportation costs, were uncontested in the hearing. Transportation costs must
be added to the mine price to accurately reflect the delivered cost of coal to the utility.

Transportation Strategies

A. OPC Argument

OPC states that the argument offered by PEF for not burning PRB coal involves using the
“waterborne proxy” to calculate PRB coal delivered prices. (OPC BR at 26) This transportation
cost recovery method was never approved by the Commission for recovering PRB coal. (OPC
BR at 27) OPC argues that PEF’s evaluated analyses included a boiler performance penalty for
PRB coal. (OPC BR at 26; TR 987) Further, according to OPC, PEF’s evaluations of the cost of
burning PRB coal were overstated by assuming that PEF would burn 100 percent PRB coal
rather than a 50/50 blend of PRB coal and CAPP coal. (OPC BR at 27) Witness Sansom
calculated what PEF’s 1996-2005 delivered PRB coal prices would have been using TECO’s
delivered coal prices to Plant Gannon during 1996 to 2003, coal prices received by PEF in bids
for 2004 and 2005, and estimated transportation costs for 2004 to 2005. He removed “boiler
penalties” not presented by burning the 50/50 blend, and ultimately calculated 1996 to 2005
overcharge of $134.6 million. (OPC BR at 28) Witness Sansom originally included a blending
charge and omitted a transloading fee for coal moving through New Orleans from his overcharge
calculation. Through the testimony of witness Barsin, witness Sansom learned that he had
included some unnecessary charges for blending PRB coal and CAPP coal. Witness Sansom left
his overcharge calculation unrevised, allowing the transloading charges and the blending charges
to offset each other. (OPC BR at 28; TR 138-139)

Witness Sansom testified that PRB coal could have been moved via three possible
options: an all-rail route from the Powder River Basin to Crystal River, an all-barge river/Gulf
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route, or a mixed route of rail to Mobile and Gulf barge to Crystal River. Witness Sansom
stated, however, that such shipments of PRB coal would have reduced the affiliates’ barge and
dock revenues. (TR 76-77) Sansom stated that the most economical route would be via
McDuffie terminal in Mobile and that this fact was confirmed by the bids for all rail coal
transported to McDuffie received in PEF’s August 2002 and May 2003 RFP’s. (TR 77) Witness
Sansom reasoned that PRB coal would have been less expensive than bituminous coal barged to
IMT in New Orleans and transloaded to barge for delivery to Crystal River. He stated that the
least expensive route to move PRB coal to Crystal River would be by rail to the Alabama state
docks at McDuffie. Witness Sansom stated that the McDuffie terminal had capacity, could blend
coal if necessary, and would have been a less expensive barge haul than from the IMT in New
Orleans. Therefore, in his opinion, it was the most efficient route for PRB coal to CR4 and CRS.

Witness Sansom also presented weekly average FOB Mine prices for 8,800 Btu./Lb. PRB
Coal for January 1996 to late 2006. (EXH 9) In his Fuel Damages Summary in Exhibit 29,
witness Sansom presented the $/MmBtu delivered prices of TECO’s PRB purchases at its New
Orleans transfer facility for 1996 to 2002 (TR 90), an estimated price for 2003 (EXH 23) based
on changes in PRB coal prices delivered to plants Miller and Scherer (TR 953), and bid prices
received by PEF for 2004 and 2005. (TR 90, EXH 29)

Witness Sansom testified that Commission orders do not apply to transportation rates for
PRB coal (TR 1195), and that the Commission never accepted witnesses Davis’s and Heller’s
mileage prorate method of estimating barge rates. (TR 1195) Witness Sansom testified further
that the waterborne proxy applies only to moves from upriver docks via river barges and
imported coal. To calculate refunds for 1996 through 2002, Witness Sansom used TECO’s
delivered prices to its transfer facility as the delivered prices that PEF would have paid for PRB
coal. (EXH 29) Witness Sansom notes, however, that had PEF actually made purchases of PRB
coal, the rail-to-St. Louis route would not have been economical compared to the mine-to-
Mobile, Alabama rail route. (TR 1192) Regarding the application of the waterborne proxy to
PRB coal purchases in their bid analyses, Sansom testified that “they assumed in their bid
analysis, that is the proxy, rather than relying on the market and, therefore, denied the ratepayers
the benefit of market forces through the application of a methodology.” (TR 1226)

B. PEF Argument

PEF witness Davis described PEF’s coal transportation options to CR4 and CRS as CSX
rail and water barge, pointing out that the waterborne option provides an alternative in the event
of a rail strike and other disruptions. The existence of two alternatives provides leverage in
negotiating rates for both forms of transportation. Witness Davis stated that transportation was a
significant portion of the delivered price of all coal purchases, and in the case of sub-bituminous
coal, transportation costs surpass the commodity cost of the coal itself. (TR 270)

Davis stated that PFC’s approach to coal transportation for CR4 and CR5 was to
maximize the use of rail transport, as directed by the Commission. Of the two long-term
contracts that ended in 2002, one called for rail delivery and one for barge delivery. This
complied with the Commission’s directive to maximize rail deliveries. Witness Davis said that
because CR4 and CR5 bumed compliance coal, PFC found it harder to obtain rail transport for
compliance coal, so waterborne transport was emphasized for CR4 and CRS. Davis said that it
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would be neither possible nor desirable to receive all coal shipments at CR4 and CR5 by rail.
(TR 271)

Witness Davis pointed out that CSX railroad is the only railroad serving Florida and
maintains a one-way only rail line between Dunnellon and Crystal River. This makes it
impossible to run more than one train at a time to the Crystal River complex, which is served by
a rail loop going to the plant and back out to the main line. Due to operational limitations of its
facilities, it would not be possible for all of its coal to be received via rail, thus ruling out one
option for PRB delivery suggested by OPC witness Sansom. (TR 271-272)

The waterborne proxy is a number of dollars per ton used by PEF to recover water
transportation costs since 1992. (TR 273) PEF evaluated any potential PRB coal purchases using
estimated rail rates to St. Louis (EXH 84) and a fraction (995/1564, based on mileages) of the
Ceredo Dock to New Orleans proxy. (TR 275-276) The proxy charges appear by year in witness
Heller’s Exhibit 84, along with additional charges for rail-to-barge transloading (St. Louis) and
blending (New Orleans). (EXH 84)

For the waterborne transport of domestic coal, witness Davis said that until 2004 PEF
used a waterborne proxy rate established by the Commission to compute transportation costs for
coal delivered by water to CR4 and CR5. The waterborne proxy rate included truck transfer
from the mine to the river dock, transloading to the river barges, transport costs down river on
the Ohio and Mississippi rivers, transfer to coal storage or to transload from a river barge to an
ocean barge at IMT in New Orleans, and cross Gulf barge rates for delivery to CR4 and CRS.
The waterborne proxy established in 1993 was based on 1992 actual costs and was thereafter
annually escalated upward or downward as waterborne transport rates changed. The proxy was
replaced in 2004 by a stipulated charge, to which OPC agreed, and again in 2005 to market-
based rates, to the extent they existed. (TR 272-273) Witness Davis noted that in 2004, the
FPSC approved a waterbomne proxy for imported coal, FOB the barge, for transport activities
associated with barging imported coal to Crystal River during 2001-2003, less the transloading
component incurred by the imported coal supplier. (TR 274) |

Witness Davis testified that proxy transportation rates were established by the
Commission to replace cost-plus pricing, which had led to lingering suspicions that it resulted in
higher costs due to affiliate transactions (TR 273), and that PEF could have lost money under the
proxy arrangement. (TR 273, 352) Witness Davis further testified that when PEF purchased
foreign coal at IMT, in the second year of proxy cost recovery, the Commission agreed to allow
PEF to apply 50.2 percent of the “full proxy” to those tons, to recover transloading and cross-
Gulf transportation costs. (TR 274)

Witness Davis states that in evaluating the delivered cost of coal to CR4 and CRS, PFC
employed the applicable waterborne proxy rates established by the Commission in 1993 to each
_transport stage as necessary. (TR 274) Though OPC disagrees, PEF contends that this proxy is
applicable to any domestic coal, and therefore that its use in evaluating the delivered cost of PRB
coal is appropriate.

PEF notes that it received PRB bids in response to its RFPs and it evaluated PRB bids
using the waterborne market proxy rates. (Davis TR 273-276; Order No. PSC-93-1331-FOF-E],
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issued September 13, 1993) PEF incurred some risk with the waterborne market proxy rates in
that actual costs could rise above the proxy rates. In addition, the proxy rates clearly applied to
domestic coal. (Davis TR 273-274; Order No. PSC-94-0390-FOF-EI, issued April 4, 1994)

PEF witness Heller states that OPC witness Sansom’s analysis does not include the
waterborne proxy costs allowed for import coal, and deviates from the reality of costs PEF would
have encountered with imported coal deliveries, understating the delivered costs of PRB in
witness Sansom’s analysis. Witness Heller also questioned witness Sansom’s use of the changes
in delivered price of PRB to Southern Company’s plants Scherer and Miller and does not agree
that their costs are analogous to CR4 and CRS5. (TR 952)

C. Staff Analysis

Central to the topic of transportation strategy is the question of whether, in its evaluation
of PRB coal costs, PEF should have used the waterborne market proxy coal transportation rates
established for PEF by the Commission.

Order No. PSC-93-1331-FOF-EI" describes the components that are included in the
transportation market price proxy:

The market price for EFC’s water-borne deliveries would cover the transportation
components to the Crystal River plant site. This would include short-haul
rail/truck transportation to the up-river dock, up-river barge transloading, river
barge transportation, Gulf barge transloading (IMT), Gulf barge transportation
(Dixie Fuels), as well as port fees and assist tug. The market price would also
cover, i.e., replace, the return on EFC’s equity investment in IMT and Dixie Fuels
currently provided under cost-plus pricing for water transportation.

Order No. PSC-94-0390-FOF-EI, p.4
By Order No. PSC-94-03 90-FOF-EL* the market price proxy for PEF was clarified:

The parties agreed that the existing market pricing mechanism for the
transportation of domestic coal should be modified to exclude cost components
(e.g., river barging costs) not involved in the transportation of foreign coal.

Order No. PSC_94-0390-FOF-E], p.5 Staff believes that PEF’s use of the waterborne market
proxy rates for evaluating PRB coal is appropriate. The order does not limit its application and
in fact the clarifying order explains that the pricing mechanism is for transportation of domestic
coal. PEF testified that it followed the Commission’s orders in calculating transportation costs.
Inclusion of the proxy in the purchase price affects PEF’s evaluated price for burning PRB coal.
Staff also believes that the busbar analysis was appropriate and did not penalize PRB coal.

¥ Order No. PSC-94-0390-FOF-EI, issued April 4, 1994, in Docket No. 040001-El, In re: Fuel and Purchased

Power Cost Recovery Clause and Genérating Performance Incentive Factor.
' Order No. PSC-93-1331-FOF-E], issued September 13, 1993, in Docket No. 930001, In re: Fuel and Purchased

Power Cost Recovery Clause and Generating Performance Incentive Factor.
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Therefore, PEF’s evaluations of potential PRB purchases are the proper prices for PRB coal-
purchase evaluations.

Foreign Coal

A. Staff Testimony

Witness Windham testifies that PEF also could have purchased South American coal less
expensively than CAPP coal from 1996 through 2005. Witness Windham presents testimony that
includes FERC 423 coal-purchase information for several Gulf Coast and Atlantic Coast utilities
that purchased foreign coal, including coal purchased from Colombia and Venezuela, between
1994 and 2005. (EXH 163) Witness Windham calculates the average coal price in ¢/MmBtu by
utility and by year, and he determined the median foreign coal price over all of the selected
utilities. (EXH 156) Witness Windham also presents the number of contract tons, the number of
spot tons, the average contract price, the average spot price for PEF’s purchases, for delivery to
IMT, by year, from 1994 through 2004. (EXH 157) Witness Samson agrees that, as evaluated by
PEF in 2003, South American bituminous coal was less expensive that Central Appalachian
bituminous coal (TR 1207), but notes that PRB coal would have been even 11 cents per MmBtu
less expensive. (TR 61)

Witness Windham testifies that in all years, PEF could have replaced at least 500,000
tons of Region 8 coal and synfuel purchases with purchases of lower priced Colombian and
Venezuelan coal, without finding itself unable to fulfill transportation contract minimum
tonnages. (TR 1040)

Regarding his testimony’s lack of a conclusion as to whether PEF had made its coal
purchases prudently, witness Windham states that the observations his testimony presents are
offered for informational purposes and that others may use his observations to make a final
recommendation. (TR 1070, 1074, 1079, 1080) Witness Windham did summarize his testimony
by saying that his Exhibit 157 . . . appears to show that during the time period of 1996-t0-2006,
Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC), on behalf of PEF, often did not purchase the lowest price coal
that met PEF’s coal specifications for Crystal River Unit 4 (CR4) and Crystal River Unit 5
(CR5).” (TR 1032) Regarding whether PEF can burn only compliance coal, witness Windham
states that *“. . . you can in fact, blend coal, and that as long as the blend meets ... the compliance
level, it’s okay.” This statement is borne out in Exhibit 52 which shows PEF’s 1996-2005 coal
purchases at IMT for use at CR4 and CR5. In 2005, PEF purchased at IMT 50,100 tons of coal
with Lbs Sulfur per MmBtu exceeding 1.2 Lbs. (EXH 52, Page 10)

B. PEF Argument

PEF responds that witness Windham’s testimony was flawed because (1) it contained no
calculation of how much PEF had overpaid by not purchasing more South American coal, (2) not
all of witness Windham’s comparative FERC 423 purchases were made by utilities located in the
Southeastern United States, (3) it did not include separate transportation costs for the
comparative purchases, (4) some of the coals purchased by the comparative utilities were not
compliance coals, and (5) it did not consider the conditions under which PEF had issued RFP’s
and received responses or reacted to spot offers. (PEF BR at 23) PEF included foreign suppliers
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in its 1996-t0-2005 coal procurement efforts and has in fact purchased considerable numbers of
foreign coal tons since 2001. Witness Heller points out that witness Windham’s observations do
not address PEF’s coal procurement policies (TR 960, 965), that the FERC 423 information does
not include information about conditions at the times purchase decisions were made (TR 962,
963), and that witness Windham provides no opinion regarding whether or not PEF’s coal
purchases for the period 1996 to 2005 were made prudently.

Witness Heller presents a data set similar to witness Windham’s Exhibit 163, in his own
Exhibit 87, that presents foreign coal purchase information for the years 1996 — 2005 for fewer
Southeastern utilities. (TR 970, EXH 87) Witness Heller pointed out that the basic coal-purchase
data on which witness Windham based his observations contained coals that had originated in
Australia and Russia, which may not have been offered to PEF as part of its bid solicitations and
which may not have been test burned, and that some of the coals are not compliance coals, or
that the numbers of pounds of sulfur per MmB1tu’s were greater than 1.2 pounds. (TR 971)

As with PRB coal, witness Davis testifies that PEF evaluated coals offered in responses
to the 1996, 1998, and 2001 RFPs, based on a delivered cost basis and an evaluated busbar cost
basis, (TR 300-301), and that PEF’s bidder list contained over 100 bidders and always included
coal suppliers and brokers with domestic, foreign, and PRB sub-bituminous coal. (TR 300)

Witness Windham’s aggregate calculations do not include numbers of Btu’s per pound.
Witness Weintraub testified that burning 11,700 Btu’s per pound Columbian coal, the CR4 and
CRS5 units can operate at full load. (TR 551)

C. Staff Analysis

In the period when replacing domestic purchases with foreign purchases would have
generated positive savings, 2001-2005, PEF did in fact purchase large quantities of foreign coal.
The quantities purchased were, by year:

Thousands of
Foreign Coal
Tons Purchased

Year c/MmBtu

2001 497.99
2002 279.79
2003 529.52
2004 965.47
2005 819.97

These increased numbers of tons were significantly greater than the 179.11 thousand tons of
foreign coal purchased by PEF in the preceding five years.
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1.7 Affiliates

1.7.1 Parties Position Statements on Affiliates

OPC: PEF failed to identify subbituminous coal as a fuel for CR4-5 in its Title V application,
but later amended that application to seek authority to burn “synfuel” purchased from affiliates.
The “synfuel” purchases, which as with bituminous coal were more expensive than PRB during
1996-2005, helped enable parent Progress Energy to realize tax credits and synfuel-related
revenues valuable to the corporation but not its customers, who forewent the opportunity
afforded by PRB to lower fuel costs. In these and other particulars, PEF subordinated
customers’ interests to affiliates’ profits.

PEF: PEF did not favor affiliates, but treated them equally with other potential coal suppliers, as
demonstrated by PEF’s purchases of coals from non-affiliates and foreign suppliers when cost
effective to do so. PEF also evaluated synfuel on the same basis, choosing synfuel when it was
the lowest total cost coal offered, rather than to benefit any affiliate. Indeed, PEF purchased
synfuel from suppliers other than its affiliates.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: The affiliate relationship is the centerpiece of the consumers claim. PEF’s fuel affiliate,
PFC, did not act as broker for PEF, it bought fuel from other affiliates and third parties and then
resold it to PEF at a profit. Not only PFC, but each of the other affiliates profited from the
transaction. Under this arrangement great care must be taken by regulators for consumer
protection. The need for careful scrutiny is exacerbated because all of the affiliate transactions
are trade secrets. Independent review of the competitive market transactions during the study
period disclosed the magnitude of the overcharge customers encountered.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.7.2 Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Affiliates

A. OPC Argument

OPC witness Sansom testifies that PEF bought synfuel for CR4 and CRS, including
synfuel from PEF affiliates, when it had less expensive options such as PRB coal and imported
coal.’? (TR 41, 65-66, 70-71, 1218) The production of synfuel can generate tax credits for the
producer, with the amount of the tax credits inversely related to the price of crude oil. (Sansom
TR 41, 64; Weintraub TR 549) Witness Sansom notes that PEF’s parent company, Progress
Energy, Inc. (PEI), has claimed $1.25 billion in synfuels tax credits to date. (TR 64) Witness

I Synfuel is coal that has been chemically altered by the addition of reagents, such as Bunker C oil, i.e., heavy fuel
oil. Coal and coal fines are the feedstock for synfuel and can be combined with fuel oil under heat and pressure to
produce coal briquettes. (EXH 15, p. 1 of §)

- 60 -



e

Docket No. 070001-El
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-2)
Docket No. 060658-EI Revised Staff Recommendation

Date: July 19, 2007 Page 62 of 105

Sansom also noted the tax benefit for synfuel was $27 per ton in 2003. (Sansom TR 68) The tax
credits for synfuel expire at the end of 2007. (TR 69)

PEF obtained from DEP the necessary penmit to burn synfuels at CR4 and CRS in early
2000. (Sansom TR 64) Witness Sansom states that synfuel made by PEF affiliates added sulfur
and had to be blended with coal that had a lower sulfur content than previously specified for CR4
and CRS. (TR 65) According to witness Sansom, PEF moved quickly to obtain a permit to burn
synfuel but otherwise omitted seeking an air permit for PRB coal. (TR 65-66)

Witness Sansom states that PEI owned synfuel producing companies and synfuel
marketing companies. PEF affiliates supplied large amounts of synfuel to PEF for CR4 and CRS
between 2001 and 2005. (TR 68) Witness Sansom alleges that PEF favored its affiliates’ docks,
barges, and terminal in the bid process by carving out the water transportation routes for
affiliates. (TR 68) Though PFC sold its share in barge and terminal affiliates in 2001, PFC had
long-term contracts with the affiliates (or former affiliates) through 2004. (TR 69)

Witness Sansom further questions whether PEF’s bid process for coal supply was fair.
Witness Sansom argues:

First, it is statistically impossible in a market as large as Central Appalachian
bituminous coals for a supplier to garner in an open sealed bid market the
proportions, which were achieved by PEF affiliates, of the CAPP/synfuels tons to
IMT for Crystal River Units 4 and 5. (TR 69)

Witness Sansom states that PFC had a conflict of interest because PFC bought coal for
PEF but PFC also had interests in synfuel plants that needed to buy coal in the same market. (TR
70) Witness Sansom further notes that a PEF affiliate, Black Hawk Synfuel, bid to provide coal
when it did not have a firm supply. (TR 70) Witness Sansom states that, after January 1, 2000,
PEC affiliate synfuels became the dominant source of supply for CR4 and CR5. (TR 71-72; EXH
17)

In rebuttal, OPC witness Sansom asserts that PEF concentrated on synfuels instead of
cheaper PRB coal. According to witness Sansom, imported coal and PRB coal was cheaper than
synfuel so the synfuel discount did not exist. Synfuel had high transportation costs and
undisclosed blending and operational costs. (TR 1218-1219) '

Witness Sansom reiterates his charge that PFC had a conflict of interest. He asserts the
conflict of interest is that PFC bought coal for PEF and it bought coal for affiliated synfuel
plants. (TR 1219) PEF witnesses Davis and Weintraub represented Black Hawk synfuel, the
PFC affiliate, at a March 14, 2005 synfuel meeting. Later in 2005, witness Weintraub became
PEF’s Coal Procurement Director. (TR 1220, 485, 516)

Witness Sansom notes that coal had a spread above synfuel prices which encouraged
suppliers to sell coal to synfuel producers rather than to PFC for PEF. He testifies that PEF
favored the affiliated Black Hawk synfuel in its July 2003 solicitation over an unaffiliated low
bidder. (TR 1221) Witness Sansom notes that PEI owned 100 percent of Black Hawk Synfuel,
10 percent of New River Synfuel, and 100 percent of Kanawha River terminals. These entities
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were in the supply chain to provide bituminous coal to synfuel plants and ultimately to PEF. (TR
1222) According to witness Sansom, these arrangements allow PEI to generate significant tax
credits. (TR 1222) '

Regarding the decline in synfuel use at CR4 and CRS5 during 2003 to 2005, witness
Sansom notes that a water transportation settlement in April 2004 removed a profit incentive for
PFC. He also notes that economic access improved for Kanawha River area synfuel markets.

(TR 1223)

B. PEF Argument

PEF witness Donna Davis acknowledges that PFC bought synfuel for CR4 and CR5
during her tenure at PFC. Witness Davis states that PFC evaluated synfuel on the same basis as
other coal offers. (TR 289) Witness Davis further states that PFC bought coal meeting utility
specifications that had the lowest delivered cost and lowest evaluated cost. (TR 289-290, 292)
Witness Davis testifies that PFC did not give preferential treatment to companies that produced
or marketed synfuel in which PFC had an equity interest. (TR 291) She went on to note that the
companies in which PFC had equity interests were by far the largest producers of synfuel in the
country. On a number of occasions, PFC affiliates were the only companies offering synfuel on
a spot basis. (TR 291) PFC also bought synfuel from suppliers having no direct or indirect
connection to PFC. (TR 292) Synfuel generally was priced at a discount to bituminous CAPP
coal but had an equivalent heat content, thus providing a benefit to ratepayers. (TR 291)

Regarding tax credits, witness Davis states the following:

The tax credits from synfuel sales to PFC for Crystal River were minimal
compared to the tax credits generated from sales of synfuel to other utilities and
industrial customers. This is because tax credits were not available on sales from
a company with a majority equity position in a synfuel producer to an affiliated
company. The synfuel producers in which PFC held a majority equity position
sold their synfuel coal product to utilities other than PEF and industrial customers.
(TR 292)

As stated by witness Davis, New River Synfuel (New River) sold 80 percent of the
synfuel purchased for CR4 and CR 5 between 2000 and 2005. PFC held a 10 percent equity
interest in New River. New River sold more synfuel to other utilities than it did to CR 4 and CR
5. (TR 292) The tax credits that PFC claimed on New River synfuel sales to Crystal River coal
units from 2000 to 2005 were an insignificant percentage of the total tax credits claimed by PEI
over the same period. Witness Davis notes that “there is no basis in fact for anyone to suggest
that synfuel tax credits influenced in any way the purchasing decisions for CR4 and CR5.” (TR
302, 293)

Moreover, PEF witness Pitcher notes there was no preferential treatment in PEF’s coal
procurement process. Witness Pitcher sold coal and synfuel for PFC from 1984 to 2002, and
from 2002 to 2005 was in charge of coal procurement for PFC, including buying coal for CR4
and CRS. (TR 363, 403-404) Witness Pitcher states:
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In each case in which I participated in an RFP on behalf of PFC/M&T, 1 was
always treated just like any other bidder. I also participated in the spot market
with PEF by providing PFC on PEF’s behalf offers for spot purchases. Similarly,
when I assumed the position of making coal procurement decisions for PFC on
PEF’s behalf I treated PFC/M&T, when they participated in the RFPs or spot
market, just like any other bidder. (TR 404)

According to witness Pitcher, PFC was one of the first entities in the nation to develop a
successful synfuel production process. Like PEF witness Davis, witness Pitcher notes that
synfuel sold at a discount to bituminous compliance coal, which benefited ratepayers. The
discount was made possible by the tax credits. (TR 405) Agreeing with witness Davis, he
testifies that PEF was one of PFC/M&T’s smallest customers, and therefore, generated only a
small amount of tax credits for PEI, PEF’s parent company. (TR 405-406)

PEF witness Weintraub also disagrees with witness Sansom’s assertions. Witness
Weintraub, like PEF witnesses Davis and Pitcher, notes that synfuel sold at a discount to
biturninous compliance coal, and that the tax credits generated from the sales of synfuel to CR4
and CRS were a miniscule amount of the total synfuel tax credits claimed by PEIL (TR 511)
Also, witness Weintraub notes that affiliates that have a majority ownership interest cannot sell
synfuel to each other and generate tax credits. According to witness Weintraub, all synfuel sales
to CR4 and CRS5 came from unaffiliated synfuel producers or producers in which PFC held a
minority (10 percent) interest. (TR 511-512)

Witness Weintraub asserts that tax credits on synfuel sales did not influence coal
procurement decisions for CR4 and CR5. From 2003 to 2005, synfuel sales to CR4 and CRS
decreased significantly as synfuel was displaced by cheaper imported compliance coal. During
the same period, synfuel producers affiliated with PFC maintained relatively constant
production. (TR 512-513)

C. Staff Analysis

The evidence shows that PEI owns 100 percent of PEF (formerly Florida Power
Corporation), PFC, Black Hawk Synfuel, KRT Holdings and Kanawha River Terminals. PEI
also owns 10 percent of New River Synfuel. (EXH 213; EXH 214, p. 4; TR 527, 543) Black
Hawk supplies coal to New River as a feedstock for synfuel. New River sells the synfuel to
utilities and industrial customers, including PEF. (TR 308, 292) Witnesses Davis, Pitcher, and
Weintraub have worked for Black Hawk Synfuel. (EXH 215, p. 2; EXH 217; TR 411, 439)
Affiliate relationships definitely existed for PEF coal procurement during 1996 through 2005.

New River pays Black Hawk fees for marketing synfuel, acquiring feedstock, and
operating and maintaining the synfuel plant. (Weintraub TR 532-533, 544) Also, at times, PFC,
on behalf of PEF, and Black Hawk are competing in the same coal markets. (Weintraub TR 534-
535) New River, which apparently is 90 percent owned by GE Capital, owns the plant and land
but Black Hawk manages the business. (Weintraub TR 543-544, 548)

PEF witnesses Davis and Pitcher note that PEF’s affiliate relationships have been
disclosed to the Commission and have been the subject of a number of Commission proceedings.
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(TR 307, 308, 339, 341, 348, 476) Witness Pitcher testifies there was no favoritism toward PEF
affiliates. He states that when he was on the sales side of PFC, he was treated like any other
bidder. When he was on the procurement side, he treated affiliates like any other bidder. (TR
404, 410-411, 450-451) A firewall prevents bidders, PEF affiliates or otherwise, from gaining an
unfair advantage in the RFP process. (TR 341-342, 451)

PEF witnesses Davis, Pitcher, and Weintraub all state that they bought coal for PEF on
the basis of Jlowest delivered cost consistent with coal quality specifications. Coal bids were
evaluated for cost and performance with a CQIM model, which is a “paper test burn.” Synfuel
and coal were evaluated in the same manner. PFC on behalf of PEF also looked at coal quality
and the reliability of the supplier. (TR 290, 292, 301, 366, 409-410, 445-446, 447-448, 493-495)
PFEC sold coal to PEF at cost. (TR 340-341) Staff agrees with PEF that these procurement
practices would have eliminated favoritism toward a particular supplier.

According to witnesses Davis, Pitcher, and Weintraub, synfuel was sold at a discount to
bituminous compliance coal. The discount is about one to two dollars per ton with similar heat
content. (TR 291, 405, 512) The coal feedstock for synfuel was priced higher than synfuel, with
the spread being about four dollars per ton. This business model worked because the synfuel
could generate tax credits. (TR 316-317, 414, 546) On this point, PEF witness Heller states
“the discount for synfuels reflects a sharing of the producers tax savings with the customer as an
inducement to the customer to purchase synfuels rather than coal.” (TR 973)

Staff notes the spread could have provided suppliers incentive to sell coal to synfuel
producers rather than utilities. However, PEF states it evaluated and bought coal and synfuel on
the lowest delivered cost basis consistent with coal specifications. (TR 290, 410-411, 493-495)
Also, as noted, synfuel sold at a discount to coal. (TR 291, 405, 512) Staff believes that such a
possible incentive is not tantamount to PEF being biased in its procurement practices.

If a company had a majority equity interest in a synfuel producer, sales from that
producer to affiliates would not create tax credits. (Davis TR 292, 314; Weintraub 511-512) The
parent company of PEF did receive tax credits for affiliate sales of synfuel to CR4 and CRS5
based primarily on its 10 percent equity interest in New River. However, the tax credits
generated by affiliate synfuel sales to CR4 and CR5 were a very small percentage of the overall
synfuel-related tax credits that PEI claimed for the period 2000 through 2005. (Davis TR 292-
293, 343; Weintraub TR 511-512, 547) From 2003 to 2005, synfuel sales to CR4 and CR5
decreased significantly because import coals became less expensive.ls PFC affiliated synfuel
production remained relatively constant.!” Given PEF’s change to import coal from synfuel four

16 «“Tn other words, it was cheaper to bring import coals in from foreign sources across the Gulf than transport coals
across the country. When PFC and PEF were displacing synfuels with these cheaper import compliance coals it
obviously was not with an affiliated producer.” (Weintraub TR 513)

17« A fter 2002, the synfuel tons sold to PEF for CR4 and CRS5 has dropped off dramatically from prior synfuel sales
for CR4 and CRS, falling about two-thirds in 2003, to a little over 100,000 tons in 2004, and only 12,481 tons in
2005 (as a carryover from the prior year). During the same period, however, affiliated synfuel producers were
producing 12.4 million tons of synfuel in 2003, 8.3 million tons of synfuel in 2004, and 10.1 million tons in 2005,
and selling this synfuel in those years to other utilities and industrial customers.” (Weintraub TR 511-512)
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years before the expiration of the synfuel tax credit, staff believes OPC’s argument that affiliated
transactions influenced PEF’s coal procurement decisions fails.

As stated, Black Hawk Synfuel LLC is wholly-owned by PFC and ultimately by PEIL
(EXH 213, 214) Black Hawk operated the New River synfuel plant and handled New River’s
purchasing and marketing. (Weintraub TR 532-535, 543-545, 548) This arrangement could
provide PEF with some incentive to favor New River synfuel. However, PFC purchased coal
and synfuel for PEF on the basis of lowest delivered costs consistent with coal quality
specifications. (Davis TR 290, 292; Pitcher 366) Staff believes that PEF’s coal procurement
practices, as carried out by PFC, would have eliminated this possible incentive. (see Topic 1.2
above).

Elaborating on the charge of favoritism, witness Sansom recounts a July 2003 bid
analysis in which a non-affiliate offer, initially determined to be the low bidder, was later turned
down after PFC negotiated with its affiliate, Black Hawk Fuels. Witness Sansom points out that
Black Hawk had no firm supply of coal to back its offer, though a supply was located during the
negotiations. Ultimately no purchase was made by PFC from either supplier but witness Sansom
states that ratepayers were harmed since the coal needed was obtained in 2004 at higher prices.
(TR 70-71) Staff disagrees with the favoritism charge and notes that Black Hawk was a broker
and, as such, would not own or control coal that it bids. PEF bought coal on the basis of lowest
delivered and evaluated cost. (Pitcher TR 416; Davis 290, 292) Moreover, staff believes these
kinds of transactions are common when dealing with coal brokers. Generally a coal broker who
does not own or control coal can respond to an RFP without having a firm supply.

PEF bought and transported coal using affiliate companies during the period. As more
specifically discussed in Topic 1.2 above, staff believes PEF’s activities with affiliates met
Commission guidelines and did not result in higher coal prices.

In staff’s opinion, the record does not support the that PFC purchases from affiliates
resulted from preferential treatment of affiliate companies. Though PFC bought a large amount
of synfuel from affiliates in the early part of this decade, staff believes this is reasonable because
these affiliates were among the nation’s largest producers of synfuel. Staff notes also that PFC
purchased synfuel from non-affiliates, as well.

Other utilities purchased the majority of the synfuel sold by PEI affiliates during these
years, with the PEF purchases representing a miniscule percentage of both total sales. The
unusual opportunity for utilities to take advantage of the tax credits while simultaneously paying
a lower price for synfuel products than for bituminous coal created an industry phenomenon for a
period of time. Finally, the relatively small percentage of PEI’s total synfuel credits represented
by PEF’s synfuel purchases argues against OPC’s contention that the synfuel use was an effort to
pad the profitability of its parent company. '
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1.8 Other Factors

1.8.1 Parties Position Statements on Other Factors

OPC: Barge Rates — PEF witnesses wrongly employ a “waterborne proxy” barge rate when
arriving at the delivered cost of PRB coal for purposes of comparisons. The “Waterborne proxy”
approved by the Commission was by its terms applicable only to specific river routes. It was
inapplicable to movements of western PRB coal, and PEF’s assumed but unauthorized version is
more expensive than market rates reflected in real transaction data. By using an unauthorized
and inflated barge rate assumption rather than actual rates, PEF artificially increases the cost of
the PRB alternative in its calculations.

PEF: With respect to the issues above and identified in the evidence in this case, as long as PEF
acted reasonably in its fuel procurement decisions, it does not matter whether others would have
acted differently. OPC’s Petition requires the Commission to second-guess the Company and
make management decisions that should be made by the Company. Given all the considerations
involved with making fuel purchases, and considering what the Company knew at the time it was
making its coal procurement decisions, the evidence shows that PEF acted prudently and
reasonably in procuring coal for CR4 and CR5 from 1996 to 2005.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.
AG: Adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

FIPUG: The potential for affiliate abuse led to the creation of market proxies for barge
transportation, but this proxy fell far short of dealing with the tangled web of affiliated
transactions. There is no proxy for purchases from affiliate company owned mines, unloading,
mixing and processing services from the affiliate owned shipping terminal, or for western coal
purchases that could be delivered by third party rail. When independent studies show prices
charged by affiliated companies resulted in higher than competitive market prices for coal
customers refunds are in order.

White Springs: White Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own.

1.8.2 Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Other Factors

In their briefs, OPC and FIPUG raised barge transportation costs, i.e., the waterborne
proxy rates, for this topic. Staff discussed barge rates under the Coal Cost and Availability topic.

In its brief, PEF asserts the standard of review of prudence. The appropriate standard of
review for prudence is addressed in the case background.
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PRIMARY STAFF CONCLUSION

Staff: McNulty, Vinson, Coston, Fisher

Primary staff believes PEF did not act prudently in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS
during the period 2001 through 2005. Primary staff believes PEF paid excessive fuel costs from
2003 through 2005 due to PEF management’s failure during 2001 and 2002 to seek revisions to
its environmental permit, to conduct PRB coal test burns, to modify its plant to burn PRB coal on
a long term basis, and to purchase PRB coal.'® These management failures occurred despite the
fact that PFC recognized in May 2001 that PRB was very competitive, on an evaluated basis,
with the types of coal it had historically purchased (CAPP coal and foreign coal) on behalf of
PEF. Primary staff believes PEF management’s failures to act despite its affiliate managements’
knowledge that PRB coal was a cost-effective alternative was imprudent. Primary staff believes
PEF incurred excessive fuel costs amounting to $12,425,492 $+2;453:457 in 2003 through 2005
due to management imprudence, and primary staff believes such excess fuel costs should be
refunded to ratepayers with interest (see Issue 4 regarding refund matters).

PFC’s evaluation of the market response to the May 2001 RFP proved that PEF could no
longer afford to be unprepared to purchase PRB coal on either a spot or contract basis. With the
May 2001 bid responses, PEF’s management had received incontrovertible evidence, even
assuming PEF waterborne proxy transportation rates, that PRB represented a very competitive
coal purchase option for PEF’s CR4 and CR5 generating units for both current and future coal
purchases. The only way to prepare for such purchases would have been to immediately seek a
permit revision and conduct test-burns of PRB coal at CR4 and CRS. If PEF management had
pursued PRB coal aggressively beginning in May 2001, PEF would have positioned itself to be
permitted and ready to burn PRB coal by no later than January 2003. However, as PEF’s
testimony reveals, PEF did not know that it was not allowed to burn PRB coal per its Title V
permit at the time of its April 2004 test burn. (TR 395) The period of May 2001 through April
2004 represents a three-year period during which PEF’s lack of awareness of the permit status of
its own power plants cannot be viewed as a simple managerial oversight.

Commission Order No. 12645 includes a recovery criterion that all expenses associated
with fuel procurement be reasonably competitive in cost or value relative to what other buyers
are paying under similar terms and conditions. CR4 and CR5 were designed to burn PRB coal,
PRB coal was evaluated by PEF as a competitive alternative in May 2001, coal transport options
were available to PEF for PRB coal deliveries, and many other Southeastern utilities were
purchasing PRB coal for their power plants. (EXH 2, p. 3; TR 927-928; EXH 11) Given these
circumstances, primary staff believes PEF was imprudent to not immediately seek permit
modification to allow PRB to be burned at CR4 and CRS5 after its May 2001 bid evaluation.

'8 While PFC purchases coal on behalf of PEF, PEF management are fully responsible for the purchase decisions of
PFC management. Page 4 of Order No. 21847, issued September 7, 1989, states that the Commission will review
and subject the activities of EFC (Electric Fuels Corporation, the predecessor to PFC) to the same scrutiny and
standards that we would apply to FPC (Florida Power Corporation, the predecessor of PEF) if they had procured
their own fuel.
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On the matter of coal procurement practices, primary staff believes that if PEF had taken
the prudent step of obtaining a revision to its Title V permit in mid-2001, it would have been in
the position to seize upon market opportunities for PRB coal by January 2003. Two high-
volume long term coal contracts for CR4 and CRS expired in 2002, and one of those expiring
contracts was the Massey contract, constituting a purchase of over one million waterborne tons
per year. (TR 263, 270) PEF would have been in the position to augment its supply of coal for
CR4 and CRS5 with either a long term PRB coal contract to replace expiring contracts, or spot
purchases in those instances when PRB coal was the most cost-effective alternative. Primary
staff believes it was imprudent for PEF to not purchase PRB coal when it was cost-effective to
do so in 2003-2005.

Regarding CR4 and CRS5 operational matters related to burning PRB coal, the capital and
operational cost impacts of buming PRB coal at these units would be quite limited if the
quantities were restricted to blends less than 30 percent PRB coal blended off-site.  Thus,
primary staff believes the evidence in the record indicates that PRB coal blends less than 30
percent for CR4 and CR5 could have been purchased for the January 2003 through December
2005 period without incurring large incremental capital or operating costs. Primary staff
believes that PEF was imprudent to not incur the minimal operational and capital costs to be able
to safely burn a twenty percent blend of PRB coal beginning in 2003.

Both primary and alternative staff agree that the 50/50 blend could cause a derate of the
MW capacity at CR4 and CRS5. However, primary staff believes the evidence in the record
supports a long term 80/20 blend of bituminous coal to PRB coal with no derate at CR4 and
CRS.

PEF’s imprudence in failing to seek modification of its Title V permit and to conduct test
burns of PRB was not without consequence. PEF incurred excess costs by failing to purchase
PRB in 2003, 2004, and 2005. The calculation of excess costs is considered in Issue 4. PEF
witness Heller concludes his prefiled direct testimony with the following statement: “In 2004-
2005, it appears that the evaluated price of PRB to Crystal River would have been less than the
delivered price of CAPP and imported coals.” Primary staff agrees with witness Heller’s
assessment, but believes that the evaluated price of PRB coal for CR4 and CRS5 in 2003 is less
than CAPP and imported coals when PRB coal accounts for 25 percent or less of the blend, as
discussed in Issue 4. Thus, primary staff believes PEF’s imprudence has been verified by the
market evaluation for all three of the years in question.

In 2003-2005, PEF paid excessive fuel costs due to its failure to earnestly pursue the
ability to burn PRB coal at CR4 and CRS5 beginning in May 2001. These excessive fuel costs
were passed on to PEF’s ratepayers via PEF’s fuel cost recovery factors. In primary staff’s
analysis in Issue 4, primary staff calculates the recommended refund amount, based on the
differential between PEF’s actual costs of bituminous coal and primary staff’s estimated costs of
PRB on an evaluated basis, plus excess SO2 costs and interest. '

The prudence of PEF’s coal purchases of 2006 and 2007 is not a matter to be considered
in this proceeding. However, if the Commission approves primary staff’s recommendation on
this issue, primary staff believes the Commission should direct PEF to supplement its 2006 Final
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True-Up Testimony in Docket No. 070001-EI to address whether the Company was prudent in
its 2006 and 2007 coal purchases for CR4 and CRS5.
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ALTERNATIVE STAFF CONCLUSION

Staff: Lester, Sickel, Matlock

Alternative staff believes that PEF was prudent in procuring coal for CR4 and CRS for
the period 1996 through 2005. The determination of whether a utility’s conduct is prudent is to
ask what a reasonable utility manager would have done in light of the circumstances and facts
known or knowable to him at the time. As testified to by PEF witness Fetter:

[u]tility management decisions are not imprudent if they fall within a range of
reasonable business judgment. It would be very rare for there to be a single right
business judgment on an issue, especially when the issue is a complex one.
Rather the norm would be that a range of decisions exists that an informed
management could make and which would represent a reasonable and prudent
decision (TR 188)

Alternative staff believes that PEF moved cautiously in making any changes to the types of coal
selected. Its decisions were based not only on actual costs, but also on transportation issues,
volatility issues, the potential for a derate using lower Btu coal, and the additional costs PEF

might incur.

In evaluating PEF’s decisions it is helpful to break the prudent cost decision into three
questions: (1) For the period 1996 through 2005, was PEF prudent in its coal procurement
practices for CR4 and CR5?, (2) What would have happened if, during the same period, PEF had
burned a blend containing 50 percent PRB coal at CR4 and CR57?, and (3) What should a utility
consider before switching types of coal?

Prudence of PEF’s Coal Procurement Practices

Alternative staff believes the Company’s coal procurement practices were prudent from
1996 to 2005. When buying coal for CR4 and CRS, PEF sent out RFPs to a large number of coal
suppliers and, using an industry standard model, it evaluated the bids based on the lowest total
delivered cost consistént with reliability and coal quality specifications. For most of the period
in question, PEF used the Commission-approved waterborne market proxy rates to evaluate bids
for coal delivered by water, which alternative staff believes was appropriate.

PEF certainly had transactions with affiliated companies for coal supply and
transportation during the period. However, the record reflects that PEF disclosed these
relationships, the affiliate relationships comply with Order No. 12645, and the Commission has
reviewed PEF’s affiliate relationships in various past proceedings. As noted, the parent company
of PEF received a very small percentage of its total synfuel tax credits from affiliate sales to CR4

and CRS.

Through staff witness Bernard Windham, staff raised the question of whether PEF should
have bought more foreign coal during the period. Staff notes the general sense of this testimony
was to provide information that the Commission may want to use. However, upon review of the
entire record for procurement practices, staff does not believe this testimony shows PEF’s
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procurement practices to be imprudent. FERC Form 423 data, as used by witness Windham,
show delivered prices to various utilities. Significant portions of this data were based on long-
term supply contracts and may not indicate concurrent market prices.

Finally regarding the question of prudent procurement practices, PEF could not burn sub-
bituminous coal during 1996 through 2005 because it lacked the appropriate environmental
permitting. PEF apparently only discovered this inability during the 2004 PRB coal blend test
burn that was stopped midstream. Alternative staff believes PEF could have been more
proactive in developing the flexibility to burn as many different types of solid fuel at CR4 and
CRS5 as could be practical.

However, in this particular instance, PEF’s inability to burn sub-bituminous coal in 2004
did not result in it paying higher coal prices. PEF would have had to upgrade equipment to burn
a 50/50 blend with PRB coal. The equipment upgrade would have taken longer than the time
needed to obtain a Title V amendment. Considering all the above points, alternative staff
believes PEF’s procurement practices for CR4 and CRS5 during the period were prudent.

Burning 50 percent PRB Coal Blend at CR4 and CRS5

Regarding the second question, the Commission should give significant weight to the
effect of burning PRB coal on the MW output rating for CR4 and CRS. Had PEF burned a blend
with 50 percent PRB coal at CR4 and CRS5 during the period, a sizable derating of the units
would have occurred due to the properties of PRB coal. The make up power for these derates
would have been costly. As base load units, CR4 and CR5 typically follow only the CR3 nuclear
unit in the order of economic dispatch.

A lower percentage of PRB coal in the blend still would present the risk of a derate. For
example, the test burn at CR5 with a 22 percent PRB coal blend experienced a loss of 30 MW.

Further, had PEF bummed PRB coal at CR4 and CRS5 during the period, it would have
incurred some level of capital costs and increased O & M expenses. PRB coal is dusty, has a
lower heat content, and has unique issues related to grinding, boiler performance, and
maintenance. While PEF provided persuasive evidence that it would incur additional capital
costs and O&M expenses if it burned PRB coal at CR4 and CRS5, altemative staff does not
necessarily agree with all the costs that PEF claims. Regarding PRB coal and CR3, altemnative
staff believes bringing PRB coal on-site at Crystal River on a long-term basis would have
triggered an incremental risk evaluation per NRC rules.

Additional Considerations Necessary Prior to Switching Coal

CR4 and CRS5 are base load units. PEF has been appropriately cautious in considering
different types of coal for these important units. PEF has continued to explore using a blend of
PRB coal but continues to burn only bituminous coal at CR4 and CRS. Transportation costs for
PRB coal have increased significantly and other coals, including foreign coal, have proven more
economical.
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Careful consideration is necessary for switching to new coal types. Such a switch
involves reviewing future coal costs, safety concerns, boiler performance, increased capital
expenses to transport the coal and to bring the coal safely onto the site, and additional operation
and maintenance expenses.

A significant portion of the testimony focused on the existence of a nuclear power plant
at the same site where PRB coal might be stored and used. Compared to bituminous coal, PRB
coal is dusty and more subject to spontaneous combustion. While a PRB coal blend might be
safely used at CR4 and CR5, staff believes a thoughtful and deliberate approach to switching
fuels is necessary and appropriate.

Conclusion

Therefore, alternative staff believes PEF made prudent coal purchasing decisions during
the period. PEF provided persuasive evidence that, had it burned a PRB 50/50 blend at CR4 and
CR3, it would have experienced significant derates and would have incurred additional capital
costs and O&M expenses. Further, PEF has appropriately explored using a lower percentage
PRB blend at CR4 and CRS5 but has found other coals more economical. Given the issues of
derates, increased capital and operating costs, and increasing transportation costs associated with
PRB coal, staff believes PEF made prudent coal purchasing decisions during the period.
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Issue 2: If the Commission determines that PEF acted imprudently in its coal purchases, should
PEF be required to refund customers for coal purchased to run Crystal River Units 4 and 5
during the time period of 1996 - 2005?

Primary Recommendation: If the Commission approves primary staff’s recommendation on
Issue 1, the Commission should require PEF to refund customers $12.425.492 $32;453457, plus
interest. In addition, the Commission should encourage the parties of Docket No. 070001-EI to
address, in their projection testimony to be filed in September 2007, the issue of whether and
how the Commission should conduct prudence reviews of fuel and purchased power costs
approved for cost recovery in the fuel docket. (Maurey, Springer, McNulty)

Alternative Recommendation: If the - Commission approves the alternative staff
recommendation on Issue 1, then this issue is moot. The Commission may address the issue of
policy raised by Issue 2. (Lester)

Position of the Parties

OPC: Yes. Under the current system, utilities may collect fuel costs as they are incurred and
before providing information sufficient to establish the costs are prudent. The PSC must balance
this benefit to utilities with measures adequate to protect customers’ interests. Prudence review
entails-not only amounts spent-but decisions made regarding alternatives. If a utility elects not to
provide all relevant facts, placing time limits on parties’ ability to obtain such information from
utilities would send the message that a utility which submits comprehensive information is
subject to prudence review, but one which holds back may avoid it.

PEF: No. Over the past decade, the Commission reviewed and approved for collection billions
of dollars in fuel costs, including the costs of coal for CR4 and CR5, from PEF’s customers. No
one can reasonably suggest that there was no prudence determination before PEF was allowed to
collect them from customers. Any decision by the Commission to re-visit its prior orders on the
allegations in this proceeding will undermine regulatory certainty, and will unnecessarily bog
down current and future fuel proceedings with more information as utilities speculate on what
will be considered important to ensure that decisions- are not later questioned.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: Yes. The Commission is the only forum in which customers can seek refunds. The
Commission has the authority to grant refunds. When the alleged overcharges deal with trade
secrets between affiliates a liberal review of lengthy time periods is in order.

White Springs: Yes. White Springs agrees with OPC and other Intervenor parties that findings
of imprudent management of coal purchases require an order directing PEF to refund excessive
charges to consumers.
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Analysis of Parties Arguments on Commission Policy

Staff understands Issue 2 to be one of policy. Whereas Issue 3 addresses whether the
Commission has the authority to order refunds, Issue 2 addresses whether the Commission
should order a refund in this instance if PEF is found to have acted imprudently. OPC first
presented its case to the Commission regarding the alleged imprudence of PEF’s 1996-2005 coal
procurement decisions in August 2005, for which 2004 was the final true-up period. However,
PEF argues that it is not acceptable to reconsider cost recovery amounts prior to the final true-up
year, or the years 1996 through 2003. This is counter to primary staff’s recommended refunds
for 2003 fuel revenue (Issue 4). Primary staff addresses in this issue whether it is appropriate to
require refunds for periods prior to the final true-up period. This issue also addresses the alleged
impacts to the financial markets and regulatory environment that could result from a
Commission decision to grant the relief requested by OPC or recommended by primary staff.

As stated in Issue 3, staff believes the Commission may review the actions of PEF
management to determine if PEF’s decisions regarding fuel procurement were prudent under the
conditions at the time the decisions were made. If the Commission determines in Issue 1 that
the utility was imprudent, it is because those decisions were imprudent under the conditions that
existed at the time they were made. Primary staff based its recommendation upon facts that PEF
management knew or should have known in 2001.

Primary staff’s recommendation in Issue 4 is for the Commission to require refunds for
2003, 2004, and 2005. Staff notes that, in the Maxine Mines case, the Commission ordered
refunds for recovery periods two years prior to the matter being brought to the Commission’s
attention. In the instant case, primary staff is recommending the Commission order refunds for
recovery periods two years prior to the matter being brought to the Commission’s attention.
While staff believes the Commission can order a refund for imprudent expenditures for any
periods in which the Commission makes a determination of imprudence, primary staff
recommends a refund for the two years preceding the motion which first brought this issue to the
Commission.

Regarding the alleged impact upon the financial markets of requiring refunds for periods
prior to the final true-up period, PEF contends the investment community would react negatively
if the Commission were to find in OPC’s favor in this proceeding. (PEF BR at 46; OPC BR at
32; TR 186) Three witnesses address this subject.

PEF witness Fetter testifies that if the Commission were to reconsider fuel costs that have
previously been approved for cost recovery going back ten years, it would create a regulatory
environment within which no issue is ever finally resolved. (TR 186) He states that the three
major rating agencies would be “stunned” if the Commission were to validate OPC’s theory of
the case. (TR 186) He also testifies that he expects investors would react to such a development
by requiring higher returns on equity and debt, not only for PEF but potentially for all of
Florida’s investor-owned utilities. (TR 187) Witness Fetter concludes that such a process would
be unfair to both investors and ratepayers and, thus, would represent bad regulatory policy. (TR
191)
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OPC witness Lawton testifies that OPC’s prudence challenge regarding past PEF coal
procurement is in line with the Commission’s previous rulings on fuel cost reviews and is
supported by the Supreme Court’s Gulf decision. (TR 1137-1139) He also states that no utility,
investor, or the investment community at large reasonably expects a regulatory commission to
permit imprudent expenditures to be recovered from ratepayers. (TR 1138) Finally, witness
Lawton concludes that credit market problems, if any, arising from a disallowance would be the
result of management conduct and it would be the Commission’s responsibility to shield
ratepayers from any such higher capital costs in the same manner it would prevent any other
unreasonable costs from being borne by ratepayers. (TR 1147 — 1148)

Witness Bohrmann, also testifying on behalf of OPC, refers to numerous Commission
Orders to support OPC’s contention that the Commission retains jurisdiction to consider and
review the prudence of costs recovered through the fuel adjustment clause beyond the fuel
adjustment proceedings. (TR 1501 — 1504) Witness Bohrmann also testifies that PEF witness
Fetter “either misunderstands or ignores the structure and the purpose of the fuel cost recovery
mechanism” as it has been consistently applied in Florida since the early 1980’s. (TR 1501 —
1502) Witness Bohrmann concludes that, if the Commission finds that PEF was imprudent in its
fuel procurement for CR4 and CRS, the Commission has the jurisdiction and supporting
precedent to order a refund as proposed by OPC. (TR 1534)

The record contains competent and substantial evidence that the Commission has both the
jurisdiction and the precedent to grant the relief sought by OPC if the factual circumstances
warrant. (Fetter TR 228 — 231; Lawton TR 1136 — 1137) PEF acknowledges to investors in its
Form 10-K filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) that while state
commissions allow fuel costs to be recovered through recovery clauses, there is a potential that a
portion of these costs could be deemed imprudent by the respective commissions. (TR 1137)
Based on the explicit language from numerous Commission Orders and the company’s own
statements in filings made with the SEC, all parties were on appropriate notice that past fuel
costs were subject to prudence review in the event evidence came to light that identified
imprudently incurred costs. (TR 1147)

The role of regulatory commissions in general, and the function of performing prudence
reviews in particular, are generally recognized and understood by the investment community.
(Fetter TR 237 — 240; Lawton TR 1146 — 1149) Witness Fetter acknowledges that the
Commission has long been regarded by the investment community as being a regulatory body
that fosters and maintains a fair and constructive regulatory climate. (TR 168 — 169) He also
acknowledges that, based on his experience as a Public Service Commissioner in Michigan and
his testimony as a consultant before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, it is appropriate
for regulatory commissions to disallow recovery of imprudently incurred costs. (TR 237 — 241)

Given the Commission’s reputation with the investment community and recognizing that
the fuel costs in question represent less than 1.6 percent of PEF’s total fuel costs over the period
under review, staff believes PEF is overstating the reaction the investment community will have
to the Commission carrying out its generally accepted statutory responsibility. (Bohrmann TR
1506; Fetter TR 186) For the reasons discussed above, staff recommends that if the Commission
finds a disallowance of certain fuel costs is warranted based on the facts in this case, the
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Commission should not be dissuaded from making the appropriate adjustment based on PEF’s
argument that the investment community would react unfavorably.

Although staff recommends that the market will not be negatively influenced by the
Commission’s decision, the Commission does have the discretion to clarify or change its
previously established authority. Staff is of the opinion that Order No. 12645 and subsequent
decisions support a Commission decision to review prior conduct, including conduct from 10
years past. PEF argues that the Commission’s policy has been to consider the final true-up as the
prudence review. The question of the timing of prudence reviews is an issue that affects all
parties to the fuel docket. Since not all parties to the fuel docket participated in this docket, staff
recommends the Commission should encourage the parties to Docket No. 070001-EI to address,
in their projection testimony to be filed in September 2007, the issue of whether and how the
Commission should conduct prudence reviews for fuel and purchased power costs approved
for cost recovery in the fuel docket.
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Issue 3: Under the circumstances of this case, does the Commission have the authority to grant
the relief requested by OPC?

Recommendation: The Commission has the authority to grant the relief requested by OPC.
(Bennett, Young, Holley)

Position of the Parties

OPC: Yes. Citizens do not ask the Commission to employ hindsight. In Order Nos. 12645,
13452, and PSC 97-0608-FOF-EI, the Commission recognized it was allowing utilities to collect
fuel costs based on partial information, and rejected attempts to limit the time in which it could
revisit past amounts upon receiving facts relevant to prudence. The Florida Supreme Court
affirmed the ability of the Commission to make adjustments in the continuous fuel proceeding
without engaging in “retroactive ratemaking.” Citizens have presented facts relevant to prudence
of PEF’s fuel purchases for CR4-5 (see positions 1,4) that PEF never submitted to the
Commission.

PEF: No. It is fundamentally unfair to the Company under principles of retroactive ratemaking,
administrative finality, and due process to allow the Commission to re-visit its past orders absent
some material concealment, which is not present here. Further, OPC’s testimony is replete with
examples of impermissible hindsight review. If a refund is required, as OPC alleges, it would
place an impossible burden on PEF’s management — the ability to foresee the future. The
purpose of not allowing hindsight review is to relieve this burden. The Commission cannot
second guess management decisions and that is what OPC asks this Commission to do.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: Yes. Order Nos. 12645, 13452, and PSC 97-0608-FOF-EI, affirm the refund authority
plus an extended look-back period. When regulated utilities combine into a Public Utility
Holding Company, such as, Progress Energy and deal with a plethora of unregulated affiliates in
secret transactions they should understand that the transactions can and will be subject to review
for extended periods.

White Springs: Yes. It is well settled that the Commission possesses the authority to conduct
this prudence review and order the relief requested by OPC and AARP in this docket.
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Analysis of Parties Arguments on Authority of the Commission

A. OPC’s Argument

OPC explains that the proceedings for fuel cost recovery have been in place for decades.
The recovery mechanism allows utilities to collect the costs of purchasing and transporting fuel
through a cost recovery mechanism, separate from base rates. The cost recovery mechanism of
the fuel clause is intended to enable utilities to adjust their rates without going through a revenue
requirements determination each time volatile fuel costs change. This method of fuel clause
recovery is a departure from traditional ratemaking. OPC asserts that fuel clause recovery favors
utilities. Since the early 1980’s the utilities have been allowed to recover volatile fuel costs on a
current basis. The utilities may recover current costs from its customers by using projections of
future costs, despite the fact that the utilities would not have proven the prudence of those costs
at the initial projection approval. Nor is a utility required to prove prudence at the time of true-
up when projections of costs are simply compared to actual expenditures. (OPC BR at 30)

According to OPC, the customers’ interests are to be protected by requiring that the
burden of proof of prudence remain with the utility requesting recovery through the fuel clause.
OPC claims that the proof the Commission requires to show prudence is the same as required in
base rate proceedings. A utility may either choose to present comprehensive proof of prudence
or not. To the extent the utility does not present that proof, the Commission retains jurisdiction
to consider it. (OPC BR at 31)

OPC states that the tenets of this system are set out in Order Nos. 12645, 13452 and PSC-
97-0608-FOF-EL"  The Florida Supreme Court affirmed the Commission’s continuing
jurisdiction over the prudence of fuel costs in Gulf Power Company v. Florida Public Service
Commission, 487 So.2d 1036 (Fla. 1986). OPC argues that if the Commission had not required
the utility to maintain the burden of proof of prudence, then the Commission would have
abdicated its responsibility to protect customers’ interests. (OPC BR at 31) Since the
Commission retains jurisdiction to disallow past overcharges when factors warrant, the only
remaining question is whether OPC has brought relevant facts to the Commission’s attention so
that the Commission may protect customers from imprudent and unreasonable charges. (OPC
BR at 31) OPC asserts that it has.

OPC argues that PEF’s witness, Mr. Steven Fetter, mistakenly assumed that the
Commission had made findings of prudence at the time it issued its true-up orders. OPC
maintains that its witness Bohrmann effectively rebutted Mr. Fetter’s assertion. (OPC BR at 32,
Bohrmann TR 1501-1502) OPC also asserts that witness Fetter supports the Commission’s
ability to adjust collections and to disallow overcharges for a reasonable period of time (three
years in Fetter’s opinion, OPC BR at 33, TR 204)

According to OPC, Witness Fetter opined that the Commission should only reach farther
than three years in the instance of a material concealment. (TR 204) OPC argues that the

1% Order 97-0608-FOF-EI, issued May 28, 1998, in Docket No. 97-0001-El, In re: fuel and purchased power cost
recovery clause and generating incentive performance factor.
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distinction between Mr. Fetter’s position and OPC’s position is one of semantics. There is no
difference between a utility that elects not to present all facts bearing on prudence (including
those that would show imprudence) and a utility that engages in a material concealment. OPC
charges that the facts show PEF “deflected” criticism for not purchasing the cheapest fuel in a
2004 RFP by responding that its environmental permit did not authorize PEF to burn the coal.
According to OPC, PEF purposely omitted any reference to PRB coal in its Title V application.
PEF amended its application to include synfuel but did not add PRB. PEF’s own procurement
and plant personnel were not aware of the federal permit limitations when it attempted to
conduct the coal burn. PEF failed to conduct a stack test, and when evaluating PRB coal, PEF
clung to the position that it could use the waterborne proxy rate to apply to transportation of PRB
coal. OPC argues that if PEF had let the Commission know these and other facts, the
Commission would have been able to make a prudence determination much earlier. PEF was on
notice that the Commission retained jurisdiction and, despite that notice, chose not to present
relevant facts to the Commission on a timely basis. (OPC BR at 33-34)

OPC asserts that it is the duty of the Commission to protect ratepayers from the
imprudence of utility management, and if the capital markets react negatively, it is utility
management and not the customers that must bear the risk of that imprudence. If a refund is
necessary to make ratepayers whole, the Commission has the ability to structure the timing of the
refund so that PEF may continue to operate without failing financially. (OPC BR at 34-35)

B. FIPUG’s Argument

FIPUG states that the Commission has clearly affirmed its authority to refund
overpayments by prior Order Nos. 12645, 13452, and PSC-97-0608-FOF-EI. Further, by Order
No. PSC-92-1048-FOF-EI® the Commission articulated its responsibility to establish just and
reasonable rates, and to change rates when they are not just and reasonable. FIPUG cites to the
Commission “Daisy Chain” order to support its position that the Commission has the
responsibility to ensure that fuel adjustment charges are appropriate:

Because of the relative importance and impact of fuel costs upon the ratepayers, it
is incumbent that electric utilities exercise all reasonable means to purchase the
lowest costing fuel possible. Any deviation from this policy results in excessive
monthly fuel adjustment charges, the majority of which are passed on to the
ratepayers through the application of the fuel cost recovery clause. Where
excessive charges for fuel are paid by a utility, we find it to be our responsibility
to correct such overcharges and take whatever measures are necessary in order
to rectify that situation.”’

(Emphasis by FIPUG). (FIPUG BR at 17-18)

2 Order No. PSC-92-1048-FOF-El, issued September 23, 1992, in Docket No. 920041-El, In re: Petition for
Clarification and Guidance on Appropriate Market Based Pricing Methodology for Coal Purchased from Gatliff
Coal Company by Tampa Electric Company.

2 Order No. 8205, issued March 1, 1978, in Docket No. 770671-CI, In re: General investigation and show cause
order as to alleged overcharges paid by Florida Power Corporation for spot purchases of fuel oil, pages 1-2.
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C. White Spring’s Argument

According to White Springs, the Commission has the authority and the responsibility, to
evaluate the prudence of PEF’s coal procurement decision. (White Springs BR at 10)

White Springs contends that the testimony of PEF’s witness Fetter 1s incorrect when he
asserts that once fuel costs have been recovered through the fuel clause, the Commission should
not evaluate the prudence of those costs unless there were allegations of material concealment on
the part of the utility. The correct state of Florida law is that cost recovery is subject to
subsequent prudence reviews. This is essential to the Florida process since the current process
involves all regulated utilities in a single docket. That docket accounts for the majority of costs
actually charged consumers. The current process is streamlined so that utilities may recover fuel
related costs expeditiously with a later prudence review of specific matters if circumstances
warrant, as they do here. (White Springs BR at 10-11)

White Springs argues that adopting Witness Fetter’s position would require the fuel
proceeding to become more complex and impractical as the Commission would need to probe
deeper into utility fuel decisions and performance. The mechanism established by the
Commission allows a detailed assessment of prudence to occur in a separate docket, not the fuel
proceeding. (White Springs BR at 11)

White Springs challenges Witness Fetter’s credibility in this proceeding, arguing that
Fetter exhibited a basic lack of knowledge of the role of prudence reviews in fuel dockets in
other states. For instance, Witness Fetter was unaware that the Indiana Commission regularly
creates sub-dockets from its fuel recovery proceedings in order to investigate potential prudence
matters. Nor was Witness Fetter aware that the New York Commission conducted prudence
reviews and actually ordered refunds from eight prior years of expenditures. According to White
Springs, no other state has adopted the diminished prudence review espoused by PEF. That
position cannot be reconciled with the Commission’s statutorily established responsibilities.
(White Springs BR at 11-12)

D. PEF’s Argument

According to PEF, the facts support the conclusion that the Commission made
determinations of the prudence of PEF’s fuel costs at the final stages of its fuel clause true-up
proceedings. PEF alleges that both the staff and the OPC witness testified that PEF submits
sufficient information in the fuel proceedings for the Commission to make a determination of
prudence. PEF states that the staff members with responsibility for the fuel docket proceedings
review all this information and engage in discovery for additional information, when necessary,
to determine the prudence of the utility’s fuel costs. (PEF BR at 41) There is nothing more the
Commission can or should do beyond what it does in the fuel proceeding to determine prudence.

(PEF BR at 41)

PEF argues that there is no further Commission process for prudence determination after
the Commission has determined the true-up. (PEF BR at 41) PEF explains that the fuel
proceeding is a three year process and PEF’s coal costs are reviewed in the fuel docket over the
course of three years until they are finally trued-up. PEF asserts that OPC, Commission staff or
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any other party can raise an issue of the prudence of any fuel cost during that three year period.
A fuel cost is first seen by the Commission in a projection filing. Those same costs are reviewed
in the next year’s hearing for a true-up of the actual fuel costs for six to eight months prior to the
hearing and any necessary adjustments to the cost recovery factor. Following the second
hearing, there is yet a third fully litigated hearing where the full year of actual costs is trued-up
against all prior projections. (PEF BR at 41-42)

According to PEF, it submitted monthly reports on its delivered fuel costs for review by
Commission staff and OPC. The Form 423 and A schedules submitted to the Commission
contain the very same type of information used to determine prudence. Commission staff and
PEF conducted regular meetings to discuss the utility’s procurement practices. Audits were
conducted by Commission staff and the information from the audit was available to the
Commission. PEF adds that both current and prior staff who appeared as witnesses testified that
it was their job to review the information submitted by the utilities and to raise issues of
prudence in reports or recommendations to the Commission in the fuel dockets. (PEF BR at 43)
Both witnesses, Bohrmann and Windham, testified that staff can take discovery in the fuel
docket. No one in the docket claimed that PEF did not provide information that was requested of
PEF. (PEF BR at 42-45)

PEF argues that if OPC is correct, and there is no prudence review of fuel costs at the
annual fuel cost recovery clause proceedings, then the fuel cost recovery clause proceedings are
hollow and devoid of any real substance. (PEF BR at 46) It means that the Commission allows
customers to pay billions of dollars in fuel costs without ever putting in place a process to
determine prudence. PEF depicts OPC’s argument that there is no finality to the fuel clause
proceeding as erroneous and that such a ruling by the Commission would change the perception
of Florida’s regulatory environment from positive to negative. (PEF BR at 46) The lack of
finality, according to PEF, would lead to uncertainty within the financial community. According
to PEF, the final true-up of costs to projections in the third year of hearing is consistent with
Order No. 12645, where the Commission recognized that it was fairly required to determine
prudence when the relevant facts were before it. The Commission has received or has available
to it all the information it needs to determine prudence. (PEF BR at 47)

E. Staff’s Analysis

Although PEF reasserted the issues it raised in its prior motions seeking to dismiss the
case or exclude evidence, the majority of its post-hearing brief focuses on the argument of
administrative finality.”> PEF alleges that the doctrine of administrative finality applies to the

22 This analysis also briefly addresses the other aspects of PEF’s legal challenges to the authority of the Commission
to consider OPC’s petition. In addition to arguing that the Commission is precluded from reaching a decision
regarding PEF’s prudence by the doctrine of administrative finality, PEF also reasserts that the doctrines of
retroactive ratemaking, due process, and impermissible hindsight review preclude review of PEF’s expenditures
approved in prior fuel clause proceedings. Those arguments were raised and addressed by the Commission earlier
in this proceeding. See Order Denying PEF’s Motion to Dismiss, Order No. PSC-070059-PCO-EI, issued January
22, 2007; and Order Denying PEF’s Motion to Strike or Alternatively Motion in Limine to Exclude Testimony,
Order No. PSC-07-0270-PCO-EI, issued March 30, 2007; in this docket.
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final orders for each fuel proceeding. Staff addresses PEF’s administrative finality argument in
detail below.

Administrative Finality

PEF argues that the issue of the prudence of PEF’s coal procurement costs was decided at
prior fuel clause proceedings, and that administrative finality precludes further review. Staff
disagrees that there has been a final Commission decision on the prudence of PEF’s coal costs.
The doctrine of administrative finality applies to Commission final orders, and parties are
entitled to the certainty that finality provides. See, Austin Tupler Trucking, Inc. v. Hawkins, 377
So. 2d 679 (Fla. 1979) (Commission could not reopen dormant trucking certificate case after
time for reconsideration had passed).

Even when finality has attached to an order, there is a significant exception to the
application of the doctrine, and finality will not apply where it is shown that some mistake,
misrepresentation, or fraud, or a matter of great public interest compels Commission review.
See, Peoples Gas v. Mason, 187 So. 2d 335 (Fla. 1966), where the Court prohibited review of the
Commission’s approval of a territorial agreement, but elucidated the exception described above.
The court cautioned against a too doctrinaire approach to the application of administrative

finality:

We understand well the differences between the functions and orders of
courts and those of administrative agencies, particularly those regulatory agencies
which exercise a continuing supervisory jurisdiction over the persons and
activities regulated. For one thing, although courts seldom if ever, initiate
proceedings on their own motion, regulatory agencies such as the commission
often do so. Further, whereas courts usually decide cases on relatively fixed
principles of law for the principal purpose of settling the rights of the parties
litigant, the actions of administrative agencies are usually concerned with
deciding issues according to a public interest that often changes with shifting
circumstances and passage of time. Such considerations should warn us against a
too doctrinaire analogy between courts and administrative agencies and also
against inadvertently precluding agency-initiated action concerning the subject
matter dealt with in an earlier order.

In ratemaking proceedings, where the Commission establishes fair, just, and reasonable
utility rates, the courts have been more inclined to apply the exceptions to the doctrine. See, for
example, Sunshine Utilities v. Florida Public Service Commission, 577 So. 2d 663, 666 (Fla 1%
DCA 1991), where the Court affirmed the Commission’s decision to review a five-year-old rate
order to correct going forward an “incorrect assumption.” See also, Reedy Creek Utilities v.
Florida Public Service Commission, 418 So. 2d 249 (Fla. 1982) (Court affirmed Commission’s
decision to revisit rate order), and Richter v. Florida Power Corporation, 366 So. 2d 798 (Fla 2d
DCA 1979) (case arising out of the Daisy Chain fuel procurement scandal where the Court
upheld the Commission’s authority to review its prior rate decisions).
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The application of administrative finality in ratemaking proceedings is demonstrated in
the Commission’s fuel clause proceedings, where the Commission’s need to retain the ability to
review the prudence of fuel costs precludes application of the doctrine of administrative finality
until the Commission itself specifically addresses the prudence of particular costs. In Order No.
12645, the seminal order establishing policy for administration of the fuel clause, the
Comimnission said:

We will therefore accept any relevant proof a utility chooses to present at true-up,
but we will not adjudicate the question of prudence, nor consider ourselves bound
to do so until all relevant facts are analyzed and placed before us. We will be free
to revisit any transaction until we explicitly determine the matter to be fully and
finally adjudicated.... An actual adjudication of prudence depends on whether an
allegation of prudence was made, evidence was presented thereon and a ruling
made. Where an expenditure has been disputed and its prudence examined on the
record, a ruling in favor of prudence should be inferred even if none is explicitly
made.

Order 12645 at p. 9 (emphasis added). Since 1983, fuel clause hearing orders have included
language “that the estimated true-up amounts contained in the fuel cost recovery factors
approved herein are hereby authorized subject to final true-up, and further subject to Froof of the
reasonableness and prudence of the expenditures upon which the amounts are based.”

PEF argues that by submitting records and discovery to Commission staff, it has placed
sufficient evidence before the Commission to establish the prudence of its fuel costs. In fact,
PEF urges the Commission to assume the burden of finding imprudence rather than requiring the
utilities to prove prudence. In its brief, PEF states: “[t]here is, therefore, a three-year period in
which OPC, Staff or any other party can raise an issue as to the prudence of any fuel cost.” (PEF
BR at 42) In other words, PEF would place the burden of questioning prudence on other parties,
rather than, as Order 12645 requires, placing the burden of proving prudence on PEF.

To agree with PEF is to depart from the previous twenty-four years of Commission
precedent based upon Order 12645, where the Commission said, at p. 10: “The issuance of a
true-up order does not adjudicate the question of prudence per se. As pointed out by staff, the
true-up hearings have never been relied upon by the Commission or any other party as the point
at which prudence is actually reviewed.” The Commission further explained at pages 9 and 10
of that same order: “Under the new structure, rather than explicitly considering prudence at the
end of each six month period, we will consider only the question of comparing projected to
actual results. Questions of prudence require careful and often prolonged study.” Unless and
until the Commission makes that determination of prudence, a utility cannot presume that the
issue of prudence has been resolved.

PEF argues that the Commission has already determined the prudence of PEF’s fuel costs
at each final true-up hearing from 1996-2005. However, PEF failed to introduce any prior

2 Order No. PSC-02-1761-FOF-EI, in Docket no. 020001-El, issued on December 13, 2002, In re; Fuel and
Purchased Power Cost Recover Clauge and Generating Performance Incentive Factor.
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Comrnission order finding PEF prudent in its coal procurement. Instead, PEF reasons that in fuel
proceedings, staff had the information before it, staff engaged in discovery, staff was assigned
the function of evaluating a utility’s activities for prudence, and therefore the Commission must
have adjudicated the issue of PEF’s prudence in coal procurement practices. (PEF BR at 42-44)
PEF refers to testimony from staff and former staff witnesses to characterize the type of review
staff performs annually as a prudence review. (PEF BR at 43-45)

The Commission cannot delegate its rate-making authority to administrative staff. See
Order No. 6986, issued October 30, 1975, in Docket No. 74807-EU, In re: Petition of Florida
Power Corporation for authority to increase its rates and charges in which the Commission

stated:

In essence, Movant has predicated its request on the premise that the staff
operates as the alter ego of the Commission or that the Commission delegates de
facto authority to its staff to act in its stead. Such an assertion is patently
incorrect for it overlooks the fact that staff members are not public officers of the
State, elected or appointed. They exercise no sovereign powers of the State.
They have no decisional powers, either by Statute or Rule, and no decisional
powers have been delegated to them by the Commissioners. For that matter, we
are unaware of any lawful basis by which such authority could be delegated.

See also, Citizens v. Wilson, 567 So. 2d 889, 892 (Fla. 1990) (in dicta the Florida Supreme Court
recognized that only by specific direction could PSC staff perform the “ministerial task of seeing
whether these [revised supplemental service rider] conditions were met”). Only the Commission
may make a finding of prudence. Proof of the Commission’s finding would be explicitly set
forth in prior fuel orders, or implicitly set forth in transcripts of prior fuel proceedings. Neither
were placed into the record. There is no adjudication of prudence to which administrative

finality may attach.

While staff’s actions do not rise to the level of an adjudication of prudence by the
Commission, staff does conduct a preliminary review of the appropriateness of the recovery of
costs. Staff’s actions may lend credibility to PEF’s argument that PEF was indeed prudent in its
procurement decisions. As PEF argues in its brief, “[t]he Commission and Commission Staff,
therefore, did not ‘miss’ something over the past decade because there was nothing to miss.”
(PEF BR 47) But as diligent as staff might be in attempting to uncover imprudent utility
decisions, it is a difficult task, made more difficult by the fact that the utility is the one who holds
all of the information. It is the responsibility of the utility to identify and specifically seek
Commission approval of its decisions. As illustrated in the instant case and in the Maxine Mine
case discussed below, the level of investigation needed to examine prudence can be significant
and it can take several years before a question of prudence becomes apparent.

There are also times when an imprudent decision is not obvious for several years. In the
Maxine Mine order, the Commission recognized that often an imprudent decision will not “come
to our attention immediately. Many problems in procurement have a gradual aspect which can
be perceived by the persons directly involved but not by third parties.” Maxine Mine Order No.
13452 at p. 7. For instance, in Maxine Mine, the imprudence of Gulf’s decision to enter into a
long-term contract for coal procurement without demanding an early termination clause did not
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become evident for several years, because the prices Gulf paid for Maxine Mine coal were not
out of line with other coal purchased. Gulf’s imprudence became obvious only when the Maxine
Mine coal prices became excessive in comparison to other coal prices and Gulf could not
terminate its contract. Like this case, the coal procured by Gulf from Maxine Mine went through
the fuel clause and staff did not observe the imprudence of Gulf’s coal procurement until 1981
when “the full attention of staff was focused on Maxine Mine.” Maxine Mine, Order 13452 at p.

13.

PEF also argued that there is nothing more that the Commission can or should do beyond
what it currently does in the fuel cost recovery clause proceedings to determine prudence. PEF
contends that there is no further Commission process after the true-up proceeding to later
determine prudence. However, this proceeding before the Commission, as well as various other
prudence reviews previously conducted contradicts PEF’s argument. See Order No. 18690,
issued January 13, 1988, in Docket No. 860001-EI-B, In re: Investigation of Florida Power
Corporation’s Crystal River Unit No. 3’s outages since December 1. 1982, (Upon petition of
OPC, the Commission reviewed all unplanned outages at Crystal River 3 for the period 1982 to
date, spanning 5 years. The Commission found FPC prudent); and Order No. 15486, issued
December 23, 1985, in Docket No. 840001-EI-A, In re: Investigation into extended outage of
Florida Power and Light Company’s St. Lucie Unit No. 1, (Commission reviewed a decision
made by FPL, 16 years prior to the Commission’s order and found FPL prudent).

Hindsight Review

In its motion to dismiss, PEF argued that to consider OPC’s petition requires the
Commission to engage in impermissible hindsight review. Throughout its brief, PEF also states
that certain evidence requires the Commission to indulge in impermissible hindsight review. As
the Commission noted in its prior order denying PEF’s motion to dismiss, the doctrine of
hindsight review does not preclude the Commission from considering the previous actions of a
utility, as long as the Commission applies the appropriate standard in reviewing those actions.
That standard is whether the utility acted prudently and reasonably in light of the facts that it
knew or should have known at the time it made its decision. Gulf at 1037. In Gulf, the Court
reviewed the Commission’s evaluation of Gulf’s prior management decisions. In affirming the
Commissions’ finding of managerial imprudence, the Court said: “Contrary to Gulfs
contentions, the commission sought to evaluate Gulf’s managerial decisions under the conditions
and times they were made.”(emphasis added). Similarly here, the Commission may review the
actions of PEF to determine if its management’s decisions regarding fuel procurement were
prudent under the conditions and time they were made. Improper hindsight review involves
applying facts as we know them today to evaluate decisions made in the past, thereby making a
different course of action look preferable. In a proper prudence review the Commission
considers the prudence of decisions made in the past by applying facts that were available to the
company at the time of its management decision.

Retroactive Ratemaking

PEF also previously argued in its motion to dismiss and reasserted in its brief that
requiring a refund of the previously approved fuel costs constituted retroactive ratemaking. In
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Gulf, the Supreme Court also addressed the issue of whether review of prior decisions constitutes
prohibited retroactive ratemaking. Justice McDonald opined:

Nor do we find that the order constitutes prohibited retroactive ratemaking fuel
adjustment. Fuel adjustment charges are authorized to compensate for utilities’
fluctuating fuel expenses. The fuel adjustment proceeding is a continuous
proceeding and operates to a utility’s benefit by eliminating regulatory lag. This
authorization to collect fuel costs close to the time they are incurred should not be
used to divest the commission of the jurisdiction and power to review the
prudence of these costs. The order was predicated on adjustments for 1980, 1981
and 1982. We find them to be permissible.

Gulf at 1037.

The Gulf case is very similar to this case. In Gulf, the Supreme Court had before it an
order of the Commission requiring Gulf to refund its customers for several years of costs that had
previously been allowed through the fuel clause. The only distinction between Gulf and this
proceeding is that in this case the Commission is being asked to review the utilities actions over
the ten prior years rather than four years. The Commission has, however, been asked to review
the prudence of utility decisions as far back as sixteen years. In Order No. 15486, the
Commission reviewed Florida Power and Light Company’s management decisions to include
thermal shields in the design of St. Lucie Unit No. 1. In Order No. 18690, the Commission
reviewed the prudence of purchased power costs for PEF from 1982-1987 because of extended
and repeated outages at the nuclear power plant at Crystal River 3.

Due Process

Finally, PEF has asserted that reviewing past utility decision making violates due process
and is fundamentally unfair to a utility. A close review of Commission Order 12645 and its
operation over the years belies PEF’s argument. The Commission established the current fuel
clause proceedings to eliminate the regulatory lag inherent in base rate proceedings for recovery
of volatile fuel costs. It allowed the utilities to present their costs for recovery without proving
prudence. PEF was on notice of this procedure from 1983 forward. PEF has often participated in
Commission proceedings regarding the prudence of its prior conduct, with full knowledge that a
refund could be ordered. According to Order 12645, a utility may present proof of prudence and,
if the facts are before the Commission, the Commission may take the steps necessary to
determine the prudence of fuel costs passed through the clause.

As OPC explained, the fuel clause benefits utilities. (OPC BR at 30) Requiring the
utilities to bear the burden of proving prudence protects customers and is needed to assure fair,
just and reasonable rates. The ability of the Commission to review and disallow expenses in the
future protects the ratepayers. To maintain a balance between utility and ratepayer interests in
fuel proceedings, the Commission must retain jurisdiction over fuel costs after final true-up.
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CONCLUSION

In fuel cost recovery proceedings the Commission has specifically reserved for future
decisions any issue of prudence regarding the costs that were trued-up in the fuel clause hearings.
Commission precedents have clearly articulated what the fuel clause proceeding is and what it is
not. According to Order 12645, the fuel clause is a comparison of a utility’s projected fuel costs
to the costs actually expended. It is not a prudence review. The Commission will consider
prudence of fuel expenditures when the issue is brought to it by the parties but the issue of
prudence of particular fuel costs will only be final when the Commission has specifically
addressed the issue.

The Commission previously determined that it could hear OPC’s petition without
practicing retroactive ratemaking. It also determined that hearing OPC’s petition did not require
the Commission to improperly apply hindsight review. The Commission may make its decision
regarding the conduct of the utility by reviewing the utility’s actions in the light of what the
utility knew or should have known at the time the utility made its decisions. The Florida
Supreme Court has recognized that the fuel proceedings do not prohibit the Commission from
later reviewing the prudence of prior expenditures and ordering a refund when the expenditures
that were collected prove to be unjust and unreasonable. That refund does not, in the
circumstance of the fuel clause proceedings, constitute retroactive ratemaking.

Finally, having taken advantage of the expedited cost recovery proceedings offered to it
through the fuel clause, PEF cannot now be heard to complain that the proceedings are unfair
and lacking in due process. PEF has knowledge of the existence of Order 12645 and the
substantive and procedural requirements therein. It has previously participated in prudence
reviews which are separate from the fuel hearings. The fact that PEF may now be responsible
for the refund of monies it allegedly improperly collected does not suddenly make the process
unfair. ‘
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Issue 4: If the Commission determines that PEF should be required to refund customers for coal
purchased to run Crystal River Units 4 and 5, what amount should be refunded, and how and

when should such refund be accomplished?

Primary Recommendation: If the Commission finds that PEF was imprudent in procuring fuel
costs in 2003-2005 (Issue 1) and further finds that the Company should be required to make a
refund to customers (Issue 2), then the Commission should require PEF to refund to PEF’s
ratepayers $13,826.207 $13;796;673 in excessive coal costs, SO2 allowance costs, and interest
incurred during 2003, 2004, and 2005. Interest should continue to accrue until the refund has
been completed. This refund should be made through the utility’s 2008 fuel factors. (McNulty,

Slemkewicz, Draper)

Alternative Recommendation: Consistent with the Alternative staffs recommendation for
Issue 1, staff does not recommend a refund. (Lester, Matlock, Sickel)

Position of the Parties

OPC: The amount of overcharges by year are:

( Year Excess Coal Costs $ Excess SO, Total Excess Fuel
Allowance Cost $ Charges $

1996 1,056,000 N/A 1,056,000
1997 5,617,376 N/A 5,617,376
1998 7,703,136 N/A 7,703,136

| 1999 8,412,664 N/A 8,412,664
2000 4,884,739 1,497,278 6,382,017
2001 14,923,313 1,897,541 16,820,854
2002 20,712,248 1,410,049 22,122,297
2003 14,108,871 1,413,510 15,522,381
2004 17,603,768 4,196,799 21,800,567
2005 21,572,511 7,513,540 29,086,051
Total w/o Interest 116,594,626 17,928,717 134,523,343

|

The total refund is based on the beginning year selected. By 1996 the opportunity to save costs
had been fully established; in that year PEF excluded subbituminous coal from its federal permit

application.
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PEF: The issue as to the amount of any refund is dependent on legal, factual, and policy
determinations which have not yet been determined. If the Commission determines that PEF
should be required to make a refund to customers, the amount should be refunded to customers
through the fuel cost recovery clause over the same period of time for which the excess charges
are alleged to have occurred. The balance of the refund not paid to customers should accrue
interest at the 30 day commercial paper rate.

AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: The Commission should determine savings PEF imprudently overlooked. The refund
should be amortized over a twelve month period through a reduced fuel factor beginning at the

earliest practicable date.

White Springs: White Springs adopts OPC’s calculation of the refund required, including
interest. The refunds should be accomplished through credits to the fuel factor implemented
over a period not exceeding one year.

Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Amount of Refund

A, OPC Argument

In his direct testimony, OPC witness Sansom identifies PEF’s excessive coal and SO2
allowance costs from 1996 through 2005. (EXH 28 EXH-26) OPC’s refund amount is based on
an analysis of the differential between CAPP and PRB coal costs, where CAPP coal costs were
identified as costs actually incurred per FERC Form 423 data and PRB coal costs were OPC’s
assessed costs of PRB coal if the utility had purchased market-based pricing for PRB and
utilized specific modes and sources of coals transportation which OPC believes were available to
PEF during the time period. (EXH 29 EXH-27) The refund amount by OPC is further based
upon a two-year increase in PRB coal volumes starting in 1996 (75/25 CAPP/PRB blend in
1996, 50/50 CAPP/PRB blend in 1997). (TR 91) Witness Sansom allows a 7.5 percent
reduction in PRB volumes in 2005 to recognize rail transportation disruptions which occurred
during that year. SO2 Allowance Costs are developed based on: (1) The differential in SO2
emissions between bituminous coal and PRB coal; (2) The heat content of PRB coal (8,800
btwlb); (3) The volume of PRB coal (in MMBtu) replacing CAPP/foreign coal; and (4) The
market price of SO2 allowances each year in 2003-2005. Witness Sansom provides an analysis
of SO2 costs for all relevant years. (EXH 28)
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B. PEF Argument

Witness Heller argues that rather than incurring excessive costs for coal procurement, the
company achieved a total value of $733,323,926 in savings from 1996 to 2005 by using
exclusively bituminous coals at CR4 and CRS rather than a 50/50 blend of CAPP coal and PRB
coal. (EXH 86) This total savings amount is a combination of three separate calculations: (1)
Witness Heller’s estimate of fuel savings ($51,376,000) assuming all fuel and operational costs
but excluding replacement power costs which would result from derates due to using a 50/50
blend of CAPP and PRB coals at CR4 and CR5 during the 1996 to 2005 period, (2) Witness
Crisp’s estimate of the derate costs (8696,963,130) due to using a 50/50 blend, and (3) Witness
Dean’s offsetting SO2 allowance costs (-$15,015,204).

Witness Heller modeled savings based on a comparison of his evaluated price of PRB
coal to the actual delivered price of CAPP coal for all years. For annual PRB delivered coal
prices, Witness Heller utilized market information to obtain an FOB mine price for PRB coal, the
cost of specific rail movements to docks on the Mississippi River, PEF-specific barge transfer
costs, and the Commission approved waterborne coal transportation proxies for the remainder of
the transport costs (river, terminaling, and cross-Gulf transportation). Witness Heller adjusted
PRB delivered prices to derive evaluated prices in order to account for additional operation and
maintenance costs due to the impact of variations in the quality of the coal on boiler operations.
(TR 291) Finally, Witness Heller included the mid-point of the capital and operating costs
identified by Witness Hatt associated with the capital and operating costs associated with
converting CR4 and CRS to burn a 50/50 blend of CAPP/foreign coal and PRB coal. (TR 947)

Witness Crisp estimated replacement power costs resulting from anticipated derates
associated with burning a 50/50 blend of bituminous and PRB coals during the period.

The excessive SO2 allowance costs for 2003 through 2005 amount to $2,779,308. These
costs are calculated based on the same procedure used by Witness Sansom except PEF’s
calculation includes no ash adjustment but does include an adjustment to OPC’s MMBtu data.
Witness Dean provides an analysis of SO2 costs for all relevant years. (EXH 97)

C. Primary Staff Analysis

Primary staff agrees with alternative staff’s recommendation that PEF was prudent in its
coal purchases from 1996 through 2002. Thus, primary staff believes that no refund is warranted
for coal purchases occurring in those years. Primary staff believes that PEF’s management acted
prudently in its decisions to not purchase PRB coal during those years. Thus, consistent with our
analysis in Issue 1, primary staff believes the appropriate refund amount for those years is zero.

However, primary staff believes PEF’s excessive coal costs in 2003 through 2005,
inclusive of SO2 emissions costs, as shown on Attachment A of this recommendation, amount to
$12,418,560. These costs were calculated based on:

- Waterborne delivery of 2.4 million tons of coal per year from IMT to Crystal
River, based on an 80/20 blend of CAPP/foreign coal to PRB coal for CR4 and
CRS5, including 480,000 PRB coal tons per year for 2003 and 2004, and 444,000
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PRB coal tons in 2005 (thereby taking into account waterborne coal delivery
constraints at Crystal River and rail transportation constraints in 2005);

- Assurance that the 480,000 tons per year of PRB coal in 2003 and 2004 does not
exceed the waterborne coal supply requirements not yet contracted prior to 2003;

- A cost-effectiveness test of PRB coal for 2003, 2004, and 2005 for PEF, wherein
the delivered price of CAPP/Foreign coal cost is shown to be higher than the
evaluated price of PRB coal on a $/MMBMu basis;

- The PRB coal evaluated price is inclusive of those specific plant and operational
incremental costs necessary for expected use of an 80/20 blend of CAPP/Foreign
to PRB Coals at CR4 and CRS;

- The blending costs associated with PRB coals in Davant is included in the
delivered PRB coal costs and is consistent with the PRB blending costs
recognized by both OPC and PEF; and

- SO2 emissions costs based on the PRB tonnages cited above (480,000 tons per
year for 2003-2004 and 444,000 tons in 2005) and PEF Witness Dean’s estimates
of PRB’s SO2 content, heat rate, and SO2 emission allowances prices.

Each of these factors is reviewed in more detail below.

Staff accepted the testimony of Witness Heller that Crystal River transportation
constraints would limit the waterborne delivery of coal to CR4 and CRS to 2.4 million tons per
year. Witness Heller said that PEF has attempted to exceed this amount but incurred operational
problems when it did. No intervenor challenged this delivery constraint. An 80/20 blend of
CAPP/foreign to PRB coal with the constraint of 2.4 million tons per year, blended offsite, is
consistent with primary staff’s analysis in Issue 1 and yields a maximum tonnage of PRB of
480,000 tons (20 percent times 2.4 million tons per year).

Primary staff examined whether PEF could reasonably have contracted for 480,000 tons
of waterborne coal during 2003 through 2005 without exceeding their supply requirements not
already contracted. Primary staff notes that PEF engaged in spot purchases of waterborne
bituminous coal during 2003 through 2005 in amounts in excess of the PRB coal volumes
necessary to achieve an 80/20 blend of CAPP/foreign coal to PRB coal. (EXH 52) PEF also
engaged in new long-term contracts for waterborne bituminous coal purchases during the 2003
through 2005 period. Primary staff believes PEF could reasonably have purchased 480,000 tons
of coal each year without exceeding CR4 and CRS waterborne coal supply requirements for
those years not already contracted.

A test of cost-effectiveness for PRB coal was incumbent upon PEF management in its
procurement of coal for CR4 and CR5. Witness Heller modeled whether savings would have
been realized using PRB and concluded there would have been savings in 2001, 2004, and 2005
if one were to assume a 50/50 blend with no derate and a 30-year recovery life for “incremental”
capital requirements. (TR 948, EXH 85) In developing its own cost effectiveness analysis,
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primary staff changed two basic assumptions of witness Heller’s based on record evidence.
First, primary staff assumed a 20 percent blend of PRB as a conservative estimate of the ratio of
PRB to CAPP/foreign coal that would not result in a derate.

Second, staff estimated the percent of capital recovery requirements that would have been
required had a 20 percent PRB coal blend been used. The record indicates that the capital and
ongoing O&M costs for a 20 percent PRB coal blend at CR4 and CRS would have been minimal
compared to the costs required for a 50 percent PRB blend at CR4 and CRS. Primary staff’s
cost-effectiveness test for the 20 percent PRB coal blend, blended off-site, recognizes ten percent
of the total capital costs requirements for 50/50 blend, blended on-site, per witness Heller.
Primary staff selected ten percent as a reasonable approximation of the costs given the “coal
blends less than 30 percent PRB” cost estimate put forth by Sargent and Lundy Coal Conversion
Cost Report and PEF’s estimate of PRB potential at PRB coal blends less than 30 percent at CR4
and CRS. (EXHs 74, 75, 83, 106, and TR 1026) Primary staff’s adjustment to the evaluated
price of PRB coal (in $/MMBtu) to account for the capital recovery requirement is the difference
in the PRB evaluated price (Attachment A, Table A, Column h) and the PRB Adjusted Evaluated
Price (Attachment A, Table A, Column c).

Similar to the adjustment made by witness Heller and witness Sansom, primary staff
included in its cost effectiveness analysis the assumption that 7.5 percent of planned PRB coal
deliveries would fail to be delivered in 2005 due to rail congestion issues. (TR 91, TR 949)
Thus, instead of 480,000 tons of PRB coal delivered in 2005 to CR4 and CRS, it is assumed that
only 444,000 tones of PRB coal would have been delivered.

Taking all such adjustments into account, primary staff prepared a cost effectiveness test
which indicates that PRB savings were available to PEF in 2003, 2004, and 2005 totaling
$9,056,256, exclusive of SO2 cost savings. (Attachment A, Table A, Column g)

Primary staff’s estimate of the evaluated price difference between PRB coal and CAPP
coal in 2003 is much lower than OPC’s estimate ($0.43/MMBtu versus primary staff’s
$0.13/MMBtu, but OPC’s estimate of the difference for 2004 and 2005 is only slightly lower
than primary staff’s (8.46/MMBtu and $.68/MMBtu versus $0.35MMBtu and $0.64MMBtu,
respectfully for 2004 and 2005). (EXH 29) Primary staff believes the large gap in the price
differential in 2003 between OPC and primary staff is tied to OPC’s assumption that the
waterborne coal transportation market price proxy would not apply in that year. Primary staff
believes that the waterborne market proxy rates for evaluating PRB coal is appropriate for all
years up to and including 2003.

The refund amount recommended by primary staff is restricted to the types of costs
which normally flow through the fuel clause. The capital and operating costs associated with
converting the power plant to burn PRB coal is not the type of costs normally recovered via the
fuel clause. Thus, the excess coal cost as calculated above ($9,056,256), while useful for
purposes of a cost-effectiveness test, is not the correct refund amount. Instead, the correct
amount for purposes of cost recovery, hence refund, is the differential in the delivered costs of
CAPP/foreign coal and the evaluated costs of PRB coal for 2003 through 2005, as shown in
Attachment A. For purposes of cost recovery, primary staff removes the operational and capital
costs required to upgrade CR4 and CRS5 to burn PRB, because these types of costs are normally
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recovered via base rates. Using this calculation, the excessive coal cost refund amount for 2003-
2005, exclusive of excess costs related to SO2 emissions, is $9,797,568.

The excess SO2 emissions costs are based on witness Dean’s SO2 estimate of SO2 per
MMBtu, primary staff’s estimated tons of PRB coal, Witness Dean’s heat rate of PRB coal equal
to 8,800 btwlb, and Witness Dean’s allowance price per ton. (EXH 97) Since primary staff’s
excess SO2 emissions costs are calculated to be $2,627.924 $2;655:889, the total excess coal
and SO2 emissions costs for 2003-2005 are $12,425.492 $32:453:45%. (Attachment A, Table B,
Columni and Attachment A, Table C, Column i)

Based on the recommended refund amounts of $1.671.352 $3:663;518 for 2003,
$4,031,724 for 2004, and $6,722.416 $6;75%815 for 2005, staff has calculated interest of
$1.400,715 $3,342,616 through June 30 May3+, 2007. This calculation, shown on Attachment
B, has been computed in accordance with Proposed Stipulation 1 in Order No. PSC-07-0266-
PHO-EI. Interest should continue to be accrued until the refund has been completed.

PEF, FIPUG, and White Springs agree that if the Commission determines that PEF
should be required to make a refund, the amount should be refunded through the fuel clause.
(PEF BR at 52, FIPUG BR at 4, White Springs BR at 15). At issue is over what period the
refund should be accomplished. PEF states the amount should be refunded to customers over the
same period of time for which the excess charges are alleged to have occurred. (PEF BR at 52)
Both FIPUG and White Springs take the position that the refund should be accomplished over a
one-year period. (FIPUG BR at 4, White Springs BR at 15)

Based on the recommended refund amount in the primary staff recommendation of
$13.826.207 $13;796;073 (refund amount plus interest), staff believes it is reasonable to require
PEF to refund this amount over a 12-month period through the 2008 fuel factors.

In the November 2006 fuel hearing, the Commission approved $2,095,303,822 as the
projected net fuel and purchased power cost recovery amount to be included in the 2007 fuel
factors, resulting in a levelized fuel factor of 5.132 cents per KWH.** The recommended refund
amount in the primary staff recommendation ($13.826.207 $13;796;0673) represents 0.66 percent
of the total amount approved for PEF to recover in its 2007 fuel factors ($2,095,303,822).
Reducing the Commission-approved 2007 levelized fuel factor of 5.132 ¢/KWH by 0.66 percent
would result in a levelized fuel factor of 5.098 ¢/KWH, or a 0.034 ¢/KWH reduction. Staff
believes that the magnitude of the impact on the 2008 fuel factor will be similar, and therefore
believes it is reasonable to require PEF to refund the refund amount over a 12-month period
through the 2008 fuel factors.

If the Commission approves the alternative staff recommendation, this issue is moot.

# gee Order No. PSC-06-1057-FOF-EI, issued on December 22, 2006, Docket No. 060001-El, In Re: Fuel and
Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause with Generating Performance Incentive Factor, at p 11
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Issue 5: If the Commission determines that PEF willfully violated any lawful rule or order of the
Commission or any provision of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, should the Commission impose a
penalty on PEF, and what should be the amount of such penalty?

Recommendation: No. No party identified a rule, order or statute administered by the
Commission that PEF failed to implement or comply with for the period 1996 through 2005.
Therefore, the Commission should not impose any fines or penalties. (Bennett, Young, Holley)

Position of the Parties

OPC: No position.

PEF: No. PEF’s coal purchases for CR4 and CRS have been reasonable and prudent. Thus
there is no basis for any refund of any fuel charges recovered through the fuel clause, and
accordingly there is no basis for any penalty. Furthermore, the Commission can only impose a
penalty upon a showing that a utility willfully violated a statute or a Commission order or rule.
There has been no showing that PEF has violated any such statute, order, or rule. Indeed, no
party has even identified the statute, order, or rule which it claims that PEF violated.

AARP: Yes. Chapter 366, F.S. and the Commission’s relevant fuel adjustment orders require
that all rates and charges demanded or received by any public utility for any service rendered
shall be fair and reasonable. An intentional or willful act to financially harm customers in order
to benefit a corporate parent or affiliate is not “fair and reasonable.” Section 366.095, F.S.
provides that the Commission may penalize a utility for willfully violating a lawful rule or order
or law. Commission precedent and case law support a penalty.

AG: The Attorney General takes no position on this issue.

FIPUG: Yes. If the Commission finds that the potential savings were overlooked in order to
enhance non regulated affiliate profits a penalty based upon the nature of the misfeasance should
be imposed over and above interest. Interest at the commercial paper rate normally used by the
Commission falls short of the mark as it would only penalize discovered overcharges with the
cost of cheap debt available to highly rated corporations.

White Springs: If the Commission determines that PEF willfully violated a rule or order of the
Commission or provision of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, by purchasing more expensive
affiliate-supplied coal or coal products than reasonably available non-affiliate coal, further
Commission action is warranted, and White Springs adopts AARP’s position on this issue.
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Analysis of Parties Arsuments on Penalty

A. AARP’s Argument

AARP conceded that its case for a penalty is dependent upon the Commission accepting
OPC’s case that PRB coal should have been purchased and that PEF knowingly chose not to.
AARP argues that PEF favored its affiliated companies at the expense of ratepayers. AARP
acknowledges that only if the Commission determines that PEF knew that a lower priced fuel
was available to it but intentionally continued to purchase higher priced coal and synfuel, then a
penalty would be warranted to deter future conduct of this type by PEF or any other utility.
According to AARP, to find that a penalty is appropriate in this case, the Commission must
determine that PEF set out to cheat its customers by charging them higher fuel costs than were
otherwise reasonably obtainable and that it did so for the benefit of its affiliates. AARP argues
that OPC made the case that PEF devised a scheme to cheat its customers. (AARP BR at 1-2)

AARP asserts that the statutory basis for the Commission to impose a penalty under the
facts of this case is found in Sections 366.095, 366.03, and 366.07, Florida Statutes.  Section
366.095 Florida Statutes, allows the Commission to impose penalties if a utility is found to have
refused to comply with, or willfully violated any rule, or order of the Commission, or of any
provision of chapter 366. According to AARP, PEF has a statutory duty to not intentionally
overcharge its customers. The specific statutory duty is set forth in section 366.03 and 366.07
where the legislature states that rates shall be fair and reasonable. When it knowingly charged its
customers higher than reasonable fuel charges in order to benefit its corporate affiliates, PEF
intentionally and willfully failed to comply with chapter 366. (AARP BR at 4)

AARP’s witness Stewart testified at hearing that the Commission has previously imposed
an equity penalty in a rate case with Gulf Power Company. (TR 1106-1108) The penalty in that
case, according to AARP, was for mismanagement in connection with “corrupt practices that
took place at Gulf Power Company from the early 1980s through 1988....” According to AARP,
the Florida Supreme Court upheld the penalty imposed on Gulf Power Company as long as the
penalty did not “impose a penalty that would deny Gulf Power a reasonable rate of return.” Gulf
Power Company v. Wilson, 597 So0.2d 270, 273 (Fla. 1992). (AARP BR at 5)

AARP asserts that although the Gulf v. Wilson case came from a base rate proceeding
before the Commission, there is nothing to preclude the Commission from penalizing a utility
outside of base rate proceedings. (AARP BR at 5) Such a limitation, argues AARP, would
severely limit the Commission since most of the rates charged by electric utilities are now
recovered through fuel and other adjustment charges. If the Commission is prevented from
punishing a utility for mismanagement, a “safe harbor” is provided to utilities. (AARP BR at 6)

AARP asserts that OPC has made a highly credible case that PEF has overcharged its
customers by purchasing more expensive coal from its affiliated companies, by purchasing
synfuel from its parent corporation, and by using transportation provided by affiliated
companies. In addition to the refund of overcharges, the Commission should impose a
meaningful statutory penalty to deter PEF and other utilities from attempting the same conduct in
the future.
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B. White Springs Argument

If the Commission finds that PEF willfully violated a rule or order of the Commission or
a provision of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, then further Commission action is warranted, and
White Springs adopts AARP’s position on this issue.

C. PEF’s Argument

PEF states that AARP witness Stewart applied the wrong standard when he states that if
the Commission finds that PEF acted intentionally against its ratepayers and that it is necessary
to discourage the utility from future misconduct, the Commission may impose a penalty. All
parties agree that the Commission can impose a penalty only upon a finding that a willful
violation of any lawful Commission order, Commission rule or statute has occurred. The
Commission has no other legal basis to impose a penalty against PEF. (PEF BR at 48)

PEF argues that for a violation to be willful, there must be a specific provision that was
allegedly violated. The witness for AARP failed to identify any statute, rule, or order, and just
made a generic allegation that PEF violated chapter 366. According to PEF, the Gulf v. Wilson
case cited by AARP does not affirm the Commission’s authority to establish a penalty. Just the
opposite, the Court found that the reduction of points was not a penalty. Accordingly, lacking
any authority but that expressly stated in Section 366.095, Florida Statutes, AARP fails to make
a case for a penalty being imposed against PEF. (PEF BR at 49)

D. Staff Analysis

The imposition of fines and comparable penalties pursuant to Chapter 350, or Section
366.095, Florida Statutes, is limited to instances where a utility refuses to comply or willfully
violates any rule, order, or statute administrated by the Commission. Neither OPC, nor AARP
has presented evidence to support that PEF willingly or knowingly charged its customer’s unfair
or unreasonable rates. Neither OPC nor any other party has successfully demonstrated that
PEF’s actions were part of an overall scheme designed to cheat its customers while benefiting its
parent company and affiliates. Further, no one has identified a rule, order or statute
administrated by the Commission that PEF failed to implement or comply with.

The case cited by AARP, Gulf Power Co v. Wilson, 597 So. 2d 270 (Fla. 1992) is
distinguishable from the case at hand. That case involved a base rate proceeding. In a base rate
proceeding, the Commission is charged with evaluating management efficiency. = The
Commission found that the management of Gulf was particularly inefficient and downgraded the
rate of return, deducting 50 points. The Supreme Court of Florida, in confirming the
Commission’s actions, specifically found that deducting points for management inefficiency is
not a penalty. Jd. The Commission’s decision was therefore permissible.

Staff recommends that the Commission should not impose a fine or penalty in this case.
The record evidence does not support it.
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Nothing in the record gives rise to a finding that PEF knowingly or willfully violated a

commission rule, order or a statute. No penalty should be charged.
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Issue 6: Should this docket be closed?

Position of the Parties

OPC: If the Commission closes this docket it should state clearly that parties may pursue related
issues for years following 20035 in true-up proceedings or other appropriate proceedings.

PEF: Yes.
AARP: AARP adopts the position of the Office of Public Counsel.

AG: The Office of the Attorney General adopts and supports the position of the Public Counsel
on this issue.

FIPUG: Yes upon completion of the refund.

White Springs: Yes. The docket should be closed following completion of all refunds to
consumers.

Recommendation: The docket should be closed after the time for filing an appeal has run.
(Bennett)

Staff Analysis: The docket should be closed 32 days after issuance of the order, to allow the
time for filing an appeal to run.

o _
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sess 2003-2005 Coal and SO2 Costs at CR4 and CR5 and Recommended Fuel Refund (Primary Staff, Issue 4}

Excess 2003-2005 Coal Costs at CR4 and CR5 and Recommended Fuel Refund
(exclusive of SO2 credit adjustment and interest adjustment)

a b c d e f g h i
Year CAPP/Foreign PRB Adjusted Price Maximum MMBtu Excess PRB Coal Coal Costs
Delivered Price Evaluated Price Ditference PRB Tons Coal_Costs Eval. Price Refund (via
($/MMBtu) ($/MMBtu) ($/MMBtu) (adjusted) ($/MMBLU) Fuel Clause)
2003 2.73 2.60 0.13 480,000 8,448,000  $1,098,240 2.57 $1,351,680
2004 2.63 2.28 0.35 480,000 8,448,000  $2,956,800 2.25 $3,210,240
2005 3.07 2.43 0.64 444,000 7,814,400  $5.001.216 2.40 $5.235.648
$9.056,256 $9,797,568

TOTAL EXCESS COAL COSTS, 2003-2005

b : EXH 85, Column 4 , or Witness Heller's delivered price of CAPP/Import Coal to CR4 and CR5
¢ : EXH 84, Column 10 + 0.1(Column 11), or Witness Heller's evaluated PRB coal price plus
Primary Staff's adjustment to recognize estimated capital recovery requirement.

d: b-c

e : 20% of 2.4 Mmitpy, or the barge limit of PRB tons for CR4 and CR5 per Witness Helier, with 7.5% reduction for 2005 (TR 926)

f: Column E tons x 2,000 Ib/ton x .0088 MMBbtu/lb, equal to the MMBtus derived from PRB coal at 20% blend

g : dx f (establishes that PRB was cost-effective to buy)
h : EXH 84, Column 10, or Witness Heller's evaluated PRB coal price

i: {b-h)xf, or Primary Staffs calculated excess costs incurred via the Fuel Clause and ECRC
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B. Excess 2003-2005 Costs Related to SO2 Allowances at CR4 and CR5 and Recommended Fuel Refund

a b [ d E f g h
Year Increased 502 MMBtu Excess S02 Price Excess
(Ibs per MMBtu) S02 tons ($/ton) 502 Cost
2003 0.43 8,448,000 1,774 176 $319,672
2004 0.44 8,448,000 1,859 442 $821,484
2005 0.44 7,814,400 1,680 906 $1.486,768
TOTAL EXCESS S02 COSTS, 2003-2005 $2,627,924

b - EXH 97, Column 3, or Witness Dean's calculated difference in SO2 Ibs/MMB1u between bituminous and PRB Coals
< MMBtu abtained by 480,000 tons of PRB with heat rate of 8,800 btu/lb (see table at top of page)

d : (b x ¢)/2,000 Ibs.

e : EXH 97, Column 6, or Witness Dean's S02 aliowance price per ton

gandi: dxe (Given "Excess Coal Cosls” as shown above, this further establishes PRB was cost effective to buy)

C. Excess 2003-2005 Coal and SO2 Costs and Recommended Fuel Refund

*

a b c d e f g h
Year Excess Coal / SO2
Costs (adjusted)
2003 $1,417,912
2004 $3,778,284
2005 $6,487,984
TOTAL EXCESS COAL AND SO2 COSTS (ADJUSTED) AND FUEL REFUND $11,684,180

(exclusive of interest adjustment)

- 100 -
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il
S0O2 Aliowance

Refund (via ECRC)

$319,672
$821,484

$1,486.768
$2,627,924

]
Coal (502 Cost
Refund Total
$1,671,352
$4,031,724
$6,722,416

~

$12,425,492 |
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ATTACHMENT B
Page 1 of 4
Progress Energy Florida, inc.
Docket No. 060658-E!
Interest Calculation
Monthly Average Annual
Beginning Excess Fuel Monthly Interest Monthly Ending
Month Balance Charge Balance Rate Interest Balance
Jan-96 $0 $0 $0 5.605 % $0 $0
Feb-96 0 0 0 5.365 % 0 0
Mar-96 0 0 0 5415 % o] 0
Apr-98 0 0 0 5.450 % 0 0
May-36 0 0 D 5.400 % 0 0
Jun-96 0 0 0 5.460 % 0 0
Jul-96 0 0 0 5.485 % 0 0
Aug-96 0 0 0 5.425 % o] 0
Sep-96 0 o} 0 5.420 % 0 0
Oct-96 0 0 0 5.410 % 0 0
Nov-96 0 0 0 5.415% 0 0
Dec-96 0 0 0 5.700 % 0 0
Jan-87 0 0 0 5.700 % 0 0
Feb-97 0 0 0 5.440 % 0 0
Mar-97 0 0 0 5.585 % 0 0
Apr-87 0 0 0 5.680 % 0 0
May-97 0 0 0 5.610 % 0 D
Jun-87 0 0 0 5.610 % 0 0
Jul-87 0 0 0 5.600 % 0 0
Aug-97 0 0 0 5.570 % 0 0
Sep-97 0 0 0 5.545 % 0 0
Oct-97 0 0 0 5.530 % 0 0
Nov-87 0 0 0 5.565 % 0 0
Dec-87 0 0 0 5.675 % 0 0
Jan-88 0 0 0 5.625 % 0 0
Feb-98 0 0 0 5.515 % 0 0
Mar-98 0 0 0 5.540 % 0 0
Apr-98 0 0 0 5.540 % 0 0
May-38 0 0 0 5515 % 0 0
Jun-98 0 0 0 5.550 % 0 0
Jul-88 0 0 0 5.580 % 0 0
Aug-98 0 0 0 5.540 % 0 0
Sep-98 0 0 0 5.370 % 0 0
Oct-38 0 0 0 5.160 % 0 0
Nov-98 0 0 0 5.300 % 0 0
Dec-88 0 0 0 5.200 % 0 0
Jan-89 0 0 0 4.855 % 0 0
Feb-99 0 0 0 4.830 % 0 0
Mar-83 0 0 0 4.865 % 0 0
Apr-99 0 0 0 4.840 % 0 0
May-98 0 0 0 4.825 % 0 0
Jun-29 0 0 0 4.950 % 0 0
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Page 2 of 4
Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
Docket No. 060858-E|
Interest Calculation
Monthly Average Annual
Beginning Excess Fuel Monthly Interest Monthly Ending
Month Balance Charge Balance Rate Interest Balance

Jul-89 0 0 0 5.075 % 0 0
Aug-99 0 0 0 5.210 % 0 0
Sep-99 0 0 0 5310% 0 0
Oct-99 0 0 0 5.300 % 0 0
Nov-99 0 0 0 5.425 % 0 0
Dec-99 0 0 0 5.575 % 0 0
Jan-00 0 0 0 5.700 % 0 0
Feb-00 0 0 0 5.800 % 0 0
Mar-00 0 0 0 5.935 % 0 0
Apr-00 0 0 0 8.125 % 0 0
May-00 0 0 0 6.375 % 0 0
Jun-00 0 0 0 6.575 % 0 0
Jul-00 0 0 0 6.540 % 0 0
Aug-00 0 0 0 6.490 % 0 0
Sep-00 0 0 0 6.490 % 0 0
Oct-00 0 0 0 6.495 % 0 0
Nov-00 0 0 0 6.570 % 0 0
Dec-00 0 0 0 6.575 % 0 0
Jan-01 0 0 0 6.025 % 0 o]
Feb-01 0 0 0 5.350 % 0 0
Mar-01 0 0 0 5.075 % 0 0
Apr-01 ¢ 0 0 4.685 % 0 0
May-01 0 0 0 4.155 % 0 0
Jun-01 0 0 0 3.870% 0 0
Jul-01 0 0 0 3.775 % 0 0
Aug-01 D 0 0 3.610 % 0 0
Sep-01 0 0 0 3.070 % 0 0
Oct-01 0 0 0 2.445 % 0 0
Nov-01 0 0 0 2.130 % 0 0
Dec-01 0 0 0 1.810 % 0 0
Jan-02 0 0 0 1.775 % 0 0
Feb-02 0 0 0 1.760 % 0 0
Mar-02 0 0 0 1.775 % s} 0
Apr-02 0 0 0 1.775 % 0 0
May-02 0 0 0 1.760 % 0 0
Jun-02 0 0 0 1.760 % 8] 0
Jul-02 0 0 0 1.740 % 0 0
Aug-02 0 0 0 1.720 % 0 0
Sep-02 0 0 0 1.735 % 0 0
Oct-02 0 0 0 1.705 % 0 0
Nov-02 0 0 0 1.475 % 0 0
Dec-02 0 0 0 1.285 % 0 0
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ATTACHMENT B

Page 3 of 4

Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
Docket No. 060658-El
Interest Calculation

Monthly Average Annual
Beginning Excess Fuel Monthly Interest Monthly Ending
Month Balance Charge Balance Rate | Interest Balance

Jan-03 0 138,279 69,640 1.280 % 74 139,354
Feb-03 139,354 139,279 208,893 1.280 % 219 278,852
Mar-03 278,852 139,279 348,492 1.215 % 353 418,485
Apr-03 418,485 139,279 488,124 1.185 % 482 558.246
May-03 558,246 139,279 627,886 1.200 % 628 698,153
Jun-03 698,153 139,279 767,793 1.105 % 707 838,139

Jul-03 838,139 139,279 907,779 1.025 % 775 978,194
Aug-03 878,184 139,279 1,047,834 1.055 % 921 1,118,395
Sep-03 1,118,395 139,279 1,188,034 1.060 % 1,049 1,258,724
Oct-03 1,258,724 139,279 1,328,363 1.055 % 1,168 1,398,171
Nov-03 1,389,171 139,279 1,468,810 1.025 % 1,255 1,539,705
Dec-03 1,539,705 139,279 1,609,344 1.030 % 1,381 1,680,365
Jan-04 1,680,365 335,977 1,848,354 1.045 % 1,610 2,017,952
Feb-04 2,017,952 335,977 2,185,940 1.005 % 1,831 2,355,760
Mar-04 2,355,760 335,977 2,523,748 0.980 % 2,061 2,693,798
Apr-04 2,693,798 335,977 2,861,786 1.005 % 2,397 3,032,171
May-04 3,032,171 335,977 3,200,160 1.035 % 2,760 3,370,900
Jun-04 3,370,909 335,977 3,538,897 1.185 % 3,495 3,710,380

Jul-04 3,710,380 335,977 3,878,369 1.400 % 4,525 4,050,882
Aug-04 4,050,882 - 335977 4,218,871 1.535 % 5,397 4,392,256
Sep-04 4,382,256 335,977 4,560,244 1.685 % 6,403 4,734,636
Oct-04 4,734,636 335,977 4,902,625 1.855 % 7,579 5,078,192
Nov-04 5,078,182 335,977 5,246,180 2.080 % 9,093 5,423,262
Dec-D4 5,423,262 335,977 5,581,251 2.280 % 10,623 5,769,862
Jan-05 5,769,862 560,201 6,048,963 2.420 % 12,201 6,342,265
Feb-05 6,342,265 560,201 6,622,365 2.575 % 14,210 6,916,676
Mar-05 6,916,676 560,201 7,196,777 2718 % 16,283 7,493,160
Apr-05 7,493,160 560,201 7,773,261 2.880 % 18,656 8,072,018
May-05 8,072,018 560,201 8,352,118 3.020 % 21,018 8,653.238
Jun-05 8,653,238 560,201 8,933,339 3.165 % 23,562 9,237,001

Jul-05 9,237,001 560,201 9,517,102 3.350 % 26,568 9.823.771
Aug-05 9,823,771 560,201 10,103,872 3.535% 28,764 10,413,737
Sep-05 10,413,737 560,201 10,683,838 3.715% 33,106 11,007,045
Oct-05 11,007,045 560,201 11,287,145 3.910 % 36,777 11.604.023
Nov-05 11,604,023 560,201 11,884,124 4.120 % 40,802 12,205,027
Dec-05 12,205,027 560,201 12,485,127 4.255 % 44270 12,809,498
Jan-06 12,809,498 0 12,809,498 4.405 % 47,022 12,856,520
Feb-06 12,856,520 0 12,856,520 4.520 % 48,426 12,904,946
Mar-06 12,904,946 0 12,904,946 4.655 % 50,060 12,955,006
Apr-06 12,955,008 0 12,855,006 4.870 % 52,576 13,007,582
May-06 13,007,582 0 13,007,582 4.985 % 54,036 13,061,618
Jun-06 13,061,618 0 13,081,618 5.150 % 56,056 13.117.674

Jul-06 13,117,674 0 13,117,674 5.325 % 58,210 13,175,884
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Page 4 of 4
Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
Docket No. DB0658-E!
interest Calculation
Monthly Average Annual
Beginning Excess Fuel Monthiy Interest Monthty Ending
Month Balance Charge Balance Rate Interest Balance
Aug-06 13,175,884 ° 13,175,884 5.315% 58,358 13,234,242
Sep-06 13,234,242 0 13,234,242 5.265 % 58,065 13,292,307
Oct-08 13,202,307 0 13,202,307 5.265 % 58,320 13,350,627
Nov-06 13,350,627 0 13,350,627 5.260 % 58,520 13,408,147
Dec-0B 13,409,147 0 13,409,147 5.260 % 58,777 13,467,924
Jan-07 13,467,924 0 13,467,924 5.265 % 59,091 13,527,015
Feb-07 13,527,015 0 13,527,015 5.260 % 59,203 13,586,308
Mar-07 13,586,308 0 13,586,308 5.260 % 59,553 13,645,861
Apr-07 13,645,861 0 13,645,861 5.260 % 59,814 13,705,676
May-07 13,705,676 0 13,705,676 5.260 % 80,077 13,765,752
Jun-07 13,765,752 0 13,765,752 5.270 % 60,455 13,826,207

TOTAL $12,425,492 $1,400,715 $13,826,207
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Bid Evaluation

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

. —
Pitcher, Al (PFC) . . Page 1 of 32 'ﬂ‘"‘ffd”“’"’ ¥

Thursday, May 20, 2004 3:23 PM  — - ;934//\ ( :wé,

Crake, Kyle (Energy)

Byone, Steve (Energy); Lelak, Michael (PFC) )Ott Robin (PFC)} Potter, Roy (PFC)
2005-2006 Purchases’ - e

‘ o

Importance: High

N

Attached are the schedules whlch provide the detail of our recent Coal RFP and our purchase decisions. W\purchased 3.6
million tons from five (5) individual suppliers. Purchases for 2005 are 2.5 million tons, and the 2006 purchases are 1.1 million
tons. No purchases were made for 2007. Also, included are the “open” and “closed” positions for 2005-2007. “Overall we have
closed approximately 860% of our position for rail coal and 94% for our water position for 2005. We have a lot'of open position for

2006 and 2007. We added two new “A" coal supplier's t6 the “stable 6f SUpptters,” and we increased the tonnage with another “D”
coal supplier who was new to us for 2004 and has performed very well thus far this year.

This is the quickest this department has ever evaluated, purchased, and sent draft contracts to suppliers for a coal RFP.
Congratulations to Mike, Roy, and Rabin for the hard work in accomplishing this. As you know the market is very volatile and it

was important to make our purchase decisions quickly. Drafts of contracts are belng sent today to the suppliers. We wnll begin
contract negotiations within the next week.

A[ Pitcher

6/1/2004



. Coal Coal

CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP

Type  Type/Mode Supplier

Rail

IIAII
D" Rail
D . Water

Rail

Water

06/01/04 7:14 AM

2005 2006 2007
- Open Percentage Open Percentage - Open Percentage
Total Closed Open Total Closed Open Total Closed Open
Massey 720.0 360.0
Black Gold 120.0 240.0
B&wW 240.0 240.0
Open - 1,079.0 - 1,4170 ‘ 2,381.0
2,159.0 500%  50.0% 22510  372%  62.8%. 2,381.0 0.0%  100.0%
Massey 360.0 180.0
Progress 360.0 360.0
Open 191.0 750.0 _ 1,808.0
’ 911.0 790%  21.0% 12000 - 419%  58.1% 1,808.0 0.0%  100.0%
Massey 360.0 180.0 ' |
Central 300.0 300.0
Open 40.0 170.0 . 2,300.0
7000 - 94.3% 5.7% 650.0 73.8%  26.2% 2,300.0 0.0%  100.0%
3,770.0 653%  34.7% 4,197.0 43%  55.7% 6,489.0 0.0%  100.0%

1,800.0

Committed
Open 1,270.0
3,070.0
Committed 660.0
Open 40.0
700.0
-3,770.0

58.6%

3%
65.3%

41.4%

5.7%
347%

3.9%

73.8%
44.3%

61.1%

262%
551%

n
[F4]
<
L
©

(ST

0.0%  100.0%

QQ% 100.0%
0.0%  100.0%
7€ Jo 799ed
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CRYMIS 1,2, 4 200 5 :
May 2004 . / X
Solicitation \,\)

PURCHASES

Cantral Coal Co. D {CR485) | 1/0512/06 | Winifred Dock 600 M 12.00%] 0.74% | 12,300 | 8.00% lﬂl];/._ﬁ_~ Buy
Massay D (CR4&5) 05 FOB Corado 360 §51.80 0 $060 | $1348 | $000 [13.00% 0.73% | 12,900 | BOOY% | 3.00%| 4z 120 $0.96 A $6528 2698 §66.24 $2.74 Buy 18 month - Bandmili Raif Option
; ] oy -
Ralf
T ] r -
Massey D (CR4&5) 05 Bandmill 360 §45.00 360 ﬂ 0 50.00 | 31818 | $200 |13.00%] 0.73% 12100 | 8.00% | 3100% | 42 120 $0.96 A $65.18 2693 $66.14 $2.73 Buy 18 month - Bandmlll walar‘oleDn
Progress Fuels D {CR48&5) U507 Diamond May T2 360 $48.50 1200%] 0.75% | 12,500 | so00% 32.00% _ﬁﬂ Buy
Saguola Energy LLC A (CR182) 0507 CSX Harlan 360 120 $47.00 10.00%) 1.34% | 12,700 | 8.00% | 39.00% 421 2140 Buy
Massay A[CR1&2) 05 CSXBS i20 SH00. 2 $44.00 0 $0.00. | S1682 | $200 |12.50% 127% | 12,100 | 8o0% | 31.00% 42] 210 $1.93 AS | S6282 2505 $64.75 $268 Buy New Ridga/Gotf
BEW Resources A{CR182} 0507 CSX Jellico 240 M 11.50% | 125% | 12,500 3200%| 42§ 2.00 S _ . B
L Total Tons 3600 2460 1140 | 302 Price i Reised: 6/32004 7:14
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May 2004
Solicitation
ALL BIDS by Rail/Water

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. - (R1S-3
Bid Evaluation

Page 4 of 32

| __DbTE 2005 PRB/Cora 0 | $000) © ) 000 | O | %000 | $1207 | $0.00 ) 564% | 0.30% | £.800 | 2670% | 31.65% | 51/ oes Inc ground storage- $02 prem{20.8
Kennecott 0507 Barpe Cahokia S0 ] 4.00% | 038% ] 9,350 | 2236% | 3126%] 61| om0
Arch 1051207 Thunder Basin 500 500 [} 550% | 0.30% | a.mo0 | 2800% | 3070% | 50! oea SO2 prem@0.8
T'r.non [ PRE N. Rochelle 0 | se00 | o Jsooo| o | sooo | s2507 | $0.00 | 520% | 03s% | savo | 2s50% | 31.50%] 3| 00 S02 prem@0 8
Triton 05-07 PRB-Buckskin 3000 1000 |-3650 | 4000 1000 0 » 5.50%  0.34% | 8,400 | 30.00% | 31.00%] 65| 0.80 SO2 prem(?0.8
Triton 0507 PRB N. Rachelle | 3000 1000 | $825 | 1000 1000 [] 520% | 0.35% | K800 | 28.50% | 31.50%| 63| 0.80 S02 prem@0.4
Peabody 0507 Antedoy 800 a0 | sars | oaon 300 0 5.50% | 027 | 8,900 | 20.00% | 30.00%| 56| o.so 502 premi@d.p . /
Kennecott 0507 Bame Cahokia | 1000 200 | 14| 400 400 [ 5.00% | 0.59% | 9983 | 1322% | 3075%| 61 1.8 Check vol on IB Coal L 1
Oxbow 0508 Colorada 1550 so |00 | s . 500 500 1200% | 0.72% | 11900 | 9.00% | 31.00% 120 ground storage included
Interocean o7 Colombia Moble | 1000 o | soo0 [} 1000 ) 550% | 0.70% | 11,700 | 14.00% | 31.00% 1.20 o 7_,; ——
Central 10542106 | \Winifred l;ockj 600 300 | 55050 | 308 ] 0 1200% | 0.74% | 12,300 | a00% | 31.00% 120 S L
Mussey [} FbB‘ScfSoo/ 720 | sste | 720 |sstw| o § 5009 | o | sueol o | 5000 | swes | sooo |noon] oz 12,100 | 8.00% | 3100%| 42 1.20 18 month R /J
Massey [ SydveyCeredo | 600 | §5380 | 600 |ssaso| o | snoo | o | S040 | o | $0.00 | §1463 | $0.00 1250%| 074% | 12300 | soo% | 3t00%] 42| 1207 sas6 Al et | 212 | s $281 18 month . // !
0 . " ! )
cMe ] ColomblaMoblle | 200 | $5a74 | 200 {$5874| o | sa00 | o {soeo| o 000 | Seof | $0.00 | B30% | 070% | 11.800 | 1200% | 3100% 120 | soag SM) $6R7S | 2820 | ge6st 2.4 _
Glencore 2005 ColomblaIMT 150 | s6125 | 150 Dsetzs) o | saoo | o | suoo | o | sooo | 5749 | soon | woow | oson| 12.000 | 1000% | 30.00% 115 | $015 s6aT4 | 2 | s 52.86 502 g datos
cMC [ Coombia£CT | 0 | ssiaz | 20 |ssaz| o | b0 | o $0.00 | © | S0.00 | $8.3F ) $0.00 | B30% | 0.71% | 11.800 | 1200% | 33.00%] 45! 120 | su16 SM| SeT.at | 2873 | serar 2.8
Glencore 005 ColombiaMT 150 o] o sooa | 3749 | $0.00 | 8.00% | 075% | 12400 | 9.00% |3s500%| 46] 120 | Soss S Wz;s 2873 | 718 5280
Guasare 0507 . | PasaDlablo-IMT | o, SEaT6 | 330 T.00% | 077% ] 12,800 | B.0o% | 3400%| 45! 1.20 d
Guasare 0507 Mina NortedMT | 700 570.15 { 250 B.00% | 078% | 13000 ) 8.00% | 3100% | 45] 1.20
L
Rall ’
Masscy [ Bandmill 720 | 54500 | 720 | mse0| o | sopo 0| 5000 | S1B38 | $200 {1300%| 673v | 12100 | RO0% |31.00%]| 42| 120 ] s0.86 Al 6518 | 2693 | $65.14 l 3273 18 month
Progress 0507 DiamondMay 1080 360 $49.50 360 1200% ] 0.75% 12,500 | 8.00% | 32.00% 43( 120
Alliance 0507 MC Mining 900 150 | $57.80 | 150 10.00% | 8.74% | 12,300 | 9.00% | 3200%| 33| 120 H 06 & 67 reopener
Massey 05 NS Sydney 600 | sdres | 00 | s4700| o 1250%) 0.74% | 12,300 u.oo'l/. 300%]| 42| 120 | 5086 Al 54900 | 1932 | seugs 5202 (W
CR 45 Economics Bare Spochications N
Ash Sulfur B Molsture Vol HGt
. 10.00%  0.70% 12,000 AO% A.00% 40 q N
" Total Tons 19984 [ d In red 507 Prics Revised; 6172004 7:14




~ev s wnu e

May 2004
Solicitation
RAIL BIDS

»f‘x*]Eé:{z ;
Castid Conea Reh i b B

: Sl
720 | sa00 onm 0 {5000 | o | 5000 | stemz | 5200 {12.50%] 127% | 12100 | B.oo% |Moow| 42| 210 ww3 AS| 6282 | 2595 | S6575 272 New RidgelGoft
B&W Resources 0507 CSX Jellico 20 d 240 | $48.50 [ 240 1- 20 |G o 19.50%] 1.25% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 32.00% | 42| 200 | D s
Marshall 0506 CSX Clinchfield | 500 250 jpteso| 20 (W) o 0 1.00%) 131% | 12500 | 7.00% | 2000% | 50| 230 ASV i
Massey 05 CSX Kan m | s | 70 [suoo] o | s ! o | so0| o | som0 | siase| poo izsen] 1% 12100 | 8.00% |30.00% | 42| 210 s283 | Asv| sed1s | 2652 | sET 5211 - Bandmil
CentralApp | 0547 CSXBS w (R 2o | win| l 20 0 12.00%) 132% | 12500 ] 8.00% | 12004 | 42| 210 | G s
Black Gold 0507 CSX Hartan 600 (WA 120 | sarso| 200 | W) 240 d 0 [10.00%) 130% | 12700 | so0% | stoow| 42| 200 | Q] s
Horzon 0507 CSX-Everpreen | 1500 s00 | sano| so0 [N soo 0 13.00%] 129% | 12300 | 8.00% |31.00%| 45] 2.0 A5 Note reopener 06 and 07
Central Coal Co 0505 CSXfn w W 20 | w0 e 0 0 - 1200%| 053% | 12300 | 8.00% |3200%) 45| 10 | ogggml S 502 setto 16
cMe 05 Colombia-Mobile | 400 ssem‘ 400 [sssm) o | soso | o | seo0 | o | saoo | seot | soom |szo%) 0 | 11600 ) 12.30% [3200%| 45| 136 so0s | sem|wame | 27 | sem | @ .
Logan&Kanawha 057 CSX Kan 1080 30 | se00 | sio |GEEER o [GEEER o 13.00%] 1.00% | 12500 { 8.00% [ 30.00% | 42| 150 ASY Snap Creek
CNC 05 CulumhhéCT 400 $55.86 400 $55.36 [} 50.00 0 50.00 0 SODD $8.39 $000 | 9.20% | 0.78% | 11,600 | 12.30% | 32.00% [ 45| 1.4 50.05 SBM ﬁ‘-?—s 27169 56430 217
| Peabody w57 " £SXKan ™ || 20 | sl 20 (G 20 o . 13.50%) 1.28% | 12200 | 670% J3000n| 40] 20 | gE | asv Sultur Premium @ 16
Horizon 0547 CSXHar-Typo | 1500 s00 | seno0 | so0 ] 500 0 13.00%] 127% | 12300 | 8.00% {3t00n | 42] 200 | (HEE|  as| reopener 06 and 07
Smokey Mtn 05 CSXKan 20 | ss0ss | 2e0 |ssass| o rsn_ool o {sooo | o | soon | stere| s200 [nno0uf12s%| 12000 eno% |vown! a2l 2] ma as| sty | 293 | s | s

CR 12 Econormics Base Spacificaions

Ash Sulfur B Moshors Vol HGt

WOOK 108 12000 BDO%  MO0% 40 o )
Total Tons 10300 *astimated In red 502 Price Revised: 61172004 T:14
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May 2004
Solicitation

ALL BIDS

Wat| 5 Cont CTIONTAKEN | Notes
Massey | 5000 | ste82 | s2.00 {1250%] 1.21% | 12,00 ano% | st00%l 42 290 ] 5293 As | s2m2 Twsj 551757 QR New Ridge/Goft
B&WResowces | 0507 CSX Jellico 70 | GEER Y M0 | 5% 1150% | 125% | 12500 | 7.00% | 3200% | 42| 200 | QB s AR
Marshall 05-05 CSX Clinchfield | 500 | 150 | S45Sh 13.00%} 131% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 29.00% | 50 210 -
Massey ] CSXKan 720§ san | o720 | s $0.60 | s1018 | 5200 |1250%)1.27% | 12100 | 8oo% {30.00%) 42| 210 | 85283 | AsV [Bandmitf |
| Centwlppp | 0507 CsxBS 120 | ! s | saw Lizoon| 132 12500 ] woon | worx| a2 | 210 | WU s
BackGold | o507 CSX Harlan 0 (oggmme| w0 | s 10.00%| 1.34% | 12700 so0% |vioox| a2 210 |-G | S
Horizon 0507 CSX-Evergreen 1500 so0 | sad0e 13.00%] 129% | 12300 | 8.00% | 31.00% 210 ) D AS Note reopener 06 and 07
Central Coai Co 0505 CSXKan 48 40| $4650 1200%) 0.99% | 12,300 | s00% |3z00% | 4s] 150 (IR | S 4 [sO2seltotf
cHMe 05 Coformbia-Moblle | 400 | $55.48 | 400 | gs518 Sap0 | $801 | SD.OD ) 5.20% | O7a% | 11,600 ] 12.30% | 3200%) 45| 134 | 5005 | SEM
[ Logan&Kamawha | 0507 CsX Kan 1030 30| s49.00 13.00%) 100 | 12500 | &o0% | 3000%) 42| 160 | | Asv | isnapCeek |
cMc 05 ColombiaECT | 400 | $sshe | 400 | sssm6| o | sigo s0.0 060 | 5338 | so.00 |woov|oasw) 11,500] 1230% | 3200%) 45| 134 ] 5005 | SBM ) 56425 | 2768 | 6430 5217 S
| Peabody | 0507 CSXXan 720 |G| 200 | S0 | 240 12200 | 6705 J3000%] o) 210 WG | Asv Sultur Premivm @ 1.6 i
| | )
Hortzon 0587 CSX Haz- T 1500 | | soo | seso0 | soo 12,500 | BO0% | 3100w ] 42 210 | [reopener05and07 i
Smokey Htn s CSX fan 240 | vsims | 200 ) $s005) o 12,000 | B.00% |3100%) 42] 290} Sa12 .{
( CR 12 Economics Basa Specifications —1
. Ash Sulhr Btu Moistune Vol HGH
10.00%  1.05% 12,000 BRO0%  34.00% @
Totai Tons 10300 “estlmaled I red 502 Prics Revised: 6172004 1:34
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Docket No. 050001-El
Deposition: A.W. Pitcher
October 21, 2005
Late-filed Exh. No. 4

Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-9)
Bid Evaluation

CONFIDENTIAL Page 7 of 32

List of Coal Purchases from 4/04 Solicitation
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
CRUnlts 1,2, 4 and 5

May 2004
Solicitation
PURCHASES
NT B ah U z
T SRR 3 ] % S A %

Y

0 e Uy by

; ks
Z LT S B o i
P T i [ T, = Ll
Water
Central Coal Co, D {CR4LS) | 1051206 |  Winiired Dock f 00| 850350 2o, |07an | 12p00] woow |armou | 4] 120 - - By
Y P 0
Marcey 0 {CRéLs| 1] FOB Ceredo oSl a0 | ss1eo | 1m0 | s1a0 | $1348 | sos0 | 1m0 |ersa{ 92100 moov, | 300% [ @] 120 Al gera Ufenns| sovad 43 Buy 13 month deal - 05" mintmums
. e . B
B £ o JjBuy
Ratt
LS =
Masaey D jcRAsS) [} Bandmill s45.00 [ 100 Ius.nn m_u‘ 3200 | 13.00% | 0.73% | 12t00] 2.00% fI400% | 42 1,10[ S0% ] A 36518 36814 Fockes) Buj |18 month deal- 08" mialumms
Progresc Fuele | D(CR4AS) | 0507 | Dismond W h (0] 1200% fodeal  szgnel egny, {sanen | &) o3 by
-
BequolaFhergy LLC | A[cRYZ) | 0597 €5K Hadan $47.00 10.00% [ 134% | 2700 ] doov | 3100% | 42) 210 5
sey Afcrizy | o [£34:H " 34400 | 260 | $44.00 ) 39882 | s200 | 12.80% |27k | t2100] s00% | 3190% { 42 2% | 3149 A3} 0202 |18 manth deal - 0F' rinlmums
BEW Resourcar | AfcR1s2) | o507 5K Jellico ua | 35 ooy, [135% | 1zsep| 10w | s200% | 42fzm 5
¢4 Yellt 4 ¥
2L i 02 ey Reviuad: 2772005 W00

Z£J0 g 98ryg
uonenieAy prg
Sueg T 1eqoy
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CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION |

05/04/04 9:44 AM

Potential Purchases -
. 2005 2006 2007
Coal  Transportation Open Open Open _
Type Mode Total 80% 20% Total - 80% 20% Tofal 80% 20%
e Rail 1,366.0 11,0928 27132 14550 1,1640 2910 | 24730 1,9784 494.6
D" Rail 821.0 656.8 164.2 1,223.0 9784° 24456 1,]35.0 1,386.4 346.6
D" Water _' 700.0 560.0 140.0 650.0 520.0 130.0 2,3000 1,840.0 460.0
. 2887.0 2,309.6 5774 3,328.0 - 2,662.4 ) .66'54_6 6,506.0 52048 1,301.2
N . .
\ /
\.
‘ v/

2€Jo 6 98eyg
uonenieay prg

SUeg T usqoy |
~1000L0 "ON 13500

I3

(E-STE)™ oN nquyxe wo



Coal Transportation
Type Mode

At Rail

A" Water (1)

D Rail
"D" Water
(1) RFP Results Central

Coal

05/13/04 12:12PM

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION

CONFIDENTIAL

Potential Purchases From

2005-2007 RFP
. 2005 2006 2007

Open Open S Open o 4
1,126.0 900.8 225.2 ' 1,455.0 1,164.Q 291.0 2,473.0- 1,978.4 4-94.6l

2400 2400 . S . - - -
10610 8488 2122 1,22;3.0 | .97;3.4 24:1.6 1,73;3.0 1,3823._4 34.;5.6
460.0 368.0 92.0 -650.0 520.0 130.0 2,300.0 1,840.0 4&0.0
2,887.0 23576 529.4 3,328.0 2,662.4 665.6 6,506.0° 52048 1,301.2

Z€Jo 01 o8eg
uonenreay prg

ON NQIUxy wosueg T 15q0Yy
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Coal Coal
Type Type/Mode Supplier
"A" Rail Massey
Black Gold
Open
"A" Water Central
Open
D" Rait Massey
Progress
Open -
"D Water Massey

Progress -
Open

CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION

2007

Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP .
2005 2006
Open Percentage Open Percentage Open .
Total Closed Open Total Closed Open Total
720.0
120.0
286.0 1,455.0 _ 2,473.0
1,126.0 74.6% 254% 1,455.0 0.0%  100.0% 24730
240.0
240.0  100.0% 0.0% - 0.0% _100.0% -
360.0
360.0
141.0 1,223.0 1,733.0
861.0 83.6% 16.4% 1,223.0 0.0%  100.0% 11,7330
360.0 ’
300.0 S
- _ 650.0 . 2,300.0
660.0 - 100.0% 0.0% 650.0 0.0%  100.0% 02,3000
2,887.0 8_5;2% 1:1._8% 3,328.0 Q._(_)_% 100.0% 6,506.0.

Percenfage

Closed

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% .

0.0%
0.0%

Open

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

zg£Jo 11 938ed
uonen[eAd prg

Rail =~ Committed
Open

Water Committed -
Open

05/13/04 1:39 PM

1,560.0
427.0

1,987.0

900.0

-_900.0

2,887.0

- 78.5%

100.0%
85.2%

21.5%

0.0%

148%

0.0%  100.0%

4,206.0
4,206.0

0.0%  100.0%

2,300.0

2.300.0 -

. 6506.0

00%  1000%

0.0%

00% -

0.0%

100.0%

1000%

.100.0%

TT-TNANANT N "ONT 19NO0T

(-SRI "ON Mqruxg wosues 1 Heqoy



CONFIDENTIAL

"PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION

Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP

2006

: 2005 , : 2007 .
Coal Coal . Open Percentage Open -  Percentage Open ~ Percentage
. Type Type/Mode Supplier Total Closed Open . Total = Closed  Open Total Closed  Open
"A" Rail Massey 720.0
‘ Blackiold 120.0 :
Op 526.0 _ 1,455.0 S 2473.0 :
1366.0 ~ 61.5%  38.5% 1,455.0 g,g% 100.0% 2473.0 0.0%  100.0%
"p* Rall Massdy 360.0
Pragress 360.0 :
Openl 101.0 1,22 . ‘ 1,733.0
821.0 877%  12.3% 1,273.0 0.0%  100.0% 1,733.0 0.0% 100.0% -
"D” " Water Massey 360.0 " |
' Central 300.0 _
Open 40.0 650.0 : -2,300.0
' 700.0 94.3% 5.7% 650.0 0.0% 100.0% 2,300.0 0.0%  100.0%
1 .
2,887.0 76.9%  23.1% 3.328.0 0.0%  100.0% 6,506.0 0.0%  100.0%

Rail

Water

05/17/04 4:35 PM

Committed

T13% . 287%
W% 5T%

1,560.0
Open -~ _ 6270 °
' 2187.0
Committed 668.0 .
Open _40.
700.0
2,887.0

t

| 4,206.0
00% 100.0% _4206.0
23000

0.0% 100.0% - 23000
0.0% 1000% _6506.0

0.0% - 100.0%
0.0% - 100.0%
0.0%

z€30 71 98ed
uoneneay plg

‘ON NQIUXH wosues T 12GoN

(g-sT)

I19-1000L0 "ON 319320



CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP

2005 2006 2007 .
Coal Coal Open Percentage Open Percentage Open Percentage
Type  TypelMode Supplier Total Closed Open Total Closed Open ‘Total Closed Open
"A" Rail Massey 720.0
Black Gold 120.0
Open 526.0 1,455.0 - 2473.0
1,366.0 61.5%  38.5% 1,455.0 0.0% 100.0% 24730 0.0%  100.0%
D" Rall Massey . 360.0
Progress 360.0 . . _
Open 101.0 1,223.0 : : . 1,733.0 :
' 821.0  87.7%  12.3% 1,223.0 0.0%  100.0% 1,733.0 0.0% - 100.0%
D" Water ~ Massey 3600
.Central 300.0 :
Open 40.0 650.0 : 2,300.0 .
700.0 94.3% 5.7% 650.0 0.0%  100.0% 2,300. 0.0% -100.0%
2,887.0 769%  23.1% 3,328.0 0.0%  100.0% 6,506.0 0.0%  100.0%

Rail

Open
Water  Committed
Open

0517104 355PM

. Commitied

1,560.0
627.0

2,187.0

660.0
40.0

700.0

2,887.0

T1.3%

94.3%

o5

287%

5.7%
2.1%

4,206.0

0.0% 100.0% 42060

23000
00% 1000% 23000
0.0%

65060

100.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

7€3o €1 98ed
uonenjead pig

(€-ST) "ON MqIYxH wosues "1 130y
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CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP

2005 2006 2007 .
Coal Coal Open Percentage Open  Percentage Open Percentage
Type  Type/lMode Supplier Total Closed Open Total Closed Open Total Closed  Open
“A" Rall . Massey 720.0 - -
Black Gold 120.0 240.0 -
"~ Open 526.0 1,215.0 o 2473.0 A _
13660  61.5%  38.5% 14550  164% 83.5% _24730 . 00% 100.0%
"p" Rail  Massey . 360.0 - -
Progress \ 360.0 360.0, -
Open 101.0 } 863 S 1,733.0
821.0 81.7%  123%  _12230 294%  70.6% 1,7330 - 0.0% 100.0%
"p" Water . Massey 360.0 | oo -
Central 300.0 300.0 -
Open 40.0 650.0 ~2,300.0
700.0 94.3% 5.7% 6500  462%  53.8% 23000  0.0% 100.0%
,887.0 76.9% 2346 33280 g_LO_%‘ 73.0% 6,506.0 0.0%  100.0%
-Rall - Commited ~ 1,580.0 6000 : -
Open 62A0 2,078.0 _ ~_4,206.0 .
2,187 3%  28.7% 2,678.0 24% 776% 42060 0.0%  100.0%
Water  Committed 660.0 - .
" Open 40.0 650.0 2,300.0
' 7000  943%  57% 650.0  00% 100.0% 23000  0.0%  100.0%
2,887.0 769%  23.1% 3,328.0 18.0%  82.0% 6,506.0 0.0%  100.0%
05/17/04 4:28 PM, - - -

Z€30 p1 98eg
uonen[eAd pig

‘0N MQIUXF Wosues ] H13qoy
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Coal
Type

. "All

" All

llDll

nDu

Coal
Type/Mode Supplier
Rall Massey
Black Gold
Open
Water Central
Open
Rail ~ Massey
Progress
Open
Water . Massey
Progress
Open

Rail Committed
Open

Water ~ Committed

Open

CONFIDENTIAL

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION

Potential Purchases
2005 B 2006 2007
Open  -..: " - . Open Open ,
Total  46%  20% Total  80%  20% Total  80%  20%
7200, o
120.9 , : .
286.0 ‘% 572 14550 1,640 2910 24730 19784 4946
11260 _ 228 5E) 14550 11640 _ 2910 24730 19784 _ 4946
240.0
2400 - - - - . . . . .
360.0
360.0 _ }
1410 1128 282 12230 9784 - 2446 17330 1,3864 3466
8610 _ 1128 28.2 12230 9784 2446 17330 13864 3466
360.0
300.0 I o : S
- - 6500 5200 - 1300 23000 _18400 _ 4600
660.0 - - 6500 _ 5200~ 1300 23000 _1,8400 _ 460.0
208870 3416 854 33280 26624 6656 65060 52048 13012
' Cr— ' - ' g:Fe
. - ¢
. : : ] . . ) ] : : = %1 A0
15600° - - - - - - - - gEZ
4270 3416 85.4 26780 21424 5356 42060 33648 8412 §§ o
1,987.0 341.6 85.4 26780 21424 535.6 42060 33648 841.2 g§
o
es]
900.0 . - - - - - - - - %’*
- P - - 6500 5200 1300 23000 11,8400  460.0 ;
900.0 - - - 6500 5200  130.0 23000 11,8400  460.0 \.o
28870 3416 85.4 33280 26624  665.6 6,5060 52048 1,3012 a



Coal
as of March 31, 2004

PEC
Prajected Bum (Tons)
Under Contract (Tons)
Open (Tons)

Target Inventory (Days)

% Hedged Current
% Hedge as of 1/1/05 (projected)

Embedded Delivered Cost of Current Contracts ($/ton)
Projected Delivered Cost of Potential Contracts ($/ton)
Estimated Average Delivered Cost ($/ton)

Budgeted Cost ($/ton)

PEF
Projected Burn (Tons)
Under Contract (Tons)
_Open (Tons)

(e e

_ Target Inventory (Days) _ — - - -~

;A: ﬁeﬁéed Current
% Hedge as of 1/1/05 {projected)

Embedded Delivered Cost of Current Contracts ($/ton)

Projected Delivered Cost of Potential Contracts ($fton) -

Estimated Average Delivered Cost ($/ton)
Budgeted Cost ($/ton)

TOTAL
Projected Bum (Tons)
Under Contract (Tons)
Open (Tons)

% Hedged Current

2004 3Q04  4Q04 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
000%  000%  0.00%  000% 0.00% 000% 000%  0.00%  0.00%
1625 1785 152 673 6718 6506 6528 6,860
1625 1785 . 1512 3850 3450 - - -
. : 63 2,887 3328 6506 6528 6860 - - - -
5 B s 45 a5 45 45 45
100.00% 100.00% 9934%  57.15%  5090%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00%
100.00% 100.00% 100.00%  80.00%  80.00%  <50.00%
§$57.25 $56.18  $5569  §54.01  §54.79
5560 5977 5685  $6380  §5406  $5475
§7.25 © 5618 6569 . 5648 5580 5380  S406 WIS
5506 5506 5515 5523 5579 6686 5851 5926

TE30 91 ofed
uonen[eAd prg

"ON HqIYXd WOosues "I L8qoy

(e-sTY)

T4-1000L0 "ON 39300



CR Units 4 and 5

May

2004

Solicitation
ALL BIDS

: Incl ground storage- SO2 prem@0.8
Keanecott 1507 Barge Cahokla | 1500 o LR 500 4.00% | 038% ) 9350 | 2236% ) 31.26%) ©1) oso | WD) BM
| | B
Arch 10512007 | ThunderBasin | 1500 s00 | stes | sm 500 550% | 0.30% | 3000 | 23.00% | 30.78% vea WD sw 502 prem@0.8
Triton 05 PREN.Rochelle | 1000 | saoo | 1000 [ sao0 | o | so00 [ o | sog0 ’j_m‘ S25.07 | $0.00 ) 520% | DISY% | 8,800 | 28.50% | 31.50% 020 | $1.80 BM| S3307 | 1B79 | suer | . og1es |- - |S02 prem@0.8
Triton 0507 PRB-Buckskin | 3000 w00 | s650 | oo 1000 » 5.50% | 0.34% | 8400 | 30.00% | 31004 | 65| 000 .M 502 prem@0.2 |
Triton 0507 PRB N. Rochelle | 3000 oo | osaas | oo 1000 0.35% | 8800 | 2850% | 31.50% | 63 0.p0 M S02 prem@0.8
Peabody 0507 X Antelope soo | WM | w0 {sus | oam 300 O27% | 8900 | 28.00% | 30.00% | 56| 0.60 BMY SO2 prem{30.8
Kennecott 1581 Barge Cahokin | 1000 200 | $2174 ] 400 400 059% | 9983 | 1322 [ 3a75% | 1] 118 BMV Check vol on 1B Coal
Oxbow 9508 Colorado 1550 50 | o0 | 50 500 1200%| 0.72% | 1100 | 9.00% |3100%| sl 120 s round storage Included
interocean 07 Colombla-Mobite | 1000 |G o | s | o 1000 5.50% { 70% | 11700 | 1400w | atoon| af 120 M
Central 1osA208 | Wnifred Dock | 500 300 | 35050 | 300 0 1200%{ 024% | 12300{ 800% | 3100% | 42] 120
Massey 05 FOB Ceredo 720 | ss1e0 | 72 [ssis0| o [ stoo | o | samo 5000 | 51463 | 5000 13o0w| a7 12900 ) moox | 3100%| 42) 120 ] s0se Al o643 | 2145 | serw 2 18 month
Massey vs SydneyCeredo | 800 | 33 | eoo |ssaao| o [ soo0 | o | o0 SBOD | 59463 | 000 |1250%| 074% | 12300 maow |3100%| 42] 120 | 3066 Al so3a3 | 212 | seane 211 18 month
cMe us ColombiaMobile | 200 | ssa74 | 200 [ssmw| o lsonoe| o | some $000 | 3801 | s0.00 | 8.30% | 0.79% | 11800 | 12.00% | 3n00n | 45| 120 ] s0s6 SM| 56675 | 2828 | geses 24
Glencore 2005 ColomblsdMT | 150 | 88125 | 150 |ssi2s| o | som | o | S000 5000 | $749 | 00 | 9.00% [ 0.69% | 12000 | 10.00% | 400%| 46) 145 <015 SEBT4 | 2854 | SEasa 288 502 guaranteed 3t 0.3
cMe 05 ColombeECT | 200 | ss342 | 200 |$ss42) o | 5000 | o | S0 5000 | 839 | 5000 f 230% (071 | 11800 | 1200% | 33.00% | 45] 120 | sofs sM| 56781 | 203 | serer 2
Giencore 2005 CoombladMT | 150 | 56500 | 150 Iseson| o [ sao0 | o | 5000 000 | $7.49 | 50.00 | 2.00% | 075% | 12400 | s.00% | 3500%| 45] 120 S| sTias | 2923 | s 5250
Guasare 05-07 pasaDiabio -7 | ss0 | (D 0 | siars| 1o 230 .00% | 077% | 12800 | 5.00% |3000%] 45] 120 | NN
Guasare 0507 Mina NortedMT | 700 200 | s75 | 250 250 novy 078w | s3om0 ) soos | 3toon as| 120 | W
Massey 0 NSSydney 500 | 84700 | 600 {sren| o | 5000 | o [ so0p so00 | Sooo | S200 {1250%)074%) 12300 ) moov. |atoox| 2] 120 | sose Al 900 | 1992 | sqess 5202 NS Move-—
Massey 05 Bandmill 720 | sasop | 720 [ssoo| o ) s000 | o [ som0 SO00 | SIBA8 | 5200 | 43.00%)| 0% | 12100 | 8.00% | 3100%| 42| 120 | sase A| sesi8 | 2693 | seeue 2n 18 month
Progress 0507 Dismond May | 1080 0 | sms ] 360 360 L‘ 1200%] 075% | 12500 | s.o0% | 3zoow] 43 120 [N
Alliance 0507 MC Mining 90 | W 10 |sston| s 500 ﬁ 10.00%) 0.74% | 12300 | 9.00% | 3200%( 39 1.20] [ Y H 06 & 07 reopener
CR 45 Economics Basy Specifications i ;)U Ej ? tOj
m
Ash Sufr B Mol Vol MG ’ mg %
000%  0TO% 12,000 3.00% 31.00%% 40 s < 5 9»
Tatal Tons 20584 “est d In red 502 Prica Revised: 6172004 7:14 ~ ® s Z
o £
. R
w o
Vo3 N
98
g3
m T
L v
e
=
a
2.
® ©

(g-STD)
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! CR Units 1,2, 4 and 5

PURCHASES from
2005-2006
RFP
R CORRECTED CcOPY R
Wafter
Drummond / Interocean | D (CR4&5) | 1/05-12/06|  FOB Mobile 1800 | 800 | 1000 | 550% | 0.70% | 11,700 | 14.00% | 32.00% | 43 120 " | G | emmm [
Central Coal Co. D (CR485) | 1/05-12/06 |  Winifred Dock 600 300 | 300 {12.00%)| 0.74% | 12,300 | 8.00% |31.00%| 42 120 | R !_ ) b
Massey D (CR4&5) | 1/05-6/06 | FOB Ceredo 540 360 | 180 |13.00%] 0.73% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 1.20 - -
<
Rail
Massey D (CR4&5) | 1/05-6/06 Bandmill 540 360 | 180 |1200%| 073w | 12100 800% |3100%| 42| - | 120 | GEEER | e o | .
Progress Fuels D (CR4&5) | 1/05-12/06 |  Diamond May 720 360 | 360 [1200%| 0.75% | 12500 | 800% |3200%| 43| - | 120 | P GHDR| e | JENS
Sequoia Energy LLC | A(CR1&2) | 1/0542/06 |  CSX Harlan 360 120 | 240 |10.00%] 1.34% | 12,700 8.00% | 31.00%| 42[150| 210 Ji0 gy | 4P
Massey A (CR1&2) | 1/05-6/06 | = CSXBS 1080 720 | 360 |1200%) 1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% |31.00%| 42150 | 210 | |G | A | S
B&W Resources A(CR1&2) | 110512006 |  CSX Jellico 480 240 | 240 |1150%| 1.25% | 12,500 | 7.00% |3200%| 42|50 200 | uieagme | JEIE | AP |
' o
M@ &S
[¢] m I
—~ ¢ d
o g -
Total Tons 4320{ 2460 1860 S02 d £ Mgg
- 3
Paitted o 9‘
Z
o

(e-s D)
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PRUGKESS FUELS CORPORATION Attachment A
CR Units 1,2, 4 and 5
PURCHASES from
.2005-2006
RFP

12106 |  FOB Mobile 1800 BOD | 1000 | 550% | 0.70% ] 11,700 | 14.00% | 32.00% |. 43 120 Qi (gt | guls | wam

12106 | WinifredDock | 600 | 300 | 300 {1200%] 0.74% | 12300 | 8.00% [31.00%| 42| | 120 | ouemie | e | qemen | JENNP |

606 |  FOB Ceredo 540 | 360 | 180 |43.00%] 0.73% | 12,900 8.00% |31.00%| 42 120 |G e W | R |
™

$/06 Bandmill 540 360 &so} 12.00%] 0.73% | 12,700 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 =i W I¥ WK )
~7 »

12/06 | Diamond May 720 360 | 360 |12.00%] 0.75% | 12,500 | 8.00% |32.00%| 43 120 |l WP | e

1206 | DiamondMay | 720 | 360 | 360 |12.00%| 0.75% | 12,500 8.00% | 32.00%| 43 120 | e | G| G | W

12/06 |  CSXHarlan 360 120 | 240 |10.00%] 1.34% | 12700 8.00% | 31.00%| 42150 210 | i | D | VRN | P

6106 CSX BS 1080 | 720 | 360 - |12.00%| 1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 31.00% . 42]1.50| 2.10 I BN

12006) CSXJellico | 480 | 240 | 240 |11.50%| 1.25% | 12,500| 7.00% |32.00%] 42150 200 | e | g | gumm | GHRER

Total Tons 5040{ 2820 2220 ' 02 -

TE 30 61 28y
uopen(eAy pig

IERERLE
"ON HQIYXH WOosues "] 1090y
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PROJECTED REQUIRE_MENTS""

Existing contracts:
Consol Energy
Massey Energy
CAM-Kentucky LLC:

Total Existing Contracts
Open Position

New Contract Suppliers:
Massey Energy

Sequoia Energy LLC
B&W Resources

Total New Contracts
Total Existing & New

Total Open Position

Potential Add'l Suppliers:
Massey Energy

Central Coal

Sequoia Energy LLC

B&W Resources

CAM Kentucky LLC

2004 Carry over

Total Potential Suppliers
Total New and Potential

Potential Spot or Additional
Contract Purchases:

Allocation:

% Existing contracts to delivery

% New contracts to delivery
% Total contract to delivery

% Potential spot or additional contract

to requirement

Notes:

(1) BOLD denotes open pbsition.

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT
"ALPHA" RAIL
2005 2006 —Notes
2,309,000 2,257,000
750,000 0 (@)
150,000 0
0 0
900,000 0
1,409,000 2,257,000 (1)
- (3)
720,000 360,000
120,000 240,000 -
240,000 240,000
1,080,000 840,000
1,980,000 "840,000
329,000 1,417,000 (1)
) )
0 0
0 0
0 - 0
0 ‘0
0 0
0 0
1,880,000 840,000
329,000 1,417,000
39.0% - 0.0%
46.8% 37.2% .
<Z58%
14.2% 62.8%

(2) These contract has a price reopener for 2006.
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases.

**Based upon burn projections

PAGE 1 OF 3

Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-3)
Bid Evaluation

Page 20 of 32

(o P 4 c'?‘:?_d

H:\APitcher_1 \Progress_Fuels_Coal_RF P_2005-2007\Memo_CharIie_Gates\RaiI_A_Open_Position'_Corrected

3:06 PM7/20/2004



SUPPLY ASSESSMENT

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS™
Existing contracts:

Consol Energy

Massey Energy

CAM-Kentucky LLC

‘Total Existing Contracts
Open Position

New Contract Suppliers:
Massey Energy

Sequoia Energy LLC
B&W Resources

Total New Contracts
Total Existing & New

Total Open Position

Potential Add'l Suppliers:
Massey Energy

Central Coal

Sequoia Energy LLC

B&W Resources

CAM Kentucky LLC

2004 Carry over

Total Potential Suppliers
Total New and Potential

Potential Spot or Additional
Contract Purchases:

Allocation: .
% Existing contracts to delivery
% New contracts to delivery
% Total contract to delivery

% Potential spot or additional contract

to requirement

Notes: )
(1) BOLD denotes open position.

"ALPHA" RAIL

2006 :

2005
2,257,000

2,309,000

_ 750,000 - 0’
: : o

0 0
800,000 0
1,409,000 2,257,000
720,000 360,000
120,000 240,000
240,000 240.000 .
1,080,000

1,980,000

329,000 1,897,000
0 0
0 i)
) 0
0 0
0 0
0 )
0 0
1,980,000 360,000
329,000 1,897,000
39.0% 0.0%
- _16.09

~ 85.8% - 16.0% -

14.2%

84.0%

(2) These contract has a price recpener for 2006.
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases.

**Based upon burn projections

Notes

(@

(1 -

(3)

ML NN YL N L D

PAGE 1 OF 3

Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-3)

Bid Evaluation
Page 21 of 32

SAEXEC\Robim\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Rail_A_Open_Position

2:33 PM6/22/2004



SUPPLY ASSESSMENT

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS*“'
Minus Water Delivered Coal
Equals Net Rail "D" Deliveries

Existing contracts:
CAM-Kentuéky LLC
Alliance Coal LLC

Total Existing Contracts
Open Position

New Contract Suppliers:
Massey Energy
. Progress Fuels Marketlng & Trading

Total New Contracts
Total Existing & New

Total Open Position

Potential Add'l Suppliers:
Asset Mgmt Group
A.T. Massey
2004 Carry over
Total Potential Suppliers
Total New and Potential

Potential Spot or Additional
Contract Purchases:

Allocation:

% Existing contracts to dellvery

% New contracts to delivery

% Total contract to delivery

% Potential spot or additional contract
to requirement

Notes:
(1) BOLD denotes open posmon

Notes

(1
(2)

"DELTA” RAIL

2005 2006
4,311,000 4,390,000
2,300,000 2,300,000
2,011,000 —2,090,000
500,000 200,000 -
600,000 600,000
1,100,000 800,000
911,000 1,290,000
360,000 180,000
360,000 360,000
720,000 540,000
1,820,000 1,340,000
191,000 750,000
o) 0
) 0
) 0
) 0
1,820,000 1,340,000
191,000 ' 750,000
54.7% 38.3%
8% 25.8%
90.5% 64.1%
@ 35.9%

(2) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and vanous other purchases

**Based upon burn requirements

v ~ BI T e v

PAGE 2 OF 3

Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.
Bid Evaluation

Page 22 of 32

— (RLS-3)

S\EXEC\Robm\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Rail _D_Open_Position

2:33 PM6/22/2004



PROJECTED WATER DELIVERY
Existing contracts:

Guasare #1 (Venezuelan)
Guasare #2 (Venezuelan)
Drummond (Colombian)

Total Existing Contracts
Open Position

New Contract Suppliers:
Massey Energy
Central Coal

Total New Contracts
Total Existing & New

Total Open Position

Potential Add'l Suppliers:
Asset Mgmt Group
Central Coal
Keystone
A.T. Massey
Peabody PRB coal
2004 Carry over

Total Potential Suppliers

Total New and Potential

Potential Spot or Additional
Contract Purchases:

Allocation: o

% Existing contracts to delivery
% New contracts to delivery

% Total contract to delivery -

% Potential spot or additional contract

to requirement

Notes:
(1) BOLD denotes open posmon

IR\ 411 TSN S )

PAGE 3 OF 3

Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-3)

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT Bid Evaluation
"DELTA" WATER Page 23 of 32
2005 2006 Notes
2,300,000 2,300,000
150,000 . 0
850,000 850,000 (2)
800,000 1,000,000 '
1,600,000 1,650,000
700,000 650,000 M
: @)
360,000 180,000 v
-300,000 300,000
660,000 480,000
2,260,000 2,130,000
40,000 170,000 .
) )
) )
) 0
) )
0 0
0 )
) 0
2,260,000 2,130,000
40,000 170,000
69.6% 71.7%
"28.7% © 20.9% .
98.3% 92.6%
1.7%

(2) The Guasare contract has a price reopener for 2006.
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases

7.4%

SI\EXEC\Robim\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Water__D__Ope_n__Position

3 PM6/22/2004



CR UmLs 4 and 5
May 2004
Solicitation

ALL

BIDS

WéslemCua!s . -

DTE 2005 PRBICora 504 $13.62 | 504 | s1862] 0 $000 ] §000 | 0 | 564% [ 030%| 8800 2670% [ 31.65%] 51 058 msaﬂu ;:}'}2.1_7__ | $1.83
Kennecott 05-07 Barge Cahokla | 1500 — 500 | $2290 | 500 - 500 0 | 400%|038%| 9350 22.36% | 3126% | 1] 080 o

Arch 1105-12/07 Thunder Bastn | 1500 | QY | 500 | s7.8s | soo - 500 0 | 550%]030%| 8800 28.00%| 3078%| 50| n.68 : i

Triton 05 PRBN. Rochelle | 1000 s800 | 1000 | $8.o0 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 |520%|o035%| 8s00| 2850% ) 31.50%] 63| 080 | $33.07 1‘}7{ saom $1.98
Triton 0507 PRE-Buckskln |- 2008 1000 | 650 | 1000 3@ o D |550%]| 034%) 8400 30.00%) 31.00%) 65) 0.8

Triton 0507 PRB N. Rochelle 3000 _ 1000 $825 1090 1000 - 0 520% | D.35% 8,800 | 2B.50% | 31.50% | 63| 0.80

Peabody 0507 Antelope 500 | Q| 300 5875 | 300 o MR o S.50% | 027% | 8900 | 28.00% | 30.00%| 56| 060
KenmcoﬂJ 0507 Barge Cahokla | 1000 | W 200 | s27.74 400_ 400 0 | s00%io0se%] 85631 1322%(075%| st 118

' .
Oxhow 0508 Coforado 1550 | W | 50 -| shoos| so 500 | G| 500 |12.00% 0v2%| 11,900 | 9.00% | 31.00%| 50| 120
Tolal Western | 13854 soss | 19 | 420 | it | 420 111 500 '

Central App Coal: (\ L T\
Massey 05 NS-Sydney 600 suai | oo |'saisn| o | sim 0 -L 0 |12.50%] 034% 12,300 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 120 (\s_oua.]m?N fuaszﬁ _s«me'. (\su_lz
Central 1/05-12/06 Winttred Dock oo | Wy | 300 |ssoso| o0 | QR 0 - 0 [12.00%) 074%| 12,300 | B.00% | 31.00%] 421( 120 '

Massey 05 Band 720 Qs‘m 720 | $45.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 13.00%] 073% I( 12,1007 8.00% | 31.00%| 42| 120 .18 7_-693? _'5«_%6.14: [ %
Progress 0507 Dlamond May 1080 360 'sqsn 360 ‘ 360 ’ 0 |12.00%] 075% | 12,500 | 8.00% | 32.00%} 43| 120 )
Massey 05 [FOB Ceredo 20 $5180 | 720 | $stma| o SE:00 0 50.00 0 '?ftmv. 0.73% | %000 D 8.00% | 31.00%| 42| 120 | $e643 | 2745 §.39 5278
: N \
Massey 05 Sydney-Ceredo | 600 .| $538p | s00 |353m0! @ $0.00 0 $0.00 ) 0 |12.50%] 0.74% | 12,300) 8.00% | 31.00%) 42| 120 | se84y | 2782 $63:09° $2.81
Alliance 05-07 1C Mining son | GG 158 | SsTanl 1S 500 (MMM 0 | 10.00%| 074% ! 12,300 | 8.00% {3200%] 39} 120
Total Cent App | 5220 450 | 355 g0 | 156 960 105 ] ’

Forelgn Coals
Interocean 07 Colombia-Mobile | 1000 | GEEE]| o | soos { o | WM ( tooo (wmm{ o | ssox|ozow| 11700 t0en oo a3l 12 #
cMC [5 Colombla-Moblle | 200 55874 | 200 | ssAT4| o 50.00 0 sn’_oﬁ 0| B30% | 071%| 11,800 12.00% | 3300% | 45| 120 | $e67s | 288 $2.84
Glancore - 2005 ColomblaJMT 150 $6125 | 150 [ 6125 0 $0.00 ] $0.00 0 | 900% | 0.69%| 12,000 { 10.00% | 34.00% | 46| 1.15 | $58.74 - | 2.864 $58.59 $2.86
cMC 05 Colombla-ECT 200 $59.42 | 200 {$5942| o $0.00 0 $0.00 0 | 830% n,7>1-,4 11,800 | 12.00% [ 33.00%] 45| 120 | $67.81 | 2873 $67.97 $2.88
Glencora 2005 Colombla-4MT 150 $65.00 150 | $65.00 [} $0.00 0 50:00 0 B.00% | 0.75% | 12,400 | 9.00% {3500% | 45) 120 | $7249 | 2923 $71.85 $2.90
Guasare 05407 Pasa Diablo - IMT | 990 - 330 | 5876 | 330 330 o | 700%| 07w 12800 | 00w | se00w] 45 120
Guasare 05-07 Mina NortedMT | 700 ! 200 | s7005] 250 250 O | 800%] 078%] 13,000 8.00% | 31.00%| 45| 120

Total Forelgn 3190 1230 | 383 580 137 | 1580 | 1%0 ] 1
' Ash  Sulwr Bty Moistus Vol HGI
. . 1H0.00%  0.70% 12,000 8.00%  31.00% 40
J Total Tons 1 22564 9734 877 5590 403 6740 406 500 : sozs ! ;

L e e

TEJO 7 98eg
uonen[eAy pig
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CR1 and 2
May 2004
Solicitation
ALL BIDS

= ,
Massey 05 CSXBS 720 720 | 0 0 |1250%(1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 31.00% | 42| 2.10
B&W Resources | 0507 CSX Jellico 720 240 | 240 | 240 [1150%| 1.25% 12,50'0 7.00% | 32.00% | 42| 2.00
Marshall 05-06 CSX Clinchfield | 500 25 | 250 0 |13.00%| 1.31% | 12,500 | 7.00% |29.00%| 50| 2.10 |
‘Massey 05 CSX Kan 70 | 720 0 0 |1250%(1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% |30.00%| 42| 2.10
Central App 0507 CSX BS 720 240 | 240 | 240 |12.00%] 1.32% | 12,500 | 8.00% | 32.00% | 42| 2.10
Black Gold 05407 CSX Harlan 600 120 | 240 | 240 |10.00%|1.34% | 12,700 | 8.00% | 31.00% | 42| 2.10
Horizon 0507 CSX-Evergreen | 1500 | 500 | 500 | 500 |13.00%|1.29% | 12,300 | 8.00% |31.00%| 45| 2.10
Central Coal Co 05-06 CSX-Kan 480 240 | 240 0 [12.00%] 0.99% | 12,300 A8.OO% 32.00% | 45/ 1.60
CMC 05 Colombia-Mobile | 400 400 | 0 0 |9.20%|0.78%| 11,600 | 12.30% ) 32.00% | 45| 1.34 | $6319 | 2.724 §53.24 $2.73
Logan&Kanawha 05-07 CSX Kan 1080 | 360 | 360 | 360 {13.00%1.00% | 12,500 8.00% {30.00%| 42| 1.60 | '
. CMC 05 Colombia-ECT | 400 400 0 0 V9.20% 0.734/n 11,600 | 12.30% | 32.00% | 45| 1.34 | $64.25 | 2.769 ;6'4'.3'0 $2.77
Peabody 05-07 CSX Kan 720 | 240 | 240 | 240 |13.50%]| 1.28% | 12,200 6.70% |30.00% | 40 2.10 *
Horizon 0507 CSXHaz-Typo | 1500 | 500 | 500 | 500 |13.00%|127%| 12,100 | 8.00% |31.00% | 42 | 2.10 ‘
Smokey Mtn 05 CSX Kan 240 240 0 0 [13.00%]1.26% | 12,000 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42| 2.10 ( o eT3as $3.06 |
CR 12 Economics Base Specifications ’
Ash Sulfur Btu Moisture Vol HGI
10.00%  1.05% 12,000 8.00% 34.00% 40 -
Total Tons 10300 [62 SNE A

ER uouenjeAq pig
< (&STY) ONNqUXg wosueg ] uagoy
. [4-100020 "ON 3P0



PN M MR W W | W ket W WV WML VY

CR Units 1,2, 4 and 5
PURCHASES
2005-2006

nuauvt Il|lel.l. v
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1/04-12/05 | Pasa Diablo - IMT 650 650 0 7.00% { 0.77% | 12,800 8.00% 34.00% | 45 14/0 $47.68 1.863 $46.36 $1.81
1/04-12/05 | Mina Norte-MT 150 150 0 8.00% { 0.78% | 13,000 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 45 1.20 | $48.60 1.869 $47.45 $1.83
1/05-12/06 FOB Mobile 1800 800 1000 | 550% | 0.70% | 11 700 | 14.00% | 32.00% | . 43 120 .
1/05-12/06 |  Winifred Dock 600 300 300 112.00% 0.74% | 12,300 | 8.00% | 31.00% | 42 1.20
1/05-6/06 FOB Ceredo 540 360 1 BQ 13.00%( 0.73% | 12,400 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 1.20
1/04-12/06 CSXBS 700 500 260 11.00%] 0.75% | 12,500 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 1.20
1102-12/06 MC Mining 600 600 0 10.00%| 0.74% | 12,300 9.06% 32.00%| 39 1.20
1/05-6/06 Bandmill 540 360 180 |12.00%] 0.73% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 31.00%| 42 1.20
1/05-12/06 | Diamond May 720 360 360 |12.00%| 0.75% | 12,500 { 8.00% |32.00%| 43 1.20
ends 3/05 CSXBS 150 ' 150 0 12.00%) 1.31% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 33.00%| 45] 1.50 | 2.10 A $50.67 2.027 $52.17 $2.09
1/05-12/06 CSX Harlan . 360 120 240 110.00%4 1.34% | 12,700 | B.00% | 31.00%| 42]150] 2.10
1/05-6/06 CSXBS 1080- 720 360 |12.00%| 1.27% | 12,100 8.00"/; 31.00% | 42]150] 2.10
1105-1 2]06 CSX Jellico 480 240 |- 240 '1 1.50% | 1.25% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 32.00% | 42| 150 2.00
1/05-12/05 | CSXBS 750 750 0 10.00%] 1.35% | 12,800 | 8.00% | 32.00% | 42]1.50{ 2.10
Total Tons 9120 6060 3060 502
reapener for 2006 (2)Consol Reopener Pricing is estimated
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From: McGLOTHLIN.JOSEPH [MCGLOTHLIN.JOSEPH@leg.state.fl.us]

Sent: Tuesday, QOctober 17, 2006 4:34 PM

To: Robert L. Sansom

Subject: FW: Late Filed Deposition Exhibit - Al Pitcher Deposition - 2004 RFP Spreadsheet with Formulas -
CONFIDENTIAL Stamped

Bob,
| asked Al Pitcher to provide a list of the companies in which he had been an officer. See the attachment.

Joe PO

From: Walls, J. Michael [mailto:JWalls@CarltonFields.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2006 4:16 PM

To: McGLOTHLIN.JOSEPH

Cc: Burnett, John; Triplett, Dianne

Subject: Late Filed Deposition Exhibit - Al Pitcher Deposition - 2004 RFP Spreadsheet with Formulas ~ CONFIDENTIAL
Stamped .

Joe,

In response to your email today here is Late Filed Exhibit 4 to the dengsition of Al Pitcher. it is confidential based on the
confidentiality of the prior, similar document Fréviously’ produced in discovery. By separate email | will send you Late
Filed Exhibit 7 and the chart of synfuel producers, supplier, and tons delivered for the years 2000-2005, which was not a
late filed exhibit but we nevertheless agreed to provide you without a separate interrogatory or document request.

| cannot answer your question about late filed exhibit 3 or.yaur second guestion in your emajl because John and his staff
are out of the office in off-site meetings and are unavailable. | will have to follow up win them when they retwrn to the
office.

As for your final question regarding the confidentiality procedure | am fine with that procedure as long as we have
sufficient time to review the material for confidentiality purposes, especially with John and his staff out of town. Perhaps
you can make the process easier by letting us know what information (by highlighting for example) was deemed
confidential by PEF.

Thanks and more to follow.

Mike

10/18/2006
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Page 1 of ]

2005 Delivered Coal Prices
East of the Mississippi River
($/MMBTU)

Mi
PRB $1.21
NAP 51.85
CAP $2.29

PRB
PRB 1.26
ILB 21 31 CAP  51.85
" iLB $1.97
i\
PRB $1.08 wv
LB $1.34 NAP $1.44
PRB $1.61
ILB $1.27 CAP $1.67
PRB  §1.32 H
NAP $1.40 LB 81.21
CAP $1.96 PRB $1.22
‘ CAP $2.08
mS NAP  $2.08
PRB $1.85
ILB $2.67
GA
CAP 52.86 PRB $1.68
LB $2.10
Legend AL CAP $2.31
PRB: Powder River Basin PRB $1.38
CAP: Central Appalachia ILB 51.69
ILB: lllinois Basin CAP $2.92

NAP: Northem Appalachia

Source: FERC and EVA inc.
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Transportation Miles

CAPP to CR viaIMT (a)
Massey Coal (b)

PRB to McDuffie, Alabama
PRB to Cook via IMT to CR 4/5
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Docket No. 060658-E1
Transportation Miles
Exhibit No. (RS-34)

Pagelof 1
Haul Distances (Miles)
Rail to Water to IMT To CR Total
130 (Huntington) 1,530 431 2,091
50 (Kanawha) 1,610 431 2,091
1,692 (Gulf) N/A - 350 2,042
1,281 (Cook) 928 431 2,640
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TR I. - M. Demnis E,d)vﬁ/ds
AT I B Xﬁ'im?ra?m :
A ,-.-,,,.-:j'-': P ]"l-g‘)gl'bfﬁi";ﬂ{r‘fgy .4
LA e D0 Box 15808 -
SRR S/lr?{c:tmzx:hurm FL 33133 f
‘ ' Lepr Tiénnis:
Thaak you fer the opportupity te.diseuss 1est shipmetits Af Powder Rivér Tagin aid
Colarado coal 1o Crystal River. The Burlington Northern angd Santa Fe Railway Conipany-
(ONST).and Union FaciticRailad Compiny {UP)-aie sifeiisg o wstablish the Tllowing
’ (rdintoad joint rales on ¢bal for yoyr considaration lo engourses fhe tasting ol westem cpal
, from the PRB amd. Cdlorados '
Orig:infs: 1) Minés lotaled in the Soithers Powder Rivir Basln of Wybming
" 2) Enetgy (Twentymile Mine) and. Axial (Colawyo Mine), Colorado
3) Arco (Wegt BICMiAg), Somietset (Sarbor Creck Ming) and
Convérse {Bowie #2 Minig), Colerada.
Destination: ~ McDlffje Coal Temfjfial at Mobije, Alabara for furflieranee 19
ot Rodda Power Corporation’s Crystal River gencrating station.
,ﬂ';:é‘""‘ B CPVE TR AL gt FHSEXNTITT AR e g -ummww’“‘hw ) ' o .
( Ronte: UP-Kansas City, MO-BNSH Sy e e e L\ ‘
AT R quipment: . Treins shall be comprised of rail camicr owned or eased eryipmient,
el Tratn Size for
S T Ddigin b Minhinum of 13,500 net tons per shipment
o Train Sire for. j
L. Odgin: Minimum of 12,900 net tons per.shipment :
g’ff_ain Size for , J
Gt r o Origingd: Minimum of 11,800 net tons per shiprent

PEF-FUEL-004726



HAR-(15-2007 MON 10:21 A EVA FEZ D, T0327RSRA: P04
Docket No. 060658-EI

Z Bids by Western Railroads —
Confidential Exhibit No. (RS-335)
) P 2 of

Loading. Time: Four (4) hours e 2ol8
Docket No. 070001-E1
. | Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-5)
i Unlozding Time:  Eight (8) hours 2004 Bid Analysis o
| N 5 Page 4 of 10

Tt @p‘&f net ton frorh thines locdted in the Seuthern Powder River

A Besin:

$24:62 e net o fr8m Enstgy ind Axig), Coloradsy
$26.05 pet nat ton from,Aros, Somerset and Sonverse, Colarada

LilTectivensss and

Pulilication: We are prepared to establish these rates within the hext 30 duys, in
cither a non-conpfideniial commaon Carriér rals publicalion or o
confidential contract basis as you piefer, (o i éffective for 4

ninety day pericd thersaficr.
‘ PRI : Sinucx‘ff:ly. . ) ! -
’ - : I;AO 12} V) (J.A-{\
‘ ¢ M. Bil} Nock o : | 5
Assistart Vics Pragident Dinicstic Utilifies
. Unlon Parifio Reilroad Company
- 1416 Dddye Stréet o
© L Oy Lha.Nr 68179 | -
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Februmy 2, 2000 7 Page 5of 10
; Mr D ehnis Edwa:ds :
ke Prcudeni Coal Procirerneént 5
' ":3 Electric Fuels. Corporation.
‘ P‘ O, Box 15”08 o .
" St Pelersturg, FL 33733
 Dear Derints,
Thank you fot meeting with Jéffand I, Based on our conversation we Have
developed the following propoesal for your cons:deratmn covering shipments of coal from
the Powder River Basin of Wyommg &eshned to various lertrtinal facilities for ultimate.
" mevement to Florida Power's Crystal River Plant:

' Minés served by the Uriita Pasifie lscated Camhpbell and Conveise Counu‘-s of '
Wyommg. :

Ui UP DRESTINATIONS:

A.  Cahokia Mating Services at Sanget, IL
B.  Cora Dock.at Cote, IL
C.  Texas Cily, TX {inchidiiig the Texas City Terminal Railréad)

- ULTIMATE DESTINATION:

* Applies caly on codl moving beyond the UP desﬂnahons for use at the .,ryatal
o FU\'er Plant :

. TItRMz |
© Length of 1etm is {o be delermined by mutual agrecmerit,

. EQUIPMENT:

&Q@ o ;uﬂ“ Ee

T ufﬂ%m s 0 I

~ PEF-FUEL-004728
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35 car conventiona] trains or 135 car Histribuied puwer trains
: . Page 6 of 10

i MTNIMUM WRICHTS | .
T The spgregete i welght per et shall'be 959 of the nisrked capacity of
* the cdrs supplied, not to exceed any grosy weighton mil restrictions..

S50 el yIn BASE PRICEPERNET TON: |
) ' A, $11.75 (UP Cars) of $9.65 (Clstorer Carsy to Cahokia Marine Services at

; Senget, IL. :
The price to Cahokia Marine Servies-includes the tramsfer of coal
From rafl vaf's {6 barpesihiongh Poenibics 31, 2000,
B. §11,20 (UPCaR)6r: 59,101 Core Dagk ol Cora, 1L
, €. $15.95 (U Cars) or $13.00 (Gustomer Cargy to Texas Cityi TX ¢
SR : Rates 1o Téxes City are subfoot fo.confirmation of the Texes City
3 ) Termitnd Raflroid reveniné requireintits. '
i [ TX, - RATE ADJUSTMENTS:

The Base Price vifl be icjusted Jnvary 1, 2001 and eacht Jnawy 1 grostier
using the percerttags-chatie in the RCAR(U) or 2 futially agreed o fixed ‘
cscalator. Tnno caso will the pries Be’qdjﬂ‘sfcdf'ﬁé,ibw {fe Base Plice:

X. ; MIMIMUM VOLUME REQUIREMENT:
" 100% of the.coal trandported vid any mids from Camipbell and Conveise
© Counties of Wyoming to the Crystal Kiyer Plant,

‘XL, “LOADING FREE TIME: ' i L
e é'é;Fbmhours | e S
" xiIi | UNLOADING FREE TIME: x L
A. Tiighteen houts at Cahickia Mrine Services at Savget, I '
~ B. Eighthows & Cora Dock at Cora, IL
| €. Twenty-four hours ot Texes City, TX

PEF-FUEL-00472%
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el e mi | CONTIDENTIALITV:
AR The iriformistion containiad in thisprogosal ts confidential and shall fiot be '
dsclosed without the prier consent tothe Union PacHic.

XIV.  EXPIRATION OF PROPOSAL:

This proposal, except for confidentality hiall expife o Febihry 29, 2000 unle'ss
soner wcccptcd or exlended.

Thank o, for piving us the opjporanity to;arov—;dc s pasposal. Wewiould like 1o

arvange @ meeting to dispuss this proposdl and fo determine it there is anyi Wiy e cain

axeilt you in switching to the SPRI for sottfe of your tequirements, Pleass tall me at
. 40”!27 [+6228 with eny guestions or to arrgnge.a mesting,

| Jairies B; Ualpet
, Busdiness Manager-Energy
Union Pacific

PEF-FUEL-004730



FAX NO. 7032768541 P. 08

Docket No. 060658-E1 .

Bids by Western Railroads ~
Confidential Exhibit No. (RS-35)
Page 6 of 8

k) U gmss ﬁrw Docket No. 070001-EI
S o o ‘ , : Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___(RLS-5)

2004 Bid Analysis
. Page 8 of 10

May 19,2003 S

ST M Band M, Shalah
o T Viee E’J‘es;.fdér‘it,-coalMéxrketing
IR . Bubigton Northern Santa Fe Railway Company
Lo ‘ oo Post Office Box 961051
+ . Fort Worth, Texas'76131:2830

., DA Mr, Shaluah:

©.7AK you know, Progress Fuels Corpaiation ds considesing the prvchass of fest shi s, |
| wesleam coal- for Proguess Ewrgy?l'?mda's Crystal River c{aalp:i:nls. "Yous letsr %?“i?gy gf
0 Wkl you offered fo establish & tratdond joineass B the Seuthiers Buwder River Basint of
-, Wyiming to assist us to that end ig most Appreciated. At &% time, hiowsver, no fina) declgicrt -+
Lol bas leen made regatding & test shipmenif, but we coild esiter #110 & contract with the BNSPE :
AR ~providing there werd nio minimums, | look Fsrward todiscussing this rmatter with you further. C oty

':'-.::;'jﬁ: T « On another nate, in previous.years the BNSF has most generously'providcd‘ the wine for the
o - - Monday night banquet at the annal NCCTSumy vey, Trade Sebninal, A¢ the 2003 sz'a!hsoféh.ip'-

- Chidinddn for this geat’s Sechittir scheduiled for July '6-8; I am hopiiig {hat-the BNSP will -
o .- Continug its generosity and grice agaln provide sponsordhip in this snatiner. Yot ponsideration
DU of Uil fetjuest will bé Apprectsted, ' ' '

Sams, fenk you orice agais for Pour leder 6f My, 8. and know iiat Progress Fuels looks
firard 1o the possibility of doing btisiness with the BREE. '

Stcerely, -~ "

3\-\ 7
/7 AW, Pitcher
Vice Piggident; Coal Prvenrement

: .Pl;i:gru‘ss Hlﬂi Chl’p;\nrﬂnn e
ik Ceiral Rvine
St Perwradand, 71 330

PEF-FUEL-004731
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Sugel M, Sruman . | BrrlingtonNorthern Sata Yo T A B
£ Ruﬂwuy(.r(ﬂmu‘ny o S { o
Vi feddit AR TR 11 T
Goal Madoling 2‘55@!&’4%\ 2 Mg : R
: Fwﬂh 1-2k3b ' |
; pacnegzzﬁssi'-msa R
_' Fiz  (87) 355183 |
o May 8,2003
Mr, Al Pitehier
Vice Presidont Coal Procurement
* Propress Yaels Corp,
P Q. Box 15208
St Patershwp, T 33733
D Mr, Pitclien :
R The Builington Notthern and Banta Fe Railway Company (BNSE) and Union
B miﬁo Reiiréad Compary (UR) 4@ biftring th SYblEh e Foligivig trntosd ot fefes |
DR aveeal for yonr consideratienito saourHge e festing of weston tosd from the Sowthern |
f:., ::- v 35 PewdchJVsrBﬂ.sm of Wybttdng: ' ; : ::{"
’ On g{in: Mines located in the Southém‘l"owd&t'Rivu Rasin of Wyoming 1 |
P ydstivation: McDuIﬁc Coal Terminal ai Mﬂbﬂe, Algbama for furtherance fo f
’ ¥
' ' Florff}i Pm@g_anscmta] River generalidg stm;cm %
f ‘ S ;Rc.';;!:ip.-f - UP Ka.tmsas City, MO-BNSH g :
e L Egulprest: Trafirs shall be tomptised of rall ¢ariier owned or {edsed equipment. |
t | ; Ea | ;I"r'hin Sizé: Minimum of 13,500 nét tons per shipmeént ' o |
CLb o Lating Time: o (4) e
UnltmdiTune ©Eight {8) honrs ,
R T R
Do R(,ﬁs : $1595pefﬂet*ftb'n) I A
, = M 7m:m:nVoluma Amaxitiom of 200,000 et tod's mey be shxpped pursuday Lo1his o (,{‘fcr T
.. l ‘.
iy ((4,//}43_,/4/:_ -ﬁ : ' -

71(,&;&}‘»7 44 /&
PEF-FUEL-004732 /
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fj(;m}{r:idms,in:ﬁty: This offer is confidentia) and chall not be disclosed Dy BNSH, UP,
o Progress Faergy of Prygss Eﬁérby’s agehts, affiliates; pohsultanty
- 5 | ot couns&l without the express Wiitien eoisent cb»f the, olier parties.,
_ W’b w. P pnrud 10 éstabligt this saje. f’ﬁmhm thetiekt 30 ddys'in & ponfideniidl $onfract to
: 1ctu"dn sffetive; throhgimwcmbt:rib, 3.

i Sindoraly,
LA G

}5} . Vq}f(’jlv (-(1_5l>

- - c,f Wi, Dwaln. Lanier
Cb L Boguive Dirgstor Fossil Haels
¢ Progigss Bnorgy
o 1, B, 0, oz 1551, MC'8A:
_ham;,h Naorth Caroling 27602

- | iMr 211l Nock
| ' “'Assiginnt Vice President Bnergy - Bast

|
9 X]\
; * & i . Unien Pecific Railroad Compaity
737 1416 Dodge Streot
) | L :’C)m,zha NE 68179
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Page 1 of 107 Sr. Vice g;zfigzr[w:jegfona!

May 12, 2004

Ms. Robin Ott

Progress Fuels Corporation
One progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

RE: TERM CONTRACT COMPLIANCE COAL QUOTATION BY ARCH COAL
SALES COMPANY, INC.

Dear Ms. Ott:

In response to Progress Fuels Corporation acting on behalf of Progress Energy (‘“Progress
Energy”) solicitation for Coal, Arch Coal Sales Company, Inc. (“ACS”) acting for itself
and as agent for the independent operating subsidiaries of Arch Coal, Inc. submits the
attached proposal (“the Offer”) to sell Coal to Progress Energy for its Crystal River Units
Nos. 4 and 5 (the “Basis Plant”).

l. Quantity and Term:

2005 2006 2007
Tons/Yr | 500,000 | 500,000 500,000

The Term of this Offer shall begin January 01, 2005 and end December 31,
2007. The Offered quantities and Term are fixed and are an integral part of
the Total Offer. Any changes to the Quantity or Term shall be deemed to
constitute a counter-offer.

2

ACS proposes to primarily source the offered Coal from the Thunder Basin
Coal Company (“the Black Thunder Mine”) of Arch Coal, Inc. located near
the town of Wright, in Campbell and Johnson Counties, Wyoming; served by
the Burlington Northern/Sante Fe (“BNSF”), and Union Pacific (“UP”)
railroads out of the Thunder Junction Rate District, #33403 (known as the
“Basis Mine™).

PEF-FUEL-000357
A Subsidiary of

BNARCY (OAL INC
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ACS reserves the right, without the obligation, to substitute. Coal from other
operations located in the Powder River Basin (“PRB”) including non-
affiliated mines (the substitute mines and the Basis Mine, collectively known
as the “Mine”). All Coal shall fully comply with the stated Coal qualities
herein. "

3. Delivery:

The delivery point for the Coal shall be FOB loaded in Progress Energy’s
railcars at the Mine (the “Delivery Point”). Deliveries shall;be in equal
monthly quantities and within train size limits during the term of the
Agreement. Title and risk of loss shall pass to Progress E‘nergy at the
Delivery Point. 5

4. Quality:

a. The Coal offered shall be substantially free of magnetic material and other
foreign material impurities and sized to a nominal three-inches.

b. All quality information provided in or with this proposal is for Progress
Energy’s solicitation information only. Any warranty of Coal quality

specifications will be subject to mutual agreement.

c. Coal Quality Specifications:

Monthly Per Shipment Reject
Average .
Btu 8,800 <8,650
Ash, % 5.50 >6.50
Moisture, % 28.0 ‘ >29.0
Sulfur, % | --- | -
SO2, #/ MMBtu 0.80 >1.20
Grind, HGI 50 <45
Size 3'x0 | e
Ash Fusion Temp. [ ---- |-
Initial Deformation 2100 e
Softening (H=W) 2125 1950
Hemispherical (H=1/2W) 2135 |-
% Dry Chlorine 0.05 >0.29
% Volatile Matter - Dry 42.75 <30

PEF-FUEL-000358

A Subsidiary of
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S Price:

The Coal, priced and delivered FOB the Delivery Point, is based on an *‘as
received” heat content of 8,800 Btus per pound, a sulfur dioxide content of
0.80 pounds per million Btu (based on %S x 20,000 + Btu), and other specific
terms and conditions as stated in this Offer.

2005 2006 2007
Fixed Price $7.85 $7.85 $7.85
Escalated Price $7.45 $7.85 $8.25
Annual Re-Opener $7.65 +/-$0.75 (2005) | +/-$0.75 (2006)

The Offered Base Price of $7.85 per ton is a fixed price set over the entire
term, starting January 01, 2005 and ending December 31, 2007. The escalated
price uses $7.85 per ton as the average. The annual re-opener for 2005
provides ACS the right to impose a “floor price” of $6.90, or Progress Energy
the right to impose a “ceiling price” of $3.40; otherwise, the parties could
negotiate a price between the two extremes.

The Offered Base Price may be adjusted as provided under Section 6.
The above price(s) do not include any sales or use taxes. Progress Energy
should provide ACS with either a valid and appropriate sales tax exemption

certificate or be responsible for any applicable sales or use taxes.

6. Price Adjustments:

a. GOVERNMENT IMPOSITIONS:

The base price may be adjusted for changes in ACS’ taxes on Coal
delivered to Progress Energy and for changes in costs, if any, incurred by
ACS resulting from changes in government regulations after May 12,
2004.

b. BTUPRICE ADJUSTMENTS:

Pro rata (premium or discount) about 8,800 Btu/lb. basis; adjusted
monthly.

/ ¢. SULFUR PRICE ADJUSTMENT:
If, during the month the as received weighted average SO2 varies from the

basis value of 0.80 Ibs SO2/mmBtu, (based on %S x 20,000 + Btu) a lump

A Subsidiary of PEF-FUEL-000359
BNARCY (a4 e
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sum price adjustment (premium or discount) shall be made to account for
the sulfur variation according to the formula below:

Lump Sum SO2 Price Adjustment = (0.801bs So2/mmBtu - S) x Cx I x T/ 1,000,000

Where:

S= The weighted average “as-received” SO2 content (Expressed as
Ibs. SO2/mmBtu) of the Coal shipped to Progress Energy for the
monthly period.

C=  The weighted average “as-received” Btu/lb. of the Coal delivered

to Progress Energy.

[= Air Daily Index: the weighted average monthly value of the Air
Daily allowance Index for the previous monthly period as
published in Air Daily.

T= The number of monthly tons of Coal delivered to Progress Energy.

Such calculation shall be performed by ACS and furnished to Progress
Energy monthly. ACS shall apply credits/debits for such adjustments to
Progress Energy’s account.

d. Freeze Conditioning:

Progress Energy may require that ACS apply a freeze conditioning agent
to the Coal to promote its handling in freezing weather. Progress Energy
shall give ACS notice of the material and quantity to be applied to the
Coal. Progress Energy shall provide ACS with reasonable advance notice
of the dates to start and end the freeze conditioning program. Within 10
days of receipt of invoice, Progress Energy shall pay ACS the cost for the
freeze conditioning and its application (including taxes and royalties, if
applicable) to the delivered Coal. ACS shall invoice the cost of the freeze
conditioning separately. Payment for the freeze conditioning service shall
be made in accordance with Section 9

7. Loading and Transportation:

Progress Energy shall be solely responsible for the supply of adequate railcars
and transportation to and from the Delivery Point. The Mine operates its
loading facilities to permit Coal loading twenty-four hours per day, 363 days
per year. Progress Energy shall provide unit Coal trains to the Mine(s) with 2
total capacity of at least 13,500 tons each as required to take delivery of the
Coal. The Basis Mine has the capacity to load in excess of 150-car unit trains.

A Subsidiary of PEF-FUEL-000360
B .Anru ragr Wr
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Progress Energy’s railcars and unit train shall be compatible with the Mine’s
trackage, storage, and loading facilities and shall be ready to load upon arrival
at the Delivery Point. The Mine shall load each railcar at its expense and
complete the loading of all railcars in each unit train within four hours after
the first empty railcar is actually placed by the railroad under the Mine's
loading chute. ACS shall not be responsible for demurrage or any other
fees (including incidental costs) other than for fees directly resulting from
ACS’ failure to load Progress Energy’s trains as provided above.’

Weighing, Sampling and Analysis:

ACS pays the costs of weighing, sampling, and analysis of the Coal
performed at the Delivery Point and the results from these efforts shall
govern for purposes of this Offer. Certified commercial scales at ACS’
train loading facility at the Mine or Source shall determine the weight of the
Coal.

Representative samples for each train shall be taken at the Mine and divided
into three sample splits. ACS’ independent contractor shall perform a short
proximate analysis on one sample split from each trainload on an “as-
received” basis in accordance with appropriate ASTM standards and such
analyses shall be controlling for the agreement. Upon request, ACS shall
provide one sample split to Progress Energy. The third sample split shall be
used, if needed, to resolve any disputes over ACS’ analyses. The cost(s) for a
referee analysis will be borne by the non-prevailing party.

Billing and Payment:

Payment shall be 100 % of the Base Price per ton (paid via electronic fund
transfer) and due 15 days after delivery to Progress Energy at the
Delivery Point. Calculations for Btu and Sulfur adjustments shall be
performed monthly by ACS and furnished to Progress Energy as described in
Section 6. ACS shall apply credits/debits, as the case may be, for such
adjustment(s) to Progress Energy’s account.

Force Majeure:

The basis for invocation of Force Majeure shall be the Basis Mine with
respect to Arch’s supplying the Coal hereunder and shall be the Basis Plant
with respect to Progress Energy’s purchase of the Coal hereunder.

PEF-FUEL-000361

A Subsidiary of
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11. Miscellaneous:

The terms and conditions within this Offer supersede Progress Energy’s
Terms and Conditions stated in the solicitation, dated April 12, 2004. Any
change(s) to this Offer by Progress Energy constitute a counter-offer and
will alter the Selling Price and/or volumes as, and if, mutually agreed.

Acceptance of this Offer shall be covered by a negotiated agreement based on
the terms of this proposal and any negotiated terms and conditions between
ACS and Progress Energy. Upon verbal acceptance by Progress Energy or its
authorized agents, ACS reserves the right to cancel or withhold shipments, at
no obligation to ACS, pending receipt of a signed agreement by Progress
Energy or its authorized agents and Arch. This Offer is expressly made
conditional upon the terms and conditions herein.

This proposal shall remain open until 4:00 P.M. Central Prevailing Time,
May 26, 2004. After this time, the above proposal shall expire and Arch
Coal Sales shall have no further obligation to honor this proposal unless
agreed to in writing by ACS.

Please call me at (314) 994 ~ 2842, if you need further information or have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Y
S ]

, WD A
“Kenneth FT oda}\,/'gé&

Sr. VP Regi Sales

cc: Dave Warnecke, Arch Coal Sales Company, Inc.
Al Pitcher, Progress Fuels Corporation

Encl. (5) Typical Quality Specifications (Black Thunder Mine), and
Progress Energy’s Coal Producer’s Solicitation Forms

PEF-FUEL-000362
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CORPORATION

PRODUCER NAME: Arch Coal Sales Company, Inc., by itself, and acting as agent for the operating subsidiaries of Arch Coal, Inc.

STREET ADDRESS: 1 City Place, Suite 600

CONTACT: Ken Hodak, Esgq. TELEPHONE NO. (314) 994 - 2842

MINE(S): Black Thunder Mine BOM DISTRICT: 48-00977 COUNTY:  Campbell/Johnson STATE: Wyoming

ORIGIN RAILROAD(SY/DISTRICT: BNSF/UPSP R/R TIPPLE DESIGNAITON/NUMBER: 33403

TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY:
UNIT TRAIN: X SINGLE CAR; TRAINLOAD:

MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY:

10.000  TONS ONE HOUR 400 CARS TRACK CAPACITY
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: _X _YES NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT
SHIP THROUGH: NEGOTIABLE LOAD RATE:

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: 6,000,000 TONS

PRODUCTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 6,000,000 TONS

TYPE OF MINE: 0% DEEP 100% STRIP 0% AUGER

SEAMS: Wyodak — Anderson BLEND RATIOS: 50/50

COAL PREPARATION: NONE

TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: N/A

TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: HSS Automatic Sampling System

TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): Non-Union DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: N/A

TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: Ramsey Scales Batch Weigh System SCALE CERTIFIED? X YES, twice per year NO
PERIOD TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE
SEE, COVER LETTER SEE, COVER LETTER SEE, COVER LETTER

[F THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN "X’ IN THIS SPOT.

PRODUCER’S COMMENTS:

CREDIT REFERENCES Minimum two):

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four):

/
// ,4. ~ [
SIGNATURE: d’ﬁ/ TITLE:  Sr. VP, Regional Sales DATE: May 12, 2004

o ’ [/ MAIL THE'F/RM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO:

MRS.ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 600
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701

OR

POST OFFICE BOX 15208
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 PEF-FUEL-000363
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CORPORATION

DESCRIPTION

OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS

REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS

. . . . . BITUMINOUS
See, ddtachment. |y ST e, | QusamTeeD ‘45 RECEVED:

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 26.80 28.00 8.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % 0.80 - 5.0% MAX.
ASH % 5.47 5.50° 10.0% MAX ?
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 0.68 0.80 1.2 LB/MAX.'
BTU/LB 8.852 8.800° 12,300 MIN.
ASH SOFTENING DEGREES 2110 5 1254
FAHRENHEIT H=1/2W (R) ’ S0 2,500 MIN.
VOLATILE % 31.34 42.75% 51.0% MIN.!
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 55 50° 42 MIN.?
SIZE "X 0 3" X0 2" X 0"
FINES (-1/4" X 0") <26% >26% 45% MAX.S

8 PYRITIC SULFUR 0.06 - 0.2% MAX.!
FIXED CARBON % 36.39 T

I HYDROGEN % 544 -
NITROGEN % 0.94 T e—
CHLORINE % 0.02 S—
OXYGEN % 14.91 S I —

'Must be met on an individual shipment basis.
*adjustable in direct proportion to Btu.
*Adjustable in inverse proportion fo B,

:Economic analyses will be based on these values,
"Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.

P20 1.30 Antimony 0.15

Si0, 38.48 Arsenic 1.30

Fea0y 5.97 Beryllium 0.28

AlOx 16.60 Cadmium 0.07

Ti0, | .44 -Chromium 4.25

Ca0 19.85 Cobalt 1.95

MgO 4.10 Fluorine 34.05

50: 10.10 Lead 2.10

K.0 0.46 Lithium 2.70

Na,0 b7 Manganese 10.50

Undeternmined 0.29 Mercury 0.06

Bast/Acid Ratio 0.56 Nickel 4.50

Maximum Base/Acid Selenium 083

Ratio

*NOTE: ADD SHEET

S IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM

PEF-FUEL-000364
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DESCRIPTION OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS'
SEE, ATTACHMENT ven s ECENEDY L SR 45 RECEIVED" S RECEMEDS
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 8.0% MAX. 30.0% M AX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX.
ASH % 10.0% MAX.? 7.8% MAX.?
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 1.2LBMAX. 1.2 LBMAX!
BTU/LB 12,300 MIN. 8,200/LB MIN,
ASH SOFTENING DEGREES
FAHRENHEIT H=1/2W (R) 2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN.
VOLATLE % 31.0% MIN.! 31.0% MIN.!
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 42 MIN.? 65 MIN.?
SIZE "X 0" 2" X 0"
FINES (-1/4" X 0%) 45% MAX .’ 30% MAX?

§ PYRITIC SULFUR 0.2% MAX.! 0.2% MAX.!
FIXED CARBON®% e e
HYDROGEN% | 1 e e
NITROCEN®% | b e e
CHLORNE% (v e e
OXYGEN% Ve e

"Must be met on an individual shipment basis.
i N . N .

“Adjustable in direct proportion to Btu. |
*Adjustable in inverse proportion to Btu,

“Bconomic analyses will be based on these values.
Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.

MINERAL ANALYSIS BWEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
.DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.
P20« Antimony
SiOs Arsenic _
Fe.03 Beryllium
AlLO: Cadmium
TiO: Chromium
Cal Cobalt
MgO Fluorine
SO Lead
K.0 Lithium
Na;0 Manganese
Undetermined Mercury
Base/Acid Ratio Nickel
Maximum Base/Acid Selenium
Ratio

*NOTE; ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM

YT TNY TYNT AAAA S~
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Typical Quality Specifications
Black Thunder

Compliance - Low Ash

4th Quarter 2003

""" Proximate Analysis . |-
Moisture 26.80%
Ash 5.47%
Sulfur 0.30%
BTU 8,852
MAF BTU 13,069
Pounds SO2/MM BTU 0.68
Pounds Ash/MM BTU 6.18
Ash To Sulfur Ratio 18.23
% Volitile Matter 31.34%
% Fixed Carbon 36.39%

-+ Ultimate Analysis (Bry Basis) - |

Moisture NA
Ash 7.47%
Hydrogen 5.44%
Carbon 70.83%
Nitrogen 0.94%
Sultur 0.41%
Oxygen 14.91%
Chlorine 0.02%

. Ash Mineral Analysis -lgnited Basis|

Silicon Dioxide 38.48%
Aluminum Oxide 16.60%
Titanium Dioxide 1.44%
Sulfur Trioxide 10.10%
Calcium Oxide 19.85%
Potassium Oxide 0.46%
Magnesium Oxide 4.10%
Sodium Oxide 1.17%
Iron Oxide 5.97%
Phosphorus Pentoxide 1.30%
Manganese Dioxide 0.02%
Strontium Oxide 0.26%
Barium Oxide 0.54%
Undetermined -0.29%

Reducing
Initial
Softening
Hemispherical
Final

Oxidizing
Initial
Softening
Hemispherical
Final

. Ash Fusion Temperatures (Deg F)

2,075
2,090
2,110
2,140

2,190
2,205
2,210
2,230

Sl
Pyritic
Sulfate

Organic
Total

0.35%
0.41%

-~ QOther Information

Hardgrove Grindability Index 55
Free Swelling Index 0
Equilibrium Moisture 26.00%
Base - Acid Ratio 0.56
% Acidic 56.52%
% Basic 31.55%
SI/AL Ratio 2.32
T-250 2,268
Mercury PPM 0.07

The inlormation depicted on this document is intended tor intormational purposes only and represents typical results from laboratory analysis
procedures using prescribed ASTM methods. As with any tests, results will vary with sampling methods, equipment, tachnicians, etc. Typical
results may also vary due to geologic influences iwthin the mining reserve area.

PEF-FUEL-000366
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Typical Quality Specifications - Trace Elements
Black Thunder

All Values in Parts per Million (PPM)

4th Quarter 2003

~Trace Elements (PPAI) .| -

Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryilium
Boron
Bromine
Cadmium
Chlorine
Chromium
Cobolt
Copper
Flourine
Lead
Lithium

0.15
1.30
336.25
0.28
43.50
12.25
0.07
116.75
4.25
1.85
11.00
34.05
2.10
2.70

 Trace Elements (PPN}
|Manganese 10.50
Mercury 0.06
Molybdenum 0.51
Nickel 4.50
Selenium 0.83
Silver 0.10
Strontium 154.00
Thallium 0.09
Tin 0.35
Uranium 0.50
Vanadium 15.00
Zinc 11.00
Zirconium 12.85

PEF-FUEL-000367
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From: Pitcher, Al (PFC) W

Sent:  Wednesday, May 138, 2004 10:35 AM jﬁ

To: 'Sanz-Guerrero, Rolando’ K ,

Subject: RE: DTE

No problem. We have completed our review and evaluation. Your PRB bid was very competitive, but at the present time
we are not going to purchase any additional, beyond our commitment with Peabody, PRB coal. | have made several
purchases from Central Appalachia for 2005 and 2006 from the RFP both rail direct, rail to river, and truck to river. Our
foreign purchases are taken care of for 2005 and 2008. Thanks for yotmst and we will put a deal together at some

point. »

Al Pitcher

From: Sanz-Guerrero, Rolando [mailto: SanzguR@dtecs.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2004 10:25 AM

To: Pitcher, Al (PFC)

Subject: DTE

Al
I don't know if it is proper for me to communicate with you while you are looking at the bids. if it is not, please

forgive me and read no further.

| need to ask you for a big favor. This.REP has received notice from our President and he is anxious {o receive
_information about gur bid. To the extent possible, could you keep me Updated of your fime Tine and our ranking in
this process. | am sure you remember the old days of sales where everyone pushes you to get as much
information as possible regarding the bid submitted. '

Please remember that our proposal that includes the supply of coal expires at the end of the day (may 20th). If
we are close to the top and you would fike us to extend the firmness of the offer, please let me know.

| would rather talk to you via phone or in person but [ do not know Progress's policy in the middle of bid selection,
‘please advise.

Thank you and have a great day!

Rolando

#+* PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION *** This
communication may contain proprietary, privileged or confidential information protected by law. It is
solely for the use of the intended recipient named above. Any review, dissemination, distribution,
forwarding, or copying of this communication by someone other than the intended recipient, or the
employee responsible for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, is prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender via email, then destroy

the original message.

PEF-FUEL-000368

5/19/2004
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Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 12:02 PM
To: Ott, Robin (PFC)
Subject: FW: DTE Offer Summary ﬁﬁmhﬁwriEKHTV%L
| LUNFIUENTIA
. Wik
FYI s Rebi v Y,
Al Pitcher

----- Original Message-----

From: Rolando Sanz-Guerrero [mailto:rsanzg@attwireless.blackberry.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 12:01 PM

To: Pitcher, Al (PFQ)

Subject: Re: DTE Offer Summary

Cops...sorry.
Rolando

----- Original Message-----

From: "Pitcher, Al (PFC)" <APitcher@progressfuels.coms>
Date: Wed, 12 May 2004 11:59:36
To:<rsanzg@attwireless.blackberry.nets>

Subject: RE: DTE Offer Summary

our procedures do not allow for me to see this information prior to 5:00 PM. Rohin will
enclose it with the bids. Please do not send this type of information in the future prior
to the expiratiqp of the RFP submission.

Al Pitcher

----- Original Message-----

From: Sanz-Guerrero, Rolandc [mailto:SanzguRedtecs.com)
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 11:49 AM

To: Pitcher, Al (PFC) .

Subject: DTE Offer Summary

Al:

I sent all the official offers to Robin as requested in the RFP. I wanted to summarize the
different options for your information.

All offers are for minimum one train/month (168,000 tons) and up to 3 trains/month
(504,000 tons). All offers are for calendar 2005.

* Offer one- This covers both rail cars and transportation to the Cora terminal.
The price is $10.02 / ton. This offer is good for 30 days, as regquested.
PRy |

* Cffer two- The EEEEE_éE;EBEEE_EEil~EE§?' transportation and Cora terminal fees,
in other words FOB Barge mile post Cora terminal. The Price is $10.02/ton plus $1.00/ton

if the transfer is from rail to barge directly. If the transfer is from rail to Jro@nd to
barge the fee is $1.20/ton. This offer is also good for 30 days, as requested.

T T TTNT AAAAN A
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* Offer three- The price includes Offer two plus Co:

$18.42/ton for direct transload from train to barge and $18.62/ton if reclaimed trom
ground to barge. Because of the volatility of Cozal prices, DTE can make this Offer firm
for one week (May 20,2004). After that date I need to reconfirm the cozl price.

I hope this e-mail finds you well. Please call me if you have any questions or when you
have some information on the short list.

Have a great day!

Rolando

734-913-5877

*** PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION *** This communication may
contain proprietary, privileged or confidential information protected by law. It is solely
for the use of the intended recipient named above. Any review, dissemination,

distribution, forwarding, or copying of this communication by someone other than the
intended recipient, or the employee responsible for delivering this communication to the
intended recipient, is prchibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please immediately notify the sender via email, then destroy the original message.

*** PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION *+** This communication may
contain proprietary, privileged or confidential information protected by law. It is solely
for the use of the intended recipient named above. Any review, dissemination,
distribution, forwarding, or copying of this communication by someone other than the
intended recipient, or the employee responsible for delivering this communication to the
intended recipient, is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please immediately notify the sender via email, then destroy the original message.

PEF-FUEL-000370
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425 South Main St., Suite 201
Ann Arbor, MI 48104
Telephone: (734) 913-5877
Facsimile: (734) 994-5849
Email: sanzgur@dtecs.com

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero
Director of Sales

Tuesday, May 11, 2004
VIA Fed-ex

Mrs. Robin Ott

Progress Fuels Corporation
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

COAL SUPPLY AND TRANSPORTATION PROPOSAL
(FOB BARGE)

Dear Mrs. Ott:

In response to your recent request for proposal, DTE Coal Services (“Seller”)
proposes the supply of coal and transportation to Progress Fuels Corporation
(“Buyer”) based on the terms shown below.

1. PROPOSAL SUMMARY

Up to 3 trains/mo of 8800 Btu/Lb., 0.8 Lb SO2/MMBtu SPRB coal delivered
from January 1, 2005 — December 31 2005 (APPROXIMATELY 504,000
tons, assuming 14,000 ton trajns).

2. TERM
January 1, 2005 — December 31, 2005.
3. QUANTITY |
36 trains (APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains),

4, SOURCE

The source of the coal would be one or more joint-line served Southemn
Powder River Basin mines (the "Mine") in Campbell or Converse Counties,
Wyoming. Sources could include coal from any of the following mines:
Black Thunder, Antelope, North Rochelle or the North Antelope/Rochelle
Complex.

5. DELIVERY POINT
PEF-FUEL-000371
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The Delivery Point for the coal would be F.O.B. Barge (Cora). Title and risk
of loss would pass to Buyer at the Delivery Point.

6. QUALITY

a. The coal would be substantially free of magnetic material and other
foreign material impurities.

b.  The typical coal quality for the coal to be shipped during the term of
this agreement is shown below. All quality information provided in or
with this proposal is for Buyer's information only, and will not
constitute a warranty. Any warranty will be subject to mutual

agreement.
Wi, Train
Av. Rei.
Btu/Lb. 8800 8600
Lb. SO2/MMBtu 0.8 1.2
Moisture % 27 N/A
Ash % 5.5 N/A
7. PRICE o

The Price would be $18.42/ton on a direct transload to barge from train.

The Price would be $18.62/ton if coal is reclaimed from ground storage to
barge. -

The above Price does not include any sales or use taxes. Buyer would
either provide Seller with a valid Wyoming sales tax exemption certificate or
be responsible for any applicable sales or use taxes.

The Price would be adjusted for changes in Seller's royalties and taxes on
coal delivered to Buyer and for changes in costs incurred by Seller resulting
from changes in government regulations.

8. STORAGE
If Storage is required at Cora terminal the fees are a s follows:

e First 50,000 tons- Free
o Anything over 50,000- $0.15/ton/month.

9. PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR HEAT CONTENT VARIATION

PEF-FUEL-000372
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The Price will be adjusted, at the end or each montn, 1o reflect actual
calorific value of the coal received during such month according to the
following formula:

BTU Adjusted Price = Price x (1+(Actual BTU — Typical BTU)/Typical BTU)
10. PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR SULFUR CONTENT VARIATION

The Price will be adjusted, at the end of each month, to reflect actual SO2
value of the coal received during such month according to the following
formula:

SO2 Adjusted Price = [0.8-Actual Monthly Weighted Average
SO2(IbSO2/mmbtu)] x Monthly Weighted Average Btu/Ib/1,000,000 x Spot
Price of SO2 Emission Allowances. Where: Spot Price of SO2 Emission
Allowances for any given delivery month would be calculated by averaging
the weekly SO2 indices published in Energy Argus’ Air Daily (e.g., spot price
for allowances for January 2000 would be calculated by averaging the
weekly indices published in Energy Argus’ Air Daily during January 2000.)

11. PROPOSAL VALIDITY PERIOD

Subject to prior sale, this pfoposal will remain valid until close of business
on May 20, 2004. Following that date, this proposal will be subject to
Seller's reconfirmation.

The supply of Coal would be covered by an agreement to be negotiated and
mutually agreed upon, based on the terms of this proposal, along with other
terms and provisions usually included in Coal supply agreemenis. Any
agreement would be subject to the approval of the management of Seller and
Buyer. In addition, the final contract between the parties would be subject to both
parties' review and acceptance of the other party’s credit status.

Please call me at (734) 913-5877 if you need further information or have any
questions.

Sincerely,

LU oy

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero

Director of Sales, DTECS
PEF-FUEL-000373
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Moisture
Ash
Sulfur
BTU
MAF BTU

Pounds SO2/MM BTU
Pounds Ash/MM BTU
Ash To Sulfur Ratio
Volitile Matter

Fixed Carbon

26.70%
.64%
0.30%
879
13001

0.69

18.72
31.65
36.00
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Reducing
Initial 2138
Softening 2160
Hemispherical 2173
Fluid 2231
Oxidizing
initial 2224
Softening 2232
Hemispherical 2256
Fluid 2320

Moisture NA
Ash 7.70%
Hydrogen 4.68%
Carbon 70.83%
Nitrogen 0.79%
Sulfur 0.41%
Oxygen 15.58%

Silicon Dioxide
Aluminum Oxide
Titanium Dioxide
Ferric Oxide

Sulfur Trioxide
Calcium Oxide
Potassium Oxide
Magnesium Oxide
Sodium Oxide

Iron Oxide
Phosphorus Pentoxide
Manganese Dioxide
Strontium Oxide
Barium Oxide
Undetermined

8.20%
19.80%
0.59%
4.04%
1.26%
5.26%
1.00%
0.02%
0.27%
0.51%
1.57%

‘Pyritic
Sulfate 0.01%
Organic 0.25%
. Total 0.31%

Hardgrove Grindability Index 51°
Free Swelling Index 0.0
Equilibrium Moisture 25.98%
Base - Acid Ratio 0.54

% Acidic 57.73%
% Basic 30.95%
SI/AL Ratio 2.41
T250-Deg F 2290

The information depicted on this document is intended for informational purposes only and represents rypical results from
laborarory analysis procedures using prescribed ASTM methods. As with any tests, resulits will vary with sampling methods,

equipment, technivians, etc. Typical results may also vary due to geologic influences within the mining reserve area.

PEF-FUEL-000374
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425 South Main St., Suite 201
Ann Arbor, Mi 48104
Telephone: (734) 913-5877
Facsimile: (734) 994-58493
Email: sanzgur@dtecs.com

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero
Director of Sales

Tuesday, May 11, 2004

VIA Fed-ex

Mrs. Robin Ott

Progress Fuels Corporation
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

COAL TRANSPORTATION SUPPLY PROPOSAL
(FOB BARGE)

Dear Mrs. Ott:

In response to your recent request for proposal, DTE Coal Services (“Seller”)
proposes the supply of Transportation to Progress Fuels Corporation (“Buyer”)
based on the terms shown below.

1.

PROPOSAL SUMMARY

Up to 3 trains/mo of Southern Powder River Basin (“SPRB”) coal
transportation and coal terminal transfer delivered from January 1, 2005 —
December 31 2005 (Up to APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming
14,000 ton trains). i,

TERM

January 1, 2005 — December 31, 2005.

QUANTITY

36 trains (APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains).
SOURCE

The source of the coal supply could be from any one or more joint-line
served SPRB mines (the "Mine”) in ‘Campbell or Converse Counties,
Wyoming.

DELIVERY POINT PEF-FUEL-000375
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The Delivery Point for the coal would be the Cora Terminal in Seller's
provided rail cars.

6. PRICE

The Transportation Price would be $10.02/ton to Cora Terminal; an
additional fee would be assessed as a transfer fee according to the
following:

o |f direct from railcar to barge the fee would be an additional $1.00/ton

o |f the coal goes from Railcar to ground to barge the fee would be an
additional $1.20/ton

Storage fees are as follows:
e First 50,000 tons — Free
» Anything over 50,000 tons would cost an additional $0.15/ton/month.

This price includes (a) rail rate from Mine and (b) rail cars to Delivery Point.
Plus any transfer fees to the barge -

The above price does not include the price for the Coal. Buyer to provide
coal at Mine.

7. PROPOSAL VALIDITY PERIOD

This proposal will remain valid until close of business on June 12, 2004.
Following that date, this proposal will be subject to Seller's reconfirmation.

The supply of Transportation would be covered by an agreement to be
negotiated and mutually agreed upon, based on the terms of this proposal, along
with other terms and provisions usually included in Transportation supply
agreements.  Any agreement would be subject to the approval of the
management of Seller and Buyer. In addition, the final contract between the
parties would be subject to both parties' review and acceptance of the other
party's credit status.

Please call me at (734) 913-5877 if you need further information or have any
questions.

Sincerely,

AL g S

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero PEF-FUEL-000376
Director of Sales, DTECS
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425 South Main St Suite 201
Ann Arbor, M| 48104
Telephone: (734) 913-5877
Facsimile: (734) 394-5849
Email: sanzgur@dtecs.com

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero
Director of Sales

Tuesday, May 11, 2004

VIA Fed-ex

Mrs. Robin Ott

Progress Fuels Corporation
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

COAL TRANSPORTATION SUPPLY PROPOSAL
(FOB CORA TERMINAL)

- Dear Mrs. Ott:

In response to your recent request for proposal, DTE Coal Services (“Seller”)
proposes. the supply of Transportation to Progress Fuels Corporation (“Buyer”)
based on the terms shown below.

1.

PROPOSAL SUMMARY

Up to 3 trains/mo of Southern Powder River Basin (*SPRB”) coal
Transportation delivered from January 1, 2005 — December 31 2005 (Up to
APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains).

TERM

January 1, 2005 — December 31, 2005.

QUANTITY

36 trains (APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains).

SOURCE

The source of the coal supply could be from any one or more joint-line
served SPRB mines (the *“Mine”) in Campbell or Converse Counties,

Wyoming.

DELIVERY POINT
PEF-FUEL-000377
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The Delivery Point for the coal would be the Cora Terminal in Seller-
provided railcars.

6. PRICE
The Transportation Price would be $10.02/ton.

This price includes (a) rail rate from Mine and (b) rail cars from Source (s)
to Delivery Point.

The above price does not include the price for the Coal. Buyer to provide
coal at Mine.

7. PROPOSAL VALIDITY PERIOD

This proposal will remain valid until close of business on June 12, 2004.
Following that date, this proposal will be subject to Seller's reconfirmation.

The supply of Transportation would be covered by an agreement to be
negotiated and mutually agreed upon, based on the terms of this proposal, along
with other terms and provisions usually included in Transportation supply
agreements.  Any agreement would be subject to the approval of the
management of Seller and Buyer. In addition, the final contract between the
parties would be subject to both parties' review and acceptance of the other -
party’s credit status.

Please call me at (734) 913-5877 if you need further information or have any
questions.

Sincerely,

S Ly Lo

Rolando Sanz-Guerrero
Director of Sales, DTECS

PEF-FUEL-000378
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OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS LLC

May 11, 2004

Ms. Robin Ott

Progress Fuels Corporation
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, Florida 337012

Dear Ms. Ott,

Please find enclosed, Oxbow Mining LLC’s proposal to supply coal to Progress Fuels
Corporation.

In addition to information provided on Progress Fuels Corporation Bid document, please
note: '

All other terms and conditions not noted in this proposal will be mutually agreed between
Oxbow Mining LLC and Progress Fuels Corporation.

Our proposal will remain valid until 5:00 PM (MST) June 11, 2004 unless an extension is
mutually agreed upon between Buyer and Seller. This offer is subject to prior sale and is
subject to OMLLC Board of approval. No firm commitment to sell or purchase coal under
this proposal will exist whatsoever until an agreement is fully executed between Oxbow
Mining LLC and Progress Fuels Corporation.

We look forward to discussing our proposal in more detail. If any additional information is
required, please do not hesitate to call me.

S'}ncerely,

[

h [
(Ubees | o\

Alicia Levitt
Sales Representative

PEF-FUEL-000379
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FUELS Page
CORPORATION —
PRODUCER NAME: Oxbow Mining LLC R
1
STREET ADDRESS: 7901 Southpark Plaza, Suite 202; Littleton, CO 80120 y
.. . =
CONTACT: Alicia Levitt. TELEPHONE NO. 303-795-0413
MINE(S): Elk Creek BOMDISTRICT: 17 COUNTY: Gunnison §TATE; CO
ORIGIN RAILROAD(S)/DISTRICT: EX cv Big Sandy Other__UPRR RIR TIPPLE DESIGNATION/NUMBER:  Somerset, CO
TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY: . '
UNITTRAING ___ 105 cars ‘ SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD:
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPAGITY: 3 105 car trains in 24 hours _
TONS ' ____ HOURS ___ TRACK CAPACITY
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY; YES NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT
SHIP THROUGH: DOCK LOAD RATE::
TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: _700,000ToNs  plis
PRODUGTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: __100% 7ons  quoted quality
TYPE OF MINE: ___100% DEEP % STRIP % AUGER
SEAMS: Currently in D Seam BLEND RATIOS: None '
COAL PREPARATION: ___100% RAW WASHED COMBINATION
TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED:
TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: 5 oo v i e Sampler
TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION:
TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: Weigh Batch SCALE CERTIFIED?  X____YES __NO
PERICD TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE
See Attached
IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN X" IN THIS SPOT, '
PRODUCER'S COMMENTS: . ;
CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): Will provide if short listed
INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four). Will orovide if short listed
oy [ '
SIGNATURE: | U Azaen A J\ TME  <ales Rep PATE: /11704
\V MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO: .
, MRS. ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 600
ST, PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701
_ OR .
g ‘ POST OFFICE BOX 15208
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 PEF-FUEL-000380
PHONE NO. 727/824-5670
FAX NO. 727/824-5601
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CORPORATION -
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
DESCRIPTION ‘AS RECEIVED" : ‘AS RECEIVED" AB;T};J‘;\ACH\EJ%;% S})B-BITUMINOL{S
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED ‘ AS RECEIVED
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE [TOTAL) % 2 nn 9.00 ‘ | B.0%MAX. 30.0% MAX,
SURFACE MOISTURE % n/a n/a 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX.
ASH % 8.5 12 ‘ 10.0% MAX.2 7.8% MAX.2
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 0.77 1.2 1.2 LBMAX. ' 1.2 LBIMAX.!
BTU/LB 12,000 11,900 ‘ 12,300 MIN. 8.200/L8 MIN,
ASEHGSROE?: r:/l\NHGRENHEIT H=W (R) 2500 2300 ‘ 2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN,
VOLATILE % 33.5 31 ‘ 31.0% MIN.! 31.0% MIN.!
GR[N‘DABILITY' HARDGROVE £y ' cn ¢ 42 MIN.2 85 MIN.3
SIZE 2x0 2x0 X0 , X0
FINES (-1/4" X 07) LnY LAY 45% MAX.S 30% MAX.S
PYRITIC SULFUR n/a 1 n/a | 0.2% MAX.! 0.2% MAX.S
FIXED CARBON % Lok _ _—
HYDROGEN % 4.8% - S ', S
NITROGEN % 1.45% _— ‘ —_—
CHLORINE % 288 ppm | — ——
OXYGEN % 7.45 _— S
"Must be met on an individual shipment basis. ‘Economic analyses will be based on these values. .
2Adjustable in direct proportion 1o Bty SPreferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.
3Adjustable in inverse proportion o Btu.
MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION AVERAGE . STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.
P20s 00.65 Antimony
Si02 : 53.19 Arsenic
Fez0s 06.18 Berylium See Attached
Al203 25.62 Cadmium
TiO; 00. 89 Chromium
Ca0 04.19 Cobalt
MgO 01.40 ‘ Fluorine
SOs 03.03 Lead
K20 01.42 Lithium
Naz0 01.03 Manganese
Undetermined 01.89 Mercury
Base/Acid Ratio 00.18 Nicke!
Maximum Base/Acid Ratio 00.24 Selenium
. *NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM




Oxbow Mining LLC

Period:

Tonnage:

Price:

2005 - 2008

2005: S trains for testing
2006: 500,000 tons
2007: 500,000 tons
2008: 500,000 tons

2005:

A
)

{
L

{4

AL

Docket No. 070001-E]
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iy

b

LT
Lo
i

$30.00 per net ton, FOB loaded railcar, Somerset, CO

20068: $27.50 per net ton, FOB loaded railcar, Somerset, CO
2007: $28.33 per net ton, FOB loaded railcar, Somerset, CO
200:  $29.18 per net ton, FOB loaded railcar, Somerset, CO

PEF-FUEL-000381
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EEEJZEN PAGE3OF 3 BRUJECTED QUALITY
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
DESCRIPTION *AS RECEIVED" *AS RECEIVED" ) BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED AS RECEIVED™ "AS RECEIVED"
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 4 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX.
SUR}:ACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX.
ASH % Sgme as current 4 10.0% MAX.2 7.8% MAX.2
SULFUR DIOXIDE {LB/MBTU) - 1.2 LB/MAX.! 1.2 LBIMAX.
BTUAB quality 4 12,300 MIN. 8,200/LB MIN.
A - (R) ‘ 2:500 MIN. 2,200 MIN.
§ VOLATILE % K 31.0% MIN.! 31.0% MIN.}
) GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE ¢ 42 MIN 85 MIN.,3 ;
SIZE 2' X0 2" X0"
§ Fines (-1/4" X 0% 45% MAX.S 30% MAX.S
¥ PYRITIC SULFUR 0.2% MAX. 0.2% MAX.!
H FIXED CARBON % —_— _—
: HYDROGEN % _ —
NITROGEN % — —_—
.~ CHLORINE % - e
OXYGEN % _— _—
Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 4Economic analyses wilt be based on these values.
2Adjustabie in direct proportion to Btu. SPreferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considerad.
3adjustable in inverse proportion to Btu.
MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.
P20s Antimony
} Si02 Arsenic
Fes0n Beryllium
f Al203 Cadmium
TiC2 Chromium
Cz0 Cobalt
:, MgO Fluorine
SO Lead
K20 Lithium
j Na0 Manganese
B Undetermined Mercury
BaselAcid Ralio Nickel
Maximum Base/Acid Ratio Selenium

*NOTE: ADD SHEETS iF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
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S i'STHNDQRD LRBORATORIES,INC.

CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS

MINE: ELK CREEKMINE

DATE SAMP:
DATE REC:

CONTRACT:
SHIPMENT ID:

TONNAGE:
NO. OF CARS:

SAMPLE NET:

£8£000-TdN4-ddd

04/27/03
04/27/03

10659.85
108.000

116 LBS

TRACE ELEMENT, DRY BASIS

JOB NO: 88-19744
LOCATION: SOMERSET LAB

ANTIMONY
ARSENIC
BARIUM
BERYLLIUM
BORON
BROMINE
CADMIUM
CHLORINE
CHROMIUM
COBALT
COPPER
FLUORINE
LEAD
LITHIUM
MANGANESE
MERCURY
MOLYBDENUM
NICKEL
SELENIUM
SILVER
STRONTIUM
THALLIUM
TIN
URANIUM
VANADIUM
ZINC
ZIRCONIUM

Shb
As
Ba
Be
B
Br
Cd
Cl
Cr
Co
Cu
F
Pb
Li
Nn
Hg
Mo
Ni
Se
Ag
Sr
Ti
Sn
U
Vv
Zn
Zr

DATE:

RESULT
(PPM)
0.76
1.0
157
0.7
128
19
0.14
329
7
1.8
8
51.7
5.9
11.8
13
0.023
0.9
4
1.2
0.10
70
0.16
0.6
1.2
18

.....

05/27/03

LOT 30 87 @5eg
SSSE'L]O.md/Sp}E{/d_—I}]

"ON HQIUXT WOSUeS ] 1qoy

(9-s1¥)

[4-1000L0 "ON 183000
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S&—l STANDARD LABORATORIES, INC

CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS

MINE: ELK CREEK MINE

DATE SAMP:  03/25/04
DATE REC: 03/25/04
CONTRACT:

SHIPMENT ID:
TONNAGE: 10431.050
NO. OF CARS: 105
SAMIPLE NET: 81LBS

PROXIMATE ANALYSIS (%)
AS REC'D DRY

MOISTURE 8.46 n/a

ASH 8.54 9.33
VOLATILE 3366  36.77

FIXED C 49.34  53.90
SULFUR ©0.41 0.45

8TU/LE 12054 13169 A
BTU MAF 14524
ALK AS Naz0 0.17 0.19
ADDITIONAL DATA

AIR DRY LOSS 6.03
RESIDUAL MOISTURE 2.59

HGIl =54 @ 2.26% MOISTURE
FREE SWELLING INDEX = 1.5

JOB NO: 88-32858
LOCATION: SOMERSET, CO

MONTHLY QUALITY TEST

ULTIMATE ANALYSIS (%]
AS REC'D DRY

MOISTURE B.46 nfa
ASH 8.54 .33
SULFUR Q.41 0.45
CARBON 69.80 76.25
HYDROGEN 4.60 5.02
NITROGEN 1.40 1.53
OXYGEN (diff) 6.79 7.42

FUSION TEMPERATURE OF ASH (F}

OXIDIZING REDUCING
INITIAL 2350 2300
SOFTENING 2420 2315
HEMISPHERICAL 2490 2330
FLUID 2615 2550

MERCURY =.154 PPIM
CHLORINE = 366 PPM

Respectfully Submilted

DATE:  4/21/04

MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH (%)

PHOSPHORUS PENTOXIDE 0.40
SILICON DIOXIDE 51.91
FERRIC OXIDE 5.90
ALUMINUM OXIDE 23.97
TITANIUN DIOXIDE 0.85
MANGANESE DIOXIDE 0.03
CALCIUM OXIDE 5.39
MAGNESIUM OXIDE 1.71
POTASSIUM OXIDE 1.34
SODIUM OXIDE 1.14
SULFUR TRIOXIDE 4.67
BARIUM OXIDE 0.24
STRONTIUW 0.17
UNDETERMINED 2.28
BASE/ACIO RATIO 02
T250 TEMPERATURE 2726
SILICA VALUE 82.10
TYPE OF ASH LIGNITIC
SLAGGING INDEX 2338
FOULING INDEX 1.14

T L

STANDARD LABORATORIES, INC

L0130 67 33ed
soseqand/spie/d.Id

"ON NIQIYX wosues " Haqoy

(9-ST)

13-1000L0 "ON 333200
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& STANDARD LABORATORIES.INC

CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS

MINE: ELK CREEK MINE

DATE SAMP:  02/23/04
DATE REC: 02/23/04
CONTRACT:

SHIPMENT ID:
TONNAGE: 10320.030
NO. OF CARS: 104
SAMPLE NET: 148 LBS

PROXIMATE ANALYSIS (%)
AS REC'D DRY

MOISTURE 8.01 nfa

ASH 8.19 8.90
VOLATILE 33.73 36.67

FIXED C 50.07 54.43
SULFUR 0.40 0.43

BTU/LB 12160 13219

BTU MAF 14510
ALK AS NazQ 0.17 0.18
ADDITIONAL DATA

AIRDRY LOSS 5.47
RESIDUAL MOISTURE 2.69

HGl =55 @ 2.42% MOISTURE

"FREE SWELLING INDEX = 1.5

JOB NO: 88-32651
LOCATION: SOMERSET, CO

ULTIMATE ANALYSIS (%)

AS RECG'D DRY

MOISTURE 8.01 n/a
ASH 8.19 8.90
SULFUR -0.40 0.43
CARBON 68.59 7456
HYDROGEN 4.91 5.34
NITROGEN 1.38 1.50
OXYGEN (diff) 8.53 9.27

FUSION TEMPERATURE OF ASH (F)

OXIDIZING REDUCING
INITIAL . 2625 2475
SOFTENING 2670 2540
HEMISPHERICAL 2690 2585
FLUID 2720 2655

MERCURY = .046 PPM
CHLORINE = 273 PPM

Respectfully Submitted

DATE:  3/23/2004

MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH (%)

PHOSPHORUS PENTOXIDE 0.63
SILICON DIOXIDE 56.80
FERRIC OXIDE 526
ALUMINUM OXIDE 26.47
TITANIUM DIOXIDE - 0.89
MANGANESE DIOXIDE 0.02
CALCIUM OXIDE 3.67
MAGNESIUM OXIDE 1.25
POTASSIUM OXIDE 1.21
SODIUM OXIDE 1.23
SULFUR TRIOXIDE 1.75
BARIUM OXIDE 0.25
STRONTIUM 0.17
UNDETERMINED 0.40
BASE/ACID RATIO 0.15
T250 TEMPERATURE 2822
SILICA VALUE 86.39
TYPE OF ASH BITUMINOUS
SLAGGING INDEX 0.06
FOULING INDEX 0.18

Z Y I

STAN‘ R‘D LABORATORIES, INC

L0130 o¢ 98eg
saseYOIN/SpLg/d. 1Y

“ON HQIYXT WOSURS " Uaqoy

(9-ST9)

[4-1000L0 "ON 19320



Mine:

Location:
Ownership:
Operator:

Mine Start Date:

Type Mine:

Production Capacity:

Stockpile Capacity:

OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS LLC

Docket No. 070001-E1
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Elk Creek

Somerset, Colorado - Gunnison County

Oxbow Mining, LLC

Oxbow Mining, LLC

Continuous Miner began February, 2002; Longwall began April, 2003
Longwall and Continuous Miner; 100% deep mine; 100% raw coal
5.7 million tons per year

400,000 tons

Current Recoverable Reserves: “B” & “D" Seams : 134,000,000 tons

Union Affiliation:

None

Expected Mine Life at Normal Capacity: 25 years or through 2026

Rail Service:

Loading Capability:

Loadout:

Weighing:

Sampling & Analysis:

Employees:

Sales Office:

Union Pacific Railroad

One 105 car train in 3 hours
Three-Four 105 car trains in 24 howrs

Located at the mine. UP rail origin is Somerset, CO

Certified Weigh Batch System - scale certified every 6 months
Auto-sampler bias tested once per year

HSS sampler located at loadout, Standard Labs performs analysis

Approximately 280

Oxbow Carbon & Minerals LLC
7901 SouthPark Plaza, Suite 202
Littieton, CO 80120
303-795-0413 Phone Number
303-795-1524 Fax Number
Contact: Alicia Levitt

PEF-FUEL-000387
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Peabody COALSALES Company

701 Market Street

St Louis, Migsouri 63101-1826
Barbara E. Busby e 514 3027500
H . ‘ one . .
Vice President — Sales & Marketing
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Mr. A.W. Pitcher

Vice President, Coal Procurement
Progress Fuels Corporation

One Progress Plaza

200 Central Avenue

St. Petersburg, FIL 33701

Dear Al:

Peabody COALSALES Company is pleased to submit the attached proposal for compliance coal
to Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) for your consideration. This proposal will expire at 5:00
p.m. CDT on June 11, 2004,

[t is incumbent upon you to confirm with us that this Proposal is still outstanding at the time of
its consideration and evaluation by you, and prior to any decision by you based on this Proposal.

This Proposal is further subject to the following conditions:

o Prior sale of the coal,

e Withdrawal by COALSALES at any time,

e Availability of the coal,

e Negotiation and execution of a mutually agreeable coal supply agreement,

o Approval of credit terms, and

e Obtaining the approvals of Peabody’s senior management to the sale of the coal and to the
execution of the negotiated coal supply agreement. '

We appreciate the opportunity to submit this proposal and look forward to your response. Should
you have any questions or require additional information please contact me.

Sincerely,
g

p
. — 5
“"j//z;?ﬁ'CZ?ZQJ«; Zt ‘i/~ L '(;L@_ i

o~

Barbara E. Busby
Vice President — Sales & Marketing

Attachments
PEF-FUEL-000388



May 12, 2004

Compliance Coal Sales Proposal

Progress Fuels Corp.

To:

Mr. A.W. Pitcher

Vice President, Coal Procurement
Progress Fuels Corp.

One Progress Plaza

200 Central Avenue

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Seller:

Peabody COALSALES Company
701 Market Street

St. Louis, MO. 63101

Phone: 314-342-7698

Fax: 314-342-7529

Plant Destination:  Crystal River Plant

Term, Quantity and Price

North Antelope/Rochelle

Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._ (RLS-6)
RFP/Bids/Purchases
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Per Ton FOB Mine:

Term Quantity Price
1/1/05-12/31/05 300,000 tons £8.75
1/1/06-12/31/06 300,000 tons $9.25
1/1/07-12/31/07 300,000 tons $9.50

o Tons to be shipped ratably over the term of the agreement

e Tonnage firm, no variances or option tons

Btu
Premium/Penalty

Provision: At the end of each month a quality adjustment would be computed based
on the difference between the actual weighted average Btu per pound and

the Monthly Weighted Average Btu per pound (8.900 Btw/1b.).

SO2
Premium/Penalty

Provision: At the end of the month, a quality adjustment would be computed based
on the difference between the actual monthly weighted average pounds of
SO2 per million Btu and the Monthly Weighted Average Ibs. SO2/mmBtu
(0.50 # SO2/mmBtu).The difference will be applied to the average “Air

Daily Monthly SO2 Index.”

PEF-FUEL-000389
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Mine Information:

Mine North Antelope/Rochelle
Location: 65 mi SE of Gillette, WY
Type of Mine: Surface

Mining Method: Dragline/Truck & Shovel
Annual Total 80,000,000+ tons
Shipments:

Coal Quality: (Progress Fuels Current & Projected Quality Sheets attached)

Parameter (as Monthly Wtd. Reject
received) Average :
Btu/lb. 8,900 8700 minimum
Lb. SO2/mmBtu 5 .75 maximum
| Ash, % 44
Moisture, % 26.7 —
Sodium Oxide. 1.5
Volatiles, % 31.5 ---
HGI 59 -
Rail Origin:
Loadout Details North Antelope
Shipping Point NACCO Junction
Railroad BNSF/UP
Unit Train Car 160
Rating
Loadout Capacity < 4.0 Hours

Sampling System:

Weighing System:

Scale Certification:

Expiration Date:

Shipping Schedule:

Substitution:

Three (3) Stage Automatic Sampler -

Batch Weigh Bin System

Certification Annually

This proposal expires June 11, 2004.

monthly quantities.

Annual volume to be shipped and received in approximately equal

Seller reserves the right, but not the obligation, to substitute coal
from other origins at the same delivered price per mmBtu.

PEF-FUEL-000390
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) FUELS PAGE 2 OF 3
CORPORATION
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS ' REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 26.9 o 28.0 ¢ 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % 1.0 2.0 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX,
A s 4.3 5.5 ‘ 10.0% MAX2 7.8% MAX2
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 0.45 0.60 1.2 LBMAX. 1.2 LB/MAX.!
¥ sruns 8,889 8,700 ‘ 12,300 MIN. 8,2001LB MIN.
: A§?g§'§§§ EALRENHEIT Hew R) 2,126 2,060 ‘ 2,500 MIN. 2.200 MIN
Hvounes 31.8 30.0 ‘ 30% N 31,0% MIN.
4 GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 3¢ 64 56 ‘ 42 MIN3 85 MIN2
g sz 3 x 0 X0 X0
d FINES (.1/4" X 07) 27.0 _ 45% MAX S 30% MAX.$
PYRIFIC SULFUR 0.01 0.02 0.2% MAX.! 0.2% MAX !
B FIXED CARBON % 37.0 - .
: HYDROGEN %. 3.5 ' —_ L —
NlTR(%)GEN % 0.7 _ —_
CHLORINE% . < 0.01 o —
OXYG:EN % 12.2 | S

“Economic analyses will be based on these values,

tMust be met on an individual shipmenibasis. , ‘
% @ 25.12 Moisture 4Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.

2Adjustable in direct proportion to Btu.
*Adjustable in inverse proportion to Btu.

I MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGKT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL

I DESCRIPTION: AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION ‘ AVERAGE STD DEV.

g °o 1.0 0.11 Antimony < 1 <1

I Si0z | - 33.7 2.19 Arsenic < 1 < 1

IF92OJ - 5.5 0.31 Benylium < 0.2 < 0.2
Al03 17.2 0.84 Cadmium < 0.2 < 0.2
TiO, 1.4 0.12 Chromium 4 - 0.9

Hcao 23.7 1.50 Cobalt 2. l‘.9
MgO 5.5 0.34 Fluprine 67 11.9
80 8.2 0.66 Lead 2 0.7
KO 0.3 0.06 Lithium 3 0.3

I Nz:0 1.5 0.15 Manganese 9 0.9

N Undetemines 1.7 0.8 Mercury 0.05 0.02

I Base/A::id Ratio 0.71 0.07 Nicke! 3 1.2
Maximum Base/Acid Ratio 0.81 Selenium < 1 < 1 .

*NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
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i ) "‘r. . . )
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,/ , Fax: (859) 223-8744
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Progress Fuels Corporation
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Dear Mrs. Ott:

Triton Coal Company, LLC is pleased to respond to your RFP, dated April 12, 2004,
for coal supply to Progress Fuels’ Crystal River Plant. This proposal is made in
accordance with the terms and conditions set forth below:

Source: North Rochelle mine, located approximately 55 miles south of Gillette in
Campbell County, Wyoming, and is served by both the BNSF and UP railroads.
Buckskin mine, located approximately 14 miles north of Gillette in Campbell County,
Wyorning, and 1s served by the BNSF railroad. Both mines are owned and operated by
Triton Coal Company, LLC.

Term: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solicitation Forms.

Quantity: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solcitation Forms, with actual
nominated quantity to be determined prior to the execution of a Coal Supply Agresment.

Price: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solcitation Forms. Prices shall
remain fixed for each term of the Agreement, except for adjustments (premium/penalty)
for quality (Btu and SO;), and for changes in laws, taxes or other governmental
impositions that may occur subsequent to the date of this proposal. The price for North
Rochelle is based on 8,800 Btu and 0.80# SO, guarantees. The price for Buckskin is
based on 8,400 Btu and 0.80#% SO, guarantees.

Quality: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solicitation Forms.

Sampling & Analysis: Sampling to be performed by Seller utilizing ASTM certified
three-stage mechanical sampling system at mine loading facility. Analysis to be
performed by a mutually agreeable independent laboratory in accordance with ASTM
standards.

PEF-FUEL-000394
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Weights: Weights to be provided by Seller utilizing certified batch and/or certified
weigh-in-motion scales.

Invoicing & Payment: Triton prefers semi-monthly invoicing, 1* through 15* and, 16%
through the end of the month, with payment fifteen (15) days from date of receipt of
Invoice.

Acceptance of this offer constitutes a present and binding obligation to buy and sell
coa) under the stated commercial terms of these proposals and 1s not otherwise dependent
on the satisfaction of any condition, including, but not limited to, the negotiation and
execution of a Coal Supply Agreement. This offer shall remain finm through June 12,
2004, unless extended by mutual agreement, and is subject to prior sale.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal for Progress Fuels
Corporation’s consideration. Should you have questions, or require additional
information, please contact me at (859) 223-8820.

Sincerely,

Lt b !

Robert B. Gabbard
Vice President

Attachments

cc: Jim Hake
Mark Pettibone
Steve Sears
Brad Clark
Terry Wilkerson

PEF-FUEL-000395



Docket No. 070001-E]

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-6
RFP/Bids/Purchases : {FORM

PROGRESS Page 38 of 107
FUELS

CORPORATICN

IPRODUCVER NAME:  Triton Coal Company, LIC
113 S. Gillette Ave., Suite 203; Gillette, WY 82716

I STREET ADDRESS:

CONTACT: Bob Gabbard TELEPHONE NO. 859-223-8820
MINE(S): Buckskin BOMDISTRICT: WY counTY: Campbell sTATE: WY .
ORIGIN RAILROAD(SYDISTRICT: EK____ CV____ Big Sandy___ Other_ BNSF—PRB RIR TIPPLE DESIGNATION/NUMBER: Buckskin Mine
TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY:
UNIT TRAN: ___ X , SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD:
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: 2 unit trains
16,500 _TONS - 4 HOURS 136 _cars TRACK CAPAGIT
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: _ X YES ___No IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT
SHIP THROUGH: 'O_preferenceyock ‘ LOAD RATE::
TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH; -1 « 6T 7oNs
PRODUCTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: _1 * ™™ 1oNS
TYPE OF MINE: % DEEP 100 %5t - % AUGEI
seams: Anderson, Canyon BLENDRATIOS: n/a
COAL PREPARATION, __ X RAW L WASHED '  COMBINATION
TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED:
TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: ASTM certified three-stage mechanical sampler
TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S):  None DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION:  n/a
TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: Batch & weigh=in-motion SCALECERTIFIED? X YES  __ NO
PERIOD TONNAGE , BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE
January 1,2005-December 31, 200f  1.0mm tons/year * $6.50 firm for 3 years

IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN "X" IN THIS SPOT.

PRODUCER'S COMMENTS: *price is based on 8,400 Btu and 0.80 # SO2 guarantees

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): Fairmont Supply Company - 307-686-2400
Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four:  OKlahoma Gas & Electric; Western Farmers; Dynegy; PPAL

)AA!L THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO:

MRS, ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 500
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701

OR PEF-FUEL-000396

POST OFFICE BOX 15208
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733

.
SIGNATURE: /W M /% TILE: Vice President DATE: 5/11/04

PHONE NQ. 727/824-8670
FAX NO. 727/824-6601
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- CORPORATION
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
DESCRIPTION 43 RECEIVED 1S RECEIVED" ESIT;JQAéFES/LésD SUB-BITUMINOUS

AVERAGE OR TYPIGAL o ANTEED GUARANTEED SURRANTERD
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 29.95 30.00 ¢ 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % ' 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX,
ASH % 5.15 5.50 ¢ 10.0% MAX.2 7.8% MAX.2
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 0.83 0.90% 1.2 LBIMAX. .2 LBIMAX.
BTU/LB 8,400 8,300 * ‘ 12,300 MIN. 8,200/LB MIN.
/LGRS FAHRENHEIT MW R) 2,228 2,200 ‘ 2,500 MIN: 2,200 MiN.
VOLATILE % 30.25 31.00 ‘ 31.0% MIN.S 31.0% MIN.!
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 62 65 ‘ 42 MIN.2 65 MIN.?
SIZE 2"x0 2"x0 X0 X0
FINES (-1/4" X 0) 20% 25% 45% MAX S 30% MAX.S
PYRITIC SULFUR 0.04 | 0.10 0.2% MAX.! 0.2% MAX.!
FIXED CARBON % 34.65 n/a _
HYDROGEN % 3.24 n/a _— S
NITROGEN % 0.63 n/a — —_
CHLORINE % 0.01 n/a _ —
OXYGEN % 11.67 n/a —_— _

2adjustable in direct proportion to Btu.
3Adjustable in inverse proportion to Btu.

on 8400 Btu & 0.80# SO2

Must be met on an individual shipment basis.  *Price adjustments basedEconomic analyses will be based on these values.
*Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.

e e

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.

0.90 0.32 Antimony " 0.20 0.05
31.27 2.91 Arsenic 2.00. 0.40
7.08 : Q.75 Berylium 0.30 0.10
13.15 0.90 Cadmium 0.05 0.02
1.1 0.18 Chromium 4.00 2.00
ca0 25.75 1.53 Cobal 1.50 1.00
MgO 5.89 0.54 Fivoring 27.60 5.00
o 10.98 2.27 - 2.00 1,00
Kz0 0.19 0.07 Lithium 3.00 1.60
Naz0 1.70 0.25 Manganese 21.00 8.00
Undetermined 0.97 Mescury 0.09 0.02
Base/Acid Ratio 0.89 Nicke 5.00 2.00
Maximum Base/Acid Ratio 1.10 Selenium 1.20 0.40

“NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
A

——— v rYmT

AnAANST




Docket No. 070001 -El

Robert L. Sansom Exh
ibit N
RFP/B]dS/Purchases >

___(RLS-6)

'PROGRESS CO. Page 40 of 107
FUELS
CORPORATION
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
CEIVED

AVERAGEORTYPICAL | 3 tr%"#%?ﬁim GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 27.57 28.50 ¢ 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX.
ASH % 4.62 5.20 ¢ 10.0% MAX.2 7.8% MAX 2
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 0.55 0.65% 1.2 LBIMAX.! 1.2 LB/MAX.!
BTULB 8,768 8,650% ¢ 12,300 MIN. 8,200/L.B MIN.
AS?GSFSEFETSE ?LNH%ENHEIT H=W (R) 2,165 2,100 ‘ 2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN.
VOLATILE % 32.90 31.50 ‘ 31.0% MIN.! 31.0% MIN.!
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE 64 63 4 42 MIN 65 MIN.2
slze 250 2"x%0 X0 rabdig
FINES (-1/4* X D7) 42% 45% 45% MAXS 30% MAX.S
PYRITIC SULFUR 0.02 n/a 0.2% MAX.! 0.2% MAX.!
FIXED CARBON % 34.80 n/a - .
HYDROGEN % 3.72: n/a B .
NITROGEN % 0.73 n/a - __
CHLORINE % . 0.02 n/a S S
OXYGEN % 12.50 n/a — -

2adjustable in direct proportion to Blu.
3adjustable in inverse proportion fo Biu.

on8,800 Btu & 0.80# S02

IMust be met on an individua! shipment basis. *Price adjustment  based “Economic analyses will be based on these values.
Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION - AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.

orn 1.00 0.24 ntinony " 0.19 0.1
Si0z 32.42 2.43 Arsenic 0.%0- 0.20
5.78 -0.49 Berylium 0.10 0.10

15.34 0.97 Cadmium 0.05 0. 01

1,39 0.76 A > 00 " o0

25.05 1.93 Cobalt 1.70 0.30

5.59 0.44 Fluorine 83.70 12.20

8.26 1.15 Lead 1.00 0.00

K20 0.32 0.09 Lithium 2.6 0.49
Naz0 2.07 0.39 Manganese 8.00 2.00
Undetermined 2.99 Mercury 0.06 0. 02
Base/Acid Ratio 0.75 Nicke! 3.00 1.00
Maximum Bzse/Acid Rato 1.00 Selenium 0.50 0.10

*NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
Y 0 S PEF-FUEL- 000400
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PRODUCERNAME:  Triton Coal Company, LIC
113 S. Gillette Ave., Suite 203; Gillette, WY 82716 T

STREET ADDRESS:
CONTACT: Bob Gabbard TELEPHONENO.  855-223-8820
MINE(S): North Rochelle BOMDSTRICT: WY COUNTY: Campbell STATE: WYy .
ORIGIN RAILROAD(SYDISTRICT: EK____ CV____ Big Sandy OtherPRB_UP/BNSF RIR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONANUMBER: North Rochelle
TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY:
UNIT TRAIN: X , SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD:

MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: - , .

18,000 TONS ' . 4 Hours 4 unit trains @ 150 cars TRACK CAPACH
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: _X_YES __NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT
SHIP THROUGH: N0 _preferencepock LOAD RATE::

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: _2mm TONS

PRODUCTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 2mm_ ToNs

100 s%sTRP - % AUGE

TYPE OF MINE: % DEEP

BLENDRATIOS: n/a

SEAMS:  [ower Canyon
COAL PREPARATION: _100% _ Rraw

WASHED ' ____COMBINATIO

TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: .
TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: ASTM certified three-stage mechanical sampler

TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S):  None DATE FORRENEGOTATION: ~ n/a / \
TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: Batch & weigh-in-motion SCALECERTIFIED? X YEE ___NO

PERIOD TONNAGE ' §ASE PRICE PER TON FOB IQ‘NE
January 1, 2005-December 31, 2007 1.0mm tons/year /1$8.25 firm for 3 years *|
IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY CR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO &r MAKING AN "X" IN THIS SPOT, /
PRODUCER'S COMMENTS: *Price is based on 8, 800 Btu and 0 .80# SO'Z\ggarantees /
CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): Fairmont Supply Company - 307-686-2400 )

Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four).  Oklahoma Gas & Electric; Western Farmers; Dynegy & PP&L

), . -
£ Z / 2L
SIGNATURE: /j ng/ M TMLE Vice President DATE: 5/11/04

MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TC:

MRS. ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 800
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701

OR

POST OFFICE BOX 15208 '
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 PEF-FUEL-000398

PHONE NO. 727/824-6670
FAX NO, 727/824-6501
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PRODUCER NAME:  Triton Coal Company, LLC
113 S. Gillette Ave., Suite 203; Gillette, WY 82716 T

STREET ADDRESS:
CONTACT: Bob Gabbard : TELEPHONENO.  859-223-8820
MINE(S): North Rochelle BOMDISTRICT: WY COUNTY: Campbell STATE: WY
ORIGIN RAILROAD(S)DISTRICT: EK___ CV____ Big Sandy oter PRB_UP/BNSF RR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONNUMBER: North Rochell
TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY:
UNIT TRAIN; X | , SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD:

MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: - ‘ :

- 18,000  TONS . . 4 Hours 4 unit trains @ 150 cars TRACK CAPA(
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: _X YES ___NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT.
SHIP THROUGH:TI0_preferencepock : LOAD RATE::

TOTAL PRCDUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: me TONS

PRODUCTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 2mm_ 1oNs

TYPE OF MINE: °% DEEP 100 % STRIP - % ALK
SEAMS: Lower Canyon BLENDRATIOS: n/a
.___COMBINAT

COAL PREPARATION: _100% _Raw i WASHED

TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED:
TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: ASTM certified thrée-stage mechanical sampler

TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S:  None DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION:  'n/a
TYPE OF COALWEIGHING: Batch & weigh-in-motion SCALECERTIFIED? _X YES ___NO
, PERIOD TONNAGE ' : BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE
January 1-December 31, 2005 1.0 mm . * $8.00
IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN “X" IN THIS SPOT.
PRODUCER'S COMMENTS: *Price is based on 8, 800 Btu and 0. 80# SQ2 guarantees
CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two) Fairmont Supply Company — 307-686-2400 R

Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four). Oklahoma Gas & Electric; western Farmers; Dynegy; PP&L

i L S S — e e T . s

O . 27 .
SIGNATURE: A MMM TME Vice President DATE: 5/11/04

MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO:

MRS. ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 600
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701

OR

POST OFFICE BOX 15208 _
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 PEF-FUEL-000399

PHONE NO. 727/824-6670
FAX NO. 727/824-6501
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COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC
MINE: Buckskin
STANDARD [NUMBER OF OCCURRENCE
MEAN DEVIATION | ANALYSIS | Maximum Minimum
PROXIMATE ANALYSIS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)
Moisture 28.90 1.15 32.00 27.50
Ash 5.25 1.19 7.50 4.40
Volatile Matler 30.25 1.09 32.50 28,10
Fixed Carbon 34.60 1.33 36.20 32.40
Sulfur 0.36 0.09 0.50 0.25
Biu/Lb. 8,400 122 8,500 8,100
ULTIMATE ANALYSIS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)
Moisture 29.90 1.15 32.00 27.50
Carbon 48.90 0.67 50.30 47.70
Hydrogen 3.10 0.16 3.40 2.50
Nitrogen 0.60 0.07 0.70 0.45
Chilorine 0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.00
Sulfur 0.40 0.08 0.50 0.25
Ash 5.25 1.19 7.50 4.40
Oxygen 11.85 1,43 13.60 10.00
SULFUR FORMS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)
Sulfate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Organic 0.30 0.10 0.50 0.19
Pyritic 0.04 0.05 0.10 0.00
MINERALS OF ASH
{% Weight Of Ash)
Silica 30.50 5.10 40.80 21.20
Alumina 13.50 1.70 18.00 10.00
Sodium Oxide 1.75 0.24 2.10 0.90
Potassium Oxide 0.20 0.08 0.50 0.10
Lime 25.75 3.74 32.60 16.60
Magnesium Oxide 5.80 1.12 8.20 3.80
Titania 1.10 0.32 1.40 0.60
Phosphorus Pentoxide 0.80 0.58 1.50 0.35
Sulfur Trioxide 11.00 3.20 18.60 5.80
Ferric Oxide 6.50 2.18 9.00 4.00
Undetermined 3.10
WATER SOLUBLE ALKALI
Sodium Oxide 0.13 0.02 0.18 0.11
Potassium Oxide n/a n/a n/a “nla

Page B-1
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COAL QUALITY - (Continued)

COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC
MINE: Buckskin
STANDARD | NUMBER OF OCCURRENCE

MEAN DEVIATION | ANALYSIS | Maximum Minimum

MISCELLANEOUS

Hardgrove Grindability Index 55 8 62 50
Equilibrium Moisture 29.05 0.85 31.00 27.20
Slag Viscosity n/a n/a n/a n/a
Apparent Specific Gravity 1.27 0.25 1.31 1.10

ASH FUSION TEMPERATURES
(degrees F)

Reducing Atm: Initial Deformation 2,189 107 2,397 2,085
Reducing Alm: Softening 2,208 105 2,415 2,114
Reducing Atm: Hemispherical 2,212 107 2,441 2,122
Reducing Atm: Fluid . 2,231 101 2,468 ' 2,146
Oxidizing Atm: Initial Deformation 2,239 86 2,430 2,159
Oxidizing Atm: Softening 2,251 88 2,444 2,185
Oxidizing Atm: Hemispherical 2,258 80 2,453 2,175
Oxidizing Atm: Fluid 2,277 | | 93 2,484 2,197

TRACE ELEMENTS (PPM in Coal)
(*Indicates special interest)

Antimony 0.20 0.05 0.40 0.18]
Arsenic* 2.00 0.40 2.60 1.00
Barium 380.00 50.00 ~ 480.00 300.00
Beryllium* 0.30 0.10 0.50 0.10
Boron 50.00 4.00 60.00 40.00
Bromine 20.00 2.00 25.00 15.00
Cadmium® 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.02
Chlorine 240.00 105.00 400.00 120.00
Chromium® 4,00 2.00 8.00 2.00
Cobalt 1.50 1.00 5.10 0.80
Copper 9.00 2.00 14.00 4.00
Fluorine* 27.60 5.00 34,90 17.00
Leag* 2.00 1.00 4.00 1.00
Manganese 21.00 8.00 45.00 12.00
Mercury® 0.08 0.02 0.12 0.02
Nicke! 5.00 2.00 10.00 2.00
Phosphorus ‘n/a n/a n/a n/a
Selenium* 1.20 0.40 2.00 0.40
Strontium 270.00 40.00 380.00 200.00
Titanium n/a n/a n/a n/a
Uranium 0.50 C.01 1.00 0.30
Vanadium 12.00 4.00 20.00 7.00

Zinc 11.00 3.00 20.00 3.00
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COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC
MINE: North Rochelle
STANDARD | NUMBER OF OCCURRENCE

MEAN DEVIATION | ANALYSIS | Maximum Minimum

PROXIMATE ANALYSIS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)

Moisture 27.57 0.37 1620 28.89 26.17
Ash 4.62 0.37 1620 6.82 3.89
Volatile Matier 32.90 0.73 272 35.30 30.90
Fixed Carbon 34.80 0.76 272 36.58 32.81
Sulfur 0.20 0.02 1620 0.33 0.09]
Btu/Lb. 8,768 61 1620 89781 8,404

ULTIMATE ANALYSIS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)

Moisture . 27.90 0.72 68.00 29.25 26.12
Carbon 52.23 0.94 31.00 53.69 50.40
Hydrogen 3.72 0.26 31.00 4.23 3.42
Nitrogen 0.73 0.12 31.00 1.04 0.55
Chiofine 0.02 0.01 13.00 0.04 0.00
Sulfur 0.20 0.02 40.00 0.26 0.16
Ash 4.37 0.39 40.00 5.40 3.72
Oxygen 12.50 0.98 31.00 13.91 11.01

SULFUR FORMS
(% By Weight, As-Received Basis)

Sulfate

Organic

Pyritic

MINERALS OF ASH
(% Weight Of Ash)

Silica 3242 2.43| 252.00 42.71 27.60
Alumina _ 15.34 0.97 252.00 19.47 13.05
Sodium Oxide 2.07 0.38 450.00 2.60 1.69
Potassium Oxide 0.32 0.09 252.00 0.72 0.17
Lime ' 25.05 1.93 252.00 29.33 17.14
Magnesium Oxide 5.59 0.44 252.00 7.00 3.68
Titania , 1.39 0.16 252.00 1.81 0.75
Phosphorus Pentoxide 1.00 0.24 37.00 1.55 0.58
Sulfur Trioxide 8.26 1.15 252.00 13.00 5.58
Ferric Oxide ' 5.78 0.49 252.00 7.18 4.33
Undetermined 2.98 0.77 252.00 4.45 0.33
WATER SOLUBLE ALKALI
Sodium Oxide 0.15 0.02 158.00 0.20 0.12
Potassium Oxide NA NA| NA NA NA

page B.1 PEF-FUEL-000401
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COAL QUALITY - (Continued)

COMPANY: Triton Coa! Company, LLC
MINE: North Rochelle
STANDARD { NUMBER OF OCCURRENCE.
MEAN DEVIATION | ANALYSIS Maximum Minimum
MISCELLANEOUS ‘ .
Hardgrove Grindability Index 64.2 8.23 33 84 42
Equilibrium Moisture 26.21 0.65 40 27.71 24.93
Slag Viscosity NA NA NA NA NA
Apparent Specific Gravity NA NA NA NA NA
ASH FUSION TEMPERATURES
(degrees F)
Reducing Atm: Initia} Deformation 2,160 48 320 2,301 2,050
Reducing Atm: Softening 2,165 47 320 2,303 2,075
Reducing Atm: Hemispherical 2,175 49 320 2,315 2,082
Reducing Atm: Fluid 2,185 49 320 2,321 2,090
Oxidizing Atm: Initial Deformation 2,205 48 68 2,324 2,140
Oxidizing Atm: Softening 2,215 54 68 2,340 2,170
Oxidizing Atm: Hemispherical 2,226 58 68 2,365 2,177
Oxidizing Atm: Fluid 2,231 64 68 2,380 2,200
TRACE ELEMENTS (PPM in Cozl)
{(*Indicates special interest) ‘
Antimony 0.19 0.11 17.00 0.39 0.05
Arsenic* 0.60 0.20 17.00 0.90 0.30
Barium 314.00 43.00 17.00 381.00 238.00
Beryllium® 0.10 0.10 17.00 0.30 0.10
Boron 25.00 3.00 - 17.00 30.00 21.00
Bromine 25.70 7.70 17.00 37.40 9.70
Cadmium® 0.05 0.01 17.00 0.08 0.03
Chlorine 166.00 33.00 17.00 244.00 121.00
Chromium® 2.00 1.00 17.00 3.00 2.00
Coball 1.70 0.30 17.00 2.50 1.20
Copper 2.00 1.00 17.00 10.00 8.00
Fiuorine* 83.70 12.20 17.00 107.40 67.60
Lead* 1.00 0.00 17.00 1.00 1.00
Manganese .8.00 2.00 17.00 10.00 3.00
Mercury* 0.06 0.02 17.00 0.08 0.02
Nickel 3.00 1.00] . 17.00 4.00 2.00
Phosphorus NA NA NA NA NA
Selenium® 0.50 0.10 17.00 0.70 0.30
Strontium 150.00 14.00 17.00 171.00 120.00
Titanium NA NA NA NA NA
Uranium 1.00 0.00 17.00 1.00]<1
Vanadium 11.00 1.00 17.00 13.00 10.00
Zinc 5.00 2.00 17.00 3.00 2.00

———— T T, AANAAAN
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Mrs. Robin Ott 3 t AR 15.@’-"&’ A ’:/
Progress Fuels Corporation TS A o —
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600 o :,;,W"»'z, 7 Y
St, Petersburg, FL 33701 Ner - RS

Dear Mrs. Ott:

Kennecott Energy Company, on behalf of Spring Creek Coal Company, is pleased to respond to your request to supply a portion of Progress
Energy's requirements for the Crystal River Units 1 and Zfor the years 2005, 2006 and 2007.

COAL OFFERED \SL b)/
Origin Spring Creek Coal - Big Horn County, Montana. Served by the BNSF Railroad.
Delivery Point FOB Barge - Cahokia Terminal located in St. Louis, Missouri

Term/Quantity/Base Price

January 1, 2005 — December 31, 2007

Quantity
Term (To the nearest unit train.) Price
2005 500,000 Tons $22.90/ Ton
2008 500,000 Tons $22.90/ Ton
2007 500,000 Tons $22.30/ Ton

Prices are pnt FOB Barge Cahokia Terminal, St. Louis, Missouri based on coal having a standard
heating value of 9,350 Btu/lb and a standard sulfur value of 0.80bs. SO/MMBtu. The Base
Prices include Kennecott's best estimate of all Third Party costs as defined in Adjustment
Provisions hereinbelow as of May 11, 2004. The standard heating and sulfur values are for price
adjustment purposes only. The price shall be subject to adjustment for variations in the monthly
weighted average calorific value from the standard heating value on an FOB mine basis and for
variation in SOz content from the standard sulfur value in accordarice with a mutually agreed upon
SO; adjustment provision.

Sibxty-Five percent (65%) of the above listed prices will be adjusted at 100% of the RCAF-Uon a
quarterly basis and a fuel surcharge adjustment monthly.

Typical Quality {Annual Average)

Typical Values 2005 - 2007
Btu 9,350
Moisture 22.36%
Ash 4.0%
Sulfur (Lbs. SOzimmBtu) 0.80
Sodium (N220) 8.00%
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Adjustment Provisions Third Party Cost & New Laws Adjustments

Third party costs include any and 2/l taxes, fees, royalties, and governmental impositions
paid to third parties on or attributable to the production of coal. Any change in these
items from May 11, 2004, either up or down, will be passed on to Buyer. A change could
be a change in rate changes resulting from a new law or regulation or change in
interpretation (or estimate by Seller of impact) of an existing law or regulation on a
federal, state or local level. The adjustments will be passed through as of the date of the
actual change resulting in such adjustments.

Sampling & Analysis In accordance with ASTM standards for Spring Creek Coal Company.

Data Transmission | As mutuatly agreed upon.

Delivery Schedule As mutually agreed upon.

Weights ‘ In accordance with Spring Creek Coal Company “certified” mine weights.

Mine Information See aftached

Terms & Conditions This offer is considered proprietary and confidential; it should not be divulged to third

parties without the express written approval of Kennecott Energy Company. Specific
terms and conditions of a prospective agreement are subject to mutual agreement.
Attached is a Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement that will represent a
starting point for discussions. Coal is offered subject to prior sale and availability
and in any event, this offer will expire after May 17, 2004, unless negofiations leading
to a definitive agreement have commenced by that date; in which case the offer may be
extended. Acceptance of this offer must be received, in writing, no later than 5:00
PM MDT on or before May 17, 2004, This offer and Kennecott Erergy Company's
obligation to enter into a coal supply agreement is subject to Kennecott Energy
Company's internal credit review and approval,

We appreciate this opportunity to supply a portion of your coal requirements. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me
at 307.685.6114. ,_

Sincerely,

/ ’
- 7

Bruce A. Miller
Manager, Origination and Structured Products

BAM:ksn

NAGCC_MKTGIPROPOSALI2004 DomesticiSpring Creek\Progress Energy_SCC Only_05-11-04.doc
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SPRING CREEK COAL MINE
2005 QUALITY SPECIFICATIONS

QUALITY PARAMETER TYPICAL STANDARD TYPICAL 85% RANGE TYPICAL TYPICAL
(MEAN VALUE]  DEVIATION  .2STDDEV  +28TDDEV  DRY VALUE MOISTURE-ASH FREE
VALUE

PROXIMATE
% Moisture 25,40 0.56 2428 26.52
% Ash 4,12 0.33 3.46 4.78 5.52
% Volalile 31.28 0.81 28.64 32.88 41,90 44,35
%, Fixed Carbon 39.23 0.80 3763 . 40.83 52.59 55.68
BTUMD 9350 103 9144 9558 12534 13266
MAFBTU 132686 80.08 13108 13426
Dry BTU 12534 93.71 12348 127214
% Sulfur 0.34 0.07 0.20 0.48 0.48 0.48
ULTIMATE
% Moisture 25.40 0.56 24.28 26,52
% Carbon 54.14 28 47.58 60.70 72.57 76.82
% Hydrogen i 3.80 0.23 334 428 5.08 538
% Nitrogen 0.71 0.08 0.53 0.88 0.95 1.04
% Chiorine 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
% Sulfur 0.34 0.07 0.20 0.48 0.46 0.48
% Ash 4.12 033 346 4.78 B
% Oxygen 11.50 0.70 10,10 12.80 15.42 16.32
SULFUR FORMS
Pyritic Sutfur (%) 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.07 0.07
Sulfate Sutfur (%) 0.01 0.015 0.00 0.04 0.01 '0.01
Organic Sulfur {%) 0.28 0.06 0.16 0.40 0.38 0.40
Total Sulfur (%) ' . 0.34 0.07 0.20 0.48 0.46 ,0.48
MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH
%, SHicon Dioxide {Silica, SI02) 32.52 278 26.98 38.08 43.58 46,14
% Aluminum Oxide (Alumina, Al203) 17.88 1.08 15.51 18.87 23.71 25,10
%, Titaniurmn Dioxide (Titania, TIO2) 1.43 0.10 .93 133 1.51 1.60
% Iron Oxide (Ferric Oxide, Fe203) 4.76 047 3.82 570 6.38 .8.78
% Calclum Oxide (Lime, Ca0) 15.38 1.41 12.54 18.18 20,58 21.78%
% Magnesium Oxide (Magnesia, Mg0} 3.65 085 1.99 5.39 4.85 5.24
% Potassium Oxide (K20) 0.14 0.35 0.91 0.84 0.89
% Sodium Oxide (Na20) 8.24 . 1.00 6.24 10.24 11.05 11.69
% Sulfur Trioxida {SO3) 07 2.50 9.07 19.07 18.86 19.96
% Phosphorous Pentoxide (F205) 0.35 0.08 0.23 047 0.47 y0.50
% Strontium Oxide (SrO) 0.37 0.22 0.00 0.81 0.50 0.52
% Barfum Oxide (Ba0} 1.19 0.31 D.57 1.84 1.60 1.89
% Undetermined 0.00 1.00 0.00 2,00 0.00 ,0.00
Base/Acld Ralic 0.84 0.08 0.48 0.80
Base Valua 32.88 2.20 28.28 37.08
Acid Value 51.34 3.00 45,34 57.34
ASH FUSION TEMPERATURES
Reducing (°F)
initial 2106 37 2031 2181
Softening (H=W) 2128 36 2056 2202
Hemispherical (H=1/2W) 2141 38 . 2062 2220
Fluid 2164 51 2082 2266
Fluid-inltial Temp. Difference 58 40 0 138
Oxidizing [°F}

. Initiat 2351 98 2158 2548
Softening (H=W) 2366 B4 2204 2528
Hemispherical (H=1/2W) 2391 73 2245 2537
Fluid 2423 71 2268 2578
Fluid-nitial Temp. Oifference 72 60 0 192
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SPRING CREEK COAL MINE
QUALITY SPECIFICATIONS (Continued)

QUALITY PARAMETER TYPICAL STANDARD TYPICAL 95% RANGE
[MEANVALUE)  DEVIATION  -2STDDEV  «2STDDEV

ADDITIONAL ANALYSES AN CALCULATED

VALUES
T250 Temperature °F) 2153 81.88 1969 2337
HGI [at as-received moisture) 80.6 $.6 49 72
HG! % Moisture 24,13 288 16 32
Critical Viscosity Temperature CF) 0 0 0 0
Critical Viscoslly (Polses) 0 0 0
%, Equitibrium Moisture 2393 0.56 22.84 25,05
Specific Gravity 1.10 0.015 1.07 1,13
o, Alkalies NA20 Dry (Total Alkall Content on Coal; 0478 0.070 0.34 0.62
%, Water Soluble Al - Na20 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.00
v,Water Soluble Alk - K20 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.00
%Na20 - Dry Coal 0.48 0.03 0.40 0.52
% Na20 As-received Coal ' 0.34 0.02 0.30 0.38
Silica Value (Silica Ratio) 57.73
Slag Factor 0.28 0.14 0.00 0.56
Siag factor per Fusion Temperature 2163 85 1983 2333
Dolomite Ralio 58,29 3.28 51.79 64.79
Ash Precipitation Index 3.97 10.1 0.00 24,17
Silica to Alumina Ratio 1.84 0.14 1.58 2.12
Calclum to Silica Ratio 047 0.34 0.00 1.15
iron to Calcium Ratio 0.34 0.07 0.7 0.45
Fouling Factor {Fouling Index] 525 1.41 243 8.07
SO2MMBTU 0.80 0.075 0.65 0.85
los S/IMMBTU 0.36 0.075 0.24 0.51
lbs Sodium/MMBTU 0.363 6.023 0.32 0.41
Ibs AShMMBTU 4.41 0.5 3.44 544
TYPICAL COAL SIZE 2 inch
Cumulative WL Percent
Size Fraction ‘WL Percent Wt Percent{  Passing Top
+3°RD. % 0% 100%
3" RD. x 2" RD. 8% 4% 100%
2°RD. x 1" RD, 20% 24% 96%
4" RD. x 1/2° RD. . . 28% 52% 76%
12 RD. x4 M 20% 71% 48%
4MxXBOM 13% 84% 29%
s0Mx0 16% 100% 16%
IRA: MENT SUMM
Parts Per Million . TYPICAL STANDARD TYPICAL 85% RANGE
Whole Coal, Dry Basis (MEAN VALUE) DEVIATION -2 STD DEV +2 §TD DEV
ANTIMONY (Sb) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ARSENIC (As) 1.50 1.00 0.00 3.50
BARIUM {Ba) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BERYLULIUM (8e) 0.24 0.08 0.08 0.36
BORON (B) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BROMIDE {Br) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CADMIUM (Cd) 0.18 0.02 0.14 0.22
CHLORINE (C}} 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CHROMIUM (Cr) 2,40 Q.75 0.90 .90
COBALT (Co) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
COPPER (Cu) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
FLUORINE (F) 41.90 11.00 18.90 63.90
LITRIUM (Li) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MANGANESE Mn} 16.20 7.90 0.40 32.00
MERCURY (Hg) 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.13
MOLYBONEUM (Mo) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NICKEL (N)) 1.53 1.00 0.00 as3 '
LEAD (Pb) 2.60 1.00 0.60 4.60
SELENUIM (Se) 1.20 0.90 0.00 3.00
SILVER {Ag) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
STRONTIUM (Sr) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
THALLIUM (TN 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
THORIUM (Th) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TIN (Sm) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
URANIUM (U) 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
VANADIUM (V) .00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ZIRCONIUM (2Zr) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ZINC (Zn) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

* All negstive numbers were converied {o 0.01
Revised 3/28/2000
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Spring Creek Coal Company

Spring Creek Coal Company began operations in 1880 with a design capacity of 11.0 million tons per year. Spring
Creek has a federal lease consisting of 2,505 acres and a state lease consisting of 642 acres. The current recoverable

“reserves at the end of 1999 were approximately 221 million tons. Current mining involves a single coal seam 80 feet
thick. Mining is carried out primarily by dragline operations.

Mine Name:

Location:

Served by:

Rail Loading Point:

Mine Type:

Seams:

Recoverable Reserves:

Annual Production Capacity:
Processed Coal Storage Capacity:

Weighing System:

Sampling & Analysis:

Blending Capability:

Loading Rate:

Load Track Configuration & Capacity:

Washing Capability:

Dust Suppression:

Size:
Density:

Angle of Repose:

March 2000

Spring Creek Coal Company

Southeast Montana, Big Horn County, 35 miles from Sheridan,
Wyoming U.S.A.

Burlington Northern Railroad
NERCO Junction, Montana
Surface

Anderson-Dietz 1 & 2

221 Million Tons

11.0 Milljion Tons

- 36,000 Tons (Storage Barn)

Ramsey Engineering conveyor belt scales. ¢oal is weighed, as itis
flood loaded into railcars. Scales certified semi-annually in
accordance with the Western Weighing and Inspectie

Ramsey Engineering three-stage mechanical sampling system.
On-site, by Commercial Testing & Engineering Laboratories, in
accordance with ASTM standards. -

e —

Coalis Hrom-two OF TYiore mining areas and
blended as required with additional blending capability from the
storage barn.

4,000 tons per hour, 113 car train in approximately 4.0 hours.
One mile full loop with two unit-train capacity.

None

Chem-Loc 101 is applied to all production at an aggregate rate of
1.2 gallons of diluted chemical per ton of coal. Application occurs
throughout the coal handling process and prior to being transferred
into the storage barn. Freezeproofing and side-release chemical
agents can be applied upon request.

2"x 0"

In place: 80 Ib./ft* Crushed: 55 Ib./it®

Approximately 3:1
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Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement

between
“CUSTOMER”

and

Kennecott Coal Sales Company

PEF-FUEL-000448
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Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement Index

Article 1. General Terms and Definitions

Article 2. Term

Article 3. Quantity

Article 4. Delivery and Transportation

Article 5. Title and Risk of Loss; Equipment Damage
Article 6. Coal Quality Specifications

Article 7. Sampling and Analysis

Article 8. Weighing

Article 9. Price and Price Adjustments

Article 10. Invoices, Payments, Netting, Set off, and Credit R-atings
Article 11. Fdrce Majeure

Article 12. Records, Audits, Access

Article 13. Default, Remedies, and Termination
Article 14. Notices

Article 15. Cooperation

Article 16. Warranty, Limitation on Liability, Duty to Mitigate &
Indemnification '

Article 17. Limitation on Waiver
Article 18. Confidentiality

Article 19. Entirety, Amendments
Article 20. Successors and Assigns

Article 21. Governing Laws PEF-FUEL-000449
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Article 22. Interpretation

Article 23. Resale and Buyer’s Obligations

Article 24. Survival

PEF-FUEL-000450



Docket No. 070001-E]

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-6)
DRAFT RFP/Bids/Purchases T

Page 55 of 107

MASTER COAL PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT

This MASTER COAL PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is entered into and is

effective as of the day of , 2003, between Kennecott Coal Sales Company
(“Kennecott’), an  Oregon  corporation, and (" ", a
corporation. Both Kennecott and may be individually referred to

herein as a "Party” or collectively as “Parties”.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, each Party is engaged in the sale and/or purchase of Powder River Basin (“PRB") Coal
or other Coal. The Parties believe it will be mutually beneficial to set the terms and conditions under

which such Coal sales and purchases may be made between them.

IN CONSIDERATION of the mutual covenants and promises set forth hereafter, the Parties to this

Agreement, intending to legally bind themselves, agree now as follows:

ARTICLE 1. GENERAL TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

1.01 The terms of this Agreement shall govern all purchases and sales of Coal between the
Parties (hereinafter “Transactions”) or options thereon during the term of this Agreement
unless the Parties expressly indicate otherwise. All amendments, modiﬂbations, revisions
and changes to this Agreement or any related Transaction or option must bé in writing and
signed by both Parties. If the Parties enter into an option concerning the purchase and/or
sale of Coal, the terms and conditions of this Agreement and the Confirmation Letter shall

govern the Transaction once the option has been exercised.

PEF-FUEL-000451
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1.02  For individual Transactions, the Parties shall enter into a written Confirmation Letter
(hereinafter “Confirmation”) that sets forth and defines the following: the Buyer, the Seller,
the price, price adjustments, quantity, term, quality specifications, mine(s), and any other
Transaction-specific provisions mutually agreed upon by the Parties. All Confirmations shall
be in writing, signed by both Parties. The Parties intend the provisions of each individual
Confirmation and the provisions of this Agreement be construed as one single integrated
agreement and that without a written Confirmation the Parties would not otherwise enter into
a Transaction. Any inconsistency vor conflict between provisions of the individual

Confirmation and provisions of this Agreement shall be resolved in favor of any provisions of

the Confirmation.

1.03  Each of the following terms when used in this Agreement will have the meaning given to it in

this section:

a) “Actual Btu" means the monthly ton-weighted average as-received calorific value

(stated in Btu/lb.).

b) “Buyer” means the Party to a Transaction who is obligated to purchase and receive
Coal, or causes Coal to be received.

c) “Clajm” means all claims or actions threatened or filed that directly or indirectly relate
to the subject matter of this Agreement, including but not limited th indemnity, the
resulting losses, damages, expenses, reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.

d) “Coal’ means any and all Coal to be sold by Seller and purchased by Buyer pursuant
to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

e) “Electronic” means faxes, telegraphs, emails, and all other forms oi‘ electronic data
transfer.

f) “Standard Btu" means the standard calorific value as set forth in @ Confirmation
(stated in Btu/lb.) and is the basis for a price adjustment as described in Section 8.03. |

g) “Seller” means the Party to a Transaction who is obligated to sell and deliver Coal or

causes Coal to be delivered.
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h) “Ton” means 2,000 pounds avoirdupois.
i) “Loading Provisions” means the terms and conditions of Buyer's transportation
contracts or excerpts thereof that Seller has reviewed and approved. The Loading

Provisions are further described in Section 4.04 and attached as Exhibit A,
ARTICLE 2. TERM

2.01  This Agreement shall begin on the date first set forth above and shall continue in effect until
terminated by either Party upon sixty (60) days written notice to the other Party, which right of
termination shall be each Party’s absolute right to exercise. Termination of this Agreement
under this Article shall not affect either Party's rights and obligations with respect to any

Transactions that have been agreed to in writing in a Confirmation prior to termination.

ARTICLE 3. QUANTITY

3.01 Buyer shall be obligated to purchase and pay for, and Seller shall be obligated to sell and
tender for delivery, the amount of Coal agreed fo in a Confirmation, except as may be limited

by Article 11 of this Agreement.

3.02 Unless otherwise limited in the Confirmation, Buyer has the right to ship or use the Coal

delivered under this Agreement at any location or for any such purpose Buyer designates.

ARTICLE 4. DELIVERY AND TRANSPORTATION

4.01  For each Transaction, Seller agrees to tender to Buyer and Buyer agrees to accept from
Seller the quantity of Coal as provided in the relevant Confirmation. Seller shall tender the
Coal o Buyer in accordance with reasonable monthly delivery schedules to be submitted by

Buyer in accordance with the Agreement and the Confirmation. Schedules shall be based on
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a ratable monthly basis unless otherwise agreed to by both Parties. In addition, Buyer shall
provide Seller with monthly schedules at least sixty (60) days prior to the beginning of each
applicable month. If the Seller objects to a schedule submitted by Buyer, Seller shall notify
Buyer of its objections within fifteen (15) days of Seller's receipt of such schedule and the
Parties shall work together in good faith to agree on a reasonable and mutually acceptable
schedule. The mine(s) used to source the Coal supplied under this Agreen;ent shall be any

mine set forth in the Confirmation.

4.02 Buyer shall supply the appropriate unit train railcars. Said railcars shall be of a size
compatible with the loading requirements set‘forth in this Agreement. Unit train sizes will
normally vary from 105 to 135 railcars per train; however, depending on railcar availability,

_shorter or longer trains may occasionally be operated by mutual agreement.

4.03  Unless excused by Article. 11 of this Agreement, if Buyer fails over a quarterly basis to
schedule the appropriate unit trains for delivery of an amount of Coal scheduled under a
Transaction, Seller shall have the right at Seller's sole option to reduce the annual quantities
of that Transaction by the deficit from the scheduled amount. This right shall%be in addition to

any other rights availabte to Seller hereunder.

4.04 Seller shall cause Coal to be loaded and delivered at the loading facilities into railcars
supplied by Buyer. Seller agrees to comply with the weighing and railcar Loaﬁing Provisions.
Said Loading Provisions are subject to Seller’s ability to load the required inet fonnages in
Buyer's railcar without significant risk of spillage or exceeding railcar Iimitsjand shall be in
general compliance with industry standards for the applicable coal region. Seller shall have
at least 48 hours notice of any changes to the Loading Provisions. If the‘changes_ to the
Loading Provisions are inconsistent with Seller's commitments as otherwise set forth in this
Agreement and Seller's then current operating practice, Seller shall not be liable for

noncompliance with such changes unless expressly accepted by Seller. Should the
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obligations as set forth in this Article 4 not be met, and as a result, Buyer incurs costs under
its transportation agreement with the rail carrier as a direct result of Selier's not meeting its
obligation hereunder and such failure is not the fault of either Buyer or the railroad, then

Seller shall reimburse Buyer for any such costs as set forth in Exhibit A

4,05 The scheduled Coal shall be F.0.B. loaded in Buyer-provided railcars at the delivery point
located at each individual mine (“Delivery Point”). Buyer's railcars and unit train shall be
compatible with Seller's trackage, st'orage and loading facilities, and shall be ready to load
upon arrival at the individual mine. Seller shall load each railcar at Seller's expense and shall
complete the loading of all railcars in each unit train within four hours after the first empty
railcar is actually placed by the railroad under the Seller's loading chute. Unless excused by
Article 11 or due to actions of Buyer or Buyers rail carrier, Seller shall bg responsible for
demurrage or.other charges invoiced to Buyer by Buyer's rail carrier resultfing directly from

Seller's failure to load Buyer's trains as provided above.

4,06 Seller is required to load each railcar to the gross weight(s) designated in fhe Confirmation;
however, under no circumstances will the gross weight exceed the maximum limit established
by the rail carrier(s) for the railcar type and for the designated train routes. Should Seller load
any railcar on Buyer's behaif outside Of. these specified limits, the Seller assu;mes any and all
reasonable costs which may be charged by the rafl carrier(s) and paid by Bzuyer as a direct

result of such underloading or overloading of these railcars.

ARTICLE 5. TITLE AND RISK OF LOSS; EQUIPMENT DAMAGE

5.01  Title to the Coal and all risk of loss shall pass to Buyer upon completion of loading all railcars

in each unit train at the Delivery Point.
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5.02 Seller shall be responsible for, and shall indemnify Buyer for, any and all direct reasonable
costs resulting from damage {o: (i) Buyer's or its contracted rail carriers’ equipment if such
equipment is damaged while on Seller’s property except to the extent such damage is caused
by the negligence or recklessness of Buyer or its contracted rail carrier; and (ii) Buyer's
equipment, including mobile railcars and stationary equipment at Buyer's electric generating

station, if said equipment is damaged as a result of non-Coal material having been

interspersed with the tendered Coal prior to leaving Seller's mine pro;ﬁerty.

ARTICLE 6. COAL QUALITY SPECIFICATIONS

If the Parties set forth coal quality specifications in a Confirmation, the following Sections 6.01 ~ 6.03

shall apply with respect to those specifications.

6.01 At the Delivery Point, all tendered Coal shall be raw, substantially free of magnetic material
and other foreign material impurities, and crushed to a maximum size as set forth in the
Confirmation as determined in accordance with applicable American Society of Testing and

Materials (ASTM) standards.

6.02  If there are three (3) Non-Conforming Shipments as defined in Section 6.04, whether rejected
or not, under a Transaction in any three (3) month period or, if two (2) out of four (4)
consecutive shipments under a Transaction are Non-Conforming Shipments, Buyer may
upon notice confirmed in writing and sent to Seller, suspend future shipments except those
shipments already loaded into railcars. Seller shall, within sixty (60) days, provide Buyer with
reasonable assurances that subsequent defiveries of Coal shall meet or exceed the
specifications set forth in the Confirmation. If Seller fails to provide such assurances within
that sixty (60) day period, Buyer shall have the right to terminate the Transaction without
further obligation hereunder on the part of either party. Termination shall be the sole remedy

of Buyer under this Section. Buyer's waiver of this right for any one train shall not constitute a
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waiver for subsequent trains. If Seller provides such assurances to Buyer's reasonable
satisfaction, deliveries hereunder shall resume and any tonnage deficiencies resulting from
suspension may be made up at Buyer's sole option subject to a mutually agreeable schedule.
Buyer shall not unreasonably withhold its acceptance of Seller's assurances, or delay the

resumption of shipment.

6.03  The Parties recognize during the performance of a Transaction, legislative, regulatéry bodies
or the courts may adopt environmental laws, rules, and regulations that will make it
impossible or commercially impracticable for Buyer to utilize or to remarket Coal purchased
under this Agreement. If, as a result of the adoption of such laws, rules, and regulations or
changes in the interpretation or enforcement thereof, Buyer, in good faith, decides it will be
impossible or commercially impracticable for Buyer to utilize or to remarket such Coal, Buyer
shall promptly notify Seller in writing. After receiving such notificati'on, Buyer and Selier shall
promptly consider whether corrective actions can be taken in the mining and preparation of
the Coal, in the operation of Buyer's generating station, or in Seller's substituting different
source Coal. If in the Parties’ reasonable judgment such actions will, rnake lt impossible and
commercially impracticable for Buyer to utilize or to remarket tendered Coal without violating
any applicable law, regulation, policy, or order, Buyer shall have the right; upon sixty (60)
days notice to Seller, to terminate the Transaction without further obligation on the part of

either party. Termination shall be the sole remedy of Buyer and Seller under this section.
If Rejection Limits are specified in the Confirmation, this Section 6.04 shall apply.

6.04 If any Shipment of Coal triggers any of the Rejection Limits specified in the Confirmation for ab
Transaction (a “Non-Conforming Shipment"), Buyer shall have the option, within twenty-four
(24) hours of Buyer's receipt of the quality analysis of the Coal, of either (i) rejecting such
Non-Conforming Shipment prior to unloading the Coal, or, (ii) accepting the Non-Conforming

Shipment and in addition to any quality adjustments outlined in the Confirmation, reducing the
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price of Coal for such trainload by $0.50 per ton.  If Buyer fails to timely exercise its rejection
rights under this Section as to a Shipment, Buyer shall be deemed to have waived such rights
to reject with respect to that Shipment only. Buyer’s failure to timely exercise such notice
does not constitute a waiver of its right to any penalty adjustment provided for herein or in the
relevant Confirmation. If Buyer timely rejects the Non-Conforming Shipment, Seller shall be
responsible for promptly transporting the rejected Coal to an alternative destination
determined by Seller and, if applicable, promptly unloading such Coal. Seller shall reimburse
Buyer for all reasonable costs and expenses associated with the transportation, storage,
handling and removal of the Non-Conforming Shipment. Buyer shall coopeirate with Seller in

minimizing Seller’s cost of redirecting the rejected Coal. Seller shall replace the rejected coal

within a reasonable period of time.

ARTICLE 7. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS

7.01  Seller shall cause, at its expense, the Coal in each unit train to be samplédg and analyzed at
the individual mine in accordance with applicable ASTM standards. Buyér shall have the
right, at its own risk and expense, to have a representative present at any and all times to
observe sampling and analysis procedures. All samples shall be divided into three (3) parts
and put in suitable airtight containers. One part shall be furnished to éuyer or its designee for
its analysis, one part shall be retained for analysis by Seller or its designee (which analysis
shall be the basis for payment), and the third part shall be retained by Seller or its designee in
oﬁe of the aforesaid containers properly sealed and labeled for a period thirty (30) days after
the da@e of sample coliection. Buyer's samples are to be clearly labeled as“to mine, date of
sampling, date of preparation, and other identiﬂcation as to shipment. (such as train
identification number) and are to be sent within forty-eight (48) hours of train loading to the
address listed below unless a different address is provided by Buyer in the‘ Confirmation or
otherwise in writing. Seller shall cause the following data, subject to future adjustment, to be

provided to Buyer by a mutually agreed upon method of electronic data transmission within
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forty-eight (48) hours of train loading: tonnage (gross, net, and tare average for each railcar
and the unit train in total), and the average calorific value, % moisture, % ash, % sulfur, and
% Na,O in ash (if set forth in the Confirmation), (the “Short Proximate Analysis”). Any
additional analysis requested by Buyer that exceeds the information provided in the Short
Proximate Analysis shall be at Buyer's expense.

Mailing address for sample splits:

7.02 In the event a dispute arises between Buyer and Seller within thirty (30) days of Seller’'s
analysis due to a difference between Buyer and Seller's short proximate analyses of a
sample that exceeds the ASTM interlab repeatability limits, an independent testing laboratory,
mutually agreeable to Buyer and Seller, will be retained to analyze the third part of such
sample. The Party whose calorific value analysis is closest to the independ;nt analysis shall
prevail and such Party’s calorific value analysis shall govern for the trainloaid in question. In
such case, the cost of the analysis made by such independent testing Iaborafow will be borne
by the Party whose calorific value analysis is furthest from the independént analysis and
therefore, not used. In the event both Parties’ calorific value analyses; differ from the
independent testing laboratory's result by the same amount, the indépendent testing
laboratory's result shall govern for the frainload in question and the Paﬁies shall share

equally the cost of the independent testing.
ARTICLE 8. WEIGHING

8.01 Certified commercial scales at Seller's train loading facility at each individual mine will
determine Weights. Scales shall be calibrated and tested as customary in fndustry practice
with copies of calibration and testing reports provided to Buyer upon reqL‘Jest. If Seller's
scales are not available to determine the valid net weight ‘of all of the railcars in & unit train

but valid weights are obtained for thirty (30) or more railcars in such train, the arithmetic
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average of all of the valid net weights of the thirty or more railcars in such train shall be used
as the net weight for each railcar in such train for which a valid net weight was not
determined by Seller's scales. If Seller’s scales are inoperative or fail to determine the valid
net weight of at least thirty (30) railcars in a unit train, the weighted arithmetic average of the
net railcar weights of the previous ten (10) unit trainloads of Coal shipped to Buyer shall be
used as the net weight for each of the unweighed railcars in such frain. The Ealculation of the
weighted arithmetic average net weight for the previous ten (10) unit trainloéds shall exclude
all bad-order railcars, which were not loaded, and any trainload of Coal for which the net
weights were estimated on thirty (30) or more railcars. The Buyer shall be notified

electronically immediately after the above instance occurs.

ARTICLE 9. PRICE AND PRICE ADJUSTMENTS

9.01 For all Coal delivered under this Agreement, Buyer shall pay Seller the base price as set forth

in the Confirmation.

9.02 Seller shall be solely responsible for all assessments, fees, costs, expef;wses. and taxes
relating to the mining, production, sale, use, loading and tender of Coal to;Buyer or in any
way accruing or levied prior to transfer of title to the Coal to Buyer and including, without
limitation, severance taxes, royalties, ad valorem, black lung fees, reclamation fees and other
costs, charges and liabilities. The base price includes reimbursement to Seller of all
environmental, land restoration and regulatory costs, including without limitation any
reclamation costs required under applicable federal, state or local law as of the date of the
Transaction. Buyer shall be responsible for any sales and/or use tax unless Buyer provides
Seller an appropriate exemption certificate or similar document. The base price shall be
subject to adjustments for changes in existing laws and regulations (including changes in
levies and rates), or new laws or regulations, or changes in interpretations thereof enacted

and in force during the term of sale set forth in the Confirmation that change Seller's costs of
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producing Coa!l for delivery pursuant to any Cenfirmation.  Notwithstanding the above, no
price adjustment will occur under this Section until the cumulative effect of all such changes
equals or exceeds $0.05 per ton for any calendar year under a Transaction. Seller shail use
commercially reasonable best efforts to inform Buyer of any such change as soon as Seller

becomes aware of such change and its effect on the base price of Coal hereunder.

8.03 The base price may also include an adjustment based upon the calorific value, sulfur content
or other qualities of the Coal as the Parties may mutually agree upon and as set forth in the

Confirmation.

ARTICLE 10. INVOICES, PAYMENTS, NETTING, SET OFF, AND CREDIT RATINGS

10.01 Based on Seller's weights, Seller will invoice Buyer twice a month for al€ Cpal delivered.
invoices for quality adjustment, as provided in a Transaction, shall be issuec; monthly, based
on Seller's analyses. Seller shall clearly indicate Buyer's applicable purchafse order number
on all invoices. Each invoice shall state for each trainfoad of Coal: the ﬁuantity of Coal
delivered, the Actual Btu and SO;, % NayO in ash (if set forth in the Confirmation) and the’
invoice price and any other required quality adjustment. Invoices shall be mailed or

electronically transmitted, as applicable, to:

Invoices to LE?-J?:@{’-

Attn:

Invoices to Kennecott:

Kennecott Coal Sales Company
Attn: Revenue Accounting

Caller Box 3017 (82717-3017)
405 West Boxelder Road, Suite D
Gillette, WY 82718
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ACH/Wires to Kennecott:
Kennecott Energy and Coal
Account # 060-00298-13
Wells Fargo Bank

41 East 100 South

ACH ABA # 124000012
Wire ABA # 121000248

Payment Detall:
To ensure proper allocation of payments to appropriate invoice, e-mail invoice

numbers and amounts to: keccash@kenergy.com or information may be faxed to
(307) 6887-6010

10.02 For all invoices, payment will be made within 5 business days of receipt of that invoice.
Amounts shall be paid via electronic means (i.e., ACH or Federal Reserve wire transfer of

funds). The wire transfer of funds shall be sent to Seller's bank as indicated on the invoice.

10.03 In the event Buyer in good faith disputes part or all of an invoice, noticeg of the disputed
portion, with reasons for dispute, must be given prior to the due date of the invoice and the
undisputed portion shall be paid by the due date. If the disputed portion is determined to
have been properly due and payable, intere.st on that portion in dispute and which has. not
been paid shall accrue from the date that portion was due and payable. If a;disputed portion
is paid and is fater determined not to have been properly due and paya?ble, inierest' will
similarty be refunded from the date payment had been received. Interest shall be paid at one
(1) percentage point over the then current U.S. prime rate as listed in the Money Rates

section of The Wall Street Journal. All invoices will be final and not subject to further

adjustments or correction unless objection to the accuracy thereof is made prior to the fapse

of one (1) year after the termination of the applicable Transaction.
10.04 If each Party or Party's affiliate is required to pay an amount to the other Pérty in the same

invoice period, then such amounts with respect to each Party may be aggfegated and the

Parties may discharge their obligations to pay through netting; in which case, the Party owing
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the greater aggregeste amount shall pay to the other Party the difference between ine

amounts owed.

10.05 Each Party reserves to itself all rights, setoffs, counterclaims, and other remedies and
defenses to the extent not expressty denied or waived herein which such Party has or may be
entitled to arising from or out of this Agreement. All outstanding Transactions and the
obligations to make payment in connection under this Agreement may be offset against each

other, set off, or recouped therefrom.

10.06 If a Party fails to pay amounts under this Agreement within 5 business days after receipt of
invoice, unless such amount is the subject of a dispute as provided above,.or is excused by
Article 11, in addition to the rights and remedies otherwise provided in thié Agreement, the
aggrieved Party shall have the right to suspend performance under any or all Transactions
under this Agreement. {f such failure to pay continues for an additional 5 business days, the
aggrieved Party shall have the right fo terminate this Agreement and all Transactions and

shall be entitied to all other rights under this Agreement.

10.07 Should the creditworthiness or either Party’s ability to perform become unsatisfactory to the
other Party, or if situations develop where either Party could reasonably conclude that a
credit downgrade or protection under bankruptcy code is imminent, then the failing Party will

provide satisfactory security or assurances.

10.08 If a Party’s or any of its affiliates’ credit falls below investment grade (BBB- as defined by
Standard & Poor’s, Moody's, or the equivalent), thé failing Party shall provide the non-failing
Party with a mutually agreed upon credit enhancement in the form of, but not limited to,
letters of credit, compressed payment terms or cash on delivery. If the failing Party does not
provide an acceptable credit enhancement within 48 hours of notice, the non-failing Party

shall have the right to suspend shipments and seek remedies as set forth in this Master
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Agreement.

ARTICLE 11, FORCE MAJEURE

11.01  The term "Force Majeure” as used herein shall mean an act or event that is not reasonably
within the control and is without the fault of the party claiming Force Majeure including without
limitation, acts of God; acts of the public enemy; insurrections; terrorism; riots; labor disputes;
boycotts; fires; explosions; floods; breakdewns of or damage to major components or
equipment of Buyer's generating station, Seller's mine, or transmission systems or Buyer's
transportation; embargoes; acts of judicial or military authorities; acts bf governmental
authorities; inability to obtain necessary permits, licenses, and governmenta%l approvals after
applying for same with reasonable diligence; or other causes which prever%t the producing,
processing, and/or loading of Coal by Seller, or the receiving, accepting, l%.un.loading and/or
utilizing of Coal by Buyer. Force Majeure includes the failure of a Party’si contractor(s) to

furnish labor, services, Coal, materials or equipment in accordance witrf; its contractual

obligations (but solely {o the extent such failure is itself due to Force Majeure).

11.02 If, because of Force Majeure, either Party fails to perform any of its obligations under this
Agreement (other than the obligation of a Party to pay money), and if such Party shall
promptly give to the other Party written notice of such Force Majeﬁre, then the obligation of
the Party giving such notice shall be suspended to the extent made necessary by such Force
Majeure and during its continuance; provided, the Party giving such notice‘: shall use good
faith efforts to eliminate such Force Majeure, insofar as reasonably possible, with a minimum
of delay. Should the situation of Force Majeure exceed sixty (60) consecutive days, the Party
not affected by the Force Majeure event may, at its option, terminate the Tranéaction in whole
or in part and neither Party shall have any further obligation to the other Party; however, each
Party shail be obligated to make any payments which had become due and payable prior to

such termination. Any deficiencies in deliveries of Coal caused by an event of Force Majeure
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shall not be made up, except by mutual consent. The affected Party shall provide suitable

proof to the other Party to substantiate any claim made under this Article 11.

11.03 Both Parties agree significant capital expenditures and settlement of strikes and lockouts
shall be entirely within the discretion of the Party having the difficulty. The above requirement
that any Force Majeure shall be remedied with all reasonable dispatch shall not require
significant capital expenditure or settlement of strikes and lockouts by acceding to the
demands of the opposing Part‘y when such course is inadvisable in the discretion of the Party

having difficulty.

11.04 The loss of Buyer's markets or Buyer's inability to economically use or resell Coal purchased
hereunder, the loss of Seller’'s supply or Seller's ability to sell Coal to a market at a more
advantageous price, the change in the market price of Coal or price of powe;, or regulatory or
contractual disallowance of the pass-through of the costs of Coal or other rélated costs shall

not constitute events of Force Majeure.

ARTICLE 12. RECORDS, AUDITS, ACCESS

12.01 Seller shall maintain books and records relating to the supply of Coal under this Agreement
and the applicable Transaction for a period of not less than two (2) years after the end of

each calendar year for all Coal tendered during such calendar year.

12.02 Upon reasonable notice and during normal business hours, ‘Buyer and/or Buyer's
independent auditors shall have the right to inspect Seller’'s books and recorzds relating to all
provisions of this Agreement which include Coal quality, quantity shipped, and price
adjustments or as may be necessary to satisfy inquiries from governmental or regulatory
agencies, but only to the extent necessary to verify the accuracy of any statement, charges or

computations made pursuant fo this Agreement and/or a Transaction. Seller shall make a
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reasonable effort to facilitate Buyer's inspection of such records in Seller's possession.
Buyer and its auditors, to the extent permitted by taw or regulation, shall treat all such

information as confidential.

ARTICLE 13. DEFAULT, REMEDIES, AND TERMINATION

The remedies set forth in this Section 13.01 shall cover the non-defaulting Party’s remedies

for the defaulting Party's failure to perform prior to any termination for default that may occur.

a) As an alternative_ to the damages provision below, if the 'Parties mutually agree in
writing, the non-performing Party may schedule deliveries or receipts, as the case may
be, pursuant to such terms as the Parties agree in order to discharge some or all of the
obligation to pay damages. In the absence of such agreement, the damages provision

of this Article shall apply.

b) Unless excused by Force Majeure, if Seller fails to deliver the quéntity of Coal in
accordance with the applicable Confirmation and this Agreement, Séller shall pay to
Buyer an amount for each ton of Coal of such deficiency equal tb (i) the lowest
reasonable market price on an equivalent per mmBiu SO, adjusted basis at which
Buyer is able, or (ii) at the time of Se”er's'breach, would be able: to purchase or
otherwise receive comparable supplies of Coal of comparable quality minus the base
price agreed to for the specific Transaction; except that if such difference is negative,

then neither Party shall have any obligation to make any deficiency payment to the

other.

¢) Unless excused by Force Majeure, if Buyer fails to accept delivery of the quantity of
Coal in accordance with the applicable Confirmation and this Agreement, Buyer shall

pay to Seller an amount for each ton of Coal of such deficiency equal to (i) the base
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price agreed to for the specific Transaction minus the highest reasonable market price
on an equivalent per mmBtu SO, adjusted basis at which Seller is able, or (i) would be
able, to sell or otherwise dispose of the Coal at the time of Buyer’'s breach; except that
if such difference is negative, then neither Party shall have any obligation to make any

deficiency payment to the other.

d) Buyer and Seller shall be subject to commercially reasonable good faith obligation to

mitigate any damages hereunder.
13.02 The occurrence of any of the following shall constitute an “Event of Default”;
a) Failure by either Party to pay any amounts due.
b) Either Party materially breaches any contractual obligation under this Agreemen’t.

c) Either Party (i) makes any general assignment or any general arra;ngement for the
benefit of creditors, (ii) files a petition or otherwise commences, authorizes or
acquiesces in the commencement of a proceeding or cause of action under any
bankruptcy or similar law for the protection of creditors or has such a petition
involuntarily filed against it and such petition is not withdrawn or dismisised within_thirty
(30) days after such filing, (iii) otherwise becomes bankrupt or insSlvent (however

evidenced), or (iv) is unable to pay its debts as they fall due.

13.03 In addition to the non-defaulting Party's remedies under this Article, in the Event of Default
with respect to a specific Transaction, the non-defaulting Party shall have the same rights
with respect to such specific Transaction as it has under this Agreement in addition to the

right to exercise all other rights and remedies available under applicable law.
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ARTICLE 14. NOTICES

Except as expressly provided otherwise, any notice, election or other correspondence
required or permitted hereunder shall become effective upon receipt and, except invoices and
payments, shall be deemed to have been properly given or delivered when made in writing
and delivered personally to the Party to whom directed, or when sent by United States
certified mail with all necessary postage prepaid and a return receipt requested, or by a
nationally recognized overnight delivery service with charges fully prepaid and addressed to
the Party at the below-specified address:

Notices to Kennecott:

Kennecott Coal Sales Company

Attn: Contract Administration

Caller Box 3009 (82717-3009)

505 South Gillette Avenue

Gillette, WY 82716

Phone: (307) 687-6019
Fax:  (307)687-6009

Scheduling to Kennecott:

Kennecott Coal Sales Company
Attn: Customer Service Department
Caller Box 3009 (82717-3009)

505 South Gillette Avenue

Gillette, WY 82716

Phone: (307) 685-6110

Fax: (307)687-6009

Notices to @ uﬁefz

The addresses may be changed upon written notice in the manner provided above, and no

amendment hereof shall be required for a change of address under this Article 14.
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ARTICLE 15. COOPERATION

15.01 Each Party agrees to take all further action that may be reasonably necessary to perform and

to effectuate the purposes and intent of the Agreement, the Confirmation, and any particular

Transaction.

ARTICLE 16. WARRANTY, LIMITATION ON LIABILITY, DUTY TO MITIGATE &

INDEMNIFICATION

16.01 In no event shall either Party be liable to the other Party for incidental, consequential or
punitive damages however and wherever arising out of, or in connection with, this Agreement

or any Transaction.

16.02 EXCEPT AS EXPRESSLY WARRANTED HEREIN, IT IS EXPRESSLY iAGREED THAT
SELLER MAKES NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AS TO THE QUALITY,
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF‘: THE COAL TO
BE DELIVERED UNDER THIS AGREEMENT OR AS TO THE RESULTS TO BE
OBTAINED FROM THE USE OF SUCH COAL. SELLER SHALL NOT BE LIABLE FOR
ANY INCIDENTAL, PUNITIVE, OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, lNCLUblNG WITHOUT
LIMITATION LOSS OF PROFITS OR OVERHEAD, BY VIRTUE OF ITS BREACH OF ANY
OF ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE AGREEMENT. NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE SHALL
BE CONSTRUED AS LIMITING BUYER’S RIGHT, SUBJECT TO THE TERMS OF THIS
AGREEMENT, TO SEEK DIRECT DAMAGES FOR SELLER'S BREACH OF ANY OF ITS

OBLIGATIONS HEREUNDER.

16.03 Each Party agrees it has a duty to mitigate damages and covenants. Each Party will use

commercially reasonable efforts to minimize any damages it may incur as a result of the other
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Party's performance or non-performance of the Agreement (except that neither Party shall be

required to enter into a replacement transaction as provided under this Agreement).

Each Party shall indemnify, defend, and hold the other Party harmless from and against any

and all Claims arising out of or resulting from the wiliful acts or negligence of such Party, its

agents, and employees.

ARTICLE 17. LIMITATION ON WAIVER

No waiver by either Party of any one or more defaults of the other Party in the performance of
this Agreement or any Transaction shall operate or be construed as a waiver of any future

default, or defaults, whether of a like or different character.

ARTICLE 18. CONFIDENTIALITY

This Agreement and any Confirmation are deemed confidential. The Parties shall protect the
confidentiality of the terms of this Agreement and neither this Agreement or any of its terms
shall be disclosed to any other person unless such disclosure is: (i) agreed to in writing by
the Parties prior to release, (ii) required by law, (iii) required by jurisdicj_tional regulation
pursuant to the request of any regulatory authorities (including, without limitétion, state utility
commissions or boards, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission and tax authorities); to attorneys, auditors, consultants or other
outside experts of the parties if said individuals are advised of the conﬂdeniial nature of the
information and said individuals agree to maintain the confidentiality of the ihformation; or to
generating unit co-owner(s). Where the law requires such disclosure, notice shall be given to
the other Party, and to the extent possible, such notice shall be given in advance of

disclosure.
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ARTICLE 19. ENTIRETY, AMENDMENTS

This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties. This Agreement may

not be amended except in a written instrument making reference hereto signed by the

Parties.

ARTICLE 20. SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties hereto and their
respective successors and assigns; provided, however, this Agreement may not be assigned
by either Party without the prior written consent of the other Party, which consent shall not be

unreasonably with.held or delayed.

ARTICLE 21. GOVERNING LAWS

This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws in the State

of Wyoming.

ARTICLE 22. INTERPRETATION

The Parties acknowledge that each Party and its counsel have reviewed this Agreement and
that the rule of construction to the effect that any ambiguities are to be resolved against the

drafting Party shall not be employed in the interpretation of this Agreement.
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_ ARTICLE 23. RESALE AND BUYER’S OBLIGATIONS

The Parties agree, unless specifically provided otherwise in a specific Confirmation, Buyer
may resell the Coal purchased under a particular Transaction to another party (“Buyer’s
Customer”). The Parties agree that .Buyer’s Customer may perform some of Buyer's
obligations; nevertheless, Buyer shall remain liable for all of Buyer's obligations hereunder
and Buyer shall indemnify and hold Seller harmless from and against an';/ and all élaims

made by Buyer’s Customer against Seller. In addition, Buyer agrees to the following:

a) Buyer shall inform Seller at least twenty-four (24) hours in advance of arrival of each
unit train at the mine of the identification number of the unit train, identification of

Buyer's Customer, and destination of such unit trains.

b) The loading of such unit train shall be in accordance with the loading provisions set
forth herein unless Buyer notifies Seller in advance of different loading provisions and
such different loading provisions are in general éccordance with géneral operating
parameters in the mine's region, and do not, in Seller's reasonable op@nion, impose an

undue operating or economic burden on Seller.

c) Allinformation to be supplied by Seller to Buyer under this Agreement including but not
limited to analysis, weights, train manifest and invoicing information shéll be supplied o
Buyer and Buyer shall be responsible for transmitting such informétion to Buyer's
Customer. Buyer is specifically released from its confidentiality obligations (Article 18)
with respect to quality and weighing information provided by Buyer to Buyer's

Customer.
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d)‘ If Buyer claims a Force Majeure event at or associated with Buyer’'s generating station,
such claim shall not apply to Coal taken under this Agreement and sold by Buyer o
Buyer's Customer. Force Majeure events occurring at or associated with generating
stations or other facility to which Buyer has resold Coa.l, shall not affect the tonnage

obligation of the Buyer under this Agreement.
ARTICLE 24. SURVIVAL

24.01 The provisions of Articles 12 through 22 and Article 24 shall survive the termination of this

Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement by their respective, duly

authorized representatives effective as of the date first written above.

Kennecott Coal Sales Company

By: By:
Kelly A. Cosgrove

Vice President, Marketing & Sales Title:
Date: Date:

NAGCC_MKTG\CONTRACT\2001\Master Agreements\MASTER GENERIC VERSION_UtlL.all.DOC

PEF-FUEL-000473
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Kennecott #:

Seller: Kennecott Coal Sales Company
Caller Box 3009 (82717-3009)
505 South Gillette Avenue
Gillette, WY 82716

Aftn:
Phone:
Fax:

, between , ¢ "

and Kennecott Coal Sales Company (“Kennecott”) pursuant to the Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement

effective

Kennecott to sell and deliver and

Transaction Type:

Product:

Base Price:

Shipment Period:

Quantity:

Delivery Point:

Topsize:

Quality:

Coal Quality Specifications

Section 9.03 ~ Standard Btu and
Sulfur for price adjustments as
set forth below:

Btu/Lb

Lbs. SO/mmBtu

, 2003. The terms and conditions of this transaction are as follows:

to purchase and receive.

Physical Coal

Sub-Bituminous coal; Btu/Lb. and _ Lbs. SOz/mmBtu
$____ pertonofcoal

FOB Railcar, Mine — County, Wyoming

_" x 0"ASTM

Sections 6.02 & 6.04
Reject Limits/
Non-Conforming Shipment

PEF-FUEL-000474
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Btu Adjustment: To reflect the actual heat content of the coal delivered, each montn tne Base Frice or
coal will be adjusted for any variation from Btu/Lb., using the following
formula:

Btu Adjustment Per Ton = P x (AR — BB)
BB

Where:
P = The Base Price of coal per ton delivered during the month;
AR = The monthly weighted average “As-Received” Btu’s per pound of the
respective coal[s] delivered to ; and,
BB = The Base Btu's per pound of the respective coalls) delivered to

during the month; the BB value =

All shipment Btu's and weighted average Biu's shall be in zero decimals. All prices
for Btu adjustments shall.be calculated using floating-point decirnals, with the result
being rounded to three decimal places as shown in the following example:

Sample info; P = $7.00/ton, BB =8800, AR =28820

Btu adjustment per ton = $7.00 X (8820-8800)
8800

= §$7.00 X.002272727
= $0.015909089
=$0.016

Sulfur Adjustment: To reflect the actual sulfur content of Coal delivered, each month the Base Price of
Coal will be adjusted in accordance with the following formulas.

For purposes of this adjustment, it shall be assumed that 100% of the sulfur in the
Coal will be converted to sulfur dioxide ("SOz"). The pounds SO, per mmBtu shall be
caleulated in accordance with the following formula based on Seller's lab analysis of
the percent sulfur in the Coal and the calorific value of the Coal. All weighted
average sulfur shall be in two decimals:

Lbs. SO,/mmBtu = Monthly Weighted Averaqe Sulfur % in Coal X 20,000
Monthly Weighted Average Btu/Lb,

All shipment sulfur percent and weighted average sulfur percent shall be stated in
two decimals. SOz for the period billed shall be calculated using floating-point
decimals, with the result being rounded o two decimal places as shown in the
following example:

Sample info: Monthly Weighted Average Sulfur % in Coal =.22,
Monthly Weighted Average Btu/Lb. = 8820

Lbs. SO/mmBtu = (.22 X 20,000) / 8820 = .498866213 = .50

Sulfur adjustment in $/ton of Coal =

{Base Lb. SO,/mmBtu — Actual Lb. SO,/mmBtu) X Actual Btu/Lb. X $ADI
1,000,000

ADI = The "SO; Monthly Average Price” published by Air Daily for the month
preceding delivery.
Base Lb. SO./mmBtu =

PEF-FUEL-000475
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All shipment SOz and weighted average SO; shall be stated in two decimals. All
prices for sulfur adjustments are to be calculated using floating-point decimals, with
the result being rounded to three decimal places as shown in the following example:

Sample info: Actual Biu = 8820, Base SO2=.55, Actual SO;= .50,
SO; Allowance (ADI) = §146.10

= ((.55 - .50) X 8820 X $146.10) / 1,000,000
= $0.0644301
= $0.064

Suifur Adjustment in $/ton of Coal

IN NO EVENT SHALL EITHER PARTY BE LIABLE TO THE OTHER PARTY FOR, AND EACH OF THE PARTIES
WAIVES THE RIGHT TO SEEK INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR PUNITIVE DAMAGES UNDER THIS

AGREEMENT.

Please confirm that the terms and conditions stated herein accurately reflect your understanding of our
agreement by signing and returning to Leslie Thorn at Seller's address.

By: Date:

By: Date:
Kennecott Coal Sales Company

PEF-FUEL-000476
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April 12, 2004
COMPLIANCE COALRFP
BIDDEADLINE: MAY 12,2004
TIME: ~ 5PMEDT

Potent:"al ‘Supph'er:

To place a portion of our requirements under contract for Progress Energy’s Crystal River Units Nos.
4 and 5, Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) is considering entering into a new coal supply agreement(s)
beginning January 1, 2005. Accordingly, we prefer that you quote a wu_m of 150.000 tons annually
to be delivered in generally ratable monthly amounts during the followmg penods however, lesser
qua.nhttes will be considered (please quote each oﬁfer separately)

1. Ia.nuaryl 2005 throughDecemberSl 2005 . . L o BRI
. 2. January 1,2005 through December 31,2006 *~ SRR C :
3. ]anuaryl 2005 through December 31,2007, .. o C

" The quahty of all coals submitted should conform to the speuﬁcahons listed on the attached bid form.
. Coals not meetmg al2 LB/SOz maximum standard will not be consrdered. T

PFC prefers a price quote effective on the start date wl‘uch w:lll be fixed for the first twelve months For
terms longer than twelve months, PFC will consider fixed and firm, adjisted and/or reopener(s) if
term is three years. All prices should be quoted either f.o.b. mine loading point for rail delivery and
f.o.b. barge loading point for water delivery. Your proposal for this business must be submitted in
writing by 5 PM EDT on May 12, 2004, and should be valid and binding for a minimum of thirty (30)
days from that date. PFC encourages offers that prowde added value, mcludmg, but not limited to:

1. Annual tonnage ﬂenbﬂrty (expressed asa percentage)
2. Unilateral extension option(s) for PFC ‘ ‘
3. Innovative pricing proposals.

In evaluating the submitted pr0posals PFC will consider all relevant factors mcludmg an “as bumed"
bus bar analysis. Howeverwwm has been and will continue to be the
factor with the strongest overall impact to the evaluation process. PFC encourages suppliers to quote
their coals at the highest quality rating they feel they can comfortably maintain. All cost calculations -
will be based on ggrahteed values rather than typical values expected. Guaranteed values are -
expected to be met on a per sthment basis. Negotiations of the remaining terms and conditions will be

t conducted with those suppHers malag a “short list” based on dehvered economics.

. Due to our ab1hty to deliver coal to Crystal vaer by both rail and ocean barge, PEC w111 consider both
rail and water delivered origins of the submitted product. Those suppliers planning to ship by barge
should indicate any dock preferences. (This would also apply to western USA coal suppliers.) Those
suppliers planning to ship CSX rail direct must be capable of shipping 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, in 90-car unit train lots (PFC-owned or Ieased rapld dxscharge cars) a.nd they must specify

Frogress Fuels Corporation
~ 200 Central Avenue
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
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,Ioad.mg time reqmrements and CSX rail district ongm. Please do not attempt to secure domestzc_
rail/barge rates as these are to be negotiated by PEC. '

Draft and narrow channel restrictions at the power plant rece1vmg facility will not accommodate large
deep-draft vessels. Therefore, fore1gn ngm coals will require delivery through a New Orleans or
Mobile area import terminal. Foreign origin coals should be quoted on a ”CIF" ba51s in ”Self—

‘ Wessels Belted type vessels are preferred.

‘Proposals must be subxmtted by the date and time specxﬁed above in a sealed envelope dearly marked
"Term Contract Compliance Coal Quotation” addressed to Mrs. Robin Ott at the address indicated on
the attached bid form. Note that bids submitted directly to me via e-mail or fax will not be
considered. Proposals must mclude a completed copy of the attached bid form (for mu.ltlple'
proposals, please copy the attached form and submit a separate form for kach proposal) complete with
current and projected typical ash mineral analysis including minimum and maximum Na,O (sodium
oxide), typical ultimate analysis including maximum nitrogen and chlorine, sulfur forms, all reducing . '
“a8h fusion points (average and minimum temperatures), and trace elements. In some cases, where
" suppliers are quoting a blend of various seams of. coal, the above requested quahty data must be
provided for the blended product as well as the individual séams for all coals you would expect to -
ship on this business. Any extraneous information not mduded on the prowded bid form will not
be considered.

Wexghmg and sampling and analysxs will be done at the mine facxhty, Ioadmg dock or the power plant '
bya mutually agreeable independent testhg compa.ny :

PFC reserves the right to waive informal technicalities or irregularities and reject any and all proposals
for any reason PFC deems appropriate under the drcumstances. PFC does not represent that it will -
accept the lowest bid or any other bid. In no event shall PFC be considered to have accepted any offer
except and unless in an express written accepmnce or contract signed by an ofﬁcer of PFC.

Thank you for your attention to this Request for Proposals If you have any questions or require further
information regarding this invitation to quote, please contact me at 727 / 824—6692.

Vice President— Coal Procurement
AWP/ro

Attachment
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CORPORATION
PRODUCER NAME:
STREET ADDRESS:
CONTACT: ‘ TELEPHONE NO.
MINE(S): . _ BOMDISTRICT: . _ COUNTY: STATE:
ORIGIN RAILROAD(SYDISTRICT: EK____ CV____ Big Sandy Other - | RR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONINUMBER:
TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY: '

UNIT TRAIN: . SINGLE CAR: i TRAINLOAD:
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: . . ‘ .
_TONS . ' _ . HOURS ‘ __ TRACK CAPACITY
WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: _____YES __NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT
SHIP THROUGH: DOCK , ‘ o . LOAD RATE:
TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PERMONTH: ________TONS
PRODUCTION PER MONTH—MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: TONS ) , ,
TYPE OF MINE: %DEEP : —_ _%STRIP . __ _%AUGER
SEAMS: : " | BLEND RATIOS: '
COAL PREPARATION: RAW - __WASHED o _ COMBINATION
. TYPE OF CDAL WASHER, IF WASHED: '
TYPE OF COAL SAMPLING: ‘ A
'TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): ' DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION:
TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: : ~© | SCALECERTIFED?  _YES ~___NO
PERIOD TONNAGE ' ' BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE

IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY QR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUGER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN X" IN THIS SPOT.
PRODUCER'S COMMENTS: ’

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): ' ‘ ]

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four):

SIGNATURE: ' : TITLE: ' DATE:

MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TC:

MRS. ROBIN OTT
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION
ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE £00
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701

OR

POST OFFICE BOX 15208
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733

PHONE NQ. 727/824-6670
" FAX NO. 727/824-6501
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FUELS PAGE 2 OF 3
CORPORATION .
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
DESCRIPTION AS RECENED" *AS RECEIVED" _ fégggalé% _ SUB-BITUMINOUS
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL . GUARANTEED AS RECEIVED
- GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % L ' _ ‘ 8.0% MAX. ' 30.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % : ‘ 5.0% MAX 5.0% MAX.
ASH % ‘ . - ‘4 10.0% MAX? : 7.8% MAX.2
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBMBTU) B 12LBMAX) 1.2 LB/MAX.!
BTULE ‘ ' ' : o / 12,300 MIN, 8,2001L8 MiK.
OEGRESS FAHRENHEIT HeW R) : Yl 2so0mn 2,200 MiN.
VOLATILE % - - ‘ HO%MN! 31.0% MIN.!
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE , ' T4 42 MIN3 65 MIN.2
SiZE 4 L 3 orxe : 2 X0
FINES (-1/4" X 0") . ‘ : | 45% MAXS 30% MAX.S
PYRITIC SULFUR ‘ , o 0.2% MAX 0.2% MAX.!
FIXED CARBON % _ _ ' _ ' —
HYDROGEN % . — _
NITROGEN % . . —_— ] . L e
| CHLORINE % , - — —_
| OXYGEN% ' : o _
Must be met on an individual shipment basis. . ‘Economic analyses will be based on these values.
?Adjustable in direct proportion to Blu. . ‘ . *Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.
3Adjustable in inverse proportion fo Blu. ’ : . .
" MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT : TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
- DESCRIPTION . AVERAGE . - STD.DEWV. . DESCRIPTION . ' AVERAGE STD DEV.
P0s ' ‘ Antimony .
— Docket No. 070001-EI
Si0z Arsenic " * Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___(RLS-6)
Fe:0n ' ; Berylium RFP/Bids/Purchases
: Page 84 of 107
AlOa ' Cadmium
To2 ' - Chromium’
Ca0, i ] Cobalt
MgO o ' Fluorine
S0s Lead
! KD ' ‘ Lithium
l NazO ' Manganese
! Undetermined ' ' ‘ Mercury
E Base/Acd Ratio ' | Nickel
Maximum Base/Acid Ratio ‘ Selenium

*NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
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CORPORATION
OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS
DESCRIPTION \AS RECEIVED" *AS RECEIVED" BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED AS RECEIVED *AS RECEIVED®
‘ ' GUARANTEED GUARANTEED
MOISTURE (TOTAL) % ‘ 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX.
SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX
ASH % | ¢ 10.0% MAX.2 7.8% MAX2?
SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 1.2 LBMAX! 1.2 LB/MAX!
BTUAB ' 12,300 MIN. - 8,2001LB MIN.
/SEGREES FAHRENHEIT He (R) ‘ 2500 MK, 2200 MIN.
VOLATILE % , ¢ 31.0% MIN..‘ 31.0% MIN)Y
GRINDABILITY, HARDGROVE K . 42MIN? 65 MIN.2
SIZE X X0
FINES (-1/4* X 07) 45% MAXS 30% MAXS
PYRITIC SULFUR 02% MAX.! 0.2% MAX!
FIXED CARBON % _— _—
HYDROGEN % —_ -
NITROGEN % ‘ —_— —_—
CHLORINE % — —_
OXYGEN % —
Must be met on an individual shipment basis. “Economic analyses will be based on these values. N
2Adjustable in direct proportion to Bu. *Prefemred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered.
3Adjustable in inverse proportion to Blu. :
_ MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT _ TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL
DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV.
P20s Antimony
501 Arsenic Docket No. 070001-EI' ' )
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___(RLS-6)
Fez:03 Berylfium RFP/Bids/Purchases
On Cadmim | Page 85 of 107
r'noz Chromium
Ca0 Cobalt
MgO Fluorine
SOs Lead
X0 Lithium
Na;0 Manganese
Undetermined Mercury
Base/Acid Ratio Nickel
Maximurn Base/Acid Ratio Selenium

*NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM
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SUBJECT: 20052007 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP), PURCHASK Av11vers any
CONTRACT RE-OPENERS (RE-OPENERS) -

- To: © Charlie Gates - DATE: June 22,2004

Since the beginning of the year, coal prices have continued to escalate to unprecedented levels.
At the present time, there does not appear to be anything that will allow these prices to recede
from their current levels. Most projections show a very strong coal market, at least through
2005 and probably well into 2006. Coal has been affected, like other fuels, by a worldwide
mix of uncertainties, regulatory indecision, improving and in some’ cases “boommg” (China)
economies, transportation shortages and mefﬁc1enc1es and regional coal supply shortages. As
discussed during each of our past meetings, we at Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) are
committed to continue to seek the most opportune times to enter the coal market to insure the
competitiveness of the Crystal River plants. In addition to participating in the 2004 spot coal
market, when we deemed it advantageous, PFC successfully renegotmted agreements with

various suppliers in conjunction with their contract price re-opener provisions. Additionally, = -

PFC has just completed evaluating and purchasmg coal f'rom the results of the 2005- ’7007
Request for Proposals (RFF).

Last year, we had e1ght contracts with price re-openers, five of which were for the Delta coal
and three of which were for the Alpha coal. We successfully renegotiated six contracts (three
Alpha and three Delta) and were unsuccessful with two Delta suppliers. A portion of the
tonnage for the unsuccessful contracts was placed with other existing suppliers and the

" balance was secured in the 2004 .spot market. More importantly, we negotiated renewed

~ prices, tons, and two-year terms (2004 and 2005) with two suppliers; and in each case, we
- have re-openers for 2006. Our 2004 RFP purchases and the renegotxated contracts are

T currently at least $15.00-20.00 below the current market. :

Our challenge tlus year was to attempt timing the market for our 2005-2007 RFP and any

other purchases that we deemed of value. Although the prices are dramaticaily higher than last

year, we were able to time the market such that the purchases we made, based on the results of

the RFP just one month ago, are $3.00-35.00 dollars below the current market; and in the case

of the March Colombian purchase, it is at least $15.00 to $17. OO below the current market for
- that coal

The remamder of this memo will address the results from the 2005 2007 RFP and the

Drummond Colombian coal purchase noted above. The 2005-2007 RFP provided PFC a

reasonable selection of potential suppliers. We received bids from 20 domestic and foreign

suppliers who submitted 37 bids. Last year we received bids from 21 domestic and foreign

~ suppliers, submitting approximately 75 bids. This year we were offered 33.0 million tons of

which 13% were foreign offers and 87% were water, rail-eastern, and rail-western offers. Last

~ year we were offered 42.0 million tons spread fa1rly evenly between the foreign and domeshc
o supphers ' :
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‘Because of the strength of the current marke ‘only pv_rchased for 2005 and 2006. Our
plan is to watch the market, and re-enter for bo h spot and contract coal during late 2004 and
early 2005. T have enclosed with this memo the purchases and the economic evaluation from
the RFP (See Attachment “A”), a Supply Assessment for 2005 and 2006 (See Attachment “B7),
and the 2005 and 2006 scheduled purchases including their -economic evaluations (See
Attachment “C”). '

As always, we attempted to improve the economics, as compared to the prices offered, while
‘increasing the tonnage purchased and the term offered A

2005-2006 PURCHASES

FOREIGN WATER
Choice;

e During the latter part of March and early April, we began negotiations with
Drummond for an extension of our 2004 agreement. This decision was made because -
all indicators pointed to the beginning of another round of price increases and supply
shortages for both domestic and foreign coals. We purchased 800,000 tons for 2005
and 1 million tons for 2006 from Drummond’s Mina Pribbenow mines; this is “Delta”
coal. The delivered cost to Crystal R1ver (CR) is 2.509 $/MMBTU and 2 531 $/MMBTU,
respectively. '

No additional purchases were made for foreign coal from the RFP because the pnces
submitted from other foreign suppliers were not competitive. Their prices ranged from
2.828 to 2.948 $/MMBTU. These prices compared to 2.672 to 3.082 $/MMBTU for
offers from the domestic suppliers.

Explanation:

During 2004, we began shipments of Drummond’s Colombian coal. The results
economically, environmentally, and operationally have been excellent. This coal,

besides being very low in ash and sulfur, reduces NOy eﬁsswns by almost 25%. flhts |
purchase will assist CR in achieving the1r NOx goals, while providing them with a
competmvely prlced product : . f '

»

DOMESTIC WATER | A

Choices: : o T '

o We purchased “Delta” coal from two suppliers for delivery on the river system. We

were offered and purchased 300,000 tons per year fwmzmmw
‘/Goﬁl‘eampany This “Delta” coal will ship via truck to the Xanawha River and will
. deliver into CR at 2.672 $/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 and 180,000 tons of
“Delta” coal for 2005 and 2006 from Massey Energy. This coal will be ra11 delivered to

the Ohio River, and it will deliver mto CR at 2.698 $/MMBTU
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' Explanationf

'« We have had previous experience with both of these supphers and are very satlsﬁed
they will meet or exceed the specifications bid. :

DOMESTIC RAIL -
ChoiceS' N R ' | ' | R ,

o We purchased “Delta” coal from two companies and “Alpha” coal from three others -
We have previous experience with three of the suppliers and have added two new '
companies.

" “DELTA COAL”

We purchased 360 OOO for 2005 and 180, OOO tons for 2006 from Massey Energy. This

coal wil deliver into CR at $2.693 $/MMBTU We also purchased 360,000 each year -
. from Progress Fuels-Marketing and Trading. This product will deliver into CR at 2.735 =~

$/ MMBTU

“ALPHA COAL”

We purchased 720,000 tons for 2005 and 360,000 for 2006 from Massey Energy This -
coal will deliver into CR at 2.596 $/MMBTU. We purchased 120,000 tons for 2005 \-/
and 240,000 tons for 2006 from Sequoia Energy LLC. This coal will deliver into CR at o
2.586 $/MMBTU Also, we purchased 240,000 tons for each year (2005 and 2006) { n}
from B&W Resources. This coal will dehver into CR at 2. 608 $/ MMBTU.

Explanation:

e Massey Energy has been a con51stently reliable supplier over the past 20 years Progress
_ Fuels-Marketing & Trading has very good quality coal and a reliable track record.
Because of the shortage of coals in the Central Appalachian region, we felt it imperative
to add to our base of suppliers. Both Sequoia Energy and B&W Resources will fulfill this .
- - need. Prior to contracting with them we had our field representative visit their mining
. operations, and we called other utility buyers to venfy their performance. No problems
- were noted in either case. : :

2004 RE-OPENERS!

We have only one contract with a re-opener during 2004. Consol Energy (Consol) has a
price, quantify, and terms re-opener, which needs to be completed by November 1, 2004.
‘We have already had several discussions with Consol regarding tonnage for next year.
Current estimates are that they will have 750,000 to 1 million tons to offer. The current
contract is for 1 million tons. . .
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SUMMARY OF 2005 and 2006 PURCHASES

We anticipate a burn of 2.3 million tons for Crystal River Units 1 and 2 for both 2005 and
2006 and 4.3 and 4.4 million tons for Crystal River Units 4 'and 5 for 2005 and 2006,

- respectively. The total burn is es’nmated at 6.6 rmlhon tons for 2005 and 6.7 million tons
for 2006 ' :

OQurCR1 &2 open position for 2005 is apprommately 330,000 tons, whﬂe itis 1 9 rrulhon |
~ tons for 2006; and it will be dehvered 100 perccnt via 1'3.1.1

Regarding Crystal River Units 4 ind 5, our open position for 2005 is appronmatelyf ‘
230,000 tons and approximately 320, OOO tons for 2006. We w111 deliver 2.3 nulhon tons' .
via barge each year and 2. 0-2.1 rrulhon tons by ra11 :

We wﬂl continue to fulﬁll the open positions from the spot and con'rract markets

1 would like to schedule a meetmg with you at your earhest convcmence to dlscuss the detaﬂs‘
of this report and answer any ques’nons you may have.

/- 7 A. W.Pitcher

~ AWP/ro
Attachménts

cc/att: Rufus Jackson
Kyle Crake
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Bitchar, Al (PFC)

From: Crake, Kyle on behalf of Craks, Kyle (Enengy)
 Sent:  Thursday, May 20,2004 T:52AM

To: Pltchar, Al (PFC)

Subject: RE: Memo to Kyle

Approved
—Qriginal Mamge——
From: Pitcher, Al (PFC) [malnn.APw\er@pmgrssfue!s com} -
Sent: Tuesday, May18,2004827AM
To: Crake, Kyle .
Subject: FW: Memo t me
As rsquestnd

ﬁ[ Q’itcﬁer'

Froms Ott, Rodin (PFC) .

Sent: Tuesday, May13,2004819AM
To: Pitcher, Al (PFC) .
Subject: Memo to Kyle

Robin O
T
200 Contrsl Avenue

St. Patersbury, FL 33701
tho No. 727-824.0670

Fax No, 727-824-0501
E-mall Address:

5/20/2004
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11/92/2885 12041 8504884431 FUBLIC COUNSEL

S APROGRESS lNTER-OFFlCE cc o
E EPPOEIJJOS" | Fuel Trag;gortaﬂ? BZIgE B 72 ZPI:}“:.’ESQZ
SUBJECT: - GummszAmommu
TO:  KyleCrake » o - DATE: May 17, 2004 .

We have evalua.tcd the bids received in response to our April 12, 2004, chuast for Proposals,
Preliminary discussions have been conducted with several supphcrs Based upon these
discussions, I request permission to purchase the follmvmg coals.

anl.k_zmumy.;&z .
LT o Year 2008 Year 2008
Sequoia Energy LLC/Black Gold, LLC . - -
Tons ' 120,000 : 240,000
. $/Ton of Coal , - $47.00 . $47.00
¢/MMBtu Delivered e 32 586 - $2.586
Tons S : 720,000 © N/A. -
" $/Ton ' - $44.00 " N/A -
' ¢/MMBtu Delivered , $2.596 - N/A
Crystal River Units 4 & 5 -
Rail Coals | Year 2005 © Year 2008 . )
Massey Utility Sales Company . : : . ' :
Tons . : 720,000 _ . N/A
$/Ton of Coal _ , $45.00 N/A
¢/MMBtu Delivered _— $2.693 " N/A
a8 . 360,000 . 360,000
: $/Ton . $48.50 $48.50-
¢/MMBtu Delivered -~ . $2.735 : ' $2.735
Water Coals - | . |
Cent;t‘alCoalCompany‘ - ' ‘ " -
Tons . : 300,000 _ 300,000 .
$/Ton of Coal . $50.50 - - $50.50

¢/MMBtu Delivered S s2672 | $2.672
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Addmamleoalsmllbercqmred and on- '
‘other-coals heing purchased, 'will mbmtgammn gathering i t“kmz place. Prior to

A. W. Pltcher

. Awr/}o'
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P O ROGRESS INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

FUELS ‘ Fuel Transportation - BT0E 727/824-6692

Corperation ‘ MAC - PhoneNo

SUBJEGT: 2005-2007 RBQUEST Fik PROPOSALS (RFP), PURCRASE ACTIVITY AND
: CONTRACT RE-0PENERS (RE-OPENERS) '

L TO - Charlie Gates - DATE: Junc 22, 2004

Since tiie beginning of the year, coal prices have continued to escalate to unprecedented levels.
At the present time, there does not appear to be anything that will allow these prices to recede

* from their current levels. Most projections show a very strong coal market, at least through
2005 and probably well into 2006. Coal has becn affected, like other fuels, by a worldwide
mix of uncertainties, regulatory indecision, improving and in some’ cases “booming” (China)
economies, transportation shortages and inefficiencies, and regional coal supply shortages. As
discussed during each of our past meetings, we at Progress Fuels Corporation (PFC) are
comruitted to continue to seck the most opportune times to enter the coal markst to insure the
competitiveness of the Crystal River plants. In addition io participating in the 2004 spot coal
market, when we dee¢med it advantageous, FFC successfully renegotiated agrecments with -
various suppliers in conjunction with their contract price re-opener provisions. Additionally, .
PFC has just-completed evatuating and purchasing coal from the results of the 2005-2007
Request for Proposals (RFF). ' S ‘ , ‘

Last year, we had eight contracts with price re-openers, five of which were for the Delta coal
and three of which were for the Alpha coal. We successfully renegotiated six contracts (three "
- Alpha and three Delta) and were unsuccessful with two Delta suppliers. A portion of the
tonnage for the unsuccessful contracts was placed with other existing suppliers and the
" balance was secured in the 2004 .spot market. More iraportantly, we negotiated renewed
. prices, tons, and two-year terms (2004 and 2005) with two suppliers; and in each case, we
- have re-openers for 2006. Qur 2004 RFP purchases and the renegotiated contracts are
- - currently at least $15.00-20.00 below the current market. S Lo

Our challenge this year was to atterapt timing the market for our 2005-2007. RFP and any

other purchases that we deemed of value. Although the prices are dramatically higher than last

year, we were able to time the market such that the purchases we made, based on the results of

the RFP just one month ago, are $3.00-$5.00 dollars below the current market; and in the case

of the March Colombian purchase, it is at least §15.00 to $17.00 below the current market for
- that coal. , . - :

The remainder of this memo will address the results from the 2005-2007 RFP and the
Drummond Colombian coal purchase noted above. The 2005-2007 RFP provided PFC a
reasonable selection of potential suppliers. We received bids from 20 domestic and foreign
supplicrs who submitted 37 bids. Last year we received bids from 21 domestic and foreign
. suppliers, submitting epproximately 75 bids. This year we were offered 33.0 million tons of
which 13% were foreign offers and 87% were water, rail-eastern, and rail-western offers. Last
year we were offered 42.0 million tons spread fairly evenly between the foreign and domestic
s prﬁm. ! .. . . . s )

—_— .
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‘Because of the strength of the current market, we only purchased for 2003 and 2006. Our
plan is to waich the market, and re-enter for both spot and contract coal during late 2004 and
early 2003. 1 have enclosed with this memo the purchases and the economic evaluation from
the RFP (See Attachment “A™), a Supply Assessment for 2005 and 2006 (See Attachment “B7),

and the 2005 and 2006 scheduled purchases including their economic evaluations (See

Attachment “C7). .

As always, we attempted to improve the economics, as compared to the prices offered, while
‘increasing the tonnage purchased and the tern offered. ' .

Choice:

e During the latter part of March and early April, we began negotiations with
Druramond for an extension of our 2004 agreement. This decision was made because
gll indicators pointed to the beginning of another round of price increases and supply
shortages for both domestic and foreign coals. We purchased 800,000 tons for 2005
and 1 milkion tons for 2006 from Drummond’s Mina Pribbenow mincs; this is “Delta”
coal. The delivered cost to Crystal River (CR) is 2.509 $§/MMBTU and 2.531 $/MMBTU,
respectively. : . : . - ' _

No additional purchases were made for foreign coal from the RFF because the prices

submitted from other foreign suppliers were not competitive, Their prices ranged from

2.828 to 2.948 $/MMBTU. These prices compared to 2.672 to 3.082 $/MMBTU, for

offers from the domestic suppliers. . : L. o

During 2004, we began shipments of Drummond’s Colombian coul. The results

economically, environmentally, and operationally have been cxcellent. This coal,
besides being very low in ash and sulfur, reduces NOx emissions by almost 25%. This

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._ (RLS-6)

purchase will assist CR in achieving their NOx goals, while providing them with a

competitively priced product.
Chgiccs:

"o ‘We purchased “Deita” coal from two suppliers for delivery on the river system. We

were offered and purchased 300,000 tons per year for 2005 and 2006 from Central

- Coal Company. This “Delta” coal will ship via truck to the Kanawha River and will.

. deliver into CR at 2.672 $/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 and 180,000 tons of
 «Delta” coal for 2003 and 2006 from Massey Energy. This coal will be rail-delivered to
~ the Ohio Kiver, and it will deliver into CR at 2.698 $/ MMBTU. o
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"o We have had previous experience with bo’ch of these supphcrs and are very sansﬁed
they w111 mect or exceed the speczﬁcat:ons bid. . - -

Choicqs:

e We purchased “Dclﬁt” coal from two companies a.nd “Alpha” coal from three others '

We have previous experience with three of the supphers and have added two new =
companies. - - - , _ .

We purchased 360 000 for 2005 and 180, 000 tons for 2006 from Massey Energy. This
coal will deliver into CR at $2.693 $/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 each year

. from Progress Fucls-Marketing and Trading. This product will deliver into CR at 2.735
$/MMBTU.

pumhmd 720 ,000 tons for 2008 and 360,000 for 2006 from Massey Energy. This
coal will deliver into CR at 2.596 $/MMBTU, We purchased 120,000 tons for 2005
and 240,000 tons for 2006 from Sequoia Energy LLC. This coal will deliver into CR at
2.586 SIMMBTU Also, we purchased 240,000 tons for each year (2005 and 2006)
from B&W Resources. This coal will deliver into CR at 2. 608 SIMMBTU

s Massey Energy has been a ccnsxstently rehablc supplier over the past 20 years Progress
Fuels-Marketing & Trading has very good quality coal and a relisble track record.

Because of the shortage of coals in the Central Appalachian region, we felt it imperative

: to add to our base of supplicrs. Both Sequoia Energy and B&W Resources will fulfill this

- - need. Prior to contracting with them we had our field representative visit their mining

. operations, and we called other utility buyers to venfy their performancc. No problems
- were notcd in either case.

We have only one contract with a re-opener during 2004. Consol Energy (Consol) has a
price, quantity, and terms re-opencr, which needs to be completed by November 1, 2004.
We have already hed several discussions with Consol regarding tonnage for next year.
Current estimates are that they will have 750,000 to 1 million tons to offer. The current
contract is for | million tons, .
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We anticipate & burn of 2.3 million fons for 'Crystal River Units 1 2ad 2 for both 2605 énd
2006. and 4.3 and 4.4 million tons for Crystal River Units 4 'and 5 for 2005 and 2006,

* pespectively. The total bum is esb.mated at 6.6 zm]hon tons for 2005 and 6 7 million tons
- for 2006 ' : : -

Our CR 1&2 opcn position for 2005 is approxmmtely 330 000 tom, while it is 1.9 mﬂhon
 tons for 2006 and it will be dehvcrcd 100 percent via raﬂ N

Regarding Crystal River Umts 4 dnd B, our open position for 2005 is appmxxmately
230,000 tons and approximately 220, 000 tons for 2006. We wxll dchver 2.3 rrulhon tons .
-vxa barge each yedr and 2 0-2.1 mﬂhon tons by ra.ll

We vnll continue to fulﬁll the open posmons from the spot and contract markcfs

. I would Iike to schedule a mcc'ang with you at your earhest con\cemencc to dlscuss the dctaxls ~
of t!us report and answer any qucsbons you raay have.

_ AWP/ro
Attachments

cc/att: Rufus Jackson
Kyle Crake



PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION , _ Attachment A
CR Units 1,2, 4 apa 5

PURCHASES from
e 2005-2006
o
Q
N 3 tr
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ST Z Beled 3 DR SERNIK g O AR £
Witor .
Drummond / Inferocexn | D (CR4&5) | 105-12/08 FOB Mobile 1800 » 800 1000 | 5.50% ] 0.70% | 11,700 | -44.00% | 32.00% | 43 1.20
. 7
Contral Coal Co. D (CRAXE) | 108-12/08 |  Winifrad Dock 800 300 300 [14200%{ 0.74% | 12,300 | 8.00% | 31.00% | 42 1.20 >
?JJ, Uasasy D (CR4LS) | 1fos-a)6 FOB Corndo 540 380 ABD 1 43.00%| D73% | 12,100 | BOO%N | 31.80%| 42 1.20
N ) ) e
Ral
e Masnay D (CR4&5) | 1/05-&/28 Bandmlll 540 360 - 480 112000 0.73% ) 12,100 | B.DO% | 31.80% A 421 1.20
m D (CRAZ5) | 145-1208 {  Dlamond May 720 340 a0 |4200%| 073% | 12,500 | Boox {a2e0%| 43| - | 120
Soquala Enargy LLC ng 32) | 170542106 |  CSX Hadan 360 120 240 11000%| 134% | 12,700 | BODX [ 300%]| 42| 150] 210
Mooy A (CRI1&Z) | 1n3-8/08 CSX BS 1880 720 380 142800% ) 12T | 12,100 | 8.00% 31.00%|. 42{1.50] 210
f\ B4 Resomccas T A (GR182) | 1/05-1288 ' CSX Jaleo 420 240 240 19.50% | 1.25% 12,500 | 7.00% | 32.00% 421 1.50 | 2.00
: Total Tons 4320 2480| 1880 502 d
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PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION - Aftachment A
9 CRUnits 1,2, 4 ana 5 .
5 PURCHASES from
55 2005-2006 .
&
c > e RFP
=
1;; m o -
I ~
oAy :
[S R
& o & s :
"7.521.; 5 o A ) 5 3 5 A
Water
Drummond | Intarocasn | D (CRAAS) | /0512108 | FOB Mobide 1800 | 800 | 1000 | 5.50% [ 070% | 14700 ] 14.00% | 3200% . 43 1.20
Central Coal Co. D (CR483) | 10512008 | Winifred Dock 800 300 | 300 |12.00%| 074% | 12300 moon | 3toow| a2 | 1.20
Mrcsey D (CR4&5) | 1085605 |  FOB Cersdo 840 280 180 [13.00%{ 0.73% | 12100 oox |31.00%| 42 120
Reyl
Mooy D (CR4£5) | 1/05-8/06 Bandmitl 548 380 180 |12.00% | o.73% | 12,400 | som% | 3100% | 42 1.2
" Progeess Fuol D (CR4AE) | 11054206 |/ DiamondMny\\ 120 160 280 |12.00% | 0.75% | 12500 | soew | 2200 | 43 1.20
__camiy | D (craar) | 1ns12m8 (&nlmdm,é 720 360 | 360 |4200%| 0.75% | 12,500 | scon |3200%| 43 120
SequolaEnsry LLC | A (CR1&Z) | 1/05-12/06 |  CIX Hardan 360 120 | -240 |10.00%] 1.34% | 12,700 | 8.00% |3t00%) 42{150]| 21
Massoy A(GR1A2) | 1/05.6106 - cSX BS 1080 | 720 380 - |1200%) 1.27% | 12,900 | noox | vioon!. 42[150] 240
BOW Rexourcos A(CR1Z2) | 1051208 |  CSXJaliteo. | 430 240 240 | 11.60% | 1.20% | 12300 | 700% | 3200%| 42| 150| 200
Total Tons 5040 2820 2220 ' ' 802
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT
"DELTA" WATER ‘ Page 100 of 107
, © . 2008 2008 _ Notes
PROJECTED WATER DELIVERY 2,300,000 2,300,000
Existing contracts: o
Guasars #1 (Venezuselen) 150000 ~ . O
Guasare #2 (Venezuelan) , 650,000 650,000 (2)
Drurmmond (Colomblan) 800,000 - 1,000,000 o
Total Bxisting Contracts 1,600,000 1,650,000
Open Position T 700,000 - 850000 (1)
New Coritract Suppilers: R C (3)
Massey Energy ' . 360,000 180,000 -
Central Coal ' . 300,000 300000
Total New Contracts - 880,000 480,000
Total Existing & New " 2,260,000 2,130,000
Total Open Position 40,000 170,000
Potential Add'| Suppliers:
Asset Mgmt Group ] 0
Central Coeal 0 0
. Keystone -0 0
A.T. Massey 5 a 0 . :
Psabody PRB coal 0 0 .
2004 Carry over 0 0
Total Potential Suppliers 0 0
Total New and Potqntlal 2 260 000 2,130,000
Potential Spot or Additional , ‘ :
Contract Purchases; : . 40,000 170,000
Aliocatlon: K e
% Existing contracts to delivary ' 89.6% .7% |
% New contracts to delivery , '28.7% ©209%
% Total contract to dellvery- 98.3% 92.8%
% Potential spot or additional contract - ' '
to requiremant 1.7% . 7.4%
Notes: ' ) |
(1) BOLD denotes opon pcnltion

(2) Tha Guasare contract has a price reopener for 2008.
(3) Pun:hases based upon the 2005 RFP results and varlous other purchases

S:\EXEC\Robin\Word\Bid Soficitations-CoaWater_D_Open_Position
2:33 PM8/22/2004
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PROJEGTED REQUIREMENTS™
Minus Watar Deliversd Coal
Equals Nat Rail “D" Degllveries

Existing contracts:
CAM-Kentucky LLC
Alliance Coal LLC

Total Existing Contracts
Opan Position -

New Contract Suppllers:

Masssy Ensrgy
Progress Fuels Marketing & Trading

Total New Contracts
Total Existing & New

Total Open Position

Potentisl Add"l Suppliers:
Assst Mgmt Group
A.T. Massay
2004 Carry over
Total Potertinl Suppllers
Total New and Potential

Potential Spot or Addiional
Contract Purchases:

Allo«aﬂon.

% Existing contracts to dsllvery
% New confracts to delivery

% Total contract to deltvery

% Potsntial spot or additional contract

to requirement

Notes: :
(1) BOLD denotss open poslﬂon

£584884431

FUBLIC COUNSEL

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT
“DELTA" RAIL
2005 2008 Notes
4,311,000 4,380,000
2,300,000 . 2,300,000
2,011,000 2,090,000
500,000- 200,000 -
800,000 600,000
1,100,000 800,000
911,000 1,290,000 g))
@
380000 - 180,000
360,00y - 360,000
720,000 540,000
1,820,000 1,340,000 -
191,000 750,000
0 0
0 .0
0 0
0 0
1,820,000 1,340,000
191,000 750,000
54.7% 38.3%
358% 25.8%
80.5% 84.1%
9.5%

35.9%

(2) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and vanous other purchases

**Based upon burn requirements

PAGE 28
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S\EJ(EC\Robin\Word\Bid Solicrtaﬁons-Coaf\Ra‘l D_Open_Position -

2:33 PM6/22/2004
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"ALPHA" RAIL S RFP/Bids/Purchases
Page 102 of 107

2008 °  Notes

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS™ 2309000 2,257,000
Existing contracts: : ' - , * ( e 7‘:9 Q/
ConsolEnergy = ' 750,000 o . (2) -
Massey Energy . | 150,000 .0 ' — =
(CAM-KomtieRy LT . 0 o ~
Totl Existing Centracts ~ - __ 800000 0
Opan Position , 1408000 2257000 (1)
New Contract Suppliers: - ' ' 3
Massay Energy . 720,000 380,000
Sequola Energy LLC . , 120,000 240,000 :
BAW Resourcss . 240,000 . 240,000
Total New Contracts - 1,080,000 840,000
Total Existing & New ‘ 1,880,000 -340,&56. .
Total Open Position 320000 1417000 (1)
Potential Add Suppfiers:
Massey Energy 0 0
Central Coal 0 o
Saqunla Enerqy LLC 0 "0
; 0 0
0 0
0 0 -
Total Potenﬂnl Suppliers ' 0 0
Total New and Potantial v 1,880,000 840,000
Potential Spot or Additional o
Contract Purchases: * 329,000 ! 1,417,000
_,—/ ' "
Allocation: .
% Exigting contracts to defivery ' 3%.0% . - 0.0%
% New contracts to defivery _ 48.8% 372% .
% Total contract to delivery 85.8% 37.2%
% Potential spet or edditional contract g .
to requirsment ' . 14.2% 82.8%
Notes: . : '
(1) BOLD danotes open poslﬁon

(2) Thess contract has a price reopener for 2008,
(3) Purchasas based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases.

~Basad upon bum projections

H:\APitcher_1\Progress_fFuels_Ccal_RFP_2005-2007\Memo_Charlie_Gates\Rall_, A Open Position_Corrected
3.08 PM7I20I2004



(2) Thess contract has a price recpener for 2008.
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT Docket No. 070001-EI
“ALPHA" RAIL Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. __ (RLS-6)
) ' ' - RFP/Bids/Purchases
' - 2005 3006 Notes Page 103 of 107
PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS™ 2,309,000 2,257,000
Existing contracts: e T :
.Consol Energy o 750,000 0 ()
Mazssay Energy ' T 50,000 0 :
CAM-Kentucky LLC 0 0
Total Existing Contracts 500,000 o
Open Position - 1,409,000 2,257,000 (1)
New Contract 3uppliors | - (5)'
Massay Energy 720,000 /380,000
Sequola Energy e 120,000 240,000
B&W Resourcés 240,000 240,000
Total New Contracts . 1,080,000 30000
Total Existing & New 1,980,000 360,000 '
Total Open Position 329,000 1,897,000 1)
Potential Add" Suppliers:
Masssy Energy 0 0
Caentral Coal 0 0
Sequola Energy LLc o} 0
B&W Resoyrces ' 0 0
CAM Kentucky LLC (1] 0
2004 Carry over - 0 0 .
Total Potential Suppliers. , 0 0
Total New and Potential 1,980,000 360,009
Potential Spot or Addttional ; '
Contract Purchases: 329,000 1,897,000
Allocation: K
% Existing contracts to delivery 39.0% 0.0%
% New contracts to delivery ,-488% . __160%
% Tota) contract to delivery . 858% . - 16.0% -
% Potential spot or additional contract ~— T T L
to requirement . 14.2% 84.0%
Notes:
(1) BOLD denotes open posltion

(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases

*~“Based upen bum projactiorus

SAEXEC\Robin\Word\Bid Solicitations-CoalRail_A_Open_Position

2R PAMRMSINNA
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n PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION Workpapers Only
Sl CR 1 and 2 :
S 355 May 2004
ThAs Solicltation
759 ALL BIDS
:3 gi EI) )
A 2 A :
Massay 05 CSX BS 720 120 | o 0 14280%{ 1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 31.00% | 42| 210 | $a282 | 2308 $65.75 $2.72
B&W Resourcos 05-07 C8X.Jelllco T20 240 240 240 1 114.50%) 1.28%% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 32.00% | 42| 2.00
Marshall 05-08 CSX Clinehftekd 500 250 250 D 13.00% | 1.31% | 12,500 | 7.00% | 20.00% | 50| 2.10
Masany 05 CSX Kan 720. T20 0 0 12.50%( 1.27% | 12,100 | 8.00% | 30.00% | 42 -2.10 $84.10 2.852 $67.11 i $2.77
Central App 0507 C3XBS - 720 240 . 240 240 112.00%] 1.32% | 12,500 | A00% | 32.00% | 42| 2.0
Black Gold 0507 CSX Harlan . 800 120 .240 240 [10.00%| 1.34% 12_700. BOOY% | 21.00% ) 42| 210
Horiron 0507 CE8X-Evergresn 1500 500 500 L8500 [13.00%] 1.26% | 12,300 | B.00% | 31.00% ] 45| 210
| _Central Conl Co 05-06 C8X-Kan 480 240 240 D 12.00% | 0.80% | 12,30D .B.OO% 32.00% | 45| 1.60 ,
CMC 05 Colombla-Moblle 400 400 * 0 0 9.20% | 0.78% | 11,600 | 12.30% | 32.00% | 45| 1.34 | $63.19 2.724 $63.24 i 2713
|_LoganlKanmwia - 0507 CSX Kan 1080 360 380 380 113.00% 1.00% | 12,500 | B.00% | 30.00% | 42 : .
cwC 05 Colombla-ECT 400 400 o] 0 . D.20% 0.7l.% 11,600 | 12.30% | 22.00% | 45
P y 05-07 CSX Kan 728 240 240 240 13.50%] 1.23% | 12,200 | 6.70% | 30.00% | 40 2.16
Hortron 8507 COXMazTypo | 1500 | 500 | 500 | 500 |13.00%]127% 12400 | s.oex% [31.00%| 42| 210 .
Gmotcay Min 05 C8X Ko 20 | 20 | 0 0 {13.00%] 1.26% | 12,000 | 800w |31.00% | 42| 210 | 57023 | 2026 | ¢raas | saee
CR 12 Econcimica Brse Anscificat
Ash Suthuir Btu Holsture Vol HGL
10.00% 1.05% . 12,000 2.00% 34.00% 40
Total Tons 10300 : _;
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5 PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION ‘Attachment C
- A o CRUnMs1,2,4 and 5 - ¥
— )
S eg PURCHASES
no23%o 2005-2006
= 58
t! N G
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Co7 38 o
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C oL o
NSy~ ¥
Guasare (1) D (CR4&E) | 1/04-1208 | Pasa Diablo - WIT 850 50 K] 1.00% | 0T7% | 12800 B.00% | J400%| 45 120 | $47.68 1.883 34838 1.4
Guaszra .D (CRARE) | 1/04-12/08 | Mina Horte IMT 150 150 0 2.00% | 0.78% | 13000 | a00% | 11.00%| 45 120 | 34800 | 1bed $47 A8 $1.03
Dwmmond J ntaracean | D{crARS) | 1054200 | FoB Mol 1800 000 | 1000 | 660% { 070% | t1,700 | 1400% | 3200% |, 43 120
B L Cantral Coal Go. D (CRASS) | 1051208 | Wintred Dock €00 300 300 [12.00%] 0.74% | 12,300 | mook | stoom | 42 1.20
tud .
. Massey _D(CRAAS) | 15608 |  FOB Ceredo 540 380 180 J4300%| 07a% | 12100 ] Boow | moon| 42 1.20
Reif , : . : .
A ‘(:;) - D [CRASS) | 10412008 CAXBS 700 508 200 |11.00%| 0r5% | 12,500 | B.00% { 31.00% | 42 1.20
il - .
Mlfanca D {CR48S) | 1M02-92/08 MC Minkag 508 100 0 [1000%| 8.74% | 12300 | s.0m% | 2200k | 39 120 | ss377 | 2388 | "3seve 1223
Masxey D (CRAAS) | 1/03-0/06 Basdmlt 840 380 180 | 1200% | 0rax | 12100 | sotc | 3100 | 42 1.20
F_@uh D (CRASY) | 1054208 |  Dismond Mry 720 3 380 [1200%] 0Ts% | 12500 ) 8060% | 3z00%(| 43 1.20
Marsay A (CR182) | endx 308 CXBS 10 | 1m0 o |1200%| 13t% | 12800] ro0% | 330me] a5|1s0| 290 | 35047 | 20 | smqy $2.09
Sequola EnargyLLG | A(CR12) | 1081208 |  Cax Hartoa ) 120 240 |10.00%] 1.34% | 12,700 | soo% | 31.00%| 42130} 210
| Mesasy A{CR1B2) | 1058208 csxns wen | w0 20 |412.00%] 121% ] 92100 | 8.00% | 31.00%] 42] 50| 210
- BAW Resoulcss A{CRILY) | 1089708 | CAX Jalieo 480 240 |- 240 [1950%][1.28% | 12,500 7.00% | 230k | 42] 180 200
. Comsod i) “A(CR1A2) | 10542008 C3XBR 750 750 8 ]10.00%]1235% | 12000 ) 800% [3200%| 42]4480] 210 | seanr | 3ses 1Ty 12 |
Black ~ Hew Comnect T rotal Tens 9120| $080) 3040 fle
I

TN RO (1) Guxary hat roopaner for 2006 {2YConsol Reopaener Pricng b estimated
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PRB BID SUMMARY



Docket No. 070001-E1

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___ (RLS-7)
PRB Bid Summary

Page 1 of 1

SUMMARY OF PRB BIDS SUBMITTED TO PEF’S 2004 SOLICITATION

2006 Delivery Prices ($/Ton)
Tons Company | Mine Point Btwlb 2005 2006 2007
500,000 | Arch B. Thunder FOB 8,800 7.85 7.85 7.85
Mine
500,000 | Arch B. Thunder| FOB 8,800 7.45 7.85 8.25
Escalated Mine
300,000 | Peabody N. Antelope | FOB 8,800 8.75 9.25 9.50
Rochelle Mine
1,000,000 | Triton N. Rochelle FOB 8,800 8.25 8.25 8.25
Mine
500,000 | Kennecott | Spring FOB 9,350 22.90* 22.90* 22.90*
Creek Barge
Miss R
504,000 | DTE Unspecified FOB 8,800 18.62
coal plus Barge
rail
504,000 | DTE Rail Only FOB N/A 11.22
include. Barge
cars

* 65% of price subject to RCAF escalation and fuel surcharge.
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EXHIBIT NO.___(RLS-8)

CASH/AS UTILIZED BIDS



Docket No. 070001-El

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-8)

Cash/as Utilized Bids

Page 1 of 1

BIDS TO SUPPLY PRB COAL IN 2006
EXPRESSED AS “CASH” AND “AS UTILIZED” VALUES
$/MMBtu
‘ “As Utilized”

PRB Company | PRB Mine Btw/lb Cash Dlvd Dlvd
Kennecott Spring Creek 9350 1.87 1.84
Arch Fixed Black Thunder 8800 1.87 2.02
Triton North Rochelle’ 8800 1.88 1.98
Peabody NARC 8800 1.92 2.05




Docket No. 070001-EI
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PRB/CAPP PRICE COMPARISON
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Docket No. 070001-

(RLS-9)

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.

PRB/CAPP Price Comparison

Page 1 of 3

Exhibit 8
Page 1 of 1

1996 PRB SHARE OF UTILITY COAL PURCHASES

L4 Energy Ventures Analysis, Inc.

”

PRB Percent of Coal Purchases

Emo-10% (5
10-50% (6)
[]50-90% (7)
53 90 - 100%  (8)




(RLS-9)

Exhibit 7
Page 2 of 3

HISTORICAL COAL PRICES

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___
PRB/CAPP Price Comparison

Docket No. 070001-El
Pace 2 of 3

=]
<5
~3
<

w~:+PRB 8,800 B, 064502, FORMRE l

\ ‘ ‘s GAP-12.500 Blullb; 1.6 #502, FOB CSX Big Sandy District |__ﬂ L

15.8. $/Shert Ton
Lo g
E
=

§0 ——— |

Jan-00  Jul-00 Jan-01  Jut-01 Jan-02  Jui-02  Jan-03 Jul-03  Jan-04

5:?*3 Energy Ventures Analysis, Inc.

Jul-04

Jan-05

Jul-05

Jan-06

Jul-06



Exhibit 7

Page 3 of 3

WORLD VS. CAPP STEAM COAL PRICES

e ) {

e = —1 §0-90

am—ARA, 11,232 Btu/lb, 1% Sulfur (FOB ARA, $itonne)

1
i

amamm G APP, 12,500 Btu/lb, 1.0% Sulfur (FOB CSX Rail, $ist)

|

$90
580 |
$70

1

o
¢ 3o ¢ 98eq

uostiedwo) 2oud ddVO/ddd
(6-STel)ON HQIUXT Wosues T Haqoy
[9-1000L0 ON 12320C1

$60

-t §0-4dy

L Y0190

- porady

|

- - - €090

~—— £0adV

ree— |- 20RO

- 20-1dy

- 10930

ém Energy Ventures Analysis, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT C

Docket No. 070001 -EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-10)
2006 423 Forms T

Page 1 of 206

Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
Docket No. 060001-E1]

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment

423 Forms for January 2006

CONFIDENTIAL COPY

(Confidential information denoted with shading)

PEF-07FL-000405



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report lor: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon

3. Plait Naine: McDullie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submitled on this Form

1

Amy B. Futreil - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

g D 5. Slgnalure of Official Submitling Reporl

0 Lo

James A. Kin /Rugulamd Back Office Mandger

6. Dale Compleled: April 10. 2006

Total

Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. | As Received Coal Quality |

Transpor- Purchase lation Plant Percent Bty  Percent Percent

Line Mine Purchasse tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Molsture

No. Suppller Name Locaton Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton}  (S/Tom} (%) (Bw/b) (%) (%)
(a) {b) @ (o) 0 (9) ty 0} ® (k) M ()
1 inlerocean Cual Sales Ldc 999, 1M, 45 MTC o8 41,853 jj $55.42 055 11682 469 1171
2 Inlerozean Coal Sates Ldc 999, 1M, 45  MTC 0B 38,761 i §54.18  0.54 11,538 475 1270

307000-T4L0-43d

SULO ¢€TF 900C

CON UQIYH WOSUES T H9q0Y

(01-871)

I3-1000L0 "ON 19200



FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2

1.

2. Reporling Company.

3.

Report for: Mo. January 2006

Line
No.

Plant Name- Transier Facility -~ IMT

Supplier Name

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGCTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tile and Telephona Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submilted on this Form
Amy-B. Fulrell - Buslness Financial Analyst

Florida Power Corporation
(919) 546-2678

SP EG‘F ‘E—T?AL 5. Slgnalura Officlal Submitting Report
i‘:; ONFEDE‘Q James A. Khjfj-c :;\;alw&aack ;;%inla/nﬁr/

6. Date Completed: Aprll 10, 2006

Total

Effective Transpor- F.O.8. | As-Received Coal Quality |

Transpor- Purchase latlon Plant  Percent Blu  Percent Percent

Mine Purchase lalion Price Cost Pilce Sulfur Content Ash  Molslure
Localion Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) (¥Ton) ($/Ton) (%)  (Bluib) (%) (%)

(@)

PRI R

{b)

Central Guint Company

Coatl Marketny Company Lid
fKanawrha River Tearminals Inc.
Kanavrhg River Terminals Inc.

607000-T14L0-434

(c) (d) (e} U] (@ (h) 10} 2t} (k) ) (m)

B.WV.39 ™MTC B 26,902 i ¢ $62.70 071 12452 11.80 5.91
999, 1M, 45 MTC 0B 65,211 $66.72 0.60 11,730 8.06 10.88
B.WV,39 MTC ) 21,654 $72.24 065 12,029 12146  7.02
8, WV, 39 MTC B8 9618 -';-'. $71.17 0.69 12,319 1247 6.06

90T Jo ¢ 9%e(
WO €71 9007

‘ON HQIYXT WOsues T 1aqoy

O1-ST)

T3-1000L0 "ON 19320(]



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Ta e N s, RS 4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl

Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form

Amy B. Fulcell - Business Financial Analyst
E_ {919) 546-2678

%‘?E ~ % ‘{\P\'\’ 5. Signature of Official Submi}(ing Report
“‘?\g&:’\* ' CY 2. 7("\ o

Ty,
{__,’P Jama"e]A‘ King - Regulated Back@ffice Manager

2. Reporling Compauny.  Flarida Power Corporation

3 PlantName: Crysial River 1 & 2

npletad: April 16, 2008

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. | As_Received Coal Qualily |
Transpor- Purchase tation Plan{ Percent Bly Percent Percent
Line Mine  Purchase talion Price Cost Price  Sulfur Contemt Ash Moislure
Nao. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (8/Ton)  (3/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Blufib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) {e) N (@) ) 0] 1) (3] (U] {m)
1 B&W Resgurens inc, 8. KY, 51 MTC UR 20,235 $70.23 1.06 12,068 12.66 6.13
2 Coalsales LLC 8, WV, 5 S UR 423 $§74.55 0.81 13,300 5.91 6.89
3 Consol Enargy inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 92,071 $90.45 Q.92 12,753 8.42 6.53
4 Conslelation Energy Gommaodilies Group Inc. 8, WV, 5 S UR 11,312 $85.63 0.78 12,269 12.08 6.38
5 Constebalion Energy Commodhies Group Inc. B8, WV, 5 S UR 9,444 $86.13 0.90 12,360 13.06 6.15
6 Massey Dilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MIC UR 49,003 §75.62 1.00 11,997 12.30 7.44
7 Sequois Energy LLC B, KY, 95 MTC UR 9,986 $71.45 0.91 12,887 8.98 5.04
8

Transfer Facility N/A N/A GB 2.966

3$62.67 0,67 12238 1220 7.10

01¥000-14L0-d4d

30 $ 98eg
suiog €7y 900¢

TTToN HauXa wosues T Heq0

90

.

O TON 19200

110004

]



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006 .. 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form
Amy B. Futreh - Buslness Flnancial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name:. Crysial Riverd & 5 SPEC‘F\ED | ' ‘ |
CONFIDENTIAL  caminn @ K

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

5. Signalure of Official Submilling Reporl

Total
EHeclive Transpor- F.0.B. | As Recelved Coal Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase tatlon Plant Percent Btu  Percent Peicent
Line Mine  Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Conlent  Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (8/Ton)  (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Blb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) () (&) R0 (g) t) 0] ()] (k) mn (m)
1 Aliiance MC NMining 8, Ky, 195 LTC UR 57,2686 $59.04 0.66 12,782 8.16 6.49
2 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8. KY. 195 MTC UR 39,923 $58.87 0.69 12,670 10.19 6.18
3 Diamond May Coal Cuompany 8, KY, 119 MITC UR 20.418 §74.77 0.75 12,632 9.80 5.96
4 Oiamond May Coal Company 3.va, 105 MTC UR 9,059 $73.42 0.75 12,535 8.18 8.04
5 Massey Ulility Salas Gompany 8. WV, 5 MTC UR 26,057 $86.49 0.75 12,911 11.08 4.77
6 Transler Facility N/A N/A GB 69,529 $63.37 0.57 11.992 4.93 12.11
7 Transter Faclity N/A N/IA GB 135.214 $70.18 0.67 12,162 10.79 8.02

11%000-T14L0-d9d

907 J0 ¢ 9%eg
SULIO4 €7F 9007

0N UQIGXT WOSURS T 15qoy

D

S
<

(N1-97

T3-1000L0 0N 3220



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McDufie Coal Terminal

tine
No. Supplier Name

Mine

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell --Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

Y’" ﬁ 5. Signalure of Oficlal Submiiling Report
st et 4
bir/ LC ) r = L James A. King/~ g:;‘:;;
CONFIDENTIA

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

. Ll
Back Office Mdnager

Relro-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Qriginal aclive Quality  Effeclive
NMina & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Purchase Price Charges Price.  lncreases  Prlce: menls Price

Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (5(Ton) {$/Ten) ($MTon)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)

(3) (b}

1 Inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc
2 interocean Coal Sales Lde

Z19000-74L0-d4d

(c)

999, IM, 45 MTC 41,853
999, IM, 45 MTC 38761

@ © M @ m) ) @) @
- oo —

$0.00

907 30 998ed
suLog €7 9007

QN HQLERE WosueS ] Haqoy

(01-97)

14-1000L0 'ON 13200



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Planlt Name: Transler Facility - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPEC
CONFIDENTIAL

4, Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form

““ED Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analysl

(919) 546-2678

5. signaqE of Official Submlm Report
Z,lzvﬂ/

James A. ng Regulated Back Office Mahager

6. Date Complaled April 10, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Qrlginal actlva Quality Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchase Price Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Suppller Name Type Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($(Ton) (5/Ton}
(a) () (© () {0 ) 0] ()] (k) [0}
1 Central Coat Company 8, wv, 39 MTC $0.00 i {
2 Coal Markellng Company Lid 999, IM, 45 MTC $0.00
3 Wanawha River Terminals lnc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00
4  Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, Wv, 39 MTC 50.00

£19000-714L0-43d

907 Jo / 282y
SULIO €74 9007

(@

ON HqIUxyg UIOSURS ] 12q0Yy
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(0

7 TON 1300

;
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo, January 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

\as

G@Nﬂ

AFIED

2N

\PL

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Congerning Data Submilted on this Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Financlal Analyst

{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilting Report

Qam« &L /7Cr\w/y'

James y King - Regulated BacdOffice Manager

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

Refro-
F.0.8. ShortHaul  Original active Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading Involce Price Bass Adjusl-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Ine(Dec) Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons ($/Ton) = ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (5Ton).  (3/Tonm)  ($/Ton) {$/Tan)
{a) )] [c) d) (e} N (g} (R} 0] 0 {x} &
1 B&W Resources Inc. 8, KY,51  MTC 20,235 - $0.00 i $0.00 4
2 Coalsales LLC 8, WV, 5 s 423 . $0.00 $0:00.
3 Consol Energy inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC 92,071 ¢ $0.00 $0.00
4 Conslefiation Energy Commaodilies Group Inc, 8, WV, 5 S 11,312 $0.00 30.00
5 Consieltation Energy Commodilies Group Ing. 8, WV, 5 S 9,444 $50.00 $0.00
6 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 49,003 $0.00 $0.00.
7 Sequols Energy LLC 8, Ky, 95 MTC 9,986 $0.00 $0.00
8 Transler Facility N/A NIA 2,966 50.00 $0.00

F17000-14L0-4dd

90z JO § 88rg
SULO] €7 900T

"ON HQIUXF WOSURS ] 110q0Y

(01-ST

I3-1000L0 "ON 18%20(



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Florida Power Corporation

CONFIDENTIAL

SPECIFIED

4. Nama, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form

Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst

(919} 546-2678

5. Slgnature of Official Submitting Report

Qe g2 Kinsr

James A. hl“nj’»g “Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Dale Compleled: April 10, 2006

Relio-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Original active Quality  Effective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchese Prlce Charges Price Inc(Dec)  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons (§/Tan} (3/Tom) {$¢Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (8/Ton)
(8) (b) (<) (d) [C)) () (9) O i G (k) 0
1 Aiance MC Mining 8,KY, 195 LTC 57.288 $0.00 | $0.00 - i
2 CAM-Kentucky LLG B.KY, 185 MTC 39,923 ¢ $0.00 $0.00
3 Diamond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119  MTC 20,418 $0.00 $0.00
4 Diamond May Coal Company 8, VA, 105 MTC 9,859 $0.00 $0.0¢
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC 26,057 $0.00 $0.00
6 Transfer Facility b NIA 69,529 $0.00 $0.00
7 Transler Facility EITE N/A 135,214 $0.00 $0.00

S1$000-14L0-44d

907 30 6 338d
suLiog £7¥ 9007

“TToN Nquxy wosues 11290

(O1-sTd)

13-1000L0 ‘ON 1320



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Reporl {or: Mo. January 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORY OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

e Ll S s
o] At WL RS

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Dala Submitted on (his Form

Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report
Qe 7 "X

James A,(yng - Regula‘ied Back Office N‘é’nager

6. Dale Completed: April 10, 2006

Additional

Effective  Shorthaul Other Rlver  Trans- QOcean Other  Other Transpor- F.OB

Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Water Related Iation Planl

Line Mine Shipping lalion Price Charges Rate Charges Rale Rate Rale Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Mode  Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (§/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)

(@) (b) c) (e} {f) (@ ) ® ()] (k) U] (m) ) (0} o) @)

1 Inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 Carlagena, S.A. o8 41,853 i NIA N/A N/A NA Sl ;. N/A N/A NIA $55.42
2 inlorocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, iM, 45 Cartagena. 5.A. [o}:] 38,761 NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $54.18

91v000-T4£0-44d

907 JO 01 93ed
suLog €z 9007

“ON HQIYXE wIosues T Haqoy]

™
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number ol Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

1. Repor! for: Mo. January 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

L‘;i" L. u 1! ir L
CONFIDENTIAL

5. Slgnature of Official Submiuing Report

Jaimes A. ‘V/@ Regulaled Back Office Mihager

6. Dats Completed: Apsli 10, 2006

Additional
Eltective Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- £.0.8
Transpor- Purchase & Loadlng Rall Rall Barge foadlng Barpe Water Relaled tation Piani
Line Shipping ialion Price Charges Rble Chargas Rate Rale - Ratg Charges  Charges Chaiges Price
No. Supplor Namo Point Mode Tons {$/Ton) (SrTon) {$Ton) {$7Ton) {&/Ton) ($/Ton) {$(Ton) ($/Ton) (8/Tom) {$/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (6) (¢} (d) (e) (8] (g} 0) 0] (0] (k} 0] (m) {n) (0} (0} {q)
1 Cenlral Coal Company B, WV, 39 Winifredo Dock, WV B 26,902 N/A N/A NIA ] i NIA NIA NIA
2 Coal Marketing Company Lid 999, 1M, 45 Colombia, S.A, [ol:] 65,211 NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A
3 Kanayha River Terminals inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV B 21,654 NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 Winifrede Dock, WV B 9,618 i N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A

L1v000-14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006 4. Name, Title and Telephone Number ol Conlact

Person Concerning Data Submltied on this Form

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion . ED Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analyst

-
. t

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2 EQ\T'

% \D'%RATY\M, 5. Signature of Qfficial Submiiting Report

@@NF qa/”“" Z_ Ky

Jamel/A. King - Regulaled Back Office Manager

(919) 546-26768

6. Oale Compleled: April 10, 2006

Additional
Effeclive Shorihaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.0O8B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Water Ratatad tation Piant
Line Ming Shipping tation Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Lacation Polm Mode Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton}  ($Tory  (YTon) {STon)  (STon} {$/Ton) (8/Ton) {$/Ton} ($/Ton)
(a) (0) (c) (d) (e) U] () () 0} (1) (k) n () (n} (0} () ()
1 BBW Resources Inc. 8, KY, 51 Resource, KY UR N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A ) $70.23
2 Coasales LLC 8, WV, 5 Walls Prep Plant, WV UR N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $74.55
3 Consol Energy inc. 8,-KY, 119 Mousie, KY UR N/A /A N/A N/ N/A N/A $90.45
4 Consteliation Energy Commodile B, WV, 5  Kohisaal, WV UR N/A N/A N/A NfA NIA N/A 38563
5 Consleliotion Energy Commoditte 8, WV, 5 Sylvaster, WV UR N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A $86.13
6 Massey Uliily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 Gofl, XY UR N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A $75.62
7 Sequola Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 Barda, KY UR N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A §71.45
8 Transler Faclity N/A Plagquemines, Pa GB N/A NIA NiA O NIA $62.67

31v000-714L0-494
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
QRIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reportfor: Mo January 2006 ’ 4. Name, Tille and Telephone. Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

SP Eg; F 1 E::D 5. Signalure of Offictal Submitting Re?orl_
Q@NFEDENT'AL James A, Kﬁ(ﬁ/- Regulated Back Office MEhager

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Powsr Corporation

3. PlantName: Crystal River4 & 5

Additicnal
Effactive Shorthaul Olhor River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.0.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rall Barge ioading Barge Waler Related lation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Ralwe Charges Rate Rate Rala Charfjes  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Polnt tMode Tans {$/Ton) {$/Ton) {S/Ton) ($/Tan)  (S/Ton) (3/Ton) ($Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton} (5/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) () (e) 4] (q) ) (k) " (m) (n) (0) (Pl (@)
I Aliiance MG Alining 8, KY, 195 Scolls Branch, KY UR 57,268 . ; N/A NiA NIA NIA N/A N/A T i $59.04
7 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8. KY, 195 Damron Fork, KY UR 39,923 NIA N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A $58.87
3 Diamond May Caat Company 8, KY, 119 Yeiiow Creek, KY UR 20,418 NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A 7477
4 Diamond May Coal Company 8, VA, 105 Mayflowar, VA UR 9,859 N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A $573.42
5 Massey Ulility Ssles Company 8, WV, 5 Syivesler, WV UR 26,057 N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A 586.49
6 Transler Facilly ff Mobile, Al GB 69,529 N/ NrA NA i NIA $63.37
7 Teansfor Facity By Plaguemines, Pa GB 135,214 NIA NrA N/A N/A N/A N/A §70.18

619000-T4L0-434
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report lor: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporting Company:

3. Plant Name: McDulffie Coal Terminai

Florida Pawer Corporalion

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS.RECEWED QUALITY

SPECIFIED

GCONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Cantact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

5. Signmg;e of Official Submitting Report

i 0 %/ ‘/'%

James/f/f(ing - Regulated Back OHicédanager

6. Dales Compleled: April 10, 2006

New
Form intended QOrigina Old F.0.B.
Line Morth Plant Seneraling Line  Volume Form Column Old. New Plant Reason for
No. Reporied Name Plant Supplier Jumbe  (lons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) U] @ (h) ® ] LY] 0] (m)
1 12/05 McDuifie Coal Terminal  Drummond Coal Sales, Iac, 1 74,983 2A (k} Qualily Adjusiments

07y000-14L0-d44d

" 5 55.20 Qualty Adjustmen!
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FPS5C FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006
2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name: Transfer Faciiily - IMT

Florida Power Corporation

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on his Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Anaiyst

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

1w~

James A. Kj

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

- Regulalé ' Back Office Mdnager

5. Signature of Official Submitling Reporl

4

New
Form Inlended Origina Old F.0.B.
Line  Monlh Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column old New Plant Reasoen for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Jumbe  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) . (d) (e) ! (9) )] M @ (k) 0] (m)
1 09/05 Transfer Facillly - IMT Guasare Coal American, Inc. 10 31,116 2A {k} Quality Adjusimenls ; 40.72 Quality Adjusiment
2 09/05 Transler Facillty - IMT Guasare Coal American, Inc. 11 16,476 2A (k) Qualily Adjusimants 42.27 Quality Adjusiment
3 10/05  Transier Facility - IMT Guasare Coal Amerlcan, Inc. 9 50,838 2A [x) Quailty Adjustroenis 41.54 Qualily Adjusiment
4 12105  Transler Facilily - iIMT Guasare Coal American. Inc. 7 14,389 28 (k) Quafity Adjustments 41.53 Quality Adjusimen
5 12/05  Transler Facility - {MT Guasara Goal American. Inc. 8 36,121 2A (k) Quality Adjustmanls 43.08 Qualily Adjustment

[Zv000-714L0-444d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporting Company: . Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AN QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SECIFIED
@%N\:\DENTM

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Congerning Data Submilted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl

(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

(a%

Ky

James ,?(/K»ing - Regiulated Back

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

Offic Manager

New
Form lnlended Origina Old F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line  Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supgplier Jumbe  (tons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
(a) L) (c) (d) (e} Y] (9) () M 0 (m)
1 12/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Sequoia Energy 5 10,116 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments 73.65 Quaiily Adjustment
2 12105 CR 1&2 CR 18727 Conslsliation Energy 6 9,606 2A {k} Quality Adjusimenis 93.93 Quality Adjustment
3 12/05 CR 182 CR 182 Constellalion Energy 7 9,587 2A {l) Quallly Adjusiments 76.73 Qualily Adjusiment
4 11405 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consiallation Enorgy 7 7.975 2A (') Qualily Adjusimenis 868.45 Quality Adjustiment
5 03/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consalidated Cosl Salgs 7 47,984 2C {k} New value . 7411 Quality Adjusiment
6 0305 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consalidaled Coal Sales [$] 9,763 2C (k) New value 74,44 Quatity Adjustment
7 04/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consolidated Coal Salas 1 50,213 2C (k) New value 59.15 Quahty Adjustment
3] 04/05 CR1&%2 CR 182 Consolidaled Cual Sales 2 9,388 2C (k) New valus 59.15 Quality Adjustment
9 0505 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consolidaled Coal Sales 1 68,295 2C (k) New value G1.39 Quahly Adjustment
10 06/05 CR 1&2 CR 182 Consolidated Coal Sales 1 10.495 2C {k) New value 59.69 Quality Adjustment
IR 06/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consolidated Cual Sales 2 47 519 2C {k) New valve " 59.69 Quality Adjusiment
12 06/05 CR 1&2 CR 182 Consolidated Coal Sales J 28,681 2C (k) New vdiue 60.92 Qualily Adjusiment
13 06/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consulidaled Coal Salas 4 29,024 2C (k) New value 60.92 Quakly Adjusimen)
o
1]
o
O
~J
1}
¢
<
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(]
~
o
o

907 10 91 95=d

SUoq €% 900

"ON UQITXF Wosues ] 1eqoy

O-sT)

I3-1000L0 "ON 123200



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporl for: Mo. January 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, UELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Conceming Data Submilled on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

gPECH
CONFIOE

ED

NTIAL

5. Signature of Officlal Submitling Report
Qd/mrvz ﬂ /;K; g

James(f(. King - Regufated Back OliicgManager

6. Date Compiseted: April 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Origina Old F.0.B.
Line Month  Plant Generaling Line:  Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Numbe  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision

(@) (0) (c) (&) (e} () (g} (h) M - ()] {k) M (m
14 08/05 CR 182 CR 1&2 Cunsolidaled Coal Sales 1. 59,769 2C (k) New valve 1 i . 5 60.22 Quality Adjustiment
15 08/G5 CR 182 CR 182 Consolidaled Coal Sales 2 16,980 2C (k) New value ¢ S 60.22 Qualily Adjusiment
16 09705 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Cunsolidated Coal Sales 1 47,358 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments 33 j S 56.33 Quality Adjusimen
17 0905 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consolidated Coal Sales 2 9,603 28 (k)Qualily Adjustments i-$  56.33 Quality-Adjusiment
18 10/05 CR 182 CR 182 Consolidated Coal Sales 2 79,288 2G (k) New value - $ 80.91 Quality Adjusiment
19 10/05 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consolidated Coal Sales 3 10,604 2C (k) New value 4 $ B0.91 Quality Adjustment
20 10/05 CR 182 CR 142 Consalidated Coal Sales 4 70,99 2C (k) New value 8 5 B81.85 Quality Adjustment
21 1105 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consolidated Coal Sales 11 47,911 2C  (k)-New value £ S B0.BO Qualily Adjustment
22 11105 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consolidaled Coal Safes 12 19,179 2C (k) New value i 5 80.17 Qualily Adjusimanl
23 11/05 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consolidaled Coal Sales 1 39,145 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments f: 5 B1.77 Quallty Adjustment
24 12/05 CR 182 CR 182 Consolidaled Coal Sales 1 92,176 2ZA (k) Qualily Adjusiments 5 88.79 Quality Adjustmant
29  04/05 CR 182 CR 1&2 wlassey Coal Sales Company, Inc 4 9.517 2A (k) Qualily Adjusimaents B 5 66.41 Qualily Adjustroent
26 04705 CR 182 CR 182 massey Coal Salas Company, inc 5 57,761 2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments $ 64.64 Quatily Adjushnenl
27 0505 CR 182 CR 182 Massey Coal Sales Conpany. Inc 4 100,658 2A (k) Quallty Adjustments 5788 S 64.40 Quatity Adjusiment

o

I

o

[
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FPSC FORM NQG. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006

MONTHLY REPQRT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED.PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

SPEC

\FiED

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Congerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrelt - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnature of Official Submitting Report -

Qe 2. Koy

James A. }&hg ~Regulaled Back QffigtManager

6. Dale Compleled: April 10, 2006

New
Form intended Original Old F.0.B.
Line Maonth Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason for
No. Repornted Name Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision

(o) (b} {c) d {8) ) (9) () ® ' H (m)
28 06/05 CR 142 CR 182 Massay Coal Sales Company, Inc 4 59,545 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments £ S 64.93 Quality Adjustment
2 07105 CR 142 CR 182 mMassey Codl Sales Company..Inc 4 19,339 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments 3§ 65.88 Quality Adjustment
30 08/05 CR 182 CR 182 Massgy Coal Sales Company,.Inc 4 34,389 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenls $ 65.24 Quaity Adjusiment
31 09/05 CR 142 CR 182 Massey Coal Sales Campany. inc 3 47,081 2A {k} Quality Adjusiments ji §  ©65.14 Quality Adjusiment

o

w8

i

o
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. January 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Powser Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crystal Riverd & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

GPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Canlac!
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Officlal Submitling Reporl

Olar

"

James A. Kin? Regulatedeaék Office Managtr

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Origina Qid F.0.B.
Line Month Planl Generaling Line Volums Form Column Qid New Plant Reason far
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppiler Numbe  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b} () (d) {e) " 9] (h} 0] 0] {m}
1 1105 CR 4&5 CR 4&5 Arch Goal Sales 5 10,151 2A (k) Qualily Adjusimenls 89.16  Quality Adjustmant
2 12/05 CR 4&5 CR 485 Arch Coal Sales 5 9,945 2A {k)-Quality Adjusiments 92.13 Qualily Adjustment
3 08/05 CR 485 CR 485 Cenlrat Appaiachian Mining. lormerly 1 49,230 2A (K) Quality Adjustiments 59.02 Quality Adjuslmenl
4 09/05 CR 485 CR 4&5 Central Appalachlan Mining, formerly 3 47,711 2A {k) Quality Adjustments 58.44 Qualily Adjustiment
5 10105 CR 445 CR 485 Cenlral Appalachian Mining. formerly 1 37,623 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenis 59.57 Quality Adjustment
6 1105 CR 4&5 CR 485 Central Appalachian Mining, formerly 1 28,191 2A (k) Ouall(y.Ad)yslmenls 60.05 Quality Adjusiment
7 12i05 CR 4&5 CR 4&5 Ceniral Appalachian Mining, formerly 1 29,410 2A {k)-Qualily Adjustments 61.26 Qualily Agjusimant
8 1105 CR 48&5 CR 4&5 AMtiance Coal Sales Corp 3 28,612 2A (k) Quallty AdJustments 60.98. Quality Adjusiment
g 12105 CR 485 CR 485 Alliance Coal Sales Corp 3 49,072 2A {K) Quaiity Adusiments 61.91 Quality Adjusimenl
10 04/05 CR 4&5 CR 435 Massey Coal Sales 2 9,399 2A (k) Quality Adjpsimenls 70.26 Quality Adjustiment
11 §7/05 CR 445 CR 4&5 Massey Coal Sales 4 25,628 2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments 70.59 Quallly Adjustment
12 08/05 CRR 485 CR 485 Massey Coal Sales 4 38,391 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenits 70.75 Quality Adjushment
13 09/05 CR 485 CR 4&5 Massay Coal Sales 4 47,440 25 {x)-Quality Adjustments: 71.47 Qualily Adjusiment
gl
o
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Docket No. 070001-E1

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit N :

’ ~O. RIS~
2006 423 Forms e RES-10)
Page 20 0f 206

ATTACHMENT C

Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
Docket No. 060001-EI

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment

423 Forms for February 2006

CONFIDENTIAL COPY

(Confidential information denoted with shading)
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PSC FORM NO. 423-2

VoRepot for b Fabiaary 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company:  Florlda Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crysial River 1 & 2

SPECIFIED

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

Amy B, Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919} 546-2678

Qe 2. Yok

Jamesb’, King - Regulated Back Gfiice Manager

a

Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

Totai
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Received Coal"Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant  Percenl  Blu Parcent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Prica Sulfur Conlent  Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton)  (3/Ton) (%o} (Bw/ib) {%) (%)
(@) (b) (<) (d) (&) 4] (9} (h) Q) @) (k) [0} (m)
1 Aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 S UR §82.72 0,90 12,419 109 6.56
2 B&W Resources Inc. 8, KY, 651 MTC UR $70.10 1.08 12,194  13.10 5.26
3 Consol Energy Inc. B, KY, 119 MTC UR $77.74 123 12,862 822 6.02
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133  MTC UR $77.79 112 12,526 10.63 567
5 Massey Uty Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR $75.52 1.0 12,422 11.81 7.14
6 Massey Uliliy Sales Company B.WV, 5 MTC UR $77.41 082 12,314 12,40 6.04
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR $72.43 1.00 13,182 7.51 4.49
8 Tronster Facility N/A NIA B $4973 103 12924 782 6.09

PEF-07FL-000429
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl for: Mo. February 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name. Ciyslal River 4 & 5

PECIFIED

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concernipg Dala Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnature of OHicial Submilting Report

£

Jam#. King - Regulated Back Ofice Manager

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.O.8B. | As Recéived Coal Qualily ]
Transpor- Purchase lallon Plant  Percent Btu Percent Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content  Ash “Molsture
No. Suppller Name Location Type Made Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (&/Ton) (%) (Biu/lb) (%) (%)
{a) (b} (c) @ (e) ()] (9} ) i) 0 (k) ) (m)
1 Alhance MC Mining 8,KY, 195 LTC UR 41132 N §5025 0.64 12730 9.02 620
2 GAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 20,208 $59.06 070 12605 10.30 5.74
3 Consleliation Energy Commodilies Graup Inc. 8, VA, 105 S UR 10,283 $8343 078 12452 8.98 7.64
4 Consleliallon Energy Commodities Group inc. 8, WV, 5 S UR 9,211 $92.93 0.567 12,633 11.49 4.71
5 Diamond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119  MTC UR 8,901 $75.62 0.77 12,851 9.91 4.98
6 Diamond May Coal Company 8. VA, 105 MTC UR 30,923 $73.656 073 12,560 8.1 7.80
7 Transler Facility N/A N/a GB 72,658 $64.23 0.69 11890 634 1072
8 Traasler Facilily N/A N/A G8 123,330 $71.53 0.68 12,127 10.22 8.75

PEF-07FL-000430
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Reporl for; Mo. February 2006

2. Reporling Company:  Florida Power Corporallion

J. Plani Name: McDutfie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

PECIFIED
C%NF\D:ENT\AL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst

(919) 546-2678

5. Signalurg of Official Submilling Repart

Regulated Back Olfice Manager

6. Dale Completed: April 10, 2006

Total
Effeclive Transpor- F.O.B. | A5 Recelved Coal Quallly ]
Transpor- Purchase (ation Planl  Percenl Blu Percent Psccent
Line Mine Purchase lation Price Cost Price Sultur Content  Ash  Moisture
Mo. Supplier Name Location  Type Mode Tons {(§/Ton} (3/Ton) (&/Ton) (%)  (Btufib) (%) {%)
(@) (o) (d} (e} " (@ {h) () 0] (i) OB L)
1 Intergcean Coal Saies Lde 999, IM, 45 MTC o8B 475372 SN A S54.69 060 11672 570 1176
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl lor: Mo. February 2006
2. Reporling Company: Flordda Power Corporation

3 FPlant Name: Transler Facility - IMT

PECIFIEV
C%N\:\DENT\N_

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signal of Officlal Submitling Report

o ()

ing - Rei_'gulated Back Offica Manager

6. Dale Compfleted: Apiil 10, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.8. | As Received Coal Guallly |
Transpor- Purchase lalion Plant Percent Btu  Percent Percent
Line Mine  Purchase tation Price Cost Prica  Sulfur Contenl  Ash Moisture
Na. Suppller Nama Location Type Moda Tans ($/Ton) (3/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Bluiib) (%) (%)
(a) (L) (c) (d) (e) (f} {9 4 ) () (i) 0] (m)
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC B N 551.77 0.70 12,333 1227 6.15
2 Coal Markeling Company Ltd 999, IM, 45 MTC 0B $66.47 0.60 11.730 8.06 10.88
3 Guasare Coal International NV 999, IM, 50 MTC oB $42:03 0.79 12,990 7.88 5.41
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc, 8. WV, 39 MTC B $72.89 0.67 12,369 1165 711
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. a. wv, 39 MTC B $71.07 071 12,265 12.79 5.50

PEF-07FL-000432
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mao. February 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
‘ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEWED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

Srli...k.’u e o

GONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Conceming Data Submilled on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2676

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report

e /. Koy

James i\(/(mg Reguiated Back Qffi¢e Manager

6. Dale Compleled: April 10, 2006

Retro-
F.O8. Short Haul Original active Quality EHective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
NoO. Supplier Name Location Type Tons (3/Ton) ($(Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  (8/Ton)  (3/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) ()] (¢} (d) (9) {h) (U] )] (k) 0
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLG B.KY, 133 S $0.00 )
2 BA&W Resources Inc, 8, KY, 51 MTC $0.00
3 Consol Energy inc. 8. KY, 119  MTC $0.00
4 Consol Energy Inc. B, KY, 133 MTC $0.00
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC $0.00 ¢
6 Massey Utility Sales Company 8. WV, 5 MTC $0.00 :
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC $0.00 :
8 Transler Facility N/A N/A $0.00

oEF-07FL-000433
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. February 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

J. Plant Name: Crystai Riverd4 & 5

SPEC

FIED

GONFIDENTHAL

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analys!

(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnature of Official Submitting Report

L

Jamez’ﬁ( King - Requlated Back Office Manager

6. Date Complsted: Apdl 10, 2006

Retro- -
F.0.B.  Short Haul Orlginal aclive Quallty  EHecllve -
Mine & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Ming Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price menlts Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons {$/Ton) {(8/Ton) (8/Ton) {§/Ton)  ($/Ton)  (¥/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@) () (c}) (d) (e) 0] (@) ] M 0 (k) U]
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC 41,132 24 $0.00 50.00
2 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8,KY, 195 MTC 20,208 $0.00 $0.00
3 Consteftation Energy Commodities Group Inc. 8, VA, 105 MTC 10,283 $0.00 $0.00
4 Consteliation Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8, WV, 5 MTC 9.211 $0.00 $0.00
5 Diamond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119  MTC 8.901 $0.00 $0.00
6 Diamond May Coal Company 8. VA, 105 MTC 30,933 50.00 50.00
7 Transler Facility MNIA NIA 72,658 $0.00 $0.00
8 Transler Facilily MA N/A 123,330 i $0.00 $0.00

PEF-07FL-000434
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423.2A

1. Reporl for. Mo. February 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Pianl Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Numbes of Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl
(919) 546-2678

SPEC\? \E‘D 5. Signature of Offiial Submitling Roport
CONFIDENTA- B

6. Date Compleled: Aprlt 10, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Original active- Qualily Efteclive
Ming & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Prica  Increases  Price men!s Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) (5/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton)
() (b) () (d) (e) n (@ 0] ) (k) 0]

1 (nterocean Coel Salss Ldc

50.00 SN AR

$0.00

999, IM, 45 MTC 47,372 &

PEF-07FL-000435
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FPS5C FORM NO. 423-2A
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. February 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on lhis Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

. CSPECIFIED = suemonos o
CONFIDENTIAL O 2 D

Jamss A_&Ing - Regulated Back Office Manager

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

PLF-07FL-000436

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Origlnal aclive Quality  Efleclive
Mine & Loading invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchase Prica Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(2} {b) (€) (d) (e) [Uj] (@) ) (i} @ () ]
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00 3
2 Cosl Markeling Company Lid 0999, IM, 45 MTC $0.00
3 Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 999, IM, 50 MTC $0.00
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV,39 MTC $0.00
5 Kanawha River Terminals inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00

907 30 87 a5eg
SULO] €7+ 9007
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PSC FORM NO. 423-28B

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS Y;\
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY <
(e
5]
i. Report for: Mo. February 2006 4. Namneg, Tille and Telsphone Number of Conlact Cz
Person Goncerning Data Submitied on this Form E
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst ™~
- {919) 546-2678 <
3. PlantName: Cryslal River 1 & 2 SPEC\F‘t b"j
NT\AL 5. Signalure of Official Submitling Report oM
CONFIDEN o ) L
James A.&hg ~Regulaled Back OHi¢e Manager
6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006
Addllional
Effeclive Shorthaul Qther River Trans- Ocean Olher Other Transpor- F.08.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rait Barge loading Bargo Waler Relaled 1ation Plamt
Line Mine Shipping 1atlon Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rate Rale Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon’ Point Mode Tons ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (§/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (8/Ton) {S/Ton} ($(f0n) {3/Ton}
(a) (L) (c) (d) {e} (f) {9) (h) M) 0] (k) 0] (m}) (n) (o) ) ()
! Alpha Coal Salgs Co. LLG 8. KY, 133 Roxana, KY UR 10,331 b NA ) N/A NIA - NIA NIA NIA ), 582.72
2 B&W Resources inc. 8, KY, 51 Resouree, KY UuRr 19,687 N/IA N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A j: $70.10
3 Consol Epergy inc. 8, KY, 119 Mousieg, KY UR 76,490 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA §77.74
4 Consol Cnergy Inc. 8, KY, 133 Rapid Loader, KY UR 19,384 NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA $77.79
S Massey Utility Sales Company B, KY, 195 Golff, KY UR 48,426 . N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $75.52
6 Massey Uity Salas Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvesler, WV UR 9,204 NIA N/A NI/A N/A NIA N/A $77.41
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 9,960 N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A $72.43
8 Teansler Fachity N/A  Plaquemines, Pa GB 15419 NIA N/A va GRS R A $49.73
e
Y
U
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FPSC FORM NO. 42328

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

o]
38
P
1. Reporl for: Mo. February 2006 4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact (=)
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form <
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion Amy B. Fulrell - Businass Financlal Analyst Ei
(919) 546-2678 —
3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 & § SPEC\F‘ <
. L 5. Signatuge of Official Submilling Report &
CONFIDENTIA - :
James ?/}Tng - Regulated Back Office Manager
6. Dale Completed: April 10, 2006
Additionsl
£Haclive Shorthaul Other River Trans- Qcean Other Other Transpor- F.0.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rail Barge lpading Bargo Waler Relaled 1ahion Prant
ting Mine Shipping 1ation Pilca Charges Rate Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges  Charges Charges Price
Na. Supplior Nams Location Point Maods Tons (8/Ton)} {$/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton} (3/Tanj  {$/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@) (b) (c) {d) (e) 0] (@) (h} 0 (i (k) [0} (m) (n) {9) ) (q)
1 Alianca MC Mining B, KY, 195 Scotts Branch, KY UR 41,132 NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA $59.25
2 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 195 Damron Fork, KY UR 20,208 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A ) $59.06
3 Consleliailon Energy Commodiile 8, VA, 105 Mayllower, VA UR 40,283 NIA N/A N/A N/IA N/A NIA $83.43
4 Constekallon Energy Commoditle 8, WV, 5 Wells Prep Plant, WV UR 9,211 N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $92.93
5 Divmond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119 Yetflow Creek, KY UR 8,901 - N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $75.62
6 Dismond May Coal Company 8. VA, 105 Mayflower, VA UR 30,933 NIA N/A N/A ) N/A . NIA 573.65
7 Transler Facilily RIS Mabile, Al GB 72,658 N/A N/A NIA NIA $64.23
8 Teansfer Facilily IRHN Plaquemnines, Pa GB 123,330 ° N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A $71.53
J
o
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28B
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

PEF-07FL-000439

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY
1. Reporl for: Mo. February 2006 4. Nama, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
. Person Concerning Data Submilied on this Form
2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analyst
{919) 546-2678
3. Plant Name: McDuffle Coal Terminal EG\F‘ED
SP TIAL 5. Signature of OfﬂclalSubﬂg\ Report
CON James Af King - Rfegu‘la—led Back Office Manager
6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006
Addllional
Effectlve Shorlhaul Other River Trans- Ocean  Olher Olher Transpor- F.O.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rafl Ralii Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled tation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Prce Charges Rafe Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Location Point Mode  Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (§/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (&/Ton) (5/Ton)
(@) () (c) {d) (e) { (9) )] {i} 0 (k) 0] (m) (0} (o) (p) {@)
1 Interocean Coal Salas Ldc 999, IM, 45 Cartagena, $.A. oB 477372 N/A N/A NIA NiA R A N/A N/A D

907 30 1¢9%=g
SuLIo g €7t 900T
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY ?"
<F
<O

1. Report for: Mo. February 2006 4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact =
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Form »_'1
2. Reporling Company: Florida Powers Corporalion Amy B. Futrell - Buslness Financial Analysl o
(919) 5456-2678 g
3. Plant Name: Transler Facilily - IMT G\F\ED <Q
SPE 5. Signalee ol Official Submilling Report Eu"
NFDENTIAL (o2 " 22— .
CON James 4 King - Regulated Back Office Manager
6. Date Completed; April 10, 2006
Additlonal
Efteclive Shorthaul! Other River Trans- Ocean Olher Other Transpor- FOB
Transpor- Purchass & Loading Rall Rail Barge inading Barge Water Relaled tailon Plani
_Ine Shipping talion Price Charges Rala Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges  Charges Charges Price
Jo. Supplior Nama Painl Mode Tons (§/Ton) {5/Ton) {$/Ton) ($Ton) {$/Ton) {5/Ton) {8/Ton) {$/Ton} {3/Ton) {3/Ton} (S/Ton}
(a) {b) (©) (d) (e) (h) 0] [1]] (k) [t} (m) (" (0} o) (q)
1 Ceniral Coal Company 8, WV, 39 Winilrede Diock, WV B NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A $61.77
2 Coal Markeling Company Lid 999, IM, 45 Colombla, $.A. 0B N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA $66.47
3 Guasare Coal Inlernational N 889, IM, 50 Mina Nore, S.A. oB NIA NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A 542.03
4 Kanawha River Terminals inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV B N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA 572.89
5 Kanawha River Terminais inc 8§, WV, 39 Winitrede Dock, WV B N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $71.07

uQ
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reportlor: Mo. February 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concarning Dala Submilled on this Form
Amy B, Futrelf - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

2. Reporling Company: Florida Powsr Corporation

3 Plant Name' Cryslal River 1 & 2

5. Slgnature of Officlal Submitling Report

O 2 )iy

James A, Kjng - Requlaled Back Office Manager

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

New
Form Inlended Origina Old F.O.B.
Line Nonth Planl Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No.  Reported Narne Plant Suppller dumbe  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
@) () (e) (d) (e) 0] @ (h) ) ) k) 0} ()

- NONE -~

907 30 €€ 23ed
suLio €7t 900¢

(0T-STH) ™ "ON NQUUX wosues 7 H3q0Y
14-1000L0 'ON 13%90Q
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FPSGC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reportl for: Mo. February 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

3. Plant Mame: Crystal River 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPEC)
CONFID

FIED
ENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl
Parson Concerning Data Submilled on this Form

Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financlal Anatysl
(919) 546-2678

=

5. Signature of Offlcial Submitling Report

{
James A, - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: April 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Origina Oid F.O.B.
Line Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Raason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Jumbe  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) U] (9) (h) ® ) (k) " (m}
~--NONE -—-

90z Jo ¢ 958d
suLod £7¥ 900C

0N NqUyxg wostes 7] MRG0y

(01-ST)

19-1000£0 "oN B300d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporl for: Mo. February 2006

2. Reporling Company:

Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McDuofie Coal Tarminal

CONFIDENTIAL

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIFY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

GPECIFIED

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitlad on this Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Official Submitling Repor!

equiated Back Office Manager

6. D&e Completed: Aprit 10, 2006

New
Form Intanded Origina  Old F.0.8.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line Volumne Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Numbe  (tons) No. Tile Vaiue Value Price Revision
(@) (b) (€) {d) (e 0] @) (h) 0} )] (k) o (m)
—~-NONE -

90Z 10 43 Sco:?d
sunio €7y 900T

‘_"_'-ON uq{q\(a wosuesS
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporl for: Mo. February 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfar Facillly - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

JL\J‘{ lw"‘

4. Name, Tille and Telephone NMumber of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B, Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst

(919) 546-2678

5. Signalyre of Official Submilling Reporl

Yo

James

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006

/King - Regulatefi Bock Office Manager

New
Form Intended Orlgina Old F.O.8.
Line  Month Piant Generaling Line  Volume Form Column Oid New Piant Reason for
No.  Reporied Name Plant Supplier NJumbe (lons) No. Title Valus Value Price Revision
(3) {b) (c} @ {e) ) (@) (h) [0} o (k) "
--NONE----

(m)

907 10 9€ 258d
sutiog ¢z 900C
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Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.
2006 423 Forms

Page 37 of 206

_(RLS-10)

ATTACHMENT C

Progress Energy Florida, Inc,
Docket No. 060001-EI[

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment

423 Forms for March 2006

(Confidential information denoted with shading)
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‘PSC FORM NO. 423-7

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

1. Repor for; Mo. March 2006
2. Reponling Company: Florida Power Corparalion

3. Planl Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SpeLl

'r\t:\-)

CONFIDENTIA-

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Dala Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Repen

Jamew!('mg - Regulaled Bagl/ Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006

PEF-07FL-000448

Total
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. | As Received Coal Qualily i
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percent
Line Mine Purchase {alion Price Cost Price Sulfur Content  Ash Moislure
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (%) (Blunb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) () (d) (e) U] (@ () 0 ® (x) m (m)
3 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8.KY. 133 S UR 9,663 e $84.09 080 12,372 11.24 6.12
2 BAW Resources Inc. 8, KY, 51 MTGC UR 30,206 $74.48 1.11 12,328 11.32 5.57
3 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 19,331 $79.62 1.20 12,723 8.39 6.8
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC UR 41,008 "$79.60 1.20 12,548 1117 4.95
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8,KY,195 MTC UR 60,663 $76.89 1.17 12,098 11.99 7.13
6 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY,95 MTC UR 18,867 $74.56 1.02 13396 6.95 4.19
7 Transfer Facility N/A NIA GB. 48,100 :¢ $62.21 0.94 13,294 6.69 5.24

90T 30 ¢ 9584
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°SC FORM NO. 423-2A

. Report for: Mo. March 2006

. Reporling Company:

}. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
QORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Florida Power Corporatlan

3p

cONR

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analys!

EO\?\ED {913) 546-2676

» ] L 5. Signalure of Official Submilli"ng Report
ENTIR Qo 3 Vi’

James A&(ing - Reguilated Back offile Manager

6. Date Completed: May 15, 2006

Relro-

F.0.B.  Short Haul Orlginal aclive Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
_ine Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton)  (3/Ton) ($/Tan) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (= ) (9) () 0] 1) (k) 4
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 S 9,663 i h
2 BA&W Rasources Inc. 8, KY, 51 MTC 30,206
3 Consol Gnargy Inc. 8. KY, 119 MTC 19,331
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC 41,008
5 Massey Ulility Saies Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 60,663
6 Sequoia Energy LLC 8. KY, 95 MTC 18,667
7 Transler Facilily N/A NIA 48,100

PEF-07FL-000449
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‘PSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Repont for; Mo. March 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY -OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact

O

Person Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form 2

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporation Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 8
(919) 546-2678 S

3. Planl Name: Crystal River 1 & 2 ) ?_\ED v
: PEG\ L 5. Signature of Official Submilling Report =

S NTIAL Qu/d Y 2
PR F\DE\\\ " ~ld T Xinag o i
QQ% James A. Kirﬁ~ Regulated Back Offi€e Mapager B—l

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006
Addilional

Effedtive Shorthaut Other River Trans- Ocean Olher Other Transpar- F.0.8.

Tranapor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rall Barge loading barge Waler Related tation Piant

ing Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rate Rala Charges Charges Chargos Price
do. Supplier Nams Location Point Mode Tons (8/Ton) {$/Ton). {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (SiTon) {$/Ton) {$/Tan) {$/Yon) ($/Ton} (S/Ton) (8/Ton)

(a) (b) {c) (&) (e ) (@ ) 0] ] ) ) (m) {n) (0) o) (q)

1 Alpha Goal Sates Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 Roxana, KY UR . N/A NIA N/ NIA NIA $84.09
2 8&W Rasourcos Inc. 8, KY, 51 Resource, KY UR N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A $71.48
3 Consal Enargy Inc. 8, KY, 119 Mousie, KY UR N/A NIA N/IA N/A N/A $79.62
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 Rapid Loader, KY UR N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A $79.60
5 Massay Ulilily Soles Company 8, KY, 195 Goff, KY UR N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A $76.89
6 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR N/A NIA NIA NIA N/A $74.56
7 Teansler Faclily N/A  Plaguemines, Pa G8 NIA va . A $62.21
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‘PSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report lor: Mo. March 2006

2. Repoiling Company:

Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Tefephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerming Data Submilled an this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

CQZLw»k> A Ky

James A. ing - Regulaled Back OIi¢é Manager

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006

New
Form intended Original Oid F.0.B.
ine  Monih Plant  Generating Line Volume Form Column Old Noew Plant Reason for
{o0. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Number  (lons) No. Tille Value Value Prics Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e ® @ D] U] ) (k) (0 {rm)
1 0106 CR1&2 CR 142 Consol Energy Inc. 3 76,596 2 (N Tons S @B ; 77.74 Tonnage adjustment

PEF-07FL-000451
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FPSC FORM NO., 423-2
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. March 2006 4. Name, Title and Telephons Number of Contacl

Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst

3. Plant Name: Crysial Riverd & 5

@m\:

Y
EG\\Q\\\T\P\\,

(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submitling Report

Q&w/}.

James A, Vng - Regulated Back Oflife Managser

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006

Tatal
Effective Transpor- F.OB. T As Recelved Coal Quality
Transpor- Purchase lallon Planl  Percent Btu Parcent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content  Ash  Moislure
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) {c) (d (o) 0 G)] ) M M (k). 0 (m)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8,KY. 196 LTC UR 15,930 T $62.97 063 12,806 877 5.90
2 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 198 LTC . UR 55,514 $89.02 0:64 12,767 8.83 597
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 185 MTC UR 19,786 $59.30 0.69 12,492 11.30 5.76
4 Constellation Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8, WV, 45 S UR 9,269 $91.90 g.68 12,388 12.99 4.70
5 Constellalion Energy Commodilies Group inc. 8, WV, 5 S UR 10,716 $92.80 0.72 12,561 11.52 6.16
G Diamond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 28,803 $75.85 0.75 12,788 8.91 6.10
7 Diamond May Coal Company 8. VA, 105 MTC UR 29,492 $74.07 070 12613 8.4 7.50
8 Massey Ulility Sales Company LWy, MTC UR 19,863 $86.96 0.71 12,449 11.72 6.59
9 Massey Ulility Sales Company , WV, 5 MTC UR 10,623 $86.97 0.69 12,235 1172 7.20
10 Transter Facliity N/A N/A GB 32,288 $65.78 062 11,477 544 1235
11 Transfer Facilily NIA N/A GB 171,968 $73.20 0.68 12,306 9.16 8.64

PEF-07FL-000452
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1.

Report for: Mo. March 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corparation

3. Plant Name: Crystal River4 & 5

gPECIE

CONFIDENTIA-

\eD

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Confact
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Report

Quid Wor”

James AO{lng - Regulalea Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B.  Shod Haul Original actlve Quality Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b} (¢ (d) (® ® (9 (h) (i) 0] (k) 0
1 Alliance MC Mining 8. KY, 195 LTC 15,930 $0.00 §i i i -
2 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY. 195 MTC 55,514 $0.00
3 CAM-Kenlucky LLGC 8, KY, 195 MTC 19,786 $0.00
4 Conslellalion Energy Commodilles Group Inc. 8, WV, 45 MTC 9,269 $0.00
5 Consleilalion Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8, WV, 5 MTC 10,716 $0.00
6 Diamond May Goal Company 8, KY, 119 MTC 28,803 $0.00
7 Diamond May Coal Company 8, VA, 105 MTC 29,492 $0.00
B Massey Ulilily Sales Company B, WV, 5 MTC 19,863 $0.00
9 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC 10,623 $0.00
10 Transfer Facilily NIA . NIA 32,288 $0.00
11 Transler Facilily NIA NIA 171,968 & $0.00 :

~
2

PEF-07FL-00045
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE -AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repor for. Mo. March 2006 4. Name, Titlle and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl
(919) 546-2678

2. Reporting Company:. Florda Power Corporatlon

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 & 5
5. Signalure of Qfficial Submilting Report

Qg B itng~

James A. Kind/- Regulaled Back Office Manager

PECIFIED
Q?)NF\DENT\AL

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006

PEF-07FL-000454

Addilional

Eifeclive Shorthaul Olher River Trens- Ocean Olher Other Transpor- F.0.8

Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rall Darge Ipading Barge Waler Ralaled latlon Plant

ine Mine Shipping tation Pdce Chacges Rale Charges Rata Rate Rate Charges Charges Chargas Price

Mo, Supplier Name Localion Paint Moda Tons {3/Ton) {${Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) (5/Ton) {$/Van) ($/Ton) ($/Tony

(a) (b) {c) (d) (e) ) (@) ) ® (i (k) ® (m) () (o) (9] (q)

1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 Scolls Branch, KY UR 15,930 i NIA P NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA §$62.97
2 Aillance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 Scolts Branch, KY UR 565,514 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $89.02
3 CAM.Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 pamron Fork, KY UR 19,786 NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $59.30
4 Conslellalion Enesgy Commoditie 8, WV, 45 Pardee, WV UR 9,269 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA £$91.90
5 Consielation Energy Commoditie 8, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR 10,716 NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $92.80
6 Diamond May Coal Company 8, KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR 28,803 N/A NiA NIA N/A N/A N/A $75.85
7 Diamond May Coal Company 8, VA, 105 Mayflower, VA UR 29,492 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/IA N/A $74.07
8 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR 19,863 NiA NIA NIA N/A NIA N/A $86.96
9 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Hultchinson, WV UR 10,623 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $86.97
10 Transler Facity NIA Mobils, AL G8 32,288 N/A NIA NIA NIA $65.78
11 T-anster Facility NIA Plaquemines, PA Ga 171,968 N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A $73.20
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=PSC FORM NO. 423.2C

1. Repod (or. Mo. March 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

Form Inlended

MONTHLY REPORT OF COSYT AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

)
G\%\\ET\P\\’

4, Name, Tlitle and Telephane Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form
Amy B, Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

Qi " Yo~

James A_fdng - Regulaled Back Offfce Manager

6. Date Compleled: May 15, 2006

New
Original Old £.0.8.
_ine  Nonth Plant  Generating - Line Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) () )] (h) 0] (] (i) U] (m)
1 0106 CR4&5 CR4&5 Alliance MCMining 1 57,288 2A (k) Quality Adjustments F W 5 6300 Quality Adjustment
2 Q2/06 CR 485 CR 4&5  Alliance MCMining 1 41,132 2A

{k) Quallty Adjustments

i % 62,46 Qualily Adjusiment

907 30 S 258d
suuod £7 900T

0N 1qIYxF wosues T Heq0Yy
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report for; Mo. March 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporsation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

CFEY
Qé\gam\pxh

4. Name, Title and Tefephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Dala Submilied on this Form
Amy B, Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report

Q- K

James A, }{)'I\g - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: May 15, 2006

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. | As Received Coal Quality” |
Purchase lallon Planl  Percent Btu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase Price Cosl Price Sulfur Content  Ash  Moislure
No. Supplier Name L.ocation Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Blurib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) {d) ® () (h) 0] )] (k) U] (m)
1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 099, IM, 45 MTC T

M 5500 062 11,504 534 1234

PEF-07FL-000456
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’SC FORM NO. 423-2A

. Report for; Mo. March 2006

. Reponrting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3.

Planl Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

C’Q@E’\O | ames

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concearning Data Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst

- (919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilting Repodt -

ron £l g

ing - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: May 15, 2006

: Retro- .
F.0.8. Short Haul  Orlglnal active Quaiity  Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
ine Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Increases  Price menls Price
lo. Supplier Name Locatian Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Tom)
a) {b) (c) (d) (e) n (9} )] oy ) (k) U]
1 inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, 1M, 45 MTC 58,234 © § $0.00 3 N

PEF-07FL-000457
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“PSC FORM NO. 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

PEF-07FL-000458

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY
1. Reporl for: Mo. March 2006 4. Name, Titie and Telephone Number of Conlact
. Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion Amy B. Fultell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678
3. Planl Name: McOuflie Coal Terminal
N I 5. Slgnature of Officlal Submitling Report
Qe it v
ot b L Yoot L " Ko
CONF \DENT‘A James AL/(ing -~ Regulaled Back Office Manager
6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006
Addilional
Effective  Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Olher Transpor- F.O.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge - loading Barge Waler Related lation Plant
Line Mine Shipplng tation Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Location Polnt Mode  Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (8/Ton) ($/Ton)  (3/Ton}
(a) (b) (©) (d) (e H (0 (H) (0] 0] (k) U] (m) (n) (o) (p) (a)
1 ltaracean Coa) Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 Cartagena, S.A. o8 58,234 NN NiA. NiA N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA $55.00

90T 40 8y s%rq
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporl for; Mo. March 2008

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Ptani Name: McDuflie Coal Terminal

Form
ine  Month Plant
do. Repored Name

Intended
Generating
Plant

Supplier

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

\@)

g@*\‘%\ |

géséﬁasz}\ ‘S§<§SQ3'

Origina Old
Line Volume
Numbe  (tons)

Column
Tille

4, Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Oata Submilted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Olficial Submitling Report

Qo Ky

!

Jamer&, King - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006

New

F.0.B.
Plan} Reasan for
Price Revision

(a) ®) (c)
- NONE ~—

()

(e}

(U] (@)

@

U] ()

90T J0 6% 30%d
suLog ¢y 900¢

"N 1QIUXT WosueS ] HAq0Y
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIG PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repor for: Mo. March 2006 4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Conlacl

Parson Concerping Data Submitled on this Form

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analysl
(919) 546-2678

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT \\r .
%PE(‘J L 5. Slgnature of Officlal Submlltlng—Repod

Jamas A. lﬁb Regula(ed Back O{f«ce Manager

6. Date Completed: May 15, 2006

PEF-07FL-000460

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. | A3 Recewed Goal Qually ]
Transpor- Purchase lalion Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percent
Line Mine Purchase fation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content  Ash  Moisture
Ng. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) (3/Ton)  (3/Ton) (%) (Btu/ib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (@) (e) 0] (@) (h) 0] 0 (k) (U] (m)
1 Cenlra) Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC B i $62.87 0.72 12,473 1115 6.05
2 Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 999, IM, 50 MTC o8 $4275 080 13,440 7.04 543
3 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC B8 $72.66 068 12,359 1176 6.79
4 Kanawha River Tarminals inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC 8 $72.71 0.68 12,297 11.19 6.92
5 Keystons Industries, LLC 8, WV, 39 S B $56.72 0.69 12,160 1237 6.41
6 Keyslone Industries, LLC 8, WV, 39 S o8

$73.83 073 12,817 8.40 7.27

907 JO 0S 25ed
sunoyg 7% 9007
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tlile and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

1. Reporl for: Mo. March 2006
2. Rapodting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT D
\E 5. Slgnalure of Official Submitting Report

James A. Kir(y Regulated Back Office M&nager

CIO 6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006

PEF-07FL-000461

Retro-
F.0.B. ShorlHaul  Original active Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl-  Purchase
-ine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (5/Ton}  (&/Ton) ($/Ton) (s/Ton)
(3) (b} (© (d) (e) U 1G]] M {0)] (9] M
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8,WV,39 MTC $0.00 $0.00 -
2 Guasare Coal Internalional NV 999, IM, 50  MTC $0.00 $0.00
3 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00 $0.00
4 Kanawha River Terminals inc. 8, Wy, 39 MTC $0.00 $0.00
5 Keyslone Industiies, LLC 8, Wv, 39 S $0.00 $0.00
6 Keyslone Industries, LLC 8, WV, 39 S $0.00 $0.00

907 10 1¢ 8%eg
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SPSC FORM NO. 423-28

?

’. Reporling Company:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
‘ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Report for: Mo. March 2006

Florida Power Corporation

. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

pECF
Q%\\\F\DE

€D
NTIRL

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlaclt
Parson Concerning Data Submilled on this Form

Amy B. Fulreli - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Officlal Submilling Report

Q(,W/Q

g

James A"Kiﬁ - Regulated Back Office Manader

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006

PEF-07FL-000462

Addlttonal E

Etfeclive- Shorthaul Other River Trans- QOcean Other Olher Transpor- F.O8

Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rait Rail Barge leading Barge Water Related lation Plant

ne Shipping latlon Piice Charges Rale Charges Rate Rale Rals Charges  Charges Charges Price

0. Supplier Name Paint Mode Tons {S/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) (STon) (5{Ton) (3/Ton} (S/Ton)

‘a) () (c) (d) (e) h (@) (h) M (0)] (k) ) {m) {n) {o) (p) (a)

1 Canlral Coal Company 8, WV, 39 Winifrede Dock, WV 8 26,774 : N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 Guasare Coal Inlernalional N 899, IM, 50 Mina Norla, S.A. aB 46,748 N/A NIA NIA N/A NIA N/A
3 Kanawha River Termlnals Inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV B 37,866 NIA N/A N/A- N/A N/A NIA
1 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 Winitrede Dock, WV B 1,926 N/A NIA NIA NIA N/A N/A
5 Keystone (ndustres, LLC 8, WV, 39 Winifrede Dock, WV B 3.458 N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A
6 Keyslone Induslries, LLC 8, WV, 29 Winifrade Dock, WV 08B 36,051 3 N/A NiA NIA N/A N/A NA

907 30 7§ °5%d
suuog €2% 900T
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Repod for: Mo. March 2006

2. Reporting Company:

Florida Pewer Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Goncerning Data Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

James A. lﬁb - Regulalg‘sack ;;Hice Manager

6. Date Compleled: May 15, 2006

New
Form Intended Qrigina oid F.O.B.
Line  Monlh Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Numbe  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (9] (d) (e) 0 (@) (M 0] @ (K) ) {m)
---NONE----
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ATTACHMENT C

' Docket No. 070001-E1
Progress Energy Florida, [nc. Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___ (RLS-10)

Docket No. 060001-El 2006 423 Forms
Page 54 of 206

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment

423 Forms for April 2006

(Confidential information denoted with shading)
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

§ Repor! fors o, Apnit 2006 4, Name, Title and Telephone Number ol Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Forni

Amy B, Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

> Mlenttome: Crysiatfiver 162 PEG\F\ED 5. Signature of Officlal Submitling Report
SPECRNWL g

GO Janl(7§ A. King - Regllated Back Office Manager

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.0.8. | As Received Coal Cuality ]
Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant Percent Blu  Percent Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cosl Price Sulfur Content Ash Molsture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%)  (Blulib) (%) (%)
(a) (b} (c) (d) (e) " 9) () ® 0} (k) " (m)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8.KY,195 LTC UR 9,845 i $87.63 075 12,545  8.36 7.60
2 Alpha Coat Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 S UR 10,212 $83.88 Q.90 12,188 11.98 6.40
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY. 51 MTC UR 10,794 $77.45 1.08 12,195 12.57 4.96
4 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR 31,711 $71.49 1.09 12,252 12.24 95.17
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 103,668 $81.46 1140 12,590 9.43 6.50
& Massey Vlillty Sales.Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 50,376 $76.85 140 12,109 1243 6.88
7 Massey Utility Sales Company 8, Wv, 81 MTC UR 8,850 $78.44 0.86 13609 6.94 5.54
B Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC URr 9,664 $73.98 0.90 13,230 6.96 4,81
9 Transler Facilily NIA NIA GB 16,126 $53.11 088 13,000 7.90 5.11

L99000-T4L0-434
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl for: Mo. April 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Planl Name: Crystal River 4 & §

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on Lhis Form
Amy B. Fulreli - Business Flnanclal Analys!
(919).546-2678

EG\?\E‘ 5. Slg(jure of Officlal Submilling Report

%\QE&“P\\,’ o 2 Wy

Jamesf( King - Regulated Back Office Managet

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ Ag Recelved Coal Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percenl Btu Percent Petcent.
Line Mine Purchase. tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content  Ash Moislure
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (8/Ton}  (§/Ton)  (¥/Tom) (%) (Bu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) {0} ©0 (4 (e) ). () n 0] G 4] 0} (m)
1 Afliance MC Mining 8, KY, 185 LTC UR ;. $89.04 0.70 12,702 8.59 6.70
2 CAM-Kentucky LLG 8, KY, 195 MTC UR $61.26 0,70 12,640 10.40 5.36
3 Conslelialion Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8, KY, 193 S UR $94.17 0.69 12,573 9.62 6.14
4 Massay Ulillly Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR $88.65 0.67 12,397 11.42 7.43
5 Transfer Facilfly NIA N/A GB $64.44 059 11,590 4.90 12.35
6 Transfer Facillly N/A N/A [el:) $67.90 0.71 12,513 8.61 7.76

397000-14L0-43d
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EPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Carporation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

Line
No.

Supplier Name

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALlTY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS’ RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Goncerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submitting Repor

d Back/Office Manager

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006

Total
Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. [T AsRecelved Coal Quality |
Transpor- Purchase tatlon Plant Percent Blu  Percent Percent
Mina Purchase {ation Price Cost Price suffur Comtent  Ash  Maisture
Localion Type Mode Fons (§Ton) ($/Ton)  (3/Ton) (%) (Btufib) (%) (%)

{a)
i

{v)

Interocean Coal Sales Ldc

697000-T14L0-d3d

(d) (e} (G . W ® 0 (k) @ m

999, IM, 45 MTC o8 53,997

SR 55445 058 11585 492 1233
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plami Name: Transler Facilily - IMT

o CiREY
SPEOIC AL

G@N\:\DE "

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnalure of Official Submitting Report

G 1)

James §/King - Régulated Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: June 15, 2006

Tolal
Effeclive Transpor- F.0B. | As Recejved Goal Quallty |
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percent Biu -Percent Percent
Line Mine  Purchase tation Price Cost Price  Sulflur Content Ash Molsture
No. Supplier Name Location  Type Made Tons {3Ton) ($/Ton) {(8/Ton) (%) (BwAb) (%) (%)
(@) {v) (c) (d) (el " (o) (") 0] 1} k) ) {m)
1 Central Coat Company 8. WV, 30 MTC B i %6242 074 12,396 1179 6.07
2 Coal Markeling Company LTD 9499, IM, 45 MTG 0B $67.77 0.56 11,781 6.92 11.39
3 Guasare Coal Internallonal NV 999, M, 50 MTC 0B $42.88 0.59 12,961 578 7.56
4 Kanawha Rivar Terminals inc. 8, WV, 38 MTC B $72.19 070 12440 1178 5.99
5 Keystone Induslies, LLC 8, WV, 39 5 08 $74.29 0.74 12,897 7.08 B.74

0L¥000-T74L0-49d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report tor: Mo. Aprit 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporing Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

v

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analyst
(919) 546-2678.

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Repart

-

James;/. King - Regulaled B4ck Office Manager

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B.  Shor Haul Original active Quallly  Effsclive
Mine & Loading Involes Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Ming  Purchase Price Charges Price inc(Dec)  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location  Type Tons ($Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton)  (BfTor)  (3(Ton)  ($Ton)  (&/Ton)
(a) (o) (c) @ (e) {f Q) () M 0 (k) 0}
1 Allance MC Mining B8KY, 195  LTC 9,845 $0.00 i
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 S 10,212 $0.00
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTG 10,794 $0.00
4 B&W Resources inc 8, KY, 51 MTC 31,711 $0.00
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC 103,668 $0.00
& Massey Ulility Sales Company B, KY, 185 MTC 50,376 . $0.00
7 Massoy Utillly Sales Company 8, WV, 81 MTC 8,850 $0.00
8 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC 9,664 $0.00
9 Traasler Facility NIA NIA 16,1208 $0.00 :

1L7000-14L0-49d
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FPSC FORM NQO. 423-24

1. Reporl for: Mo, April 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
OR!GIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporing Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

OFED
C?\&@E“W\”

4, Name, Title and Telephone Numbes of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Officiat Submitling Report

O 2 .

James A.Hing - Regfilated Batk Office Manager

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

Refro-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Original aclive Qualily  Effective
Mine & Loading Invoice Prlce Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mipe Purchase Price Chargesf Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons (3/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
{a) (b) (c) (d (e 0 ()] 0] 0] ()] (K (0
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC 30,650 ¢ s Lo — .
2 CAM-Kenlucky LLG 8.KY, 195 MTC 19,780
3 Constellation Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8, KY, 193 MTC 9,693
4 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC 77,957
5 Transler Facilily N/A N/A 53,566
6 Transfer Facilily N/A N/A 194,188 :

CLy000-T74L0-49d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Ma. Aprll 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Planl Name: McDulffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitled on lhis Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnature of Officlal Submilling Reporl

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

o -
James £/ King - Reguiated Back Office Manager

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B. ShortHaul  Original aclive Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading fnvolice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Increases  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  (§/Ton) ($/Ton)
{a} (b (c} ) (e o - @ (h) 0

1

Interocean Coal Sales Ldg

€L7000-TdL0-d4d

999, 1M. 45 MTC 53,997 50.00 :iiINNSIINR:  S0.00
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tlle and Telephone Number of Contaclt
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B, Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

s 5. Slgnature of-Official Submilling Report

ngémaﬂ\k\w S Ny, = -

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006

Retro-
F.O.B.  Shorl Haul Qriginal aclive Quallly  Effeclive
Mine & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchasse Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Suppiler Name Type Tons ($/Ton) {3/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton} ($Aon)  ($/Ton) ($/Tan)
(a) (b) ) (d) (8} U] (@) (b} U] 1] () )
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, Wv, 39 MTC 6,389 " $0.00 i : .
2 Coal Markeling Company LTOD 999, IM, 45 MTC 19,635 $0.0
3 Guasarae Goal Inlernallonal NV 999, 1M, 50 MTC 19,635 $0.00
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8. Wv, 39 MTC. 46,334 $0.00
5 Keyslone Induslres, LLC 8, WV, 39 S 15,778 ; $0.00

#L7000-14L0-4dd
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

1. Repod for: Mo. April 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

2. Repodling Company: Florfda Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Title and Telephone.Number of Contact

Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signiljne of Officiat Submilling Report

James 6/ Kin

g - Requlated Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: June 15, 2006

Addillonal
Elleolive Sharthaul Olher River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.O8B
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rai Barge loading Barge Water Related lation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tatlon Price Charges Rals Charges Rala Rate Rala Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Supptier Name Locatlon Polnt Mode Tons ($/Tony ($/Tan} (§7Ton) (5/Ton) ($/7on) ($Tan)  (&/Ton} (&Tony  (8/Ton) (3/Tan) (5/Tony
(a) (b) {c) ) (o) U] (g) . (0] 0 (k) M {m) (m (0) ) (a)
1 Aliance MG Miaing B8KY,195 Scolis Brach, KY UR 9,845 i N/A . i NIA N/A - N/A NIA N/A $87.63
2 Alpha Coai Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 133 Roxana, KY UR 10,212 L NEAC N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A $83.88
3 BAW Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 Resource, KY UR 10,794 NIA N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A $77.45
4 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 Resourcs, KY UR 31,714 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA $71.49
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 Mouise, KY UR 103,668 N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA NIA $01.46
6 Massay Ullily Sates Company 8, KY, 195 Golft, KY UR 50,376 N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA NIA 376.85
7 Massoey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Goals, WV UR 8,850 N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A $78.44
8 Sequofa Enswgy LLC 8. KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 9,664 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA $73.96
9 Transler Facility NIA  Plaguenines, Pa GB 16,126 NIA NIA NA R - £53.11
z°]
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report lor: Mo. April 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporiing Campany: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

ECIFIED
CONFDENTIAL

4, Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analysl
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

Qe g Do

James A&dng"— Regulaled Back Ofice Manager

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006

Addilional
Elfeclive Shorthaul Olher River Treans- Ocean Other Qther Transpor- F.OB.
Transpot- Purchase & Loading Rail Rah Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled lallon Plant
Line Mine Shipping {ation Price Charges Rate Charges Rale Rals Rale Charges  Charges Charges Price
Na. Supptier Name Location Polnt Mode Tons {$/Ton) ($/Tan} ($/Ton) {&Ton} ($/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) {STon) ($Tonj {$/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (& (e} H {9) (h)~ L] ® (m) (] (0) {p) (q)
1 Adliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 Scolls Branch, KY UR 30,650 J N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A $89.04
2 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 195 Oanwon Fork, KY UR 19,780 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $61.26
3 Conslelation Energy Commoditie 8, KY, 193 Charlens, KY UR 9,693 N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A $94 .17
4 Massey Ulillly Sales Company B, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR 77,957 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $8B.65
5 Transler Facilly NIA Moblla, AL GB 53,566 NIA N/A NA i $64.44
& Transler Facilty N/A Plaguemines, PA GB 194,188 NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $G67.90

9.7000-T14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl for: Mo. April 2006

2. Reporiling Company: Flosida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

EC\V\E@

4. Name, Tite and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning. Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. SlgnzﬂCt.SiOﬂicial Submiting Report

James A. Kigg - Ré’{;uléled Back Offica Manager

6. Date Complated: June 15, 2006

Additional
Effective  Shorthaul Other River ~ Trans- Ocean Other  Other Transpor- F.0.B.
Transpor- Purchase & loading  Rall Rail Barge loading Barge Water Relaled talion Plant
Line Mine Shlpping tatlon Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Suppler Name Localion Point Made  Tons ($/Ten) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (§/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (&/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) d) (e} U] {h) (0] i {k) 0] (m) (m) (0) (p) ()
1 interocoan ol Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 Carlagena. S.A. oB 53,997 N/A N/A N/A o R A N/A NIA $54.45

LL¥000-14L0-d8d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC FLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

J. Plant Name: Transfer Facllity - IMT

CONFID

5P EOWFIE

Addflional

eV
NTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Financlal Anaiyst

{919) 546-2678

5. Slgnalure of Official Submitling Report

QMA/Z_/

James A. l?()b - Regulated Back Dffice Manager

6. Daté Completed: June 15, 2006

Effgclive Shorthaut Olher River Trans- QOcean Qther Other Transpor- 0.8
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail- Rail. Barge loading Barge “Watscr Relateu \alion Plant
Line Shipping tation Price Charges Rale Charges Rata Rale Rate Charges  Charges Charges Frice
No. Supplier Name Polnt MMode Tans {3/Ton) ($/Ton) (S/Ton) (S/Ton) {$/Tan) ($Ton) ($/Ton) (¥Ton) (3/Tonj} ($/Ton} {s/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) ()] (e) 0 o)) {h) 0] ()] (m) (M (0) RG] (@)
1 Central Goal Company 8, WV, 39 Winilrede Dock, WV B 26,468 i NIA A NA NIA NIA N/A $62.42
2 Coal Markating Company LTI 999, IM, 45 Colombia, SA oB 50,402 NIA. ... NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A $67.77
3 Guasare Coal Inernational N 999, IM, 50 Paso Dlablo, SA oB 95,059 N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A $542.88
4 Kanawha Rlver Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV B 46,334 N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A §72.19
5 Keystone Industries, LLC 8, WV, 39 Winifrede Dock, WV oB 15,778 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A §74.29

8L¥000-74L0-494
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. Aprit 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concernlng Data Submitted on this Form

Amy B. Fufrell - Businass Financial Analys!
(919) 546-2678

5. Signatura of Officlal Submitting Report

Tl

-

-

Jar”ﬁA. King - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

New
Form intended Qriginal Qld F.OB.
Line Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
(3) () (@) (d) e) ® (9) -(h) (0] 1) (k) ® (m}
1 OEBIOG CR 18&2 CR 1&2  Consol Energy Inc. 4 41,008 2 (k) BTU Contenal - i Correclion 10 qualily resulls
2 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consol Energy Inc. 4 41,008 .2 {l) Percent Ash Correction to guahly results
3 0306 CR1&2 CR 182  Consol Energy Inc. 4 41,008 2 {m} Percent Molsture Gorreclion 10 quality results
d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crysial River 4 & 5

EnTAL

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on {his Form
Amy B. Fulreli - Business Financlal Analyst

(918) 546-2678

5. Slgnature of Official Submiiting Report

P

James Wing “Régulated Back Cffice Manager

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006

Form Intended Old
Line  Month Plant Generaling Volurne Column ~ Old New Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier (tons} . Title Value Value Revision
(a) () (c) @) @ h) [0) () (k) (m)
1 02106 CR 4&5 CR 4&5 Afliarice MCMining 41.132 2 (k) BTU Contenel 12,730 12,738 Coreclion to qualily resulls
2 02/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alllance MCMining 41,132 2 {I) Percant Ash 9.02 9.00 Correction o qualily resulits
3 02/06 CR 485 CR 485  Alliance MCMining 41,132 2 (m)-Percent Molsiure 6.20 6.17 Correclion 1o qualily resulls
4 0206 CR4&5 CR 485  Alliance MCMining 41,132 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenis ] Quality adjustment
5 03/06 CR 485 CR 4&5 Transfer Facility 32,268 2 () \ons 32, 288 47,850 Tonnage correction
6 03/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 Transfaer Facillty 171,968 2 (f) tons 171,968 156,407 Tonnage corraction
7 03/06 CR 485 CR 4&5 Transler Facility 47,850 2 {j) Peccent Suffur 0.62 0.64 Gorreclion lo qualily resulls
8  03/06 CR 445 GCR 4&5 Transler Facilily 47,850 2 (k) BTU Gonlenst 11,477 11,573 Correclion lg-quality resufls
9 03/06 CRA4&S CR 485  Transler Facllily 47,850 pA {1) Perceni Ash 5.44 5.40 Correction \o quality resulls
10 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Transfer Facility 47,850 2 {m) Percen! Moislure 12.35 12.39 Correction o qualily resulls
1 03/06 CR 485 CR 445 Oiamond May Coal Company 29.492 2 (k) Quality Adjustmenls ; § 74.44 Quality adjustment

087000-14L0-4dd

907 30 89 958d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporlfor: Mo. April 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Coerporation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
OR!GIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone.Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Buslness Flnancial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalcuj;fomcial Submitting. Report

James A/King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

¥ New
Form Intended Original Old. F.0.8.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Ravision
(a) () (c) (d) (e) U] (g) n) 0] ) (k) ay (m)

1 03/06 McDulfie Coat Term{nal Interocaan Coal Sales 1 58,234 2 (i) Percent Suffur 0.62 0.63 Correclion lo qualily resulls
2 03/06 McDufﬂ.e Coal Termfnal Inlerocaan Coal Sales 1 58,234 2 (k) BTU Confenet 11,504 11,582 Correction to qualily resuils
3 03/06 McDuﬁ‘fe Coal Term!nal Interocean Coal Sales 1 58,234 2 () Percent Ash 5.34 5.32 Correclion o quality resuits
4  03/06 McDuff!e Coal Terminal Interocean Coal Sates 1 58,234 2 (m) Percent Moisture 12,34 1237 Corfection (0 quality results
5  03/06 McDuflie Coal Terminal  Inierocean Coal Sales 1 58,234 ZA (k) Quality Adjustments 52 - $ 54.37 Qualily adjusiment
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tille and Telephona Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

1. Reporl lor: Mo. April 2006
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plapt Name: Transfer Facility - IMT
5. Signature of Officlal Submitling Report

SORER
O“?\DE&T\P\\( | James /\(gﬁ ﬁw%l\a;ed B?acf—(;ﬁce Manager

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006

New
Form Intended Original Old F.0.8.

Line Monlh Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Number  (lons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
@) (b) (c) (9) (e) U] (9) (h) @ ® (k) (0] {(m)

1 02/06 Transfer Facilily - {MT Guasare Coal intemational 3 47,039 28 () Transloading rale m _ $ 42.25 Rale comeclion

2 03/06 Transler Facilily - IMT  Keyslone Indusrles LLC 5 3,458 2A (x} Quality Adjusimenls il 5 56.90 Quality adjusimen)
as;}
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl lor: Mo. May 2006
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McOuflie Coal Terminat

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contacl

Person Concerning Data Subrmitted on this Form

Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financiai Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Reporl

S e

James A. Kjﬂ - Regutaled Back Offica Manager
€

6. Date Compleled: July 14, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. | As Recelved Coal Quality ]
, Transpor- Purchase {ation Plant  Percent Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content  Ash Maislure
No. Supplier Name Location Type Meda Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Bliib) (%) (%)
{a) ) (d) (e) 0} (@) (h) {i i (k) n
1 Interocean Coal Sales Lic 909,1M. 45 MTC oB 42,807 i i 55333 052 11379 572 1295

98%000-14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORY OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repon for: Mo. May 2006
2. Reporling Company: Fiorida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - 1M

“v\%g

SEUN @&ﬂ\“?\* '

4, Name, Tilla and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Dala Subimitied on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilting Report

(‘:’lé‘ﬂ\'-‘ ,,'>2- 74/ o el

James A. KinyRegulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: July 14, 2006

Total
Eltective Transpor- F.0.B. | As Received Coal Quality |
) Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percent Btu  Percent Percent
Line ) Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sullur  Content  Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (&/Ton) (8/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) {Blufib) (%} (%)
@) ®) © ) ©) ) @ Q) 0) o W W
1 Cenlal Coal Campany 8, WV, 39 MTC B8 R $62.38 0.71 12,456 11.54 5.75
2 Coallrade LLC 19, WY. 5 5 B $47.34 0.41 8.585 6.65 27.64
3 Glencore L'd 999, 1M, 50 MTC oB $65.32 0.70 12.246 6.5 8.69
4 Manawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 35 MTC B8

L87000-14L0-ddd

$7202 067 12,360 11.53 6.92
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

fepart Gx &G, Ry i 4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

%\ , 5. Signah:lie of Official Sul)r[.nilling“Reporl
CHSUS B

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1§ 2

%? _ 2 é/L-_//V
%?\Y) . James A. I,(i}g ~Regulaled Back Office Manager
. A=
0 i G. Date Completed: July 14, 2006
Tatal

Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Received Coal Qually |

Transpor- Purchase lation Plant  Percent Btu Percent Percent

Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Conlent  Ash  Molsture
No. Supplier Name Localign Type Mede Tons (%/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Bl/ib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (<) (d). (e} {f (g} (h) (i) 0) (k) ) (m)
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 8,KY,133 MTC UR 9.910 i $69.39 0.97 12,412 11.98 5.49

2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 20,603 $69.39 0.90 12,788 8.85 6.00
3 B&W Resources nc 8. KY, 51 MTC UR 20,079 $77.49 0.97 12,151 12.59 547
4 BAW Resowrces Inc 8, KY, 61 MTC UR 21,123 $71.49 1.08 12,313 1211 4.94
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 81,764 $77.12 1.03 12.416 10.00 6.59
6 Consol Energy Inc 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 29,046 $79.12 1.01 12,507 9.67 6.68
7 Cunsof Energy Inc. 8.KY, 133 MTC UR 20,232 $77.12 1.17 12,384 11.76 5.16
B8 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 39,969 $76.91 1.07 12,337 10,77 6.88
9 Massey Ulillly Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 9,983 $87.30 0.78 12,791  11.89 5.50
10 Massey Ulillly Sales Company 8, WV, 81 MTC UR 19,068 $78.61 0.93 13,530 7.31 5.49
11 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR 20,062 $72.05 108 12,816 9,72 4,65

“ransfer Facillity NIA N/A GB 23.294 $69.60 0.75 12,162 10.58 8.26

$8+000-14L0-42d

907 30 ¥ 2898d
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FP5C FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report lar: Mo. May 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon

3. Plant Nama. Cryslal River d & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Thia and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
\ @ {919)546-2678

@\g\«’ 5. Signalur?,oiomclal Submilling Report
.\_- v (;2 e )(/L'_'V/

James A. Kln(;(;/— Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Data Completed: July 14, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Recelved Coal Quality |
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percent Blis Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sullur  Conlent  Ash  Moislure
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Modea Tons ($fTon)  (8fTon)  ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (o) (c} (d) (e} n {9) )] ) () (i) U ()
1 Alliance KT Mining 8,KY, 195 LTC UR 61,267 i ) i i $91.61  0.69 12,743 8.84 6.21
2 CANM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 185 MTC UR 19,981 $63.36 0.67 12652 10.58 5.42
3 Massey Unlily Sales Company B, WV, 5 MTC UR 20,252 $90.74 0.72 12,581 11.99 5.65
4 Transler Facility N/A NIA GB 53,8268 $65.88 0.52 11,420 560 12.80
5 Tiansler Facilily N/A NIA GB 169,548 568.75 0.65 12,114 9.27 9.45

68¥000-714L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reporl lor: Mo, May 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN; TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Title and Teisphone Number of Cenlacl
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

?\%’ 5. Signalure ol Olficial Submilling Report

%\@\% Chig. Jo—

James A. lﬁ[nb - Regulated Back Offlce Manager

6. Dale Compleled: July 14, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Orlginal aclive Quallty  Effective
Mine & Loadlng Involce Price Base ‘Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price  Increases  Price “ments Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {3/Ton) {$/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@)

1

(b}

interocean Coal Sales Lde

065000-14L0-33d

{c) {d) {e) U} (@
999, IM, 45 MTC

907 J0 9/ 93ed
SuLiog £7v 9007
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

1. Report lor: Mo. May 2006
2. Reponing Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Dala Submitied on this Form

Amy B. Futreli - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

- v‘;_\\‘?:@ 5. Signalure of Officlal Submiling Report
P!

WP g

James A, Kiqﬁ] Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Compleled: July 14, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Orlginal active Quallty  EHeclive
] Mine & Loading Involca Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec)  Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Type . Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) - ($/Ton) (%/Ton)
(a) (b) {c) (d) {a) {g} () (i) 1)) (k) U]
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC 6,389 $0.00. $0.00 4ijif 7
2 Coalvado LLC 19, WY, § S 19,635 $0.00 $0.00
3 Glencore LId. 999, IM,50 MTC 19,635 $0.00 : $0.00
4 Kanawha River Tarminols Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC 46,314 30.00 50.00

16¥000-71420-49d
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FPSC FORM NO, 423-2A
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl for: Mo. May 2006 4. Name, Tite and Tetephone Number of Contaclt

Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

2. Reporling Company. Forida Power Corporalion

ALY %1\ ;» 5. Signature of Official Submilling Report
SPEL - oo Joi
0&?\9 James A. Klnﬂ Reguldled Back Office Manager
G

. - Ty
3. Planl Name: Crystal River 1 & 2 iy \J

v
6. Date Completed: July 14, 2006

Retro-
F.O.B. ShortHaul  Orginal aclive Quality  Eleclive
Mine & Loading Involce Price Bose Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec).  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton)  {$/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(?) (b) (© (@) () (h) fy 6) (k) T
1 Alpha Coat Sales Co. LLC 8,KY,133 MTC $0.00 i i 1
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00
3 B&W Resources inc 8, KY, 51 MTC 30.00
4 B&W Resourcss Ing 8, KY, 51 MTC $0.00
S Consol Energy inc. 8. KY, 119 MTC $0.00
6 Consol Enargy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00
7 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MYC $0.00
8 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC $0.00
9 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC $0.00
10 Massey Ulility Sales Company 0, Wv, 81 MTC $0.00
11 Sequola Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC $0.00
17 -ansler FachHlity N/A N/A 50.00

26¥000-1420-d4d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

{. Reporl for: Mo. May 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

J. Plant Name: Crysial River4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submilled on lhis Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnanclal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

Q\\%\Eg % 5. Signalurs of Officlal Submilting Reporl
Wae N 2 e

@“?\DE James A. Kiflg - Regulated Back Office Manager
o
G 6. Date Completed: July 14, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haut Original aclive Quality Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Ming Purchase Price Gharges Price Inc{Dec)  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) (b} (c) (d) (e). n (o)} (h) (0] 0) (k) "
1 Alliance MC Mining 8,KY, 195 LTC 61,267 $0.00 i 500
2 GAM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC 19,981 $0.00 $0.0
3 Masseylility Sales Company 8, WV. 5 MTC 20,252 $0.00 $0.00 iii
4 Tronsler Facilily N/A NIA 53.828 $0.00 $0.0
5 Transler Facilily N/A N/A 169,548 $0.00 $0.0

£6%000-T4L0-ddd

90230 6/ 98eg
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submitted.on this Form

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporation Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst
{919) 546:2678

3. Plant Name: McDulfie Coal Terminal \E‘D
?ECJ\Q ,,‘\N 5. Signature.of Official Submiling Report
\ >4

\D‘E’ 7 James A, }-??egﬁazle‘d Back/Czﬁce/l\:%?gar
7d

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006

Additional
Effective  Shorthaul Other River  Trans- Ocean Other  Other Transpor- F.0.B.
) Transpor- Purchase & Loadlng Rail Rall Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled lalion Plant
Line Mine Shipping tallon Price Charges Rale Charges Rate Rale Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Location Point Mode  Tens ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($fTon)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (SAon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (0) {e) 0} (9 ] U] 1} (k) ) (m} {m (0) p) (q)
1 Interocoan Coal Sates Lde 999, IM, 45 Cartagona. S.A. o8 42807 WA N NiA NIA nva (GHR NvA N s

y6v000-14L0-43d

90T 30 0§ 9384
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl tor: Mo. May 2006

2. Repoding Cormpany: Florida Power Corporatlon

3. Plaal Mame: Transfer Facilily - IMT

%K\:\DE

\2Y
EOE N

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of;) clal Submmmg Reporl
A EL "'_;2 )Z

James A. King/Z R'egulaled Back Office Manager

§. Date Complated July 14, 2006

Addilional
Eflleclive Shorhpul Olher Rlver Trans- Ocean Other Qther Transpor- F.O0
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rail Barge ioading Barge Walar Rolaled tation Plant
Line Shipping 1ation Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rote Rale Charges  Charges Charcges Prce
No. Suppller Name Point Made Tons {¥/Tan) {$/Tan) (WTon) {S$/Ton) {STor) {$Ton)  (WTom) {3/Ton) ($/Ton) {$7Ton) {$/Ton)
(2} (b) {c) (d) () n (9) (h) ] o (k) 0] {m) (n (0} m (a)
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 Winilredo Dock, WY B 25,287 NIA NIA NIA ] NIA WA NIA $62.30
2 Coallrade LLC 19, WY, 5 Campbell, WV B 3,330 NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA N/A $47.34
3 Glencore LId. 999, IM, 50 La Jagua, S.A. [o]:] 76,288 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $65.32
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dack, WV B 46,314 NIA NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A 572.02

$6¥000-14L0-d9d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

1. Reporl far: Mo. May 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Planl Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Ay
PECKE
Rty

\RL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl

Person Concerning Data Submilted on lhis Form

Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analysl
{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submitling Reporl
e -
Y )/‘,., '\/ I)(/"/V

James A, KingReguléTéd Back Office Manager
i
L.

6. Date Completed: July 14, 2006

Additional
EHeclve Shorthaul DOlher River Trans- Qcean Other Other Transpor- F O.0.
Transpor- Purchass & Loading Ral Roll Barge loading Barge Water Relalad talion Plant
Ling Mine Shipping lalion Price Chargas Rale Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges  Charges Charges Prlce
No. Supplier Name Localion Polnt Modeo Tons ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Tan) (¥ Ton) {&/Ton) {$Ton) (3/Ton} {¥Ton) (3/Ton) {$/Ton)
{a) (b) {c) (@) (e) n (g) (h) o ) (k) 0} (m) n} (o) (p) (a)
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8.KY,133 Roxana. KY UR ) N/A i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $69.39
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLG 8, KY, 119 Yellow Creek. KY ur N/A NI/IA N/A N/A NIA N/A $69.29
3 B&W Resources Inc 8. KY, 51 Rosouvrce, KY UR N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A $77.49
4 B3W Rosources Inc 8. KY, 51 Resource, KY UR N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A NI/A $71.49
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 niovise, KY UR N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A - N/A 7712
6 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 Mouise. KY UR NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA $79.12
7 Consal Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 Rapid Loader, KY UR N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $77.12
8 Massay Ulility Sales Company B, IKY, 195 Goli. KY UR N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $76.91
9 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvestar, Wy UR N/A N/A NIA NIA NIA N/A $87.30
10 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Goals. WV UR N/A NIA N/A N/A N{A N/A $78.51
11 Segquoia Enargy LLC 8. KY, 95 Bardo. KY UR N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A NIA $72.05
Vo wmstec Facillly N/A  Plaquenunes. Pa GB NIA N/A NIA ‘ i NIA $69.60
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporting Company: Florida Pewer Corporalion

3. PlantName: Cryslal River 4 & 5

4. Name, Titlle and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitled on thls Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financlal Analysl
{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report

: P
James A ying - Regulated Back Office Manager
|/

6. Date Compleled: July 14, 2006

Addllonal
Elfaclive Shorhaul Olher River Trang-- Ocean Other Olher Tronspor- F.0D
Transpor- Purchase & Loadlng Rail Ruil Barge loading Bargo Waler Relaled lalion Plant
Ling Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rate Cherges Rale Rale Rale Charges GChargos Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Locolon Point Made Tons ($/Ton) {/Ton) {¥/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton)  (¥/Ton)  ($/Ton)  (STon}  ($/Ton) {8Ton) (S/Ton)
{a) (b) (c) (d) {e) n (9) ) i {k) U] (m) (n) {0) ()] (q)
1 Allance MC Mining 0, KY, 195 Scolls Branch, KY UR 61,267 . N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A — $91.61
2 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 Dawron Fork, KY UR 19,981 NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A N/A %63.16
3 Massey Ullity Sales Company 8: WV, 5 Sylvesler, wv UR 20,252 N/A N/IA N/A N/A N/A N/A $90.74
4 Transter Faciiily N/A Mobile, AL GB 53,828 N/A NIA NA ‘ ENA $65.68
5 Translor Faclily N/A Plaquemines, PA GB 169.548 N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A - NIA 368.75
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST -AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006 4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl
] ) Person Concerning Data Submitted on Lhis Form
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation Amy B. Fulrell - Buslness Financial Analys!

(919) 546-2678

“K\p\i\” 5. Siguature of Officlal Submitting Report

\:\D N e
James/A Aing - Regulaled Back dfﬁce Manager

v/

6. Date Compleled: July 14, 2006

3. Plant Name: McDuflie Coal Terminal C’\\‘

New
' Form Inlended Original Old F.OB.
Line Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Oid New Planl Reason lor
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier ‘Number  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revislon

(@ (o @ @ (o) m 9] ) m ) ;) 0) ()
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FPSC FORM NO. 423.2C

1. Reporl lor:

Mo. May 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporaltion

J. Plant Name:

Transfer Facility - IMT

oA

@N\:\D

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC.PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

el
E‘?“\M—

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submitled on lhis Form

Amy B. Fulrell -
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Official Submilting Report

5

(’\‘, 7

AN 27

Business Financial Analyst

James A Kinh - Regulated Back Office Manager
"y

6. Date Complated: July 14, 2006

New
Form Intended Origlinal Oud F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line  Volume Form Column Otd New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Number  (lons) No. Thle Value Value Price Revision
ey b) (€ i) ®) ) {9 ) ® ) ) 0} (@)
1 0406  Transfer Facilily - IMT  Keystone indusiries LLC 2 3.458 2C (k) New Value S 56.57 Quality adjusimenl

66¥000-T14L0-43d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tilie and Telephone Number ol Contacl
Person Concerning Oafa Submitted on-this Form
Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

1. Reporl lor: Mo. May 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslail River 1 & 2
5. Slgnature of Officlal Submitling Reporl

€D
g‘ﬁg\%ﬂ\w

e A

P

James /}//(Ing - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006

New
4 Form intended Orlginal Old F.OB.
Line ionth Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Suppller Number  (tons) No. Thle Value Value Price Revision
@) () () ) (e) 0 (a) ) 0 ) ) U) (m)
1 01/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2  B&W Resources Inc. 1 20.235 2B (")Rail Rate $70.75 Correclion lo rale
2 01/06 CR 1&2 CR 182  Coalsales LLC 2 423 28 {HRail Rate $74.82 Correclion 10 rale
3 01/06 CR 182 CR 182 Consol Energy Inc 3 92,071 28 ()Rail Rate $90.95 Correclion lo rale
4 0106 CR 182 CR 182  Constellation Energy Commodities Group 4 11.312 2B ()Rall Rale $85.90 Correction lo rate
? 01/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Consiellation Energy Commadities Group 5 9,444 28 {)Rall Rale $86.40 Correction lo rate
6 0106 CR1&2 CR 1842  Massey Ulility Soles Company 6 49,003 2B (hRall Rate $76.12 Correction lo rale
7 0v/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Sequoia Energy 7 9,086 28 {DRail Rale $71.97 Correclion lo rale
8  02/06 CR 182 CR 182  Transfer Facilily 8 15,419 2A (1) F.O.B. Mine Price $49.83 Corraclion o rale
9 02/06 CR 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 1 10,331 28 {)Rali Rate $82.59 Correction 1o rsle
1? 02/06 CR 18&2 CR 182 08&W Resources Inc 2 19.687 28 (i)Rail Rale $70.21 Correction to rale
1 42/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consal Energy Ing 3 76,086 28 {hRail Rate $77.832 Correction 1o rale
02/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&42  Consol Energy Inc 4 - 19,384 2B (HRail Rate $77.87 Correction 1o raic
o 02/06 CR1 CR 1&2 Massay Utility Sales Company 5 48.426 28 {i))Rail Rato $75.60 Caorreclion lo rale
1 02/06 CR 182 CR 182 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 9.204 28 (i)Rail Rale 77.23 Correchon 1o rale
15 02/06 CR 182 CR 182 Sequoia Energy 7 9,960 28 {Rail Rate $72.54 Correction in rale
Jd
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Té¢lephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 646-2678

N \@ &V 5. Signature of Official Submilting Report
SR —

?\% (‘lv‘ 2D
((5?@\@% James A. Kinff} Regulated Back OfficeManager
o

L
6. Dale Compleled: July 14, 2006

New
) Form  Inlended Origina Oud F.O.B.
Line Monlth Planl  3enerating Line  Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Numbe  (lons) No, Tive Value Value Price Revision
(@) (b} (c) {d) (e} (0 () () (0] i) (k) {n (m)
16 02/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 BXW Resources Inc. 2 19,697 2B {j) Olher Rail Charges - Correction o rale
17 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 1 9.663 2B (HRall Rote Correclion lo rala
18  03/06 CR1&2 CR 182 BA&W Resourcas Inc. -2 30,206 2B ()Rail Rate Carrection 10 rate
19 0306 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consol Energy Inc. 3 19,331 28 (hReil Rale Carrection la rate
20 03/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Consol Energy Inc. 4 41,008 2B (i)Rail Rale Corraclion lo rate
21 03/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Massay Ulllily Sales Company 5 60,663 2B (i)Reil Rale Correclion 1o rale
22 03/06 CR 1842 CR 182 Sequoia Energy LLC 6 18,667 28 ()Rail Rale Correclion lo rate
23 03/06 CR 182 CR 142 Aliance MC Minlng 1 9,845 28 ()Rall Rale: Correclion to rale
24 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 10,212 28 (HRall Rale Corraction lo rate
25 03/06 CR18&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc. 3 10,794 28 ()Rall Rele Correctlion lo rale
26 03/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 B&W Resources Inc. 4 KANAR] 2D ()Rail Rate Correclion lo rale
03/06 CR 182 CR 182 Consol Energy Inc. 5 103,668 28  ()Rail Rale Correcllon lo rale
pRes 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Massay Uiilily Sales Company 6 50,376 2B (i)Rsil Rate Correclion 10 rele
29 03/06 CR 182 CR 182 Massey Willy Sales Company 7 8.850 28 ()Rail Rale Correction lo rale
30 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Sequuia Energy LLC 8 9,564 28  ()Roil Rale Correclion to rale
o
gl
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
‘ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submilied on thls Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-2678

N\p‘\» 5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report
N 4

2. Reporing Company: [Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 & 5

G@ James A, Kiflg/- Regufated Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006

New
) Form Intended Orlginal Oid F.0.B.
Line  Monlh Plant Generaling Line  Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason (of
No. Reporled Name Ptant Suppller Number  (tons) No. Tile Value Value Price Revision
{a) (o) (€} (d) (e) () (9 H) RU] () (Y] U] (m}
1 01/06 CR 485 CR 4&5  Allianca MCMining 1 57,288 28 (i)Rell Rate b i Correclion lo rale
2 01/06\» CR 485 CR 485  CAM-Kentucky LLC 2 39,923 28 ()Rail.Rale Carreclion lo rate
3 0106 CR485 CR 4&5  Diamond May Coal Gompany 3 20,418 2B {HRall Rote Correclion lo rale
4 0106 CR4&5 CR 485  Diamond May Coal Company 3 20,418 28 {)) Qlher Rail Charges Correction lo rate
5 01/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 Oiamund May Coal Company 4 9.859 28 {HRail Rale Correclion lo vale
G 0106 CR485 CR 485  Massey Ulility Sales Company 5 26,057 2B (hRail Rete Correctlon lo rate
7 02/06 CR 4&5 CR 4&5 Translar Facility 8 123.330 2A () F.O.B. Mine Price Correcllon 1o rale
8 02/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alliance MCMining 1 41,132 2B (I)Rafl Rale Correction 1o rate
9 0206 CRA4&5  CRA485  CAM-Kentucky LLC 2 20,208 28 {)Rail Rele Correclion o rale
10 0208 CR 4&5 CR 48&5 Consteliation Energy Commodilles Group 3 10.203 20 ()Rail Rale Correclion lo rale
11 02106 CR 485 CR 485  Conslellation Energy Commodilies Group 4 9,211 28 {(i)Raeil Rale Correclion lo rale
02/06 CR 435 CR 485 Diamond May Coal Company 5 8,901 28 (i)Rail Rale Correclion lo rale
‘o 02106 CR 485 CR 4&5 Diamond May Coal Company 6 30,933 2B (i)Rall Rale Correclion 1o rale
14 03106 CR 485 CR 485 Consleliation Energy Commadilies Group 5 10.716 ZA kf) F.0.B. Mige Price Correction o r2le
19 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Transter Facility 11 156.407 2A () F.O.B Mine Price Corraction o (aie
15 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alliancg MCrAlning 1 15.930 28 (i)Reil Rale Carrecuon lo rata
17 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alliance MCMinmg 2 55,514 2B (i)Rail Rale Correclion 19 raie
1) 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 CAM-IKenlucky LLC 3 19,78G 2B (i)Rail Rate Correction o e
19 0306 CR 485 CR 485  Constelialion Enargy Commodities Greup 4 9.269 28 (i)Rail Rate Coreclion 1o rate
20 0306 CR 485 CR 485 Constallation Energy Commadilles Graug 5 10.716 2B {i)iRail Rato Correclion 1o rate
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repori {or: Mo. May 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporafion

3. Plant Name: Crystai Riverd4 & 5

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contact
Parson Concerning Data-Submitied on this Form
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnanclal Analys!
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnalur’gof Officlal’ Submitling Report

James A. P}lh'd - ReguldﬁsdT.Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006

- New
. Form Inlended Origina Old F.0.B.
Line Month Plamt  Seneraling Line  Vaiume Farm Column Old New Plant Reasan for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Numbe ({tons) No. Title Valus Value Price Revision
(a) {b) () (d) (e) ) (g} (h) ® @ (k) 0} (m)
21 03/06 CR4&5 CR 485 Dlamond Mey Coal Compoany 6 28,803 2B (HRail Rate ] i Corraclion to Tate
22 03/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 ODiamond May Coal Company 7 29,492 2B (i)Rali Ralg Correclion o rate
23 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8 19,863 2B ())Rail Rale. - Correclion 10 rate
24 03106 CR 485 CR 4&5 Massey Ulilily Sales-Company 9 10,623 2B (hHRall Rale Correction 10 fale
?5 03/06 CR 485 CR 485 Diamond May Coal Company 6 28.803 2B () Other Rall Charges Correclion 1o rale
26 04/06 CR 4&5 CR 484 Alliance MC Mining 1 30,650 2B (ijRail Rale Correction 10 rale
27  04/06 CR 485 CR4&5 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 2 19,780 2B (HRail Rato Correctign to rate
20 04/06 CR4&5 CR 485 Consleliation Energy Commodilies 3 9,693 2B ()Ral Rale Correction to rate
29  04/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 nassey Ulility Sales Company 4 77,957 28 (i)ReilRals Corraclion lo rala
ae)
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

P T TN e SO0

3

1. Plant NMame Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT QF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Repoiting Company:  Flerida Power Corporzalion

4. Namae, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concetning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Official Submiliing Reporl

L -,‘I}L'\;’I"v {;2 II\‘)//-

James A.iKing - Regultaled Back Offide Manager
v .

G Date Comipieied: August 11, 2003

Tolal
Eftective Transpor- F.O.B. | As Recelved Coal Quality ]
) Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant  Pereent Blu Percert Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tatlon Price Cosl! Prce Sulfur  Content Ash  Moisture
No. Suppller Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {%) (Btufib) - (%) (%)
() (b) (c) (d) (e) 0] {g) (h) (i) i (k) 0] {m)
1 Alpha Ceal Sales Co. LLC 8.KY. 119 MTC UR 19,825 H i /453 095 13,006 B.28 5.21
2 B&W Resources Ing 8, Ky, 51 MTGC UR 10.943 $79.89 0.96 12,235 12142 5.42
3 BELW Resources Ing 8. KY, 51 MTC UR 10,106 $73.89 0.97 12475 1111 4.11
4 Consal Energy Ing, 8, KY,119 MTC UR 51.675 $79.47 1.00 12,273 10.64 6.70
9 idassey Unlily Salas Company 8,KY, 1956 MTC UR 30,607 $79.26 1.08 12,181 1208 6.66
6 Massey Uldily Sales Company B, WV, i1 MTC UR 9,259 $80.86 0.76 12,482 12.50 6.23
7 Semmia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR 9.192 @ §74.52 1.08 12,730 9.31 5.90

L06000-T4L0-d3d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

.

3.

Report lor: Mo. June 2006

. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND A5 RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tltie and Telephone Number of Conlact t i:'s i“’)i ﬂ;
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form R % H

Jon Putnam - Buslness Financlal Analyst

(919) 546-6368

8. Signature of Official Submilling Repor!

q,,bw, ;2. —’;KI b 4

Jamaes A, Kc');lg - Regulsted Back Offlc&Manager

6. Date Compleled: Augus! 11, 2006

Relro-
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal aclive " Quality Efteclive
. Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Prica
Nao. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {5/Tan) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) (b) {c) (d) (e) 0} (@ (h) (M 1} (k) 0}
! Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8.KY,119 MTC 19,825 $0.00 i i
2 88&\W Resaurces Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC 10,043 $0.00
3 BIW Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC 10,106 $0.00
4 Cuonsol Energy Inc 8, KY,119 MTC 51,675 $0.00
5 Massay Ulility Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 30,607 $0.00
6 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 81 MTC 9,259 $0.00
7 Saquoia Energy LLC 8. KY, 05 MTC 9.192 $0.00

805000-14L0-43d
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FPSC FORM NQO. 423-28

1. Reporl for. Mo. June 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Mama: Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl
{919} 546-6368

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report

.q{m'ﬂ- :,2 ”751"'7 4

James A, Kind RegulaleJBack Office Mandder

7

6. Dale Complelad: August 11, 2006

Addlional
Effeclive Shoithaul Olhor River Trans- Ocean Qlher Olher Transpor- r.oun
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rait Rail 8orge loading Haige Waler Related alian Prant
Lino Nine Shipping lation Prlce Charges Rote Chargea Rale Rale Rate _ Chargas  Ghargas Chaiges Piice
Mo. Suppliec Name Localion Point Mode Tans (& Ton) ($rTon) ($/Ton) (S/Ton) {&/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($1Ton) ($1Ton) ($Ton}
(a) (b) (c) (d} () n (9} (h) (i (0] (k) U] (m) (n) (o) (p) {a)
¥ Alpha Coal Salos Co LLC 8,KY,119 Yellow Creek, KY URrR g N/A L i N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A $74.50
2 BAW Resources Inc 8. KY, 51 Resource, KY UR NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA $79.89
1 D&V Resourcas Ing 8, KY, 51 Rasouwrca, KY UR N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $73.89
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY,119 Mouise, KY UR NI/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $79.47
5 RJassey Ulilily Salas Company 8, KY, 195 Goll, KY UR NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $79.26
6 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Guaals. WV UR N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $00.86
7 Sequoia Enorgy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR NIA N/A N/A N/o N/A N/A $74.52
o
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

. Report for: Mo. June 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Teiephone Number of Coniacl

CONHDEN

Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analysl
{919) 546-2678

5. Signature ol Official Submitling Report

(ﬂ\ﬂ,,\, "/7 _k,,\-\ ¥

James A. Isﬁb “Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: August 11, 2006

New
Form Intended Original Oid F.0.B.
Line Month Piam Generating Line Volume Form Cojumn Qlid New Piant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plam Supplier Number  {tons) No. Titlle Value Value Price Revision
() (b) () (d) (e) 0 (g) {h) 0] ()] (k) n (m)
i 200G CB 152 CR 1&2 Alpha Coal Salas Ca. LLC ) 10,33} 2A {k) Quality Adjusimenis i $82.68 Quaiily Price Adjustmant
2 306 CR 132 CR 1&2  Alpha Coal Sales Go. LLG 1 9,663 b1 (k) Qualily Adjustmenls $83.38 Qualily Price Adjustment
3 :)10[3 CR 182 CR 1&2 Transier Facllity 7 48,100 2A (N FOB Mine Price $62.25 Carreclion 1o Rale
4 J!OIf CR 1&2 CR 182 B&W Rasources Inc. 2 30.206 2B (j) Other Rall Charges $71.19 Coneclion {o Rala
H 3/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Sequoia Energy G 18.667 28 {}) Other Rail Charges $74.27 Correclion (o Rale
g 4:06 CR 142 CR 1&2  Alpha Cousl Salgs Co. LLC 2 10.212 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments $83.48 Quality Price Adjustmant
7 2706 CH 182 CR 1&2 Transler Facllity g 16.126 2A () FOB Wine Price $52.75 Correclion lo Rale
Q 4/06 Cr1&2 CR 1&2 BAW Resources Inc. 3 10,794 28 (j} Other Rail-Charges $78.05 Correciion lo Rala
9 4/06 CR 182 CR t&2 Consol Energy Inc 5 103,668 28 {J) Othar Rail Charges $82.04 Caorroclion o Rale
10 5/06 CR1&2 CR 1&2 Aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 1 9.910 2A {k) Quaiity Adjusirenls $62.0Y Quality Price Adjusimzal
11 ‘:?iOG CR 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 20,603 2A (%) Quality Adjustmenis $70.95 Quality Price Adjusimeni
509 CRR 142 CR 1&2 Cansol Enrrgy Inc 5 81,764 2A (k) Qualily Adjusimenls §79.72 Quality Price Adjustiment
. 5{09 CR&2 CR1&2  Caonsol Enargy Inc G 29,046 2A (k) Quality Adjuslimenls 581.72 Quality Price Adjusimea
14 SiNG CR 132 CR 182 Consol Energy e 7 20,232 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $79.72 Qualily Price Adjusiment
15 £/045 CR182 CR 142 D&YW Resources Inc. 3 20.079 28 () Othar Rail Charges $77.55 Corection fo Rate o
16 /06 CR 182 CR1&2 BE&W Rasaurces Inc (] 21.123 28 ij) Olhor Rail Charges $71.54 Cuaieclion I Ralp UNQ
17 SQ6G CR 1%2 CR 1&2 Sequoia Energy 11 20.062 2B {j) Other Rail Charges $72.12 Cinrectlon 1o Rpw %
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BT N A ﬁ
FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 \‘ g ELH
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS Vi ke .

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl lor: No. June 2006

2. Reporling Company:

Florida Power Corporallon

3 Flanl Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Dala Submitied on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Official Submitling Report

Clie A Wy

James A. Ki@ﬁ Regulaled Back Office Mandder

6. Date Compleled: August 11, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ AsReceived Coal Qualily ]
Transpor- Purchase lalion Plant  Perceni Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Puschase lation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Contenl  Ash  Moislure
Na. Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (a) (6] [§5)] {h) (0] 0 (k) ) {m)
1 Atiznce MC Mining 8. KY, 195 LTC UR 51,035 $89.59 0.70 12,658 9.16 6.55
2 arch Coal Sales 8, KY. 95 S URr 21,467 $82.58 0.69 12,577  11.57 5.32
3 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 20,613 $62.55 0.69 12,757 9.98 5.74
4 Conslellation Energy Commadilies Group Inc 8. KY, 193 S UR 11,159 583.87 0.64 12,440 11.05 5.69
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company B, WV, 5 MTC UR 41,430 $89.23 0.71 12,589 11.73 G.13
6 rlassay Wity Sales Company 8, WV, o1 MTC UR 10,241 $689.20 0.75 12,897 8.00 6.90
7 Transfer Faclily N/A N/A GB 177,663 $75.88 0.66 12,142 8.60 9.12
8 Transler Facilily NIA NIA GB 46,628 W $668.70  0.55 11,390  6.26 1280
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CONFIDENTIAL

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE-AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

1. Report ior. o. June 2006 4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlact

Person Concerning Dala Submitled on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

2. Reporling Company: Florida Powar Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5
5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Report

N 2 Koy

James A. t(y(g - Regulated Back Officetfanager

6, Datle Completad: August 11, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B. -Shorl Haul Orlginal aclive Quallly Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton) {($/Ton)  {$/Ton) {S/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) {0) (c) (d) (e) {0 (o) (h) { {17 DR 3 U}
1 Alliance MC Minlag 8, KY, 195 LTC : - L $0.00 it i i )
2 fArch Coal Sales 8. KY, 95 MTC $0.00
3 CAM-Kentuchy LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC $0.00
4 Conslelaton Energy Commodilies Group Inc 8, KY, 193 S 30.00
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC $0.00
G Iassey Ulilly Sales Company 8, wyv, 81 MTC $0.00
7 Transter Facility N/A N/A $0.00
8 Transler Facility N/A N/A §0.00

o
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

. Reporl for: Mo. June 2006

. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-63606

5. Signalture of Officlal Submilling Report

Qi A Wy

James A. K\jﬁd - Regulated Back Offigé Manager

6. Date Completed: August 11, 2006

Addilional
Elfeclive Shorthaul Other Rlver Trans- Ocean Other Othier Tronspor- r o8
Ttanspor- Purchasa & Loading Ral Rall Barge Ioading Barge Water Relaled tation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rate Charges Rals Rals Raly Chargés Gharges Charges Prico
Mo Supplier Name Location Paoinl Modse Tons {$/Ton}) (SITen) {3/Ton) {&/Ton) ($/Ton) (5/Ton) {$/Ton) (SiTon} (S/Ton) ($/Ton) (3iTon)
(a) {b) {c) {d) (8) U] (@ () 0 0] (k) 0 {m) {n) (0} (p} (a)
1 Afiipace MC Mining 8. KY, 195 Scotts Branch, KY UR 51,035 N/A ; N/A N/A N/IA NA N/A $B9.59
2 Aich Coal Sales 8, KY, 95 Lone Mauniain UR 21,467 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $82.58
3 CnM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 Damiran Fork, KY UR 20,613 N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A $62.55
4 Conslellation Energy Commoditn 8, KY, 193 Charlenea, KY UR 11,1569 N/& N/A NiA N/A MNIA N/A $83.87
5 Massey Wility Soles Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR 41,430 NIA N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A 509.23
G fassey Ullily Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Goals, wv UR 10,241 N/IA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $A9.20
7 Transioc Facility Nia Plaguemines, PA GB 177,663 N/A N/A N/A N/A 575.68
8 Transler Facility N/A obila, AL GB 46,528 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A 568.70G

£15000-T14L0-42d

007 30 L6 958d
Suo g €7 9007

"ON NQIUXET wWosues T 13Oy

(01-STD)

13-1000L0 "ON 193200



C{J g fl i 5""5 ’:. A
FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report tor: Mo, June 2006 4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Foim
2. Reporling Company: [lorida Power Corporalion Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-2678
3. Plant Name: Ciyslal River 4 & 6
5. Signalure of Official Submitling Reporl

DNt @ )y

James A, Wfbb - Regulaled Back OfficeManager

6. Date Completed: Augusl 11, 2006

New
‘ Form Intended Original Old F.0.B.
Line Ionth Plant Generaling Line Voelume Form Column Old New Plani Reason for
No. Reported Namag Plant Supplier Number  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision

(@) (o) () (d) {e) ] (g) (h) 0 0] {K) () {m)

1 106 CR 4&5 CRR4&5  Transfer Facillty 7 135.214 2A () FOB Mine Price orreclion lo Rate
2 1/06 CR 185 CR 48&5 Transler Facility 6 69,529 28 (n) Olher Water Charges oreeclion to Rale
3 2/06 CR 445 CR 485 CAM-Kentucky LLC 2 20,209 2A {k) Quality Adjusiments uality Price Adjustinent
4 2/0? CR 4&5 CR 48&5 CAl-Kenlucky LLC 2 20,208 28 {}) Other Rail Charges i ) orrection lo Rawe
3 J/O(ﬁ: CR 485 CR 485 Diamond May Coal Company 7 29,492 2 (k) BTU Conlenl 12,613 Quality Adjustmsnt
lj 310'3 CR 485 CR 445 Diamond May Coal Company 7 29,492 2 (1) Parcent Ash 8.21 7.91 Qualily Adjustment
7 3/06 CR 4&5 CR 4845 Diamond May Coal Company 7 29.492 2 (m)-Porcant Moislure ) 750 o 1.29 . Quality Adjustment
8 306 CR 41&5 CR 4&5 CAM-Kenlucky LLC K] 19,786 2A {k} Qualily Adjustments (I R i Qualily Price Adjusinienl
a -l/0§ CR 485 CR 485 CAM-Kantucky L.LC 2 19,780 2 (k) BTU Cuontent 12.640 12,642 Quialily Adjusiment
10 4706 CR 445 CR 485 CAM-Kentucky LLC 2 19,780 2 (1} Parcont Ash 10.40 10.32 Qualily Adjustment
} | 4/’00 CR 485 CR 4&5 CAM-Kentucky LLC 2 19,780 2 {m) Percent ialsture 2536 5.48 _Qualily Adjustment
"_'QG (ER 4&5 CR 485 CAF-Kentucky LLC 2 19,780 2A (k) Quality Adjustments il i Lality Price Adjustimant
5106 CR &5 CR 4&5 CANM-Kenlucky LLC 2 19,881 2A {k) Quality Adjuslmenis fQualily Price Adjuslment
d
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2

1

Report for: Mo. June 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Flarida FPower Corporation

3. Plani Name:

tlcDuflia Coal Terminal

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact

Person Congerning Dala Submilled on his Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
{919) 546-6368

5. Sigriature of Official Submitling Report

C}[(/h1 ﬂ . 2["'\ e

James A. King #egulaled Back Office Managet

6. Date Compleled: August 11, 2006

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. | As Recelved Coal Qualily ]
) Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant  Parcenl B Percenl Percent
Line Mine Purchase talion Price Cosl Price.  Sulfur  Contenl  Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) {Blu/ib) (%) (%)
(a) (b} (d) (e N (9) (h} 0} ) (k) 0 (m)
1 Interocenn Cont Sales Lde 999, IM. 45 MTC oB 46,152 i ssoec 055 11341 626 1260

S15000-74L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reportior: Mo. June 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Cqrporation

3 Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF CQST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tile and Telephone Number of Contact
FPerson Concerning Dala Submitied on this Form
Jon Pulpam - Business-Financial Analyst
{919) 546-6368

5. Signalure of QOfficial SubmitUng Report

(‘DfW A ”Qf;lf\r"

James A. King —&z’gulaled Badlk Office Manager

6. Date Compleled: Augusl 11, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B.  Shor Haul Orliginal aclive Qualily  Effeclive
. Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Cherges Price Increases  Price ments Price
Nu., Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  (S/Ton) {$/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (€) M ()} {h) " 0 {k) 0
1 inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC 46,152 G )

915000-14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Reporl for: Mo, June 2006

2. Repening Company:

Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McOulfie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telophone Number of CGontact
Person Concerning Data Submilied on this Form
Jon Putnam --Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

C:).atw o) '/k‘""}'{"

Jamaes A. Klvé/- Regulafed Back Office Mandger

6. Dale Completed: August-11, 2006

Additional
Effective  Shorthaul Olhsr River  Trans-  Ocean Other  Other Transpor- F.OB
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rail Barge loading  Barge Wwaler Relaled lalion Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rate- Rale Charges Charges Charges Price
No Supplier Name Localion Poinl Mode  Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) {($/Ton) ($/fon)  ($/Ton) ($Ton) ($/Ton) (8Ton) ($/Ton) (#/Ton)  (¥/Ton)
fa) () (c) {d) (e) n (9) h) 0] M {k} {m) (n {0) (p) {a)

inlerocean Coal Salas Ldc

L15000-T14L0-49d

999, IM, 45 Cartagena. S A
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
1.

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY
Report for; Mo. Junc 2006

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submiited on this Form
2. Repacling Comgpany:. Flordda Powes Corporalion Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678
wicDullie Coal Ternminat

3 Flani Moame:

5. Signature of Official Submltling Reporl

Q}AM A /)4/ Ny

James A. ing“/Reguiated Back Office Maﬁ%g”er' —
:

6. Dale Compleled: Augus! 11, 2006

) Nevs
_ Form intended Qriginal Old F.O.B.
Line Monlh Ptanl Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Piant Reason tor
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppher Number  (lons) No, Title Value Value Price Revision
() {b) (c) (d) {e) N (9) Wy 0] G 3] 0 (m)
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY QF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repert for; Mo. June 2006 4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlact

Person Concerning Data Subnilited on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6360

2. Reporling Company. Florlda Power Corporalion
3. Plani Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

5. Signa\ure.SlOfﬁcial Submitling Reporl

Q\ gl /'Q ,/Zf [~ o

James A. King/- Regulated Back Office ManBger

6. Date Completed: Augus! 11, 2006

Total
Effecliva Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Received Coal Quality ]
] Transpor- Purchase tallpn Plant  Percenl Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase lation Price Cost Price Suifur  Contenl Ash  Moisture
No Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton)  (8/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) @ (h) (i) U} (k) 0] (m)
1 Central Coal Cempoany 0, WV, 39 MTC B 21,1472 i | $62.35 0.73 12.426 11,18 6.32
2 CoalMarkeling Company Lid 999, IM, 45 MTC o8B 77,787 $67.33 0.59 11,784 761 10.89
3 Glenzoro Lid 999 1M, 45 MTC oB 72,355 $59.48 0.50 11,355 7.48 11.66
4 Quasare Coul Inlernalional NV 999, 1M, 50 MTC 08 42,525 $70.23 0.64 13,298 5,24 6.47
5 Wanawha Risae Terminals Ine 8. WV, 19 MTC a8 17,722 $73.34 0.65 12,536 11.00 6.14
B Wanmwha River Terminols Ing 8, wv, 39 MTC B 33,488 $72.76 0.65 12,424 11.57 6.67
7 Keyslone induslaes 1L1.C 8, Wv, 39 S 0B 15,822 $74.68 0.73 12,966 7.76 7.42
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1.

Report for: Mo. June 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl

Person Concerning Data Submilted on thls Form
Jon Pulnarm - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Officlal Submilling Report

N

A 7 I~a

James A‘.lylng - Regulated Back Olﬁcgﬁﬂanager

6. Dale Compleled: Augusl 11, 2006

Reltro-
F.0.B.  ShortHsul  Orlginal actlve Quality  Effeclive
) Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl-  Purchase
Line . ] Purchase Price Charges Price Ing(Dec) Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons ($/Ton) (S/Ton) (8/Ton) ($/Ton)  (&/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) {c) (d) (e) n (9) (h) ® ® {k) )
1 Cenwral Cosl Company 8, WV,39 MTC 21172 i% S $0.00 ¥ $0.00 i -
2 Coa! Markeling Company Lid 999, IM, 45 MTC 77,787 $0.00 $0.00
J Glencore Lid 999, IM, 45 MTC 72,355 $0.00 $0.00
4 Guasare Coal Inlernalional NV 999, IM, 50 MTC 42,525 $0.00 $0.00
5 Kanawha Rlvar Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 MTC 17,722 $0.00 $0.00
6 Kanawha River Tarminais Inc 8, Wv, 39 MTC 33,488 $0.00 $0.00
7 Keyslone Indusiries LLG 8, Wv, 39 S 15,822 % $0.00 $0.00
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Repor! for: Mo. June 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Planl Name: Transler Facilily - IWT

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form

Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-6368

5. Signaly
O 2

of Official Submitling Reporl

oy

James A. Ksﬁé - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Complaled: August 11, 2006

Addltional
Effeclive Shorthaul Olher River Trans- O¢ean Olher Other Transpor- 00
Transpor- Purchase & Loading ‘Rall Ral Barge leading Barge Waler Related lalion Plai
Ling Shipplng tation Price Chergas Rals Charges Rolte Rate Rale Charges  Cherges Charyes Pricy
Ho. Supplier Name Point Moda Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {S/Ton) (/Ton) ($/Ton) {§/Ton) (S/Ton} {3{Ton) {31Ton) ($/Ton) {S/Ton)
(a) (o) (c) (d) (e) (n (9) (h) [0} i3] (k) 0} (m) (n) (o) (v} {a}
1 Cenlret Coal Company 8, WV, 39 winilrade Oack. WV B 21,172 N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A 562.3%
2 Coal Markeling Company LId 999, IN, 45 Colombin. S.A. OB 77,787 NIA NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A $67.33
2 Glencore Lid. 999, IM, 45 Calenturitas, 5.A. o8 72,355 ‘NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $59 418
4 Guasare Coal Internalional N 999, IM. 50 Paso Diablo, S A. 08 42,525 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $70.23
5 Kanawha River Terminals inc 8, WV, 39 #Manmel Dok, WV B 17,722 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $73.34
6 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV 8 3J.488 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/& 872.76
7 Keystone industries LLC 8, WV, 39 Winilrede Dock. WV OB 15,822 NIA NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A $74.50
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report lor: Mo. June 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florido Power Corporalion

3 Plamt Name: Teansfer Facitily - IMT

MONTHLY -REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Teilephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerping Dala Submilted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Slgnalure of Official Submilling Repori

C&,\, ,'/;2/ ():l ”"\9/’/

James A. K}'r‘r - Regulaled B

ack O

Hice Manager

6. Date Completed: Augusl 11, 2006

New
, Form Intended Original Old ) F.O.B.
Line Month Ptant Generating Line Volume Form Column Oid New Piant Reason lor
No. Reporled Namo Plani Supplier Number  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revislon
(a} (b) {c) {d) (e) n (g) (h) (@) o (k) 0 (m)
1 5/06 Transfer Facility - IMT Coallra(!e 2 3,330 2 (j) Percent Sulter Q.41 0.35 Quality Adjusiment
2 5/06  Transler Facilily - IMT Coaltrade 2 3,330 2 {k) BTU Content. 8,585 4.806 Quality Adjustment
3 5/0G  Transfer Facillly - IMT Coaltrade 2 3,330 2 (1) Percenl Ash 6.65 6.29 Quality Adjustiment
4 5106 Transler Facility - IMT Coallrade 2 3,330 2 {m) Percen! Moislure 27.84 27 00 Quality Adjustment
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2
1. Repor for: Mo. July 2006

2. Raporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contacl

Person Conceming Dala Submilted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analysl

8 ¥ EC \F‘ ED 5. (:::ai:?:::mclal Submitting Report
CONFIDENTIAL Qs K™

Jamas A/King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Complsted: September 11, 2006

Tolal
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. | "As Received Coal Quality ]
) Transpor- Purchase tallon Planl  Percent  Blu  Percent Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tatlon Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (d} (®) 0 (@ () (0] 0 (k) n
1 Intervcean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC o8B

975000-TdL0-ddd

40,621 GNNNENNINR 35095 057 11,507 564 1160
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suLo J £2% 9002

NQIYXT WOSUBS " 11eq0Yd

__._ON

(01-ST)

TE-1000L0 "ON 333200



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Reportfor: Mo. July 2006
2. Reporilng Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Planlt Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT-OF COST AND QUALITY OF CQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

Effeclive Transpor- F.O.B. |

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concemling Data Submitted on thls Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6268

5. 3nalure of Officlal Submitting Report

b . K™

Ws A. King - Regulated Back Qffice Manager

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006

Total

As Received Coai Gluality ]

) Transpor- tation Plant  Percent - Blu Percent Percen!
Line ] Mlng Purchase tation Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Molsture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (3/Ton)  (3Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) {d) (e) U] G}] [0} @ (k) ()] (m)
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC B i $63.16 0.71 12,339 11.96 5.85
2 Guasare Coal Internalionsl NV 999, IM, 50 MTC 0B $70.18 0.56 13,077 7.29 5.66
3 Kanawha River Tarminals Inc. 8. wWv, 39 MTC a

LTS000-14L0-49d

$73.12 0.65 12,349 1162 7.03

907 10 601 9584
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR.ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY
T Repartion Rl July 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6366

2. Reparling Company: Florida Power Gorperation

3. Plant Name: Cryslai River 1 & 2

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report
ti)('f'-.ii":l:f-iD (}Mﬂ 7&(/)’/
i i e Jamesy. King - Regulated Back Office Manager
CONFIDENTIAL

6. Date Comploted: Seplember 11, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ A Recelved Coal Quallty |
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percent Btu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase lation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Molsture
No Supplier Name Location Type Mate- Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) ) (c) (d) () U] (g) ) 0} 0} (x) m (m)
1 Alllance MC Mining 8,KY,195 LTC UR $70.24 0.80 12,543 8.93 7.41
2 Aipha Coal Sales Co, LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR $71.52 0.95 12,760 9.90 5.16
3 BaW Resources inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR $79.20 0.98 12,146 11.35 6.09
4 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR $73.16 1.04 12,408 11.01 540
5 Consol Energy Inc 8, Ky, 119 MTC UR $61.35 1.10 ~ 12,480 9.57 6.66
6 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR $78.57 1.0 12,176  11.43 7.29
7 Magsey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR $88.97 0.74 12,524 10.73 7.18
8 Massey Ulilily Sutes Company 8, wWv, 81 MTC UR $60.22 1.05 12,736 11.54 5.53
9 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR $75.34 0.99 13,161 7.61 4.6
10 Transler Facllity N/A N/A GH §79.65 0.66 11,830 8.78 10.51

876000-14L0-43d

90730011 98ed
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report lor: Mo. July 2006 4, Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concernlng Dala Submitted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

2. Repaoding Company: Florlda Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 & 5

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report

Qe 2. King™

Jamss‘A.Mng.- Regulated Back Offica Manager

6. Date Completed: Septembar 11, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Recelved Coal Guality 1
) Transpor- Purohass lallon Plant  Percent Btu Parcent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Contenl Ash  Moisture
No. Supplier Nams Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) (3/Ten) (&Ton) (%) (Btuflb) (%) (%)
®) (b} () @ (e) @ @ m o0 ] (U
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC UR 10,483 ; £ $90.07 077 12.491 9.61 6.14
2 Amvaest Coal Sales 8, KY, 67 S UR 11,057 $89.42 0.71 12,515  11.02 5.60
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 21,408 $67.18 0.66 12,545 11.08 5.66
4 Consleligtion Energy Commodilles Group Inc 8, KY, 193 S UR 11,162 $87.61 0.75 12,526 11.00 5.41
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 15,847 $94.64 073 12,698 11.79 5.38
6 Transfer Facillly N/A N/A GB 24,7590 $64.07 0.54 11,509 5.61 11.62
7

Transler Facilily N/A N/A GB 225,774 i $75.99 0.67 12,000 7.78 9.90

625000-14L0-44d

907J0 111 8%=4
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FPSC FORM NQO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Powar Corporatlon

J. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Namse, Title and Telephone Number of Contac!
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Buslness Flnancial Analysl
(919) 646-6368

5. Slgnaturs of Official Submitting Report

Qe . Xiry™

Jauﬁﬁil\., King - Reguiated Back Office Manager

6. Date.Complated: September 11, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Orliginal aclive Quality  Effeclive
) Mine & Loading Invoite Pricer Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Price Increases  Price ments Price
No. Suppller Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) {$/Tan} (3/Ton) ($/Tor)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
@) {b) (c) (d) (e) U] @ ) 0} o) (k) 0}
1 Interocean Coal Sates Ldc 999, M, 45  MTG 40,821 i i $0.00 pMRMBANE: $0.00 } - i

0€6000-T4L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006 4. Nams, Title and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
2. Reporting Company: Florida Powser Corporation Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

(910) 546-6368

Lo T S PECIF‘ED 5. Signature of Qfficial Submitting Report
CONFIDENTIAL 2 L

Janigs A. King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completad: September 11, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B. Short Hau! Original acllve Quality Effeclive
) Mine & Loading Involce Price Bass AdJust-  Purchase
Line ) Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dac) Price manty Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Tan) {$/Ton) ($3/Ton)  ($/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) ) (c} (d) (e} (U] (¢}] (h) [0] ) (k) (i)
1 Central Coal Company 8.Wv, a9 MTC 25,541 i \ % é
2 Guasarag Coal Imernational NV 989, IM, 50 MTC 48,366
3 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC 41,116
d
gl
I
<
NS |
r
&
<O
O
O
[
w
—

sauog £Zv 900¢

907 J0 €11 2384
"ON HQIXJ WOosurS ] Hagqoy

19-1000L0 "ON 12200

(01-sTY)



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporatlon

J. Planl Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND. QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

4, Name, Tite and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on thls Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Officlal Submiting Reporl

Qw«/,l?’%»,/

Jamesﬁ. King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Dale Completed: Seplember 11, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Original aclive Quallty  Effeciive
Mine & Loading Involce Price Base AdJust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase- Price Charges Price Inc(Dac) Price ments Piice
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) {d} (o) ® (@ Q) U] 1} (k) 0]
1 Allianca MC Mining 8,KY,195 LTC 9,906 ' $0.00 Z 50,00 i
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC 30,433 $0.00 $0.00
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC 10,015 $0.00 $0.00
4 B&W Resourcos Inc 8, KY,51 MTC 20,8456 $0.00 $0.00
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, Ky, 119 MTC 59,926 $0.00 $0.00
6 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 41,868 $0.00 $0.00
7 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 8, WV, 8 MTC 3,618 $0.00 $0.00
8 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 81 MTC 9,909 $0.00 $0.00
9 Sequaia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC 31,811 $0.00 $0.00
10 Transfer Facliity N/A N/A 6,962 $0.00 $0.00

CES000-T4L0-d4d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1.

Report for: Mo. July 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
" ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Numbar.of Contact
Parson Conceming Data Submiited. on this Form
2. Repoding Company: Florida Power Gorporation Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
\ ] - (919) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & S SPEC‘F‘ED
A : L 5. Signature of Officlal Submiliting Report
CONFIDENTIA Qud- Vg™
’ James Wlng - Regulaled’Back Office Manager
6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006
Retro-
F.0.B. ShortHauli  Original aclive Quality  Effective
) Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line ) Mine Purchase Price Chaiges Price Inc(Dec)  Piice ments Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlion Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) {3/Ton)
(2) (b) (c) (d) (o) {h) 0 [i)] - (K)- {1).
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC $0.00 § k  $0.00 : i
2 Amvest Coal Sales 8, KY, 67 MTC $0.00 $0.00
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8. KY, 195 MTC $0.00 $0.00
4 Conslellation Energy Commodhies Group Inc 8, KY, 193 S $0.00 $0.00
5 Massey Utility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC $0.00 $0.00
6 Transfer Facility NIA NIA $0.00 $0.00
7 Transler Facillty N/A N/A

££5000-T14L0-d9d

$0.00 $0:00 ¥
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

1.

2. Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporation

3. Planl Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

Report for: Mo. July 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CQAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nams, Title and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form

SP E CI F | ED (i,‘;'; )Péféi"é E;ﬂBusiness Financlai Analyst
CONFIDENTIAL

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report

Oper AP

Wes A. King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: Seplembar 11, 2006

Additional
Elfective Shorthaul Other River Trans- Qcean Other Other Transpor- F.0.0
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rall Barge Joading Barge Walesr Related tation Plant
Llne Mine Shipplng tation Price Charges: Rate Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Suppller Name Locallon Polnt Mode Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (%/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) ®) () {d) (a) (f) {g) (h) (i) 0 (k) 0} (m) (n) (o) (P} (a)
1 Interocoan Coal Sales Ldc 999, iM, 45 Carlagena, S.A. oB 40,821 N/A N/A. N/A N N/A N/A N/A i

y£S000-T14L0-44d
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FP5C FORM NO., 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concsrning Data Submltted on this. Form

Jon Putnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst

(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report

4

6. Date Completed:; Sepiember 11, 2006

A
Jaﬂs A. King - RegulatedBack Office Manager

Additlonal
Effeclive Shorthaut Other River Trans- QOcean Other Othor Yranspor- r OB
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rali Rall Barge {oading Barge Water Related {ation Plani
'L\‘lnu ) ShIpPlng tatlon Piice Chargas Rate Chatges Rate Rale Rate Charges  Charges Chargos Pilco
0. Supptier Name Paint Mode Tons {§$/Ton) {3/Ton) {3/Ton) {$/Ton) {${Ton) (STon) {$/Ton} ($rTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} {$/Ton)
(a) (&) (< (d) (e} (f) @) (hy (0] 0 (k) 0 (m) (n (0 ()] (a)
1 Cenlral Coat Company 8, WV, 39 Winilrede Dack. WV B 25,541 N/A NIA N/A j N/A N/A N/A
2 Guasare Coal Internalional NV 999, IM, 60 Paso Diablo, S.A, oB 48,366 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
J Kanawha River Termlnals Inc. B8, WV, 39  Marmet Dock, WV B 41,116 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reportfor: Mo. July 2006 4. Name, Tltis and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conoeming Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst

) (919) 546-6368

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 18 2

SP EC! FlE D 8. Signature of OMiclal Submliting Report
CONF‘ DENT!AL James-A%;::J ﬁgu(at;zfla;ck Office Manager

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporation

Additional
Efeclive Shorthaut Othar River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.0.8
) Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rait Barge {oading Barge Water Related talion Plan
L . Mina Shipping tatlon Prca Charges Rate Charges Rals Rate Rate Charges Charges  Charges Pilca
No. Supplier Name Locallon Polat Moda Tons {$(Ton) ($/Ton) {$Ton} {§/Ton} {$/Ton} ($/Ton) {S/Ton} {3/Ton) (3/Ton) (3/Ton) (S/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) Q)] (g} ) M @) (k) ® (m) (n) (0) P) (q)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8.KY,195  Scotts Branch, KY UR @ NA il NIA N/A NIA NIA A 579.24
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8. KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $71.52
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 Resource, KY UR NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $79.20
4 B8W Reasources Inc B, KY.,51 Resource, KY UR N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 573.16
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119  Mousle, KY UR NA N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA $61.35
6 Massey Ullilly Sales Company 8, KY, 195 Golt, KY UR N/A NA NIA N/A N/A N/A $78.57
T Massay Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, § Sylvasler, WV UR N/A N/A N/A /A N/A N/A $88.97
8 tassay Utliity Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Goals, WV UR KA N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A 180.22
9 Sequoia-Energy LLC 8. KY, 95 Bardo, KY ur N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A §75.34
10 Teansfor Eacllity N/A Plaquemlnes, Pa GB N/A N/A NIA i# » ~/A $79.65
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

J. Plant Name. Crystal River 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALJTY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submiltted on thls Form

Jon Putnam - Business Flnancial Analyst

(819) 546-6368

5, Slgnature of Officlal Submltting Report

CONFIDENTIAL AT

Jama;/A. King - Regulatdd Back Ofllce Manager

6. Dale Completed: September 11, 2006

Additional
Efigcliva Shorthaul Other River Trans- Qcasn Other Clher Transpoi- F.0.06.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rali Rall Barge loading Barge Water Roialod talion Planl
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rale Charges Rate Rata Rals Charges  Charges Charges Prico
No. Suppller Namg Locallon Palnt Mode Tona {$Ton} {$/Ton) {¥Ton) (§/Ton) {$/Ton) {3/Ton) (3/Ton) (3/Ton) {8/Ton) (3/Ton) {3Ton)
@ ©) (c) (d) (e) ® (9) () M 1 k) m () (n) (o) (q)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195  Scolls Branch, KY UR 10,483 | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $90.07
2 Amves\ Coal Sales 8, KY, 67 Fola, WV UR 11,057 N/A N/A N/A, N/A N/A N/A $89.42
3 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 Damwon Fork, KY UR 21,408 N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $67.18
4 Consleltation Energy Commoditios Grc 8, KY, 193  Charene, KY UR 11,162 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $87.51
5 Massey Ulility Sates Company B, WV, 5  Sylvaster, WV UR 15,847 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $94.64
6 Transler Facility N/A Moblle, AL GB 24,750 i N/A N/A N/A ; NiA $64 07
7 Transter Facility NIA Plaquemines. PA GB 225,774 i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $75.99
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FPSC FORM NQ, 423-2C

1. Reporn for: Mo. July 2006
2. Reporting Company. Florida Power Corporatlen

3. Plant Name; MMcDulfie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nama, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Officlal Submitling Report

SPECIFIED s

CONFIDENT'AL Jalss A. King - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006

New
' Form Intended Origlnal Oid F.0.8.
IE;ne Month Plant Generaling Une Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Reason for
0. Reported Name Plant Suppiler Number  (tons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
(a) (L) (c) (d) (e) (0] (@) h) 0] 0 (k) 0] (m)
------ NONE-----
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reponr for: Ma. July 2006

2. Reporting Company:

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

Florida Power Corporation

MONTHLY REPORT QF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORJIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person. Conceming Data Submitied on this Form
Jan Putnam - Businaess Flnanclal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Officlal Submitling Report

Jamﬁ'k King - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006

New
Form Intended Original Old F.O0.8.
blne Month Plant Generatlng Line Volume Form - Column Old New Piant Reason for
0. Reported Name Plant Suppller Number  (lons) No, . Tile Value Value Price Revision
(@ (b) (c) {d) (e) ) (g} (h) M (m)
1 4/06  Transfer Facility - IMT  Central Coal Company 1 26,468 2 () Tons Gorrection lo Tons
2 4/06  Transfer Facilily - IMT Coal Markeling Company 2 50,402 2 () Tons Correclion to Tons
3 4/06  Transler Facillly - IMT Guasare Coal Internalfonal NV 3 95,059 2 (N Tons Correclion o Tons
4 5/06  Transfer Facliity - IMT Coallrade 2 3,522 2 (N Tons Correction to Tons
S 5/06  Transfer Facillly ~ IMT Coallrads 2 3.522 2A (k) Quatily Adjustments Quality Price Adjusiment
)
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FPS5C FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. July 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Planlt Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

{919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilling Roport

e 2 Wnp—

James AJfIng - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completlad: Seplember 11, 2006

New
_ Form Intended Qriglnal Old F.0.8.
Line  Monlh Plant Generating Line Volume Fom Coluran QOid New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plan! Supplier Number  (tons) No. Tive Value Vaiue Price Revlsion
@ @ (© ) (®) n (@ ) [0 0 ()
1 2006 CR 182 CR 182 Consol Energy Inc 3 76,596 2 (J) Percenl Sulfec Quallty Adjusiment
2 206 CR 182 CR 142 Consal Enargy Inc 3 76,596 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $80.71 Qualily Price Adjusiment
3 2/06 CR 182 CR 1&2  Consol Energy Inc 4 19,384 2A (k).Quallty Adjustments $80.76 Quality Price Adjusimenl
4 2106 CR 182 CR 182  Massey Utliity Sales Company S 48,426 28 () Other Rall Charges $75.61 Correclion lo Rale
‘,? 510G CR 1&2 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLG 1 20,603 2A (})-Quality Adjustments $70.95 Quality Price Adjusiment
6 5/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 9,910 2A () Quality-Adjustments $69.09 Qualily Price Adjustment
7 5/05 CR 182 CR 182 B&W Reeources Inc. 3 20,079 28 (/) Other Ralt Charges $77.55 Correcllon to Rala
8 5/08 CR1&2 CR 1&2  B&W Resourcss tnc. 4 21,123 2B (/) Other Rall Charges $71.54 Correclion to Rote
9 5/06 CR 182 CR 182 Consol Energy Inc 5 61,764 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $79.72 Quality Prlce Adjuslment
10 5106 CR18&2 CR 182  Consol Enargy Inc 6 29,146 2A (k) Quallty Adjustmants $81.72 Quality Prlca Adjustment
1 5/06 CR 1&2 CR1&2  Consol Energy Inc 7 20,232 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments $79.72 Qualy Price Adjusiment
12 5/06 CR 182 CR 182 Soquola Engrgy LLC 11 20,062 28 ()} Other Rall Gharges $72.12 Correction 1o Rale
13 6/06 CR 182 CR 182 Transfer Facllty 7 16,126 2C (f) FOB Mine Price $53.11 Correction lo Rale
kg
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FPSC FORM NO, 423-2C

1. Repod for: Mo. July 2006

2. Reporting Company: Flornida Power Corporalon

3. Plant Nama: Crystal River 41 & §

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

SPECIFIED

CONFIDENTIAL

4. Nams, Tille and Telgphane Number of Contacl
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Report

Ty

Janﬁé A. King - Regulaled Back Office Manager

6. Date Completled; September 11, 2006

New
A Form lntendgd Orlglnal Old F.O0.B,
Line Month Plant Generating Line Volume Form Column Qld New Plant Reason {or
No. Reported Name Plant Suppiler Number  (tons) No. Title Valus Valua Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (9) ) n (9) h) 0] 0] (m)
1 4706 CR 18&5 CR 485 Transter Facllity 6 194,188 2A {f) FOB Mins Price $68.30 Correction o Rale
2 6/06 CR 485 CR 485 Conslellation Energy Commodities Group Inc 4 11,159 2A (k) Qualily AdJustments $83.60 Qualily Price Adjustment
3 6/06 CR 485 CR 485 Massey Ultlity Sales Company 5 41,430 2B

1$5000-1420-44d

{}} Other Rall Charges

$89.24 Correclion lo Rate
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ATTACHMENT C

Docket No. 070001-EI

Progress Energy Florida, Inc, Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-10)
Docket No. 060001-EI 2006 423 Forms

Page 124 of 206
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

L T g
1. Reportfor: to. August 2006 4. Names, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact S A R TR

Person Concerning Data Submilited on this Form
2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporallon Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(819) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

5. Signature of Officlal Submiting Report

Qe 2 Ying”

James AOklng - Regulated Back affice Manager

6. Dale Completed: October 10, 2008

Total
Effeclive Transpor- F.0.8. f As Recaived Coal Quanly |
Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant  Percenl Bty Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase ‘tation Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Molsture
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($fTon)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (d) (e) ) (g) (h) (0] 0 (k) 0 (m)
1 tmerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, 1M, 45  MTC 0B 86,968 i )

$54.44 0.50 11,581 5.27 12.02

)
) n O
™ o ©
&S] [N
' — a
< SIS
~1 W W
] o
- ””gﬁ
! 3e]
o - -
= 5
w
N
W

(01-ST)~ ON NQIYxd Wosueg " Heq0Y

19-1000L0 "ON 19320d



FPSC FORM NQO. 423-2

1 Raportlor Mo August 2006

2. Reporling Company: Floridda Power Corposation

3. Plant Name: Cryslat River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE.AND AS: RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Teiephone Number of Caontact
Person Concerning Dala Submitled on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Flnancial Analyst
(919) 546-6366

5. Signatlure of Official Submilting Report

Qo 2 Y

- James /V(ing - Regulated Badl{ Office Manager

¢. Date Completed: QOctobnr 10, 2006

.. Total
Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Recelved Coal Qually |
Transpor- Purchase  lation Planl  Percent Blu Parcent Percent
Line Mine Purchase lation Rrice. Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Molslure
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons - ($rTan)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Blurib) (%) (%)
@) (b) (c) (d) () U] (o) : U] i) (k) 0 (m}
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8,KY, 119 MTC UR 10,722 $76.36 080 12700 968 575
2 B&W Resousces inc 8. KY. 51 MTC UR 10,469 $82.15 0.90 12,362 11.57 -5.20
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY,51 MTC UR 10,800 $76.17 0.96 12,318 11.70 4.81
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 46,693 $86.36 0.98 12,523 9.62 6.20
5 Conslsllation Energy Commaoditles Inc. B, VA, 105 s UR 3,200 $86.42 0.77 12,829 7.34 5.95
6 Massey Utility Sales Company 8, WV, & MTGC UR 1,076 -$83.25 0.75 12,322 12.82 6.03
7 wassey Ulility Sales Company 8, wv, a1 MTC UR 10,161 $83.20 0.86 12,952 9.60 6.02
8 Sequuia Enorgy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR 19,830 $78.60 1.02 13,220 7.99 3.83

9%5000-14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
QRIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. August 2006 4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Persan Concerning Data Submilled on lhis Form
Jon Putnsm - Business Flnanclal Analysl

(919) 546-6368

7. Repoding Company: Florida Pawer Corporallon

3. Planl Name: Crysial River 4 & 5
5, Signature of Officlal Submitting Report

Qam 2 Yoo~

James A. K['Db - Regulated Back Offiad Manager

6. Dale Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

Total
Effaclive Transpor- F.0.B. | ‘As Racelved Coal Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase tatlion Plamt  Perceont Blu Percont Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Gasl Price Sulfur  Conlent Ash  Molslure
No. Suppller Name Logcation Type Moda Tons ($/Ton)  ($/Ton}  (8/Ton) (%) (Blu/ib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (¢} ()} (8) n @ (h) G} [0} (k) ) (m)
1 Aliiance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC UR 48,940 ‘ §90.35 071 12,641 904  6.60
2 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 21,686 $64.13 0.73 12,798 9.90 5.08
J Constellalion Enargy Commodilles Group Inc 8, WV, 45 S UR 10,933 $85.26 0.7 12,209 11.64 6.51
4 Conslellation Energy Commoditles Group Inc 8, WV, 45 S UR 9,909 $85.08 0.64 12,155 12.60 7.68
5 Constellation Energy Commaditles Group Inc 8. VA, 105 S UR 5,604 355;02 0.77 12,820 7.34 5.95
6 Massey Utiilly Sates Company 8, WV, & MTC UR 34,641 $91.58 0.72 12,573 12.62 5.07
7 TYeansler Facllily NIA N/A GB 144,687 $75.20 0.686 12,143 8.18 9.30
8 Transler Facilily N/A NiA GB 103,068 $62‘B1 0.52 11,568 5.36 11.95
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907 J0 £Z1 98ed
STI0 g €74 900

'ON NIQIUXE WOSUES ] 1120y

7
o

(01-STD)

I3-1000L0 ON =320



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report lor. Mo. August 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon

3. Plant Name: McDulfle Coai Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE ANO AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tllle and. Telephone Number of Canlacl

_Person. Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst
{919) 546-6168

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report

R Kirg—

James A K ﬁﬂ - Regulalaed Bad!

6. Date Completed: October 10, 2006

k Ofifce Manager

Relro-
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal aclive Quallly Effeclive
) Mine & Loading Involce Pdce Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line ‘ Mine Purchase Price Charges Prlce Increases  Price mentls Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b} (c) (d) (e} M (a) (h) 0] ) (k) ®
1 Intorocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTGC 86,988 i ) " $0.00 ; ) j

8%$000-T14L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reportior: Mo. Augus! 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facllily - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slignature of Officlal Submilling Report

Qémm R W s

James A. ffing - Regulated Hack Office Manager

6. Date Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

. Retro-
£.0.B.  Short Haul Ofliginsl aclive Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading nvolce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchase Price Chargas Price Inc{Dec) Prica menls Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons ($/Ton) ($rTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (9) ) [} (k) M
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00 $0.00
2 Glencore Lid. 999, IM, 45 MTC . $0.00. $0.00
3 Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 999, M, 50 MTC $0.00 $0.00
4 Kanawha Rlver Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0:00 $0.00
5 Kanawha River Ternmninals Inc, 8, WV, 39 MTC 0 $0.00

6¥5000-T14L0-4dd
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Repori for: Mo. August 2006

2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Nama: Crystal Rlver 1 & 2

Flarlda Power Corporation

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF -CQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND-AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Tetephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concernlng Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Buslness Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5, Slgnature of Officlal Submitling Report

Q(%ﬂ'\z 2. KZ"‘ 4

James (\/Klng - Regulated BackDffice Manager

6. Date Completed: October 10, 2006

Retro-
F.O.B. Short Haul - Orlglnal active Quality Effeclive
Mine & Loading Involce Prce Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Prica ments Price
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons ($/Ton) (Sn"otj) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (8/Tan) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e} () M - 0 (k) U]
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00 ) P
2 B&W Resources inc 8, KY, 51 MTC $0.00
3 B&W Resources inc 8, KY,51 MTC $0.00
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00
5 Constalialion Energy Commodliles Inc. 8, VA, 106 5 $0.00
6 Massey Ulllity Salas Company 8, WV, 5 MTC $0.00
7 tassey Utllity Sales Company 8, WV, 81 MTC 3$0.00
8 Sequola Energy LLC 8, KY, 96 MTC $0.00

065000-T14L0-44d
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FP5C FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reporl{or. Mo. Augusl 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Planlt Name: Cryslal Rlver 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nama, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact

" Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form
Jon Puilnam - Buslness Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Official Submitting Report

Qa2

Jamaes A. Kin

'Regulaled Back Offfce Manager

6. Date Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. ShortHaul  Orlginal aclive Quality  Effecllve
] Mine & Loading lnvolce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Prlce Inc{Dec) Prce ments Price
No. Suppller Name Logallon Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
{a) ) (c) (d) . () {h) 0 0 (k) [0)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC %0.00 " i F
2 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8, KY, 195 MTC $0.00
3 Constallation Energy Commoditles Group Inc 8, WV, 45 S $0.00
4 Constelallon Energy Commodilles Group. Inc 8, WY, 45 S $0.00.
5 Constellation Energy Commodllies Group Inc 8, VA, 105 S $0.00
6 Massay Ulity Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC $0.00
7 Transler Faciilty NIA NIA $0.00
8 Transfar Facility N/A NIA $0.00

[55000-14L0-d3d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. August 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

2. Reportlng Company: Florida Power Corparalion

3. Plant Name: McDuffle Coal Terminal

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form

Jon Pulnam - Business Flnancial Analyst

(919) 546-63608

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report

O 2 Y4

Jamas A Kfr

- Regulaled Back Ol

%ager

6. Date Compleled: October 10, 2006

Additlonal
Effective  Sharthaul Qther River  Trans-  Ocean Qlher Olher Transpor- .08
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rall Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled lalion Planl
Line Mine Shipplng tation Price Charges ‘Rate Chargss Rate Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Suppller Name Location Polnt Mode  Tons (3/Ton) '($ITOn). (¥rron) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton}  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (o) (U] (a) () m 0 ) 0] (m) (n) (0) () (@)
1 Interocaan Coal Salas Ldc 999, IM, 45 Cartagana, S.A. oB 86,908 LGB A NIA N/A N T A /A NIA S s

ZS5000-714L0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28B

1. Report lor: Mo. Augus! 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Transfer Faclity - IMT

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Names, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form

Jon Putnam - Business Flnanclal Analysl

(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Olllcial Submliling Report

Qd/w 2 Jing

James A. Klnq]Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Compleled: Oclober 10, 2006

Addlional
Effective Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Othar Transpor- F.0.8
Tranepor- Purctase & Loading Rall Rall Barge loading Borge Waler Rolaled lalion Plant
Lina Shipping latlon Pirica Charges Rate Chaiges Rale Rote Rale Charges  Charges Chargos Piice
No. Supplier Name Poln( Mode Tong (S/Tom) {$/Ton} ($/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) (/Ton) {3/Tan) {3/Ton) {3/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) () (c) ) (s) (g) (h) N @ (k) 0 (m) (n) (o) (p) ()
1 Cantrat Coal Company 8, WV, 39 Winlirede Dock, WV B i N/A N/A N(A N/A N/A NIA $63.05
2 Gisncore Lid. 999, IM, 45 Ls Jagua, 5./ on ~NIA CNIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $66.13
J Guasare Coal Internalional NV 999, IM, 50 Paso Diablo, S.A. [o/¢] N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $70.38
4 Kanawha River Torminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 Mammet Dock, WV B N/A N/A N{A N/A N/A N/A $72.92
5 Kanawha Rlver Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WV B N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $74.04
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo, August 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning-Data Submilled on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Buginess Flnancial Analyst
{919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Official Submitling Report

Qe 2. Hin g

James Al King - Regulated BackOifice Manager

6. Dale Complated: October 10, 2006

Additlonal
Effeclve Shorlhaut Gther River Trans- Ocean Qlhor Other Transpor- FOB
Transpot- Putchase & Lpadlng Rall Rail Barge "loading Barge Water Related falion Piant
Line Mine Shipping lation Price Chargas Rale Charges Rala Rate Aala Chargas Charges Charges Price
No. Suppliesr Name Locatlon Polnl Mode Tone {3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {S/Ton) (3/Ton} ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (8/Ton) (3/Ton) (3/Toy}
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e} U] (@ {h) () 0 (k) 0] (m) (n) (0) () (a)
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR 10,722 i} NIA | A N/A N/A N/A §76.36
2 B&W Resources inc 8, KY, 61 Resource, KY UR 10,469 N/A. N/A N/A N/A N/A $82.15
3 B8W Resources Inc 8, KY 51 Resource, KY UR 10,800 -NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A 37617
4 Consol Enargy ng, 8, KY, 119 Mousle, KY UR 46,693 NIA N/A NA NIA NA $86.36
5 Consiolalion Energy Commodilles inc. B, VA, 105 Mayllower, VA UR 3,230 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A 585.42
6 Massay Ulillly Saies Company B, WV, 5 Sylvesler, WV UR 1,076 N_IA" N/A N/A N/A NIA $683.25
7 Massey Ullity Sales Company 8, WV, 81 Goals, WV UR 10,161 NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A 383.20
8 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 19,830 NIA NiA N/A NIA NIA $78.60
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2B

1. Report for: Ma. August 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon

3. Piant Name: Crystol River4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tllie and Telephone Number of Conlact
Parsan Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form
Jon Puinam - Buslness Financlal Analyst
{919) 546-6366

5. Slgnaturg gf Official Submilling Report

Joss D Yy

Jamas A, Klqﬂg’- Regulated Back Ofiice Manager

6, Date Completed; October 10, 2006

Addhlonal
Elleclive Shorthaul Olher Rlver Trans- Ocean Qlher Qthoat Transpos- .08,
Transpor- Purchasa & Loading Ral Rall Barge loading Barge Water Rolated tatlon Plamt
Lino Mine Shlpping 1atlon Price Chargos Rale- Charges Rale Relo Rals Charges  Charges Chargos Price
No. Suppller Nama Localion Poinl Mode Tons {§iTon) ($/Ton) {$(Tonj (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Tan} {8/Ton} {$/Ton) {$/Ton) {3/Ton) {3(Ton)
(@) (L) (c) (d) (e) U] (9) (h) L] )] (k) 0} (m) () (0) () (a)
1 Allisnce MC Mining B, KY, 195  Scolls Branch, KY UR 49,940 i} WA : £ NIA N/A NIA N/A NIA ‘ $90.35
2 CAM-Kenlcky LLC 8, KY, 185 Damion Fork, KY UR 21,686 NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $64.13
3 Conslellatlon Enargy Commodlties Gre 8, WV, 45 Charlene, KY UR 10,933 NI N/A N/ N/A N/A N/A $85.26
4 Conslolletion Energy Commodilies Gre 8, WV, 456 Chailene, KY UR 9,909 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $85.08
§ Conslellatlion Energy Commadilies Grc 8, VA, 105  Charlens, KY UR 6,664 - N/A N/IA N/A N/A N/A NIA $05.02
G Massey Ulllity Sales Company 8, WV, 5  Sylvester, WV UR 34,641 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A $91.50
7 Transfer Faclilty N/A Mabile, AL GB 141,687 N/A N/A N/a N/A $75.20
8 Transler Facilily N/A Plaquemines, PA GB 103,868 - NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A $62.81
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
QRIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repori for: Mo. August 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

2. Reporllng Company: Florida Power Corporalion
3. Plant Name: McDulfie Coal Terminal
5. Slgnalure of Official Submilling Reporl

Oere R Vo g

James A. Kin# Regulaled Back Offich Manager

6. Date Complsted: Oclober 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Original Old F.0.0.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Oid New Plani Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Number  (fong) .. No. Tille Value Value Prlce Revision
(a) {b) (c) () (e) ) ()] (h) U] 1) () 0 {(m)
1 3/06  Trans Fac - McDuflle Inlerocean Coal Sales L.OC 1 5_(].234 " T2 () Percent Suifur 11,504 11,582 Quuality Adjustment
2 3/06  Trans Fac - McDuffle Interocean Coal Sales LDC n 58,234 2 {k] BTU Content 5.94 5.32 Quality AdJustment
3 3/06  Trans Fac - McDulfle interocean Coal Sales LDC 1 . 58,234 -v- 2 (1y Percent Ash 12.34 12.37 Qualily AdJustmuent
4 3/08  Trans Fac - McDulffie Inlerocean Coal Sales LDC 1 . 58,234 ,. 2 {m) Perconl Molslure 0.67 0.66 Quality Adjustmont
2
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. Augusl 2006

2. Reporting Company:

" 3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT

Florlda Powst Corporalion

MONTHLY REPQRT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4., Namse, Tllla and Telephone Number of Contact
Parson Congcerning Dala Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Buslness Financlal Analysl

(919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Official Submitling Report

Dare 2 Yoo g

James A. Kl({}{- Regulaled

Back Oflic@’Manager

6. Dale Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

New
) Form Intended Orlginal Old F.0.B.

L'lne Monlh Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor
No. Reported Name Plani Suppller Number  (tons) No. Title Valus Value Price Revislon
(a) () (c) (d) (e) U] (9) (h) 0] G (k) 0} (m)

1 2/06  Transfer Facllily - IMT IKanawha River Terminals Inc 4 18,612 2 (j) Percent Sulfur 0.67 _0.66 Quality Adjuslment
2 2106 Transler Facillty - IMT Guasare Coal Internailonal NV 3 . 47,039 ... 2B (I} Transloading Rale i ) $ 42.25 Correcilon o Rate
J 6/06  Transfer Facility - IMT Glencore Lid 3. 72,355 28 () Transloading Ralte ©: & 09.44 Correctlon o Rale
% *

£65000-14L0-43d

907 j0 L] 28eg

l\)r;g
S68
QO“O
(Ol
SO o
]
l_u'(—‘z
8'1(/).0
s\3

[w)
gz 3
[%]

3 s
o
7w
S
gt
2.
2z
o

(01-sT9)



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report lor: Mo. August 2006 4. Name, TlUe and Telephone Number of Contacl

Person Concerning Dala Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam ~ Business Financlal Analys!
{919) 546-2678

2. Reporling Company; Florida Power Corporalldn
3. Plant Name: Crystal Rlver 1 & 2

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report

Qe 2. Py

James A.lﬁﬁng - Regulated Bac-Office Manager

6. Date Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Orlglnal Oid F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Ling Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppiler Numiber  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Ravision
(a) (L) (©) ) (0) n (9) th) 0 U] (m)
1 1106 CR 182 CR 142  Massay Ulilty Sales Company 6 49,003 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $75.26 Quallty Price Adjusiment
2 2106 CR 182 CR 182 Massey Ullllly Sales Company 5 48,426 2A (k) Quality Adjustmaenls $75.28 Quality Price Adjuslment
3 2/06 CR 182 CR 182 Maygsay Wlillty Salas Company 6 9,204 2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments $77.71 Quality Price Adjuskment
4 3/06 CR 1&2 CR 1842  Massay Ulillty Salas Campany 3 60,663 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments $76.12 Quality Price Adjustment
5 4/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Massay Ulillty Sales Company 6 50,376 2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments $77.02 Quallty Price: Adjustmen!
o 4/36 CR 182 CR 182 Massay Ulllity Sales Company 7 8,850 ' 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenls $84.99 Quality Price Adjusiment
7 4/06 CR 142 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc. 4 3,711 28 (}) Other Rall Charges $72.05 Correction lo Rala
8 4/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Massey Ulillty Sales Company 6 50,376 - 28 {}) Other Rall Charges $77.02 Correction lo Rale
9 5/06 CR 182 CR 1&2  Massey Wility Satas Company 8 39,989 2A {R) Quality Adjusimants $77.49 Qually Price Adjuslment
10 5/06 CR 182 CR1&2  Massaey Utility Sales Company 9 9,993 2A (k) Quailly Adjuslments '$80.76 Quallly Price Adjuslment
11 5/06 CR 182 CR 182 Massay Ulillly Sales Company 10 19,068 2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments $84.15 Quailty Price Adjusiment
12 5/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Translor Faclilly 12 23,294 2A (f) FOB Mine Prico $69.72 Correclion o Price
13 6/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2  Massay Ulility Sales Company 5 30,607 - 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments $79:09 Qually Price Adjusiment
14 6/06 CR 182 CR 1&2  Massoy Ulllity Sates Company 6 9,259 2A {k) Qualily Adjustmenls $82.06 Quailty Price Adjustment
15 7/06 CR 182 CR 182  Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30,433 2 {) Percent Sullur . Quailly Adjusiment v r
16 7/0G CR 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30.433 2 (k) BTY Conlent 12,760 12,717 Quality Adjustmeni ja © 8‘
17 7/0G CR 182 CR 1&2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30,433 2 (1) Percent Ash 9.90 9.91 Quiality Adjustment i i %
18 7106 CR 182 CR 182  Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30,433 2 (m) Percent Moislure Quallty Adjusiment 27 DD ey
19 7106 CR 182 CR 182  Sequold Energy LL.C 9 31,6811 28 () Olher Rall Charges $75.35 Correclion o Rate e g :
20 7106 CR 1&2 CR 142 Cunsol Enargy Inc 2 76,896 2C (k) Quality Adjusimenis $80.16 Quallly Price Adjushnent h o ch
2V 7006 CR182  CR182  Consol Energy Inc 3 19,384  2C .. (K).Quality Adjustments 580.21 Quallly Price Adjustment =g 2
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report (or: Mo. Augusl 2006

2. Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporation

3. Planl Name:. Crystal River4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

=~
.'_. =
-
—

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Congcerning Data Submlitted on thls Form
Jon Putham - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Official Submilting Report

Q‘,’l/w A 7/”«72/

James A. }t()'ﬁg - Regulated Back Office Manager

6. Date Completed: Oclober 10, 2006

New
Form Intended Original Old F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generallng Line Volume Form Column Old New ~ Plant Reason lor
No. Reported Name Plant Suppller Number  (lons) No. Tlie Value Value Price Revislon
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 0] (@) h) 0] [1)] (k) 0 (m)
1 1/06 CR 485 CR 485  CAM-Kenlucky LL.G 2 39,923 . 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments ’ £ $59.56 Quallly Price Adjusiment
2 1/06 CR 485 CR 485  Massay Ulillty Sales Company 5 26,057 - 2A (k) Quallty Adjuslmenis $90.81 Quallly Price Adjustment
3 3/06 CR 48&5 CR 485  Massey Ulility Salas Company 8 19,863 - ~."2A™ " (K)yQuallly Adjusiments $88.07 Quallly Price Adjustmant
4 3/06 CR 485 CR 485  Massey Utillly Sales Company- 9 10,623 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenls e ena BB e $87.00 Quality Price Adjusiment
5 4/06 CR 485 CR 485 Massey Ulility Sales -Company 4 77,957 .- 2 (k) BYU Content 12,397 12,392 Quallty Adjusiment
6 4/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 Masseay Ulllity Sales Company 4 77.957 2 . {I) Percent Ash 11.42 11.41 Qualily Adjustment
7 4/06 CR 4845 CR 485 Massoay Ulllity Sales Gempany 4 77,957 2 (m) Percent Molsiure 7.43 7.49 Quallty Adjustment
8 4/06 CR 445 CR 485  Massey Ulliity Sales Company 4 77,957 2A (k) Quallly Adjusimanls i f  $90.68 Qualily Price Acjusiment
9 4/06 CR 485 CR 485  Transler Facllty 5 53,566 - ° 28  (n)OlherWaler Chargas $64.45 Correcllon lo Rale
10 510G CR 4&5 CR 485 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 3 20,252 ZA (k) Quality Adjustmenls $93.14 Quality Price Adjusimeni
11 5106 CR 485 CR 485  Transfer Facllty ] 169,548 2A () FOB Mine Price $68.79 Correclion lo Price
12 6/06 CR 485 CR 485  Massay Ullity Sales Company 5 41,430 “2A (k) Quiality Adjustments §81.68 Quallly Price Adjusimeni
13 G6/06 CR 48&5 CR 4845 Massey UliBty Sales Company 6 10,241 2A (k) Quallly AdJuslments $93.19 Quallly Price Adjustment
14 G/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 Transfer Facllity 7 177,663 2A (f) FOB Mine Price §75.94 Correclion lo Price g o
15 7106 CR 445 CR 485  Amvesl Coal Sales 2 11,057 2B (1) Rall Rate $91.26 Correclion 1o Rate U% 8
16 7106 CR 485 CR 485 Consleltation Energy Commodities Group Inc 4 11,162 28 {J) Other Rail Charges $87.56 Correclion to Rale @ O
17 7/06 CR 4&5 CR 485 Massey Utility Salas Company 5] 15,847 28 (/) Other Ralt Chargos $94.68 Correclion lo Rale " 45
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Ve i Slo Dopterther 20040 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Dala Submitied on lhis Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919} 546-6368
4. Plant Naime: Cryslal River 1 & 2

5. Signature of Official Su millin% Report
; Ol e
Y] E'._Q ‘/O/(./—-)

2. Reporling Company. Fiorida Power Corporalion

\WV\/ L
Janr Ellls - Mgnager Regulated Contracls and Fuel Accounting

2 Date Complatad. Movember 9, 2005

Tolal
Effecllve Transpor- F.0.B. | As Received Coal Qualily ]
Transpor- Purchase lation Plant  Percent Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase latlon Price Cosl Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Maeisture
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons (3/Ton)  (3/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) {Btu/ib) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) n (9) {h) (i) 0 (k) U] (m)
1 Aiphs Coal Sales Co. LLC 8.KY, 119  MTC UR 10,781 \ ki $73.19 073 12,476 9.39 7.9
2 NDIW Resources Ing 8, KY, 51 MTC UR 10,526 $79.84 0.88 11,928 12.47 7.21
J PYW Resources In¢ 8, Ky 51 MTC UR 20,162 $73.83 0.87 12,0614 12.48 5.99
4 Consol Energy Inc 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 78,391 $82.50 1.08 12,552 9.07 6.73
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 10.353 $80.71 0.75 12,414 12.63 5.49
6 Rassey Unlity Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 10,884 $79.21 0.99 11,976 1211 7.55
7 Secuona Enorgy LG 8. KY, 95 MTC UR 30,633 .

$76.00 1.08 13,150- 6.75 5.76
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FPSC FORM NGO, 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl lor: Mo September 2006 4, Mame, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concemlng Data Submitted on his Form
Floricdla Pawer Corporalion

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

2. Reporing Company:

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2

5. Slgnalure of Oﬂ’n:lal Submlfting Report

(b G iip

Jennifer(E)us Manager Ragulatad Conlracts and Fue! Accounting

6. Date Completed: November 9, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B. Shorl Haul Orlginal aclive Quatity Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price In¢{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {8/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) {e) {0 @ () (i) @) () U}
1 Alpha Goal Sales Co. LLC : 8. KY, 119 MTC 10,781 $0.00 . pars
2 B&W lgsources Inc 8. KY, 51 MTC 10,526 $0.00
3 B&W Resources Inc 8. KY,51 MTC 20,162 $0.00
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC 78,391 $60.00
5 kiassey Ulily Salss Company 8, WV, 5 MTC 10,353 $0.00
6 Massaey Ulilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 10,884 $,b$00
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC 30,633 30.00
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FPSC FORM NO, 423-2B

1. Reporl for:
2 Reporting Company:

3. Flant Namo.

Mao. Seplember 2006

Crystal River 1 & 2

Florida Power Corporalion

MONTHLY REPQRT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephons Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

{919) 546-6368

5. Slgnalurq ol Official Submnling Reporl

Aeliuo

‘\.—

J\fejnlfer EIII‘,; Manager Regulaled Conlracts and Fuel Accounting

6. Date Complated: November 9, 2006

Additlonal
Elieclivo Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other QOther Transpor- F.O.8
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rali Basge loading Barge Waler Relaled \alion Plani
Ling . Ming Shipplag lation Prlca Charges Rate Charges Rale Raie Rele Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Mama Locallon Poinl Modo Tons (¥/Ton) {3/Ton) {&Ton) (¥/Ton) {$(Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton} {3/Ton) (3/Tan) (SfTen) ($7Ton)
(a) (0) {c) (d) (e) U] (9) th) @ 1) (k) 0} (m} () (o) {a)
1 aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR 10.781 E NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $73.19
2 B&W Rosources Inc 8, KY, 51 Resource, KY UR 10,526 N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A 579.84
3 BA&W Resources Inc 8. KY 51 Rasource, KY UR 20,162 NIA N/A N/A N/A IN/A N/A $73.82
4 Consol Enargy Inc. B, KY, 119  Mousie, KY UR 78,391 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $02.50
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR 10,353 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $90.71
G Massey Ulillly Sales Company 8, KY, 195 Golf, KY UR 10,884 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $79.21
7 Sequoia Energy LLC B8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 30,633 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 576.00
g J
™
i s
&S —
3 &
| o
a =
o [\
S &
O
wh
(@A)
h

SULiog €2+ 900¢

‘0N HQIYXE WOSUES T HBGOY

(o1-sd)

I9-1000L0 "ON 13200



FPSC FORM NQO. 423-2C

1. Repaorl [ur:

Mo. September 2006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Nama: Crystal River 1 & 2

Form

Intendod

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone NMumber of Conlacl
Person Concerning Dala Submilied on this Form

<l
i mymeing
ol

Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analysl!
{919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Official Submitlling Reporl

6. Date Compleled: November 9, 2006

New
) Original Old F.0.B.
Line Month Ptanl Generating Line Volume Form Column Old New Flant Reason lor
No. Reported Mame Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Titie Value Value Price Revislon
(3} (b) {c) (d) (e) 0] (g} (m U] {1)] (k) 0} (m)
1 I.I'UG CR 142 CR 1&2 Consleltation Energy Commodilies Graup Inc S 9,444 28 (h Other Rail Charges : $86.43 Correction lu Rale
'2 6/06 CR 1&? (ER 182 Consol Energy Inc. 4 51,675 2A (k) Quallty AdJustments $82.03 Qualily Price Adjustmeri
3 7/0(? C_R 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30.433 2A (k) Quality AdJusimenis $72.23 Quality Price Adjustimeni
:_I 71.0(3 CR 1&2 CR 18&2 B&W Rasources Inc. 4 20,845 28 {)) Other Ralf Charges $73.19 Correclion 1 Rala
5 8706 CR1&2 GCR 182 Massey Ulilty Sales Company 6 13,076 2 {f) Tons Typoyraphical Ercor
8 8/06 CR 142 CR 182  Alpha Cnal Sales Co. LLC 1 10,722 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments 574.76  Quality Pricz Adjusiment
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EPSC FORM NO. 423-2

. Repon lor; Mo. Seplember 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nams, Title and Telephone Number of Contact

Person Concerning Oata Submitled on this Form
2. Reporling Corapany:  Florlda Power Gorporallon Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368
3 Mant Mame:. Cryslal River 4 & 5
5. Signature of Officla) Submiliing Report
- 4 Y
' O D DI
Ja?_‘xjnlrar—ElIIsCIWanagar Regulaled Conlracls and Fuel Accounling
6. Date Complated: November 9, 2006
Tolal
Effeclive Transpor~ F.0.B. [ As Received Coal Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase lalion Planl  Percent Btu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sullur  Content Ash  Molsture
No. Supphier Name Localion Type Made Tons {($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) {Blu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) {b) (c) (d) (e) n (g} (W R0 [0 (k) U] (m)
1 Alliance MC Minlng -8, KY, 195 LTC UR 28,796 i 5 881 072 12,501  6.98 7.45
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 10,088 $72.12 0.69 12,632 8.98 G.41
3 CAM-IKentucky LLC 8, K, 195 MTC UR 22,687 §72:12 0.62 12,579 10.85 8.79
4 Consteliation Energy Commaodilies Group Inc 8, wv, 39 S UR 11,010 $62.29 0.72 12,206 12.72 6.18
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company B, WV, 5 MTC UR 51.026 $80.19 0.70 12,762 12.18 4.53
6 wassey Ulilily Salas Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 21,351 569,56 0.68 11.990 13.32 6.87
7 MRG Power Marketing Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 9,424 $89.55 0.63 12.491 8.64 B.72
8 Transler Facilily NA NiA GB 112,194 $83.657 0.55 11,644 5.24 11.58
9 Transler Facikity NIA N/A GB 177,051 $61.26 0.64 12.238 8.72 - 8.76
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reporl lor: Mo, Seplember 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal Rlver 4 & §

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Ny

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl
Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Slgnature of Officlal Sudpmilling Report

AEALD

Manager Regulated Gontracts and Fuel Accounling

ifer Ellls

6. Date Completed: November 9, 2006

Jaan|
\

Retro-
F.O.B. Short Haul Qrlginal aclive Quality Elfective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base  Adjust- Purchase
Line Mina Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec}  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) "($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(2) () (c) {d) (8) 0] (9) (h) 0} j k) ]
1 Alliance MG Mining B, Ky, 195 LTG 28,796 & $0.00 s  50.00 ;
2 Alpha Coal Satas Co LLC 8, Ky, 119 MTC 10,088 $0.00 $0.00
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 8, Ky, 195 MTC 22,687 $0.00 $0.00
4 Consicllation Energy Commodities Group Inc 8, wv, 39 S 11,040 £0.00 $0.00
5 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC 51,026 $0.00 $0.00
6 Massey Ulllity Sales Company B8.WV, 5 MTC 21,351 $0.00 $0.00
7 NRG Power Markeling Inc 8, wv, 39 S 9,424 $0.00 $0.00
8 Transfer Facllily N/A NIA 112,194 $0.00 $0.00
2 fraosler Facllity N/A NIA 177,051 50.00 30.00 N

895000-714L0-d4d

907 30 971 9584
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FFSC FORM NQO. 423-28B

1.

2.

Reporl for: Mo. September 2006

Reporling Company:

3. Pianmt Name: Crystal River4 & 5

Florida Power Corporallon

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nama, Tille and Telephone Number of Contac!
Person Concerning Dala Submitied on this Form
Jori Pulnarm - Buslness Financial Analys!|

(919) 546-6368

5. Signalure of Official
_

qN AAA LN S

S:&TIH(EnQAR?pOH
S O

.{g\}\iler Ellls 0Manager Regulaled Contracls and Fuel Accounling
N

6. Dale Compleled: November 9. 2006

Additional
Effeclive Shorthaul Other Rlver Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.0.0
Transpor- Puichese & Looding Rall Rall Barge loading Barge Water Related - lation Piam
Ling } tina Shipplng talon Pidce Chargos Rate Charges Rala Rate Ralg Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Suppliar Name Localfon Polnt Mode Tons {$/Ton} {$/Ton) (S{Ton) {3/Ton) (3/Ton} {S$Ton) ($/Ton} (& Ton) (S/Ton) (3/Ton) {SiTon)
) (o) © @ ©@ M @ ) ® ) m) ) ) fa)
1 Allianco KIC Mining 8, KY, 195 Scolls Branch, Ky UR 28,796 g N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA 586.81
2 Alpha Coal Salps Co LLC 8. KY, 119 Yellow Creahk, KY UR 10,088 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $712.12
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 9, KY, 195 Damion Fork, KY UR 22,687 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A NiA $62.29
4 Constolialion Energy Commodilies Gre 8, WV, 39 Toms Fork UR 11,040 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $80.19
S Massoy Wility Salus Company B, WV, 5 Sylvaster, WV UR 51,026 NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $69.56
6 Muassey Uiy Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Hulchinson, WV UR 21,351 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A 389.55
7 NRG Power Markaling Inc 8. WV, 39  Hobet UR 9,424 NIA N/A N/A MA N/A NIA 583.57
8 Tronster Facility N/A Mabile, AL c8 112194 N/A NIA NIA T NI 561.26
9 Teansler Facillty N/A Plaguemines, Pa GB 177,051 N/A NIA NIA NIA N/IA N/A 578.13
g oo
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Repor fofr: Mo. September 2006

2. Reporting Company:

3 Plant Mame

Florida Power Corporation

Grystol River 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille angd Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form
Jon Putnam - Busliness Financial Analysi

{919) 546-2678

5. Signalure of Officlal Submiffing, Report

Spnaifly  ATILE

Jed Tyér Ellis -'tﬁgnager Regulaled Contracts and Fuel Accounling

6. Date Completed: November 9, 2006

New
) Form Intendsd Original Old F.0.B.
Line Maonth Plant Genporaling Line Volume Form Column 0)d New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Number  (lons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (o) 4} {9) {h) ] G) () 0] (m)
1 5106 CR 485 CR 445 Massey Utillly Sales Company 3 20,252 2A {k) Quallly Adjustmenls i $93.14  Quality Prace Adlusioweng
o]
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report lor: Mo. Seplember 2006

2. Reporling Company:  Florida Fower Corporation

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
- ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlactl
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

A Flant Name, tdcOullio Coal Terminal
6. Signature of Officlal Spbmilling ﬁeporl
) s DD
'\.»&.ﬁ\/wff& s ¥ K
Jennlw Ells - M%ngar Ragulaled Conlracls and Fuel Accounting
6. Date Completed: November 9, 2006
Total
Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. [ As Recelved Coal Qualily ]
Transpor- Purchase tation Flant  Percont Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Prica Sulfur  Content Ash  Molslure
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode © Tons (3/Ton) {$/Ton)  (5/Ton) (%) {Btu/lb) (%) (%)
{a) ) (d) (e) n {9) () 0} G) (k) 0 (m)

1 injerocnan Coal Sales Lde

1£5000-T4L0-43d

999, IM. 45  MTC oB 111,100 WAPIINNERE 5575 o5 11,644 524 1158

90730 671 358d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reporlfor: Mo. Seplember 2006

2. Reporling Company: Floslda Power Corporation

3. Pianl Name: McDuflie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl
(919) 546-6368

. L3
5. Signature of Ofliclal Submliting Repolt 7
< P
1,6

o) U

Jennifer Ellis - Mad?g;er Regulated Contracls and Fuel Accounting
A

6. Date Compleled: November 9, 2006

Retro-
F.0.B.  Short Haul Orliginal aclive Quality  Efieclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust~  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Increases  Price ments Price
No Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {($/Ton)  {($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
() () (c) (] (e) {1 (9) )] m ) {K) 0}
1 interocesan Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC 111,106 “ $0.00 $0.00 - . L

CLS000-T4L0-449d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Repori.for: Mo. Seplember 2006
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REFORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Thle and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Pulpam - Business Financiai Analyst
{919) 546-6368

5. Signalure of Official 8 bn'\’lhlxnng'Rgport
’Q{ / bl (/
o ~—~

A~
WAL S A WP A
Ji nn}er Ellls - Mi#fnager Regulated Conlracls and Fuel Accounling
fe

6. Date Complelsd: November 9, 2006

Addltlonal
Efleclive Shorthaw) Other River Trans- Ocesn - Other Other  Transpor- F.OD
) o Transpor- Purchase & Loadlng Rall Rali Barge loading Barge Waler Related {ation Plant
Line . Mine Shnppmg tatlon Price Charges Rate Chearges Rate Rals Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Suppliar Nanie Location Point Mode  Tons ($/Ton) (SrTon) ($/Ton) ($rTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (&/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) {$/Ton) {3/Ton)
(@) (o) (c) @ ey 0 @ & ® ) ®) 0] () @ o ta)
1 Interecoan Coal Salos Ldc 899, IM, 45 Carlagena. S.A. o5 111,106 YN NIA NIA /A no  OERERR  ~A /A N/A 55173
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FPSC FORM NO. 423.2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS )

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY
1.

Report for: Mo. September 2006

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number o! Comntact
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form

Jon Pulnam - Busingss Financial Analys|
{919) 546-2678

2. Flant Name. flcOulfie Ceal Vermmnut

5. Signalure of Official Sutﬁniugng Report -
7

?en}\ifer Ellis(; Manager Regulaled Contracls and Fuel Accounting

6. Date Completed: November 9. 2006

Form

(m) -

New
Intended - Orlginal Oid F.0.0.
Line Month Plant Genaraling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plani Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Number  (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Ravision
{a) L) () {d) {e) n (g) (h) M i) (i) n
SMOQNC- -

suuog £7¥ 900C

907 30 761 23ed
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Regart for: Mo. Seplember 2006
2. Reporling Company: Floride Power Corporalion

3. Piant Mamae® Tronsfer Facilily - INMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Neme, Tille and Telephone Number ol Contact
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analysl
(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Officlal Subm:?t]/ﬂeguﬂ e

(-\.t)ﬂy\«/\uj AJ 0 \(/‘212 &

Jennifer Ellis - Madager Regutaled Contracls and Fuel Accounting

8. Dale Complsted: November 9, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. [ ‘As Recelved Coal Quality ]
Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant  Percent Blu Percent Percenl
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Prica Sulfur  Conlaent Ash  Moislure
No. Supplier Name Locallon Typs Mode Tons ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) {$/Ton) (%) {Blu/1b) (%) %
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) n (g} ] 0} i) (k) U] (m}
1 Centrnf Coai Company 8. WV, 19 MTC B $63.24 0.72 12.487 11.02 G.16
2 Glencore Lid. 999, IM, 45 MTC o8B $65.44 0.63 12,002 6.48 10.36
3 Guasare Coal Imernallonal NV 999, 1M, 50 MTC 0B $70.55 0.58 13,079 5.99 6.67
4 Kanawha River Termipals Ing B, WV, 39 MTC 8 $74.20 0.62 12,550 1081 6.86
5 Kanawna River Terminals Ing 8. wv, 39 MTC a $73.81 0.64 12458 1117 6.91

¢15000-14£0-44d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Reporl lor: Mo. Seplember 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Name: Transler Facility - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND-AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephona Numbser of Conlact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546-6368

_5. Slgnature of Oﬂ'cnal f&m\lhn ;D\B:?/
%./ '/\/‘UJD ) 5/

Jbnnifer Ellls - Manager Ragulaled Con\racls and Fuel Accounling
A\,

6. Date Completed: November 9, 2006

Relro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Qriginal aclive Qualily Effeclive
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Basa Adjust-  Purchase
Line Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (3/Ton)
(2 (0) (c) (d) (9) ) G} @ (k) i
1 Ceniral Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00 i, i
2 Giencore Lid. 999, IM, 45 MTC $0.00
3 Guasare Coal International NV 999, 1M, 50 MTC 50.00
4 Kanayhy River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC $0.00

§L5000-714L0-49d

907 Jo yS1 98ed
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

j “F i P78 e s
PR IR ELY 3 O N
SIS TS
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DEILIVERED PRICE AND A5 RECEIVED QUALITY
i. Repon lor, Mao. September 2006 4. Nama, Title and Teiephons Number of Contacl
Person-Concerning Oata Submilted on this Form
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation Jon Pulpnam - Business Financial Analyst
(919) 546:6368
3 Plant Name: Transfer Faciity - \MT
5. Signature of Ol‘ﬁciaI—Sulf_mllling B‘eporl —
e . N 1
W'A“‘.Ujj/‘ \) g‘%’ ] ‘/\j’ kN
Jéﬁnﬂer Ellls -‘I\)Qianager Regulated Contracts and Fuel Accounling
6. Date Completed: Navember 9, 2006
Addilional
Effeclive Shorthayt Other River Trans- QOcean Olher Othar Tianspor- F.0.0.
Transpos- Purchase ‘8 Loading Ralt Rall Barge loading Burge Waler Rafalgd tation Blan
tne Stipplag tafian Price Charges Rata Charges Rale Rals Rsig Chargos  Chatges Charges Price
No Suppller Name Point Moda Tons (S/Ton) {${Ton) {3iTon) (3/Ton) {3/Ton) {3Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton} {8/Ton} {3fYon) {SfTon)
ia) () {c) (d) (e) n (9} (h) M 0) (k) (0] (m) {n (o} (pl ()
P Central Cod! Company 8, WV, 39 Winlirede Dock, WV = B N/A N/A N/A NIA MNIA NZA 563 24
2 Glencors Lig. 999, IM, 45 1.3 Jagua, S.A. 0B Nia /A NIA NIA A N/A $65.44
3 Guasare Coal \nternational NV 999, IM, 50 Paso Diablo, 5.A. 0B NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA 570.55
4 Kanawha River Teqmninals Inc. 8. WV, 39  Quincy Dock, WV 8 N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A N/A $74.20
§ Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39  marmet Dock, WV B N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A §73.61
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for. Mo. Seplaeniber 2006

2. Reporling Company:

3. Piamt Mame' Transfer Facility - IMT

Florida Power Corporation

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person-Concerning Data Submilted on this FForn
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst
{919) 546-2678

- [

\.V/K/n/\.\,(/.[_ Q e

Jenni(ékl"}llis - Managér Regulated Contracts and Fuel Accounting

5. Signature of Official Submitling Report
bt
i

6. Dale Compleled: November 9, 2006

New
Form Intended Orlglnal Old F.0.8.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Line Volume Form Column Oid New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Piant Suppller Number  (tons) No. Thie Value Value Price Revision
(a) (L) (c) d) [©)] ) (9} h) [0} n (m)
1 2/05 Transfer Facillly - IMT Guasare Coal intarnational NV 3 47,039 2A {1} FOB Mine Price 43.62 Correction 1o Pice
2 2106 Teansler Facilily - tMT Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 3 47,039 2B {1) Transloading Rale 43.62 Correclion to Rale
k) 3706 Transler Facilily - IMT Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 2 46,748 2A {I) FOB Mine Prico 44,02 Correclion to Frce
4 6/06  Transler Facilily - IMT Coal Markellng Company 2 77,707 2 (j) Percent Sullur Quality Adjustment
5 6206 Transler Facilily - IMT Coal Marketing Company 2 77,787 2 (k) BTU Content Qualily Agjustment
& 6/06 Transier Facillly - IMT Coal Marketing Company 2 77,787 2 {f) Persent Ash Quality Adjusiment
7 G/06 Transfer Facilily - iIMT Coal Markeling Company 2 71,787 2 (m) Percent Moistlura Quality Adiustimen
8 G6/0G  Transler Facility - IMT Coal Markeling Company 2 77,787 2A (k) Quiality Adjustments 66.97 Qualily Price Adusumnient
9 8/06 Transfer Facility - IMT Cenlrat Coal Company 1 23,007 2B () Transloading Rate 63.11 Corceciion to Rate

815000-14L0-49d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo. Oclober 2006

2. Reporting Company: Flordda Power Corporalion -

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 8 5

MONTHLY REPORT GF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Caneerning Data Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Flnancial Analys!

(919) 546-2678 :

5. Slgnatura of ORficlal Submilting Report

dn ) Yy e TE

Jennifer EHWManager Regulated Coniracts and Fuel Accounting

6. Dala Completed; December 13, 2006

New
Form Intended Orliginal Oid F.0.B.
Line Manth Plant Generating Line Valume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Nams Plant Supplier Number  (lons) No. Tile Value Valua Price Revislon
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (] (9) )] M (0] (k) (0] (m)
1 9/06 CR 485 CR 445 Alpha Coal Salas Co. LLC 2 10,0848 2A (k) Quality AdJusiments A §$73.61 Quality Prlco.Adjustmenl
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ATTACHMENT C

Docket No. 070001-EI
Progress Energy Florida, Inc. Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___(RLS-10)
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Page 158 0£206

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment

423 Forms for October 2006

ONFIDENTIAL COPY

(Confidential information denoted with shading)

PEF-07FL-000579



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2

1. Report for: Mo. Oclgber 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporaiion

3. Plant Name: McOulite Coal Terminel

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Nams, Tiie and Telephons Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this. Form
Jon Putnam - Business Finerclal Analyst
(819) 546-6368

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Reporl

Qg Xy _fn TE

Jennifer ElWManagm’ Regulated Cortracts and £lel Accounting

6. Date Completed: December 13, 2006

Total
Effective Transpor F.0.B. | A3 Received Goal-Qualily {
Transpor- Purchase lallon Plamt  Percant = Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Pucchase latlon Price Cost Price  Sullur Centent  Ash Molsture
No. Suppller Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) (Btufib) (%) (%)
(a (b} (d) (e} n (@) (h) M 0 (k) ®

1 Inlerocesn Coal Seles Lde

z85000-T14L0-44d

999, IM, 45 MTC oB

$54.89 0.55 11,676 4.75 11.72
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2
MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. Oclober 2006 4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Cantact
Person Concerning Data Submitied on Lhls Form
2. Reparling Company: Florida Power Corporation Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

(919) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Transter Facility - IMT
5. Signature of Offictal Submiliing-Report

Qure A Yny 0 TE

Jennifer Ellis -&&nager Reguiated Conlricts-and Fuel Accounting

6. Dale Completed: December 13, 2006

Total.
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. | As Reeeived Coal Quality ] .
Transpor- Purchase laflon Plart  Pertent Btu Percant Percent
Ulne Mins Purchase tatlon Price Cost Price Sulfur  Content Ash  Molsture
No. Suppller Name Location Type Mode Tons (®Ton) ($Ton) (BTan) (%) {Blulb) (%) ()
(@) () (c) (d) (8) U] [te)] (h) [0) o (k) U] (m)

1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, WV, 19 MTC B i $63.12 0.71 12,342 1179 6.63

2 Coal Markeling Company Lid 999, M, 45 MTC 0B $67.36 0.59 11,330 847 1275

3 Kanawha River Tenninais nc. 8, WV, 39 MTC B8 $73.18 0.64 12,357 11.59 748

4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC B $73.86 0.63 12,466 11.39 6.76
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

1. Repurt for: Mo Oulober 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Neme: Crystat River 1 &2

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Namg, Tiie and Telephone Number of Contacl
Person Concernlag Data Submitied on this Form
Jont Pulnam - Business Finencial Analys!

(919) 546-6388

5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Repert

S King o TE

Jenni!er@hls'- Meneger Reguiafpl Conlriicts and Fuel Accounting

6, Daw Cumpleled: Deceroher 13, 2006

Tolal
Effeclive Transpor- F.0.B. { AsRecelved Coal Quality 1
Transpor- Purchasa talion Plant  Perceht Blu Percent Parcent
Une Mine Purchase  lation Price Cost Prics.  Sulfur Comlent  Ash  Molsture
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($rfon)  ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) (%) {Blulib) (%) (%)
(a) (&) (c) (d) (e) o - (@) (h} W) 0 (3] M (m)
1 Alpha Coal Ssles Co. LLC B, KY, 133 MTC UR 10,192 HHe $72.07 0.86 12,763 9.51 5.65
2 Alphe Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 21.535 $71.20 .64 12,332 10.14 6.89
3 BRW Resources Inc g, KY 51 MTC UR 11,002 §77.99 0.82. 12,209 1269 4.97
4 BA&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR 10,517 $71.99 0.84. 12,438 11.35 5.09
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, iKY, 119 MTC T UR 43,224 $80.65 1142 12,679 . 8.39 6.56
6 Massey Ulilly Ssles Compseny 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 10,204 $77.36 1.02 12,218 11.04 6.29
7 Sequols Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR 30,926

$85000-14L0-43d

$74.24  1.06 13,471 7.38 4.52
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FP5C FORM NO, 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY QF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

1. Report for: Mo. Oclober 2006

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporation

3. Piant Nama: Crystal River 4 & 5

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Neme, Title and Telephone Number of Conlact
Person Concerning Dela Submitted on this Form

Jon Putnam - Businass Financlal Analyst
(919) 646-6368

5. Slgnature of Officlal Submiiting Report

chw@ /24\/\;; fyrom pla

Jenniler EI{?}/- Manager Regulaled Coltfracts and’Fusl Accounting

6. Date Compleled: December 13, 2006

Total
Effactive Transpor- F.0.8. | As Recelved Cosl Qualily ]
Transpor- Purchase tation Plant  Percent Blu Parcent Percent
Ling Mine Puichase tation Price Caost Prlce Sulfur Content  Ash  Moislure
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons (8Ton) ($/Ton)  ($Ton} (%) (Biu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) ) (8) [} (U)] 1G] 0 4] kj 0] - {m)
1 Aliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTG UR 62,8623 iy i 387.84 073 12,627 . 9.31 6.48
2 Constellation Energy Commadities Group Ing 8. WV, 39 S UR 10,529 $81.47 07 12,823 10.83. 469
3 Messey Ulilily Seles Compony 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 651,693 $81.17 0.71 12,741 1185 4.96
4 NRG Power Markeling Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 10,691 $87.91 Q.72 12,934 9.80 4560
5 Transler Faclity A, NIA GB 12,459 $63.85 055
6 Transler Facility NIA N/A GB 191,058

$85000-14L0-44d

11,676 476 1172
$67.29  0.62 12,356 829  8.73
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FPSC FORM NOQ. 423-2A

1.

2. Reporting Company: Florida Powsr Corporation

3. Plant Name: McDullle Coal Terminal

Report for: Mo. Oclober 2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND A3 RECEIVED QUALITY

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Con
Person Concerning Data Submilted on this

Jon Putnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Officlal Submiiting Report

tact
Form

e 0 Dy S TE

6. Date Complelad: December 13, 2006

Manager Regulated Conlracis aid Fuet Accounting

Relro- :
F.0.B. Short Haul QOriginal aclive Quality Effective
) Mine. & Loading Invalce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Prica Increases  Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($(Ton) {$/Ton)}  ($/Ton) (§/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e} Iy (@ W) [0 0] (Y 0]
1 Inlerocean Coal Sales Ldo 989, IM, 45 MTC 12,333 W $0.00 m $0.00 = ,.‘ " m

985000-14L0-d4d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A

1. Report for. Mo. Oclaber 2006

2. Repocling Company: Florlda Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Transfer Faciilty - IMT

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Dats Submitted on thls Form
Jon Putnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report

Qurn 2. “Hirry o TE

Jennilier €l 7 nager Regulated Contratts .and Fusl Accounting

6. Date Campleted: December 13, 2006

Ratro-
F.O.B.  ShortHaul  Qriginal aclive Quallty  Elfective
Mine & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line . Purchase Price Charges Hilce Inc{Dec)  Price ments Price
Ng. Supplier Nems Typs Tons  ($/Ton) ($Tan) ($/Tan) ($fTor)  ($Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Tom)
() () {) (d (e) 0] ] ()] 0] 0 () 0
1 Caontral Coal Compsny 8. WV, 39 MTC 27,652 i .
2 Coal Marketing Company Ltd 999, IM, 45 MTC 81,104
J Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC 48,861
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC 7.340

£35000-14L0-d4d

sulo ¢Z¥ 900¢

907 30 ¥91 938d
TTT-oN QLYK WOosUES T HeqoY

(01-STD

19-1000L0 "ON 19200



FPSC FORM MNO. 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY QF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

b,
1. Report for: Mo. Octaber 2006 4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl Landd

Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2
5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Report

DNt 2 Ky fo TE

Jennifer EIIIs{jManager Regulated Conlricls and’Fuel Accounting

8. Dale Completed: December 13, 2006

Retro-
F.0B. ShorlHaul  Original aclive Quelily  Effeclive
Mine & Loading involce Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) &Ton)  ($/Ton)  (8/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) d) (e) ® (@) t (O 0 ) U]
1 Alpha Cosl Sales Co. LLC 8, KK, 133 MTC ! $0.00 it $0.00
2 Alpha Cosl Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00 $0.00
3 B&W Rasources Inc 8, KY 51 MTC $0:.00 $0.00
4 BA&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC $0.00 $0.00
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC $0.00 $0.00
6 Massey Ulilty Sales Gompany 8, KY, 196 MTC $0.00 $0.00
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC $0.00. $0.00 §
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-2A
MONTHLY REPORT OF COSYT AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report (ur: Mo. Qotober 2006 4. Nams, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact

Parson Concerning Data Submitied an thls Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-6368

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion

3. Plant Neme: Cryslal River 4 8 5
5. Signature of Official Submitling Report

Ky A D

Jennlfer EIT@;Manager Regulated Corflracts arid Fuel Accounting

6. Date Completed: December 13, 2006

Retro-
F.O.B. ShortHaul  Original aclive Quality  Effeclive
Mine & Loading Jnvoice Price Base Adjust-  Purchase
Line Ming Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dee)  Price menls Price
No. Suppller Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) (& Ton), ($/Ton) ($/fan)  (3/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($Ton)
(a) (b) (c} () (o) () (g) {n) (0] ) (k) U]

1 Allance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 L7C f ! $0.00 i 50.00

2 Conelellation Energy Commodities Group Ing 8, WV, 39 S $0.00 $0.0

3 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC %0.00 $0.00

4 NRG Power Markeling ing 8, Wv, 39 S $0.00 $0.0¢

5 Transier Facllity N/A /A NIA NIA

6 Transtar Facilily N/A N/A NIA NIA
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. October 2006
2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion

3. Piant Name: McDulfle Coal Teminal

4., Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitied on this Form
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analys(

(919) 546-6368

Slgna(u&jj Official Submitling Reporl

2 oy g TE

Jennifer Ellla nager Regulated Confracte and Fliet Accountlng

6. Date Comple(ed: Decaember 13, 2006

Additienal
Effaciive Sharthay! Other Rlvar  Trans-  Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.0.B.
] ] Transpor- Purchass & Loading. Rall Rail Barge loading  Barge Waler Related talion Plant
Line - Mine Shipping tatlon Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Suppliler Name Locallon Point Mode  Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Taon) (5/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (§/Ton)  ($fTon) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) {%/Ton)
(a) ) (c) (d) (e) L0)] (g) ) (U} ) (k) 0 (m) (m (0) () ()]
1 intarocean Coal Selos Lo 999, IM, 45 Cartagena, S.A. os 12,330 (g Na NIA NIA N7 YT NANA
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELEGTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. October 2006 4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data. Submitted on this Form
Jon Putnam - Business Financial Analyst

(919) 546-6368

2. Reporting Company: Florilda Powsr Corporalion

3. Plant Nama: Transfer Fagility - IMT
5, Slgnature of Officlal Subritting Report

Qe 0.~ Lo

Jennifer Ells f Manager Regulated Contracts and Fuel Accounting

6. Date Completed: Decernher 13, 2006

Additlonal
Effeclive Shorthaol Othar River Trans- Ocean Other Othor _Transpor- F.0.0.
Transpoc- Purchase & Loading Raf) Rati Barge foading Barge Water Relalod 1ation Plant
Une i Shipping tatlon Prica Charges Rale Charges Rals Rate Rale Charges  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Polnt Moda Tone (3/Ton} ($/Ton) {3/Ten} ($/Ton) {8Ton) {/Ton) (3/Ton) (8/Ton) (3/Tom) (${Ton) (3Tom)
(a} ) (9] ) (e) B3] () ) (0} O (k) ® (m) (n) (o) (m (@)
i Central Coal Company 8, WV, 38 Winlirads Dock. WV 8 il NIA NIA N/A ; NA N/A /A || $63.12
2 Coal Markeling Compeny Lid 298, 1M, 45 La Jagus, S.A. 0B N/A NIA NIA N/A Nia N/A $67.36
3 Kanawha River Terminsls Inc. 8, WV, 39  Poso Dieblo, S.A. B N/A NIA NIA N/a NIA N/A $73.16
4 Kanawhe River Temminals Inc. 8, WV, 39  Quincy Dock, WV 8 e N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A $73.86
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-28

1. Report for: Mo. Oclober 2006
2. Reporling Gompany:. Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
QRIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY’

4. Name, Tille-and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Data Submitted on (his Form

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

(919) 546-6368

5. Slignature of Officlal Submitting Report

a =

q@f/f“" 4 2 7‘1 ey éé;

Jannifer E;l()é - Managar Regulaled Confrhcts-andFuel Accounling

8. Date Completed: December 13, 2006

Additlonat
Effeciive Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocgean Other Other Transpor- F.O8
Trenspar- Purchase & Loading Rall Rail Barge loading Barge Walar Rolstod tallon Plant
Lino ) Mina Shipplng tafion Price Charges Rale Charges Rata Rate Rala Charges  Charges Charges Price
Na. Supplier Nems Locstlon Polnt Maods Tons (sr-Toh) (8/Ton) (§Ton) (3(Ton) (8Ton) {$/Tom) ($/Ton) (5/Ton) (§/Ton] (&Ton) ($(Tan}
(a) (b) (c) () (e) (f) [(s)] ) [0 Q) (k) ] (m) (n) (o) ()} (@
1 Aipha Coal Sales Co. LLC 6, KY, 133 Roxana, KY urR 10,182 i N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A i $72.07
2 Apha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119  Yellow Cresk, KY UR 21,535 N/A NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A $71.20
3 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY.51 Resource, KY UR 11,002 N/A NIA NIy NIA N/A N/A $77.99
4 B&W Resourcos inc 8. KY, 51 Resource, KY UR 10,517 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A $71.99
5 Consol Eneryy Inc. 8, KY, 119 Mousfe, KY: UR 43,224 N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $80.65
6 Massey Ulilly Sales Company 8, KY, 195 Qoff, KY UR 10,204 NiA N/A N/& N/IA N/A N/A $77.36
7 Sequula Eneigy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 30,925 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $74.24
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FPSC FORM NQ. 423-28

1. Repori for: Mo. Oclober 2006

MONTHLY REFPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

2. Reporing Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name: Cryslal Rivar4 & 5

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY.

4, Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Conceming Data Submitted on this - Farm

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst

(919) 646-6368

5, Signature-of Officlal Submilting Report

Qe 2 Xang Ao JE

Jennller EY?’- Manager Regulaled Contracts and Fuel Accounting

6. Date Completed: December 13, 2006

Addidonal
Eftecive Shorihiaul Qlher Rivar Tans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.O.8.
Transpor- Purchasa & Loading Rall Rall Barge loading Barge Walar Ratated ahan Piant
Ling . Mine “Shipping talion Price Charges Rale Chargos Rate. Rata Rate Chargas  Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Neme Location Polt Modae Tong {3¢Fory (3/Ton) {$Ton) {8/Ton) ($/Ton) {%/Ton) (8/Ton) ($Ton) (§/Ton) (8/Ton) (8/Ten)
(@) ) ©) (d) (e) U] ()] (h} U] 0 (k) 0} (m) (n) (o) (p) (Q)
1 Aflance MC Mining 0, KY, 195  Scolls Branch, KY UR NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A NIA : $67.064
2 Constaliaiion Energy Commodities Grat 8, WV, 39 Toms Fork UR N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $81.17
3 Massey Ullly Salus Company 8, WV, 56 Sylveslar, WV UR N/A NiA N/A N/A N/S N/A $87 .91
4 NRG Power Markeling Inc 8, WV, 39 Hobet UR N/A NIA NiA N/A IN/A NA $83.85
5 Translor Facility N/A Maoblle, AL GB N/A NIA N/A N/A $67.29
6 Transfer Faclily N/A Plaqueruines, PA [&]: ] N/A N/IA NiA N/A N/A NIA $78.09

€£65000-14L0-43d
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2G

1. Reporl for:

2. Repoding Cempany: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name:

Mao. Oclober 2006

McDuifle Coal Terminal

MONTHLY REPORT QF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVEDR QUALITY

4. Nama, Title snd Telephone Number of Contact
Person Goncerning Data. Submitted on this Form

Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl

(919) 546-2678

S. S\gnalureC

fficlal Submm!ng Reporl

I'd

[/‘x_[—

S DG

Jennifer E|@Aanager Regulated Contracts o Fuel Accounting

6. Dale Compleled: Decernber 13, 2006

Neow
) Form Intended Original Old F.0.B.
li:‘me RMonlhd '\F‘JIan( Generallng Line. Volume Form Colurmn Old Now Plant Reason lor
Q. eporte: ame Plant Supglier Number  (tons) No, Thie Value Value Price Revision’
(a) (L) (c) (d) (e) @ @ ) [0} @ L] n (m)
-NONE-
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRIGE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report Jor: Mo. Oclober 2006 4, Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlact
) Person Concerning Dala Submitted on hls Form
2. Reporling Compaay: Florlda Power Corporation ’ Jon-Puinam - Business Financial Analyst

(918) 546-2678

5. Signatyre of Official Submilting Report
e T Vs

Jenrilfer EIW Manager Regulaied Contracls and Fuel Accounting

3. lant Name: Transfer Facillly - IMT

6. Dale Compleled: December 13, 2006

New
Form Inlended Origlnal Olid F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generatlng ne  Volume Form Column Old New Planf Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plamt Supplier Number  {lons) Nao., Title Value Value Price Reavision
(&} (b} (c) (d) (&) 0 (g9) (h) (U] ) [1)] (k) (1) (rm)
1 906 Transler Facillly- IMT  Kanawha River Terminals inc. 4 44,016 28 (i) Trensloading Rate MR 5 '3 Corocton lo Rate
lav]
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C

1. Reporl for: Mo. Gutober 2008

2. Reporling Gompany: Florlda Power Corparalion

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 8 2

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4, Name, Titte and Telephone Number of Contact
Person Concerning Dala Submitied on this Form

Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst
(919) 546-2678

5. Signature of Officlal Submitling Report

e A

Jennlfer/Aflls - Manager Regulale

.}/"

Loy e

6. Dule Completed: December 13, 2006

onlracls and Fuel Accounting

New
Form Intended Orlginal Old F.0.B.
Line  Month Plant Generaling Une Valuing Form Column Ol New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Suppller Nummber  {tons) Na. Title Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e} ity )] {h) 0} 0) (k) 0 (m)
1 9/06 CR1&2 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 1 10,781 2A {k) Qualty Adjusiments - Kk  $74.G65 Qualily Prico Adjustment
z 9/06 CR 182 CR 182 Aipha Cosl Sales Co. LLC 3 30,433 2C (k) Quality Adjusimenls $72.81 Quallly Prlce Adjusiment
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FPSC FORM 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo 1172006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation

3. Plant Name:

Cryslal River 1 & 2

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHQNE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Bus

5. Signature of Official Submilting Report

Nl BAT—~

inass Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

" Joel Rulle - Lead Business Financial Analyst

6. DATE COMPLETED: - 11612007
Total
Effeclive  Transpor- F.0.B. As.Received Coal Quality
‘ Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percenl Biu Percen Percent™
Line Mine Purchas  tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type ‘Mode Tons {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) (b) {c). (d) (e) ® L (9) h 0 ® (k) ) (m}
1 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR 10,857 ERid T - $79.59 1.03 12,189 12,19 5.70
2 B&VV Resources Inc. 8, KY, 51 MTC UR 10,729 $73.75 0.87 12,368 11.12 5.58
3 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 32,248 8 $81.13 1.25 12,782 7.78 6.70
4  Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC UR 11,002 B $81.13 1.1 12,360 12.25 504
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR 21,489 $75.01 1.01 12,149 11.43 739
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FPSC FORM 423-2

1. Report for: Mao.

2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1112006
Florida Pawer Corporalion

Crystal River 4 & 5

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHDNE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FO,LRM'. Jon Putnam, Busi

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Report :

ness Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

Nl RAME

) .

Joel Rutledge - %ad Business Financial Analyst

6. DATE COMPLETED: . 1/15/2007
Total
Bffective  Transpor- F.0.B. l As Raceived Coal Quality
. Transpor- Purchase tation Plant ercen Blu Percent Percenl
Line Mine Purchas  tation ?Pr’ice Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons {3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) (%)
@ ) (c) (d) (e) (n : 0 ) ) (0 (m)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC UR 32,704 i $88.24 0.72 12,600 9.31 6.44
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR 10,094 53 $71.37 0.70 12,3456 10.47 6.83
3 Constellation Energy Commodilies Group Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 11,255 $79.46 0.72 12,253 12.41 6.27
4  Massey Ulility Sales Company 8,WV, 5 MTC UR 43,565 $88.62 0.69 12,597 11.34 592
5 NRG Power Marketing Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 10,227 $81.90 0.69 12,325 12.34 5.63
6  Transfer Fac?lily N/A N/A GB 47,385 & $61.22 0.48 11,512 4.99 12.69
7 Transfer Facilily N/A N/A GB 174,048 G $77.82 0.64 12,235 B.48 9.08
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FPSC FORM 423-2

A MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo 1112006

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Fingncial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Signature of Official Submilting Report : \/\JL\,Q‘ —lz‘ﬁﬁg%‘/d i
Joel Rutledge - Lé)ad Business Financial Analysl
6. DATE COMPLETED: 11152007
Totat
Effective Transpor- F.0.8. As Received Coal Quality
. Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchas  fation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
Na. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) {Btu/lb) (%) %)
(a) (b) (c) (@ (e) N (@) {h) M 0 (k) (1} (m}
1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC 0B 48,712 T M $54.11 0.48 11,51 5.00 12.69
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FPSC FORM 423-2

1. Report for: Mo.

2. Reporting Company:

3. Plant Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

11/2006
Florida Power Corporation

Transfer Facility - IMT

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM Jon Putnam, Business Fmanma\ An

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report :

alys (919 546-6368

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1152007

(J&el Rutledge - Leae’Busmess Financial Analyst

e

j2a) —
oen g G

Total

Effective Transpor- F.0.B. As Received Coal Quality T

' Transpor- Purchase fation Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percenl
Line _ Min§ Purchas  tation "'Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moislure

No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode ~  Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($(Ton) (%) (Bunit) (%) (%)
(a) (b} (c) (D (e) ) i (] Q) (m)

1 Central Coal Company 8, VWV, 38 MTC B $63.06 0.69 12,204 12.20 7.
2 Glencore le‘_ 999, IM, 45 MTC OB $65.50 0.65 12,022 6.58 10.
3 Guasare Coal Inlernational NV 999, IM, 50 MTC aB $72.38 0.58 13,233 5.69 G
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 MTC B $73.26 0.62 12,375 11.04 /
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8,WV,39  MTC 8 $73.11 069  12.415 1127 5
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

1. Report for: Mo.

2. Reporting Company:

3. Plant Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1172006
Florida Power Corporation

Crystal River 1 & 2

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial élnalysl. (819) 546-6368

NN
5

5. Signature of Official Subimitting Report : -
: Joel Rutladge\—},ead Business Financial Analys!
\V

-
st

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007
Retro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Original active Quality Ellective
_ Mine & Loeding Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchas Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Suppller Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) {$/Ton) {$/Ton) (3/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Tan)
(a (®) ) (d) (e) M G 0} 0] (k) 0
1 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC kG NIA $0.00 e
2 B&W Resources Inc. 8, KY, 51 MTC N/A $0.00
3 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC NIA $0.00
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC NIA $0.00
5 Massey Utility Sales Company B, KY, 195 MTC NIA $0.00
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. 1172006

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporaton

3. Plant Name:

Crystal River4 & 5

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF GONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FO,RM Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst (919) 546-6368

DRI

5. Signature of Official Supmnl\mg Report :
: () Joel RuUedg;_e’) Lead Business Financial Analyst

n

6. DATE COMPLETED: 411512007
Relro-
. ;. Short Haul Original active Quality Effective
£ & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchas . Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price
No. Supplier Name Location Typse Tons i ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (L) (c) (d) (e) (9) M
1 Alliance MC Mining B, KY, 195 LTC 32,704 {4 NIA $0.00
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC 10,094 ] N/A $0.00
3 Conslellation Energy Commodilies Group Inc 8, WV, 39 S 11,255 {3 N/A $0.00
4 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8. WV, 5 MTC 43,565 N/A '$0.00
5 NRG Power Markeling Inc 8, WV, 39 S 10,227 N/A $0.00
6  Transfer Facility N/A NIA 47 385 N/A $0.00
7 Transfer Facility N/A N/A 174,048 3 N/A $0.00
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND Qu
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A

ALITY OF CCiAL FOR ELECTRIG PLANTS e g 5
s RECEIVED QUALITY B a7 e s, %, L=

Bt

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

1. Repont for: Mo. 1112006
2. Reporing Company:  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financi}al Analyst, (919) 546-6368
B o { .
3. Planl Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Slgnature of Qfficial Sub_mittlng Report \: - / et P
(oel Ruliedge - Lef'&j Business Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: ~ 1/15/2007 .
Retro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Original aclive Quality Effective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchas Price Charges Price inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Tom) . ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@) () ©) (@ ©) ' @ (h) 0 G) (k) n
1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45  MTC 46,712 nA  ovlmilily: 5000 S
ooNo
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CO:AL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A!S RECEIVED QUALITY

- Report for: Mo. 1112006 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FQBM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial,Anaiys., (912;546-6358
: - ‘ ; -,
3. Plant Name: Transfer Facllity - IMT 5. Signature af Official Sulimitting Repart : o =i .
f <oel Rulledge - lleEgiBusiness Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: . 1/35/2007
,: Retro-
F.0O.8. | Short Haul Criginal aclive Quality Effectve
) Mine { & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchas Price Charges Price inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supplier Name Location Typa Tons ($/Ton) : ($/Tom) ($7Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@) (b} €} () (e) n _» (9) 0} 0 0]
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC 22,987 GG N/A $0.00 1§ o i
2 Glencore Lid. 999, 1M, 45 MTC 37,800 3 " N/A $0.00
3  Guasare Coal Internalional NV 999, IM, 50 MTC 48,220 e o N/A $0.00
4 Kanawha River Terminals inc. 8, Wv, 39 MTC 16,536 BNt Rara  N/A $0.00
5  Kanawha River Tenninals {nc. 8, Wv, 39 MTC 26,099 ;@% : e N/A $0.00
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FPSC FORM 423-2B

1. Report for: Mo.
2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name;

MONTHLY REFORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

.
112006 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

\ @l Rl

<.loel Rulledge - LeadY’Busmess Financial Analyst

Florida Power Corporalion

Crystal River 4 & 5 5. Signature of Official Suq,mltting Report :

6. DATE COMPLETED: 171512007
Adcytiona(
Elfective  Sherthaul Other River Trans- Ocean  Olher Other  Transpod F.O.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Liaadlng Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled lalion Plant
Line Mine Shipping talion Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name {ocation Paint Mode  Tons ($/Ton) ($lT0n) (§/Ton) ($/Tom) ($/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (3/Ton) (S/Ton) (3/Ton)
(a) () {c} (9 (e) (h) (i (i} (k) 0] {m) (M (o) (a)
1 Aliance MC Mining 8,KY, 195 Scolls Branch, K UR NIA G T ) NiA N/A N/A NIA N/A $80.24
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8,KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A $71.37
3 Conslellalion Energy Commodilies Group 8, WV, 39 Toms Fork UR Na N/A NIA NIA N/A NIA $79.46
4 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvesier, WV UR l}]IA N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A $88.62
5 NRG Power Marketling Inc 8. WV, 39 Hobet UR l\':JIA NIA NIA N/A - NiA N/A $81.90
6 Tronsler Facillly N/A Mobile, Al G8 N/A NIA N/A 3 g NA 561.22
7 Transler Facility N/A Plaquemines, Pa  GB NIA N/A NA NIA NIA N/A $77.82
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FPSC FORM 423-28

1. Report {or: Mo.
2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name:

MONTHLY REPORT QF COST AND QUALITY OF CO;AL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

112006 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPF{DNE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

Joel Rutledge égéad Business Financial Analyst

Florida Power Corporation

McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Signature of OHicial Subfmitting Réport :

f

6. DATE COMPLETED: - 1/15/2007
Add:inonal
Effeclive  Sharthaul Other River  Trans- Qcean  Other Other  Transport F.O.8.
Transpor- Purchase &Lé,ading Rait Rail Barge loading Barge  Waler Related lalion Plan
Line Mine Shipping lalion Price Ch?;rges Rala Charges Rale Rate Rale Charges Charges Charges Price
Ng. Supplier Name Location Poinl Mode  Tons ($/Ton) ($I;'_T0n) ($/Mon)  (8/Ton} ($/Tom) (&/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) (S/Ton) (5/Ton) (5/Ton)
g
() () (c) (d) (e} N @) {h U] G (k) M (m) (n) (0) (8} (@)
1 Inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999,1M,45 Cartagena, S.A. 08 45,712 NN NiA NIA N/A NIA NiA NIA NIA - NIA ‘ $54.11
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FPSC FORM 423-28

1. Repoit tor: Mo. 1172006

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Carporation

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CO}-\L FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

.

4, NAME, TITLE, TELEPHbNE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
SUBMITTED ON THIS FO\RM: Jon Puilnam, Business Fina,ncial Analyst, {919) 546-6368

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facility - IMT 5. Signature of Official Sub:mitting Report : \(ﬁ‘-/ T
e Soel Rutledge - Leaq,/Bujsiness Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: - 1/15/2007
Additional
Effieclive  Shdjthaul Other River Trans-  Ocean Other QOther  Transport F.OB.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading  Rail Rail Barge loading Barge  Waler Relaled (afion Plant
Line Mine Shipping lation Price Chiirges Rale Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Localion Polnl Mode Tons (8/Tan), (sﬁron) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (§/Ton) ($/Ton) (8/Ton) ($/Ton} ($/Ton} (3/Ton) ($/Ton)
(8) () (c) (dj (e} (h) ) 1} k) (m) (m (o) (@)
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, WV, 39  Winifrede Dock, } B NIA N/A NIA % _ i - NIA NiA NIA $63.06
2 Glencore Lid. 999, IM, 45 La Jagua, S.A, 0B N?A N/A N7A, NIA N/A N/A $65.50
3 Guasare Coal Inlernallonal NV 999, IM, 50 Paso Diablo, S.A 0B fg:lA N/A N/A N/A Nia N/A $72.30
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8. WV, 39 Marmet Dock, W B NIA N/A N/A i ] G (N/A N/A NIA $73.26
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8, WV, 39 Quincy Dock, WA 8 NIA N/A NI 35 : NIA NIA N/A 57311
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FPSC FORM 423-2C

1. Report lor: Mo.
2. Reporling Company:

3. Piani Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CdAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, GELIVERED-PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1112006
Florida Power Corporalion

Cryslal River 1 & 2

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEF’H@NE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM Jon Pulnam, Business Financlal Analysl, (919) 546-6368

5. Signature of Officlal Submilting Report:

6. DATE COMPLETED:

NI Al

U Joal Ru((eﬁ@e - Lead Business Financial Analysl

111512007
New
Form Intended Orlginal Old F.O.B.
Line  Month Plant  Genarating Line Volume  Formi Colurmn Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Name Number  (lons) No.; Tive Valve Value Price Revislon
@l () (c) (d) {e) It} @ e 6] 1) (m)
1 1/06 CR1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 1 20,235 2A% (k) Quality Adjusiments 5 $68.35 Qualily Price Adjustment
2 206 CR132 CR142 B&W Resources Inc 2 19687 2A! (k) Quallty Adjusiments $68.23 Quality Price Adjustment
3 3/06 CR1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 2 30,206 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenls .$70.82 Quality Price Adjustment
4 4/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 4 RYWaR! 2A % (k) Quality Adjustmants b $71.07 -Quality Price Adjuslment
5 5/06 CR1&2 CR1&2 B&W Resourcss Inc .4 21,123 2A 1§ (K} Quatity Adjustmets $70:87 Quality Price Adjustmentl
6 6/06 CR 182 CR1&2 B&W Resources inc 3 10,106 2A ¢ {k) Qualily Adjustments ) S $74:65 Quallly Price Adjusunent
7 7106 CR1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 4 20,845 2z ( (j} Percent Sutflur 1.04 0.97 -Quality Adjustment
8 _7106 CR1&2 CR1&2 B&W Resources Inc 4 20,845 2" (k) Blu Contenl 12,408 12,412 Qualit)} Adjustmenl
9 710G CR 182 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 4 20,845 2 {1} Percent Ash 1i.09 10.88 Qualiiy Adjustiment
10 7106 CR182 CR 1842 B&W Resources inc 4 20,845 2 ¢ (m) Percent Moisture 5.40 5.22 Quality Adjustment
11 7106 CR 182 CR 1842 B&W Resources Inc 4 20,845 2A 5 (k) Quality Adjustmenis i $73.60 Qualily Price Adjustment
12 8/06 CR 182 CR 182 B&W Resources inc 3 10,800 A (\ (k). Quallty Adjustments : $76.05 Quality Price Adjustmenl
13 9/06 CR1&2 CR1&2 B&W Resources Inc 3 20,162 2A i (k) Quality Adjustments $71.37 Qualily Price Adjustiment
14 9/06 CR1&2 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 1 10,781 28 % (I Rall Rate $72.51 Revised Rale
15 9/06 CR 182 CR 1842 B&W Resources inc 2 10,526 28 ; () Rall Rate $79.28 Revised Rale
16 9/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 BAW Resources Inc 3 20,162 28 : (1) Rail Rate $71.37 Revised Rale
17 9/06 CR 1862 CR 1&2 Consoi Energy inc 4 78,391 28 ; (i) Rail Rale $81.95 Revised Rale
18 9/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Massey Utility Sales Company 5 10,353 2B 7 () Rall Rate $80.30 Revised Rate
19 9/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 6 10,884 2B - (I) Rall Rate $78.66 Revised Rale
20 9/06 CR1&2 CR 182 Sequola Energy LLC 7 30,663 2B i () Rall.Rate 3 $75.44 Revised Rate
21 10/06 CR1&2 CR1&2 B&W Resources Inc 4 10,517  2A (k) Qualily Adjusiments $70.54 Quality Price Adjustment
22 10/06 CR 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal.Sales Co LLC 1 10,192 28 § (i) Rail Rale $71.19 Revised Rale
23 16/06 CR18&2 CR1&2 Alpha Coal Sales CoLLC 2 21,535 2B | (1) Rall Rate $70.32 Revised Rate
24 10/06 CR1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc k) 11,002 2B £ (1) Rail Rale $77.02 Revised Rale
25 10/06 CR1&2 CR 182 B&W Resources inc 4 10.517 2B » () Rail Rale $70.54 Ravised Rale
2§ 10/06 CR 1&2 CR1&2 Consol Energy Inc 5 43,224. 28 ! (i) Rail Rale $79.70 Revised Rale
27 10/06 CR1&2 CR1&2 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 10,204 2B . (i) Rail Rate $76.00 Revised Raole
28 10/06 CR1&2 CR 182 Seqguoia Energy LLC 7 30,925 20 . () Rail Rate 573.27 Revised Rate

907 JO 981 25ed

suog €77 900C

(01-STH)ON HquuxH tosueg “T1eq0d

19-1000L0 "ON 333200



FPSGC FORM 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo.

2. Reporling Company:

3. Planl Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST.AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS ¢
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND 'AS RECEIVED QUALITY

11/2006
Florida Power Corporalion

Cryslal River4 & 5

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHiONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FO[;{{M: Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, S"?)&)) 546-6368
5. Signalure of Official Subtr:nming Report: ¥+ NS

Uloe| Rulledge/\ead Business Financial Analys
!

6. DATE COMPLETED: 11612007
New
Form Intended Qriginal Old F.o.B.
Line  Month Plant  Generaling Line Volume Forr Column Old New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Name Number  {tons) Noi Tile Value Value Price Revision
(a) (b) {c) (d) (o) 0] (9 h)" i j Kk | m
1 8/06 CR 485 CRd4&5 Alliance MC-Mining. 1 49.‘3)40 (2)3 i) Percent(S)uHur (g.71 (O).GB W Quality Adjuslmeﬁl :
2z 8/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alliance MC Mining 1 49,940 2 % (k) Bt Conlent 12,641 12,632 Quallly Adjustment
3 8/06 CR 485 CR4&5 Alliance MC Mining 1 49,940 2 & (1) Percent Ash 9,04 9.05 Quality Adjusiment
4 8/06 CR 4845 CR 485 Alliance MC Mining 1 49,940 2 & (m)} Peércent Molslure, 6.76. Quality Adjustment
5 806 CR4&5 CR4&5 Alllance MC Mining 1 49,940  2A} (k) Quallly Adjustmenls i A $92.02 Qualily Price Adjusiment
6 906 CR485 CR48&5 Allance MC Mining 1 20,796  2BY (i) Rail Rate : $68.27 Revised Rale
7 9/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 2 10,088 28 (i) Rall Rate $73.17 Revised Rale
6 9/06  CR4&5 CR4&5 CAM:Kenlucky LLC 3 22687 2B () RailRate $61.74 Revised Rate
9 9/06 CR4%5 CR4&5 Constellallon Energy Commoditles Group Inc 4 11,040 . ZBT" (i) Rall. Rale $79.78 Revised Rale
10 9/G6 CR4&5 CR 445 Massey Ulility Sales Company 5 21.351 2B% (1) Rail Rdle $89.14 Revised Rale
1 9/06 CR4&5 CR 485 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 6 51,026  28% (|)Rall Rate $89.15 Revised Rale
12 9/06 CR4&5 CR485 NRG Power Markeling Inc 7 g.424 287 (i) RaillRale $63.16 Revised Rale
13 10/06 CR4&5 CR 485 Alliance MC Mining 1 62,883 2B % (IyRailRate $86.88 Revised Rate
14 10/06 CR 485 CR 485 Conslellallon Energy Commodities Group Inc 2 10,529 78 i (l}.Rail Rale $80.33 Revised Rale
15  10/06 CR4&5 CR48&5 Massey Ullity Sales Company 3 51,693  2B: (i) Rail Rale $87.06 Revised Rale
16 10/06 CR4&5 CR4&5 NRG Power Markeling'inc 4 10,691 28 () Rail Rala 383.01 Revised Rate
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FPSC FORM 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. 1112006 : ]

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

7. Reporting Company:  Florida Power Corporatlon SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368

3. Plant Name: McDuffie Goat Terminal 5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Reporl: \wa IZ\ e _
Q Joel @l]edge - Lead Business Financial Analysl
6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007
New

» Form Intended Qriginal Old F£.0.B.

Line  Monlh Plant  Generallng Lina Volums Fom; Column Qld New Plant Reason lor

No. Reporled Name Plan Supplier Name Number  (lons) No. Tille Value Value Price Ravision

(a) (b} (c) (d) (e) (f} (g) ] (i) ) (k) 0 (m)

NONE
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FPSC FORM 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repod for. Mo. 1112006 N
4. NAME. TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporling Company:  Florida Power Corporalion SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulpam, Business Financial Analyst, (919} 546-6368
27 o
3. Plant Name: Transler Facillty - IMT 5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Report: \ii” A"\ - // —_—
: U‘,Dd Rulledge ffead Business Financial Analys\
6. DATE COMPLETED: 11512007
New
' Form lnlendgd Original Qi F.0.8.
Line  Month Plant  Generating ' Lne  Volums Form Column Old New Plant Reason fos
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Nama Number  {lons) No.. Tile Value Value Price Revision
(al (o) (© (@ (e) n (g9) (hj ) 0 ) ) {m) o
NONE
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FPSC FORM 423-2

1. Report for: Mo.

2. Reporting Company:

3. Pilant Name:

12/2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financi
/

4, NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Signature of Official Submitting Report : A
Qéal Rutledge - Leiness Financial Analys!

6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007

Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.B. As Received Coal Quality
_ Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Pearcent
Line . Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%)
(@) ) (©) (d) (e) m 0 (m)
1 Inlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC o8B 45 834 G $54.00 12.74
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FPSG FORM 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repon for. Mo. 1212006

4. NAME, TITLE, TELE
2. Reporting Company:

Florida Power Gorporation SUBMITTED ON THIS

PHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSO

N CONCERNING DATA
FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial

\nalyst, (919) 546-6368
3. Plant Nams:

Transfer Fagcllity - IMT 5. Signature of Official Submitting Report :

Business Financial Analyst

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007
Total .
Effective  Transpor- F.0.B. s Recaived Coal Quality j
Transpor- Purchase tatlon Plant [
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
No Supplier Name Locatlon Type Modse Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
(a) G () (d) () () ) (x) ) (m)
1 Central Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC B $63.00 0.71 12,309 11.62 6.79
2 Coal Markeling Company Lid 999, IM, 45 MTC oB $64.22 0.57 11,349 3.08 12.82
3 Glencore Lid. 999, 1M, 45 MTC 0B $65.43 0.65 12,022 6.58 10.9%
4 Guasare Coal International NV 999, IM, 50 MTC OB $71.12 0.53 13,180 5.62 6.70
5 Kanawha River Termlnals Inc. 8, wv, 39 MTC B $72.98 0.71 12,362 11.75 6.59
6 Keyslone Industries LLC 8. WV, 39 MTC oB $53.00 0.73 12,222 11.85 8.46
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FPSC FORM 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND:QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Reporl for: Mo. 12/2006
4, NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporling Company;  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, BWMW@& (919) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2 ° 5. Signature of Official Submilting Report : { /g
Joel Rutledg% Lead Business Financial Analyst
6. OATE COMPLETED: 2/1312007 :
Total X
Effective Transpor- F.Q.B. As Received Coal Quality
. Transpor- Purchase ‘tation Plant Percent Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
No. Suppller Name Location Type Mode Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) {%)
@) b) (c) (d) (e) 0} )} (k) 0] (m)
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 MTC UR $70.18 Q.85 12,450 11.61 513
2 B8W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51 MTC UR $77.51 1.06 12,142 12.69 5.60
3  B&W Resources Inc, 8, KY, 51 MTC UR $72.50 0.96 12,512 10.20 5.53
4  Consol Energy inc. 8. Ky, 119 MTC UR $78.55 1,22 12,651 8.37 6.81
5 GConsol Engfgy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC UR $78.55 1.15 12,380 13.00 4.28
6 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC UR §77.62 1.02 12,341 11.08 6.63
7  Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC UR $73.67 0.96 13,119 7.49 4908
8  Transfer Facility NIA N/A GB $62.57 0.73 12,222 11.85 8.46
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FPSC FORM 423-2

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

: 12/2006
1. Report for: Mo. 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON. CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporting Company:  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Findngial Ana%mgl) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 & 5 5. Signature of Official Submilting Report : ,.,C p&
Rulledge - k@ad Business Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007
Total
Effective Transpor- F.0.8. l As Recelved Coal Quality l
_ Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent Blu Percent Percent
Line Mine Purchase tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (%) (%)
@ o (©) (d) (e) ® (9 (h) ® 0 (k) 0 (m)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC UR 42,596 e el A $88.72 069 12,666 8.87 6.37
2 Massey Utility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 MTC UR 42,246 $92.22 0.72 12,850 11.82 4.31
3 NRG Power Marke(ing Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 10,895 $82.76 0.72 12,662 11.64 5.45
4 Transfer Fac!hty N/A N/A GB 30,963 $64.80 0.50 11,371 5.20 13.49
5  Transfer Facility N/A N/A GB 147,933 § $77.29 0.54 10,152 712 8.31
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

© DY B
Bl il e i el &
1. Report for: Mo. 1212006 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporling Company:.  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Fg:i@Ana?st, (619) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Signature of Official Submitling Report . X
Joé‘r—duﬂedge - Lead Bl{S)‘IeSS Financlal Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007
Retro-
F.O.B. Short Haul Original aclive Quality Effective
‘ Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price inc(Dec) Price memnts Price
No. Supplier Name Localion . Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) C ($/Ton). ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(@) (b) (c) (d) (®) 0 (9) (h) ) () (
1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 MTC 45,834 VULNEEE A EOURNIDINE  50.00 .
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS$ RECEIVED QUALITY

1. r for: Mo. 12/2006
Report for. Mo 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING. DATA
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Cerporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financial Analygt 6-6368
3. Plant Name; Transfer Facilily - IMT 5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report : >{£'/\ g
-/\J)el Rutledge - Leac@]slness Financlal Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007
Retio-
F.O.B. Short Haul Qriginal active Quality Elfective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl- Purchase
Line ) Mine Purchase Price Charges Price - Inc(Dec) Price ments Price
No. Suppler Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) () () (d) (e) (9) 0] @ © k) n
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, WV, 39 MTC N/A $0.00 A -
2 Coal Marketing Company Ltd 999, IM, 45 MTC N/A $0.00
3 Glencors Lid. 999, IM, 45 MTC NIA $0.00
4 Guasare Coal International NV 999, IM, 50 MTC N/A $0.00
5 Kanawha River Terminals inc. B, WV, 39 MTC NIA $0.00
6 Keystone Induslries LLC 8, Wv, 39 MTC N/A $0.00
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FPSC FORM 4123-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo. 1212006 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporling Company:  Florida Power Corporatlon SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financlal Analyst, (919). 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2 5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Rep%rt: w
UJoel Rutledge -élead Business Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 201312007
Retro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Original active Quality Cffective
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Ling Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price mentls Price
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Tom {$/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) ) © (d) {e) . )] 0
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC B, KY, 119 MTC 20,463 Z& K NA $0.00
2  B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 61 MTC 10,680 N/A $0.00
3 B&W Resources Inc. 8. KY, 51 MTC 21,805 & - NA $0.00
4  Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 119 MTC 21,472 L N/IA $0.00
5  Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133 MTC 21,120 i : N/A $0.00
6 Massey Ulillly Sales Company 8, KY, 195 MTC 22,072 @ ) N/A $0.00
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 MTC 31,726 BEEE L NJIA $0.00
8  Transfer Facility N/A NIA 7.098 HEyd N/A $0.00
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FPSC FORM 423-2A

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS

1. Report for: Mo, 1212006

2. Reporting Company:

Florida Pawer Corporation

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING.DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Fineacial Analys

, (919) 546-6368

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 4 &5 5. Signature of Official Submilling Report . %V 'fé
(J\o)gl Rutledge - Lead@usiness Financial Anatyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 2{1312007°
Retro-
F.0.B. Short Haul Qriginal active Qualily Effeclive
Mine & Loading Involce Price Base Adjust- Purchase
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc{Dec) Price ments Price
No. Supptlier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (5/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) () {c) (d) (e) U] @ 0]
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195 LTC 42,596 1 L N/IA $0.00
2 Massey Utility Sales Company 8, Wv, 5§ MTC 42,246 & N/A $0.00
3 NRG Power Markeling Inc 8, Wv, 39 S 10,895 ¥ NIA $0.00
4 Transfer Facility N/A N/A 30,963 B NIA $0.00
5  Transfer Facility NIA N/A 147,933 NIA $0.00
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FPSC FORM 423-28

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. for: . 12/2006
Report for: Mo 0 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporting Company:  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Busu%lal Analyst, (919 ) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: McDuffie Coal Terminal 5. Signature of Officlal Submitting Report :
el Rulledge L‘?}xd Business Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007
Addltional
Effsctive  Shorthaul Other River  Trans- Ocean  Other Other Transpot £.0.0
Transpar- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge  Water Relaled lalion Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rate Charges Rale Rate Rate  Charges Charges Charges Price
No. Supplier Name Location Point Mode  Tons  ($/Ton) ($(Ton)  (3/Ton) ($/Ton) (SfTon) ($/Ton} ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton)
{a) ) {c) () (e} ® @ n ® ) 9] 0 (m) n) (0) ® )]
1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM, 45 Caragena, S.A. 0B 45,834 (EMNSNNNS NA NIA NIA N/& NIA N/A WA NIA $54.00
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FPSC FORM 423-28
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. R { for: Mo. 122006
epar 4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financial 72;(, (919) 546-6368
3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT 5. Slgnature of Official Submitting Report : ﬁM
k Q}Jel Rutledge - Lgkd Business Financial Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13[2007
Additlonal
Effeclive  Shorthaul Olher River Trans- Qcean Other Olher  Transport- F.0.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Ratl Rail Barge loading Barge Water Relaled lation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Charges Rale  Charges  Rale Rate Rate  Charges Charges Charges  Price
Na. Supplier Name Locatlon Poinl Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) (c) (9) {0} W] 0} ® (K) ) (m) () () (Q)
1 Central Coal Company 8,WVv,39  Winifrede Dock, B N/A NIA A H i N/A N/A N/A $63.00
2 Coal Markeling Company Lld 999, IM, 45  Colombia, S.A. 0B N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA $64.22
J Glencore Lid. 999, 1M, 45  Le Jagua, S.A. (O] ] NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A NiA $65.43
4 Guasare Coal Intemalional NV 999, 1M, 50  Pasg Diablo, S.A. OB N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A $71.12
5 Kanawha River Teaninais Inc. 8, WV,39  Quincy Dock, WV, 8 NiA N/A NA I NIA NIA NiA 572.98
6 Keystone Industres LLC 8, wWv, 39 New Oreans, LA o8 N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A $53.00
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FPSC FORM 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT QF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report far: Mo. 12/2006 4, NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
2. Reporting Company:  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368
3. Ptant Naine: Crystal River 1 & 2 5. Signature of Official Submitling Report : \4 g / ‘/@
O Joel Rutledge ‘%ead Business Financlal Analyst
6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007
Additional
Effectlve  Shorthaul Other River  Trans- Ocean  Other Other Transport F.0.B.
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rall Rail Barge loading Barge  Waler Related lation Plant
Line Mine Shipping tation Price Chaiges Rate  Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges  Price
Na. Supplier Name Location Point Mode  Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (S/Ton) ($/Ton)
(a) (b) {c) (d) (e) " (h) ) ] ®) 0} (m) n) (0) (@)
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, 119 Yellow Creek, KY UR 20,463 &% £ NA ’ A N/A N/A NiA NIA $70.10
.2 B&W Resources Inc 8, KY, 51  Resource, KY UR 10,680 &7 NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A NIA $77.51
3 B&W Resources Inc. 8.KY, 51  Resource, KY UR 21,805 2l F A NIA NIA NIA NIA  NIA | 572,50
4 Consol Energy Inc. B, KY, 119  Mousie; KY UR 21,472 {55 N/A NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A $78.55
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8, KY, 133  Rapid Loader, K<Y UR 21,120 N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA NIA $76.55
6 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, KY, 195  Goff, KY UR 22,072 N/IA N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $77.62
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY, 95 Bardo, KY UR 31,726 : N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A 373.67
8 Transfer Faclllly N/A Plaguemines, Pa  GB 7,098 [Esg o N/A N/A NA 3 $62.57
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FPSC FORM 423-2B

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Repor for: Mo. 12/2006

4, NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA
- 2. Reporling Company:  Florida Power Corporation SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam,-Busines

s/@manolalA alyst, {(919) 546-6368
5. Signature of Official Submitting Report . ZEK/

Joe! Rutiedge - Lae{d Business Financial Analyst

3. Plant Name: Crystal Rlver 4 & 5

6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007

Addillonal
Effeclive’ Shorthaul Other River Taans-  Qcean Other Other Transporl F.OB
Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Water  Related
Line .

Mine Shipping talion Price
No.

latlon Plant
Suppller Name Locatlon Point Mode

Charges Charges Charges  Price
($/Ton)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton} (%/Ton)

Charges Rate Charges Rale Rate Rate

Tons (3/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (3/Ton)
(@) ®) '

' ‘ (c) (d) (e) ] 9 (h) ) (k) U] (m) (n) (o) (p) (a)
1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY, 195  Scotlts Branch, KY UR 42,596 ‘ NIA ) N/A N/A N/A N/A NA i B 50872
2 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8, WV, 5 Sylvester, WV UR N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A $92.22
3 NRG Power Markeling Ing B8, WV, 39 Hobet UR NIA % " N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A k §82.76
4 Transfer Facilily N/A Moblie, Al GB j NA N/A NIA NA iR N~ $64.80
5 Transfer Facllity NiA Plaguemines, Pa GB 147,933 § N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA $77.29
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FPSC FORM 423-2C

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

1. Report for: Mo, 12/2006

2. Reporling Company:  Florida Power Corporallon

3. Planl Name; McDuffie Coal Terminal

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

I-Analyst, {319) 546-6 68

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM; Jon Putnam, Buslness Financia

5. Signature of Official Submitling Report:

Z Jbel Rutledge - Lead Susiness Financial Analysl

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/12J2007
New
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.O.B.
Line  Month Piant  Ganerating Line Volume  Form Column Qid New Plant Reason for
No. Reported Name Plant Suppller Name Number  (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Ravision
(a) (b) (c) {d) {e) N {9)] (h) (U] {1} (k) 0} (m)
NONE
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9£0000-14L0-4dd

FPSC FORM 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo.

2. Reporling Company:

3. Plan! Name:

12/2006

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

Florida Power Corporalion

Transler Facilily - iIMT

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financlal Analy

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report:

, Q,a 54;—6368

~/ Joel Rulledge - Le

Business Financial Analyst

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2112/2007
New
Form intended Orlginal Old F.Q.8.
Line  Month Plant  Generalng Line Volume  Form Column Qld Plant Reason lor
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Name Number  (tons) No. Title Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) {d) (e) 0] (g) (h) (i} () {m)
1 3/06 IMT IMT  Central Coal Company 1 26,774 2A (k) Quality Adjustments. § $63.51 Quality Price Adjustment
2 4/06 IMT IMT Central Coal-Company 1 26,468 2A (k) Quality Adfustrients $60.78. Quality Price Adjustment
3 5/06 iMT IMT  Cealral Coal Campany 1 25,287 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $62.77 Quallty Price Adjustment
4 6/06 iMT IMT Central Coal Company 1 21.272 2A (k) Quallty Adjustments $62.87 Quality Price Adjustment
5 6/06 IMT IMT Guasare Coal Internalional NV 4 42,525 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $72.85 Quality Price Adjustment
6 7106 IMT IMT Central Coal Company 1 25,541 2A (k) Quallty Adjustments $63.32 Quality Price Adjustment
7 7/06 IMT IMT  Guasare Coal International NV 2 48,366 2A (k) Quallly. Adjustments (i $70.50 Quality Price Adjustment
8 8/06 IMT IMT Cenlral Coal Company 1 24,562 2A (k) Quality Adjustments H§ $63.67 Quality Price Adjustment
9 9/06 IMT IMT Central Coal Company 1 22,125 2A (k) Quality Adjustments. $63.91 Quality Price Adjusliment
10 10/06 IMT IMT Cantral Coal Company 1 27.852 2A (k) Quality Adjustments 23k $63.38 Quality Price Adjustment
11 10/06 IMT IMT Coal Markeling: Company Lid 3 81,104 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenils § $65.50 Quality Price Adjustment
12 11/06 IMT IMT Ceutral Coal Company 1 22,987 2A (k) Quality-Adjustmentls $62.31 Quallty Price Adjusiment
13 11406 IMT IMT  Kanawha River Termlnals Inc 5 26,099 28 () Transloading Rale $73.21 Revision lo Rate
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6¢0000-14L0-d3d

FPSC FORM 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo.
2. Reporting Company:

3. Plant Name:

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL .FOR-ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED. PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY

12/2006
Florida Power Corporation

Cryslal River 1 & 2

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA

SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financlal An lysl (91

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report:

U Joel Rulledge /l\ead Business Financlal Analysl

6. DATE COMPLETED: 20122007
New
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.0.B.
Line Month Planl  Generaling Line Volume  Form Column Old New Plant Reason flor
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Name Numbsr  {tons) No. Tile Value Value Price Revision

(a) () {c) (d) (@) N (9) (h) " {J) K 0] (m)
1 4/06 CR 182 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 3 10,794 2A (k) Quality AdJustments ! o S $77.92 Quality Price Adjustment
2 5/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 B&W Resources Inc 3 20,079 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments & $77.42 Quality Price Adjustmenl
3 6/06 CR 182 CR 182 B&W Resources In¢ 2 10,943 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments :fis $79.76 Qualily Price Adjustment
q 7106 CR18&2 CR 182 B&W Resources inc 3 10,015 2A (k) Quality Adjustments B $79.08 Quality Price Adjustment
5 7/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Massey Ulility Sales.Company 6 41,868 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $78.39 Quality Price Adjustment
6 7/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Massey Ulility Sales Company 7 3,618 2A (k) Quality Adjustments & $91.62 Quality Price Adjustment
7 7106 CR1&2 CR 182 Massey Ulillty Sales Company 8 9,909 2A (k) Quality Adjustments § $682.49 Quality Price Adjustment
8 8/06 CR 182 CR1&2 B&W Resources Inc 2 10,469 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $82.03 Quality Price Adjustment
9 8/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 - 13,076 2A (k) Quality Adjustmenls’ $83.78 Quality Price Adjustment
10 8/06 CR 182 CR1&2 Massey Ulllity Salas Company 7 10,161 2A (k) Quality Adjustments K $86.79 Quality Price Adjustment
1 8/06 CR182 CR1&2 Massey Ulllity Sales Company. 4 60,663 2C (k) New Value bl $75.65 Quality Price Adjustment
12 8/06 CR142 CR 182 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 8,850 2C (k) New Value $66.08 Qualily Price Adjustment
13 8/06 CR 182 CR 182 Massaey Ulllity Sales Company 9 39,989 2C (k) New Value $77.56 Quality Price AdJustment
14 8/06 CR 182 CR 182 Massey Ulility Sales Company 10 9,993 2C (k) New Value $87.73  Quality Price Adjustment
15 8/06 CR 182 CR 1&2 Massey Utilily Sales Company 11 19,068 2C (k) New Value $85.16 Quality Price Adjustment
16 9/06 CR 182 'CR1&2 B&W Resources Inc 2 10.526 2A (k) Quality Adjuslments % $79.15 Quality Price Adjustment
17 9/06 CR 1&2 CR 182 Massey Ulility Sales Company 5 13,076 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $77.71 Qualily Price Adjustmenl
18 9/06 CR 142 CR 1&2 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 10,161 27 (k) Quality Adjustments 1.,, $81.21 Qualily Price Adjustment
19 10/06 CR182 CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 3 11,002 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $76.90 Quality Price Adjustment
20 10/06 CR 142 CR1&2 Massey Ulility Sales Company 6 10,204 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $76.48 Quality Price Adjustment
21 11/06 CR1&2 CR 142 B&W-Resources Inc 1 10,857 2A (k) Quality Adjusiments l- $79.50 Quality Price Adjustment
22 11/06 CR 1&2 CR1&2 Massey Utility Sales Company 5 21,489 2A (k) Quallty Adjustments & $78.85 Qualily Price Adjustment

907 10 ST 38ed

SULOA £Z¢ 900T

'ON HQIYXY WOSUES ] Hoqoy

(01-9T13)

I9-100040 "ON 1220



FPSC FORM 423-2C

1. Report for: Mo.
2. Reporling Company:

3. Plant Name:

12/2006
Florida Power Corporation

Cryslal River 4 & 5

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS REGEIVED QUALITY

6. Signalure of Official Submitting Report:

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT.PERSON CONCERNING DATA
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financlal Analyst, (919) 546-6368

/jel Rutledge - Coad ﬁiness Financial Anatyst

~

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2122007
New
Form Intended Odginal Old F.0.B.
Line Month Plant  Generaling Line Vaolume  Form Column Old Plant Reason for
No. Repored Name Plant Supplier Name Number  {tons) No. Tile Value Price Revision
(a) (b) (c) (d) N (9) (h) 0 0] (m)
1 7106 CR4&5 CR 485 CAM Kenlucky LLC 3 21,408 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $67.31 Quality Price Adjustment
2 7/06 CR4&5 CR 485 Massey Ulilily Sales Company § 15,847 2A (kY- Quality Adjusimentis 23 $97.68 Quality Price Adjustment
3 8/06 CR 485 GCR 485 CAM Kenlucky LLC 2 21,686 2A. (k) Quality. Adjusiments ; $64.83 Quality Price Adjustment
4 B/OG CR 485 CR 485 Massey Ulilty Sales Company [5 34,641 2A  (k)-Quality Adjustments $93.98 -Qualily Price Adjustment
5 8/06 CR 445 CR 485 Massey Utility Sales Company 2 26,067 2C (k) New-Value $90.99 Quality Price Adjustment
6 B/06 CR 485 CR 4&6 Massey Ulility Sales Company 8 77957 2C (k) New Value $90.81 Quality. Price Adjustment
7 8/06 CR 485 CR 485 Massey Ulility Sales Company 12 41,430 2C (k) New Valus $91.73 Quality Price Adjustment
g 8/06 CR 485 CR48&5 Massey Ulility Sales Company 13 10,241 2C (k) New Value $93.75 Quality Price Adjustment
9 9/06 CR485 CR485 CAM Kenlucky LLC 3 22,687 2A (k) Quality Adjustments § $61.96 Quality Price Adjustment
10 9/06 CR 485 CR 435 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 5 21,351 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $88.34 Quality Price Adjusiment
11 906 CR 485 CR 485 Massey Utiity Sales Company 6 51,026 2A (k) Qualily Adjustments $92:561 Quality Prce Adjustment
12 10/06 CR4&5 CR4&5 Massey Ullily Sales Company 3 51,693 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $90.31 Quality. Price Adjustment
13 11/06 CR 485 CR485 Massey Ulility Sales Company 4 43,665 2A (k) Quality Adjustments $91.22 Quality-Price Adjusiment

0%0000-T420-44d
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Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO.__ (RLS-11)

2006 WATER CONTRACTS
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Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO.__(RLS-12)

RFP BITUMINOUS COAL PRICES



Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. __ (RLS-12)
RFP Bituminous Coal Prices

Page 1 of 1

CONTRACTS FOR BITUMINOUS COAL AWARDED IN PEF’S 2004 RFP

Divd to CR 4/5

Company Source of Coal $/MMBtu
Affiliate KRT CAPP [
Central Coal CAPP -l
Guasare Imported Venezuela e B




Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO.__ (RLS-13)

COMPONENTS OF SPRING CREEK BID



Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-13)
Components of Spring Creek Bid

Page 1 of 1

BREAKDOWN OF SPRING CREEK BID PRICE

FOB Mine
Rail to Dock Transload and Rail
Cars
River Barge (includes blending)
Ocean Barge

Total
$/MMBtu

Wi




Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO. __ (RLS-14)

COMPONENTS OF ARCH PRICE PER TON



Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.__ (RLS-14)
Componeants of Arch Price Per Ton

Page 1 of |

BREAKDOWN OF PEF’S COST OF ARCH BLACK THUNDER PRB COAL
BASED ON 2004 BID FOR DELIVERY IN 2006

$/Ton

FOB Mine
Rail and Rail Cars
Dock -k
River Barge (includes blending) .
L
.
-

Ocean Barge
Total
$/MMBtu

|

! The River Barge charge in May 2006 incurred by PEF for a PRB test burn coal movement according to
the May 2006 FPSC 423 was $9.74/ton. However, this charge includes a dock charge, estimated at
$1.10/ton which, due to the fact that PRB bids are FOB barge, is deducted from the FPSC 423 river rate.



Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO.___ (RLS-15)

CALCULATION OF PRB BID PRICES



e

Docket No. 070001 -EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. _ (RLS-15)
Calculation of PRB Bid Prices

Page 1 of 1

DETAIL SUPPORTING TIERED CALCULATION
OF EFFECTIVE PRB BID PRICES

Tier Price Notes
Tier 1 $2.40/MMBtu For the first 500,000 tons or 9,350,000 x 10°
‘ Btu’s
Tier 2 $2.33/MMBtu For the second 500,000 or 8,800,000 x 10°
Btu’s
Tier 3 $2.35/MMBtu For any additional Btu’s above the Tier 1 and
| Tier 2 total of 18,150,000 x 10° Btu’s




Docket No. 070001-E1

EXHIBIT NO.___(RLS-16)

CALCULATION OF OVERCHARGES



Docket No. 070001-E1
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.___ (RLS-16)
Calculation of Overcharges

Page 1 of 1

DETAIL SUPPORTING CALCULATION OF OVERCHARGES

ASSUMING 20% PRB BLEND IN 2006

Displaced PRB A

$/MMBtu $/MMBtu $/MMBtu 10° Btu’s $’s

3.30/KRT 2.40 0.87 9,350,000 8,134,500

3.30/KRT 2.33 0.94 3,904,093 3,669,847

2.90/CCoal 2.33 0.54 899,000 485,460
Total 14,153,093 12,289,807




Docket No. 070001-EI

EXHIBIT NO.___(RLS-17)

EXCESS OF SO2 ALLOWANCES



Docket No. 070001-EI
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. _ (RLS-17)
Excess SO2 Allowances

Page 1 of 2

DERIVATION OF OVERCHARGES FOR 2006 EXCESS SO2 ALLOWANCES

10.

11.

12.

13.

1bs. SO,/MMBtu of KRT and Central IMT Tons
Percent Removed Bit Coal

Bit Coal SO,/ MMBtu

PRB Ibs/MMBtu SO,

Removed Percent From PRB

PRB SO, lbs/MMBtu

Difference

MMBtu PRB Coal 20% Blend

MMBtu PRB Coal 30% Blend

A 1bs. SOz

A Tons SO,

Average 2006 SO, Allowance Pirce ($/Ton)

Ratepayer Overpayments

1.09

6.0

1.0246
0.795

18.3
0.6495
0.3751
14,153,093
20,704,055

20% 5,308,825
30% 7,766,091

20% 2,654
30% 3,883

733

20% Blend $1,945,684
30% Blend $2,846,272



Docket No. 070001-EI

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No._ (RLS-17)
Excess SO2 Allowances

Page 2 of 2

Sources:
1. Calculation from FPSC 2006 423 data.
2. See RS Reply Exhibit RS-44.
3. 95%ofl
4.
5. FPSC Form 423 June 2006 for Peabody PRB-Coal.
6. See?2.
7. 81.7% of 4.
8. 3 minus 6.
9. See text.
10. See text.

11. Calculation.
12. Calculation.
13. Cantor Fitzgerald 12 month average for 2006.
14. Calculation.



