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DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

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 AND 

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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A. In Docket No. 060658-EI, 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 (“PRE3”) 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. 

Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY REVIEW THE COMMISSION’S DECISION IN DOCKET 

NO. 060658-EL 

A. At the time I prepare this testimony, the written order memorializing the decision in 

Docket No. 060658-E1 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 

attachng the Staff document as Exhibit -(RLS-2). 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ESSENTIAL PARAMETERS OF THE PRIMARY STAFF 

RECOMMENDATION THAT A MAJORITY OF THE COMMISSIONERS 

2 
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ADOPTED AS THEIR DISPOSITION OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN DOCKET 

NO. 060658-EI? 

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 bum 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 staffs 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 iinpleinent the decision of the 

Commission in Docket No. 060658-E1 to calendar year 2006. In other words, OPC 

asked me to apply the relevant parameters of the Commission’s decision in Docket 

No. 060658-E1 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 PRE3 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. Ths  amount measures the 
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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% PRJ3 coal in 2006. 
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THE COMMISSIONERS? 

Yes. According to PEF’s Schedule A-4, whch 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 bumed 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. 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

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 amves 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 Cqn”mssion 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-E1, 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 Cornmission-approved “waterborne proxy,” 

from which PEF derived 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-E1 on December 22, 2003. Accordingly, the concept of a “waterborne proxy” 

is not relevant to 2006 circumstances. I therefore have used actual market 

transportation rates, 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.’’ I 

note that in calculating the amount to be refunded in Docket 060658-EI, 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 3 1, 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 point 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? 

7 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

A. 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 Btdpound Central Appalachian bituminous coal that PEF 

actually purchased, the average Btu content would have been 1 1,695 Btus per pound 

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

Q. 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 fiom 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 

A. 
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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-EIY 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 prices 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-EIY 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 refimd in Docket No. 060658- 

EI. 
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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-E1 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 bum 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 PRE3 in the blend to 30%, the required refund would be 

proportionately larger. These refund mounts 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 bum 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 Rver 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 
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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. 

Q. 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 U S - 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. 

A. 

Q. WHAT DID PEF PAY FOR COAL’ BURNED IN CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 

AND 5 IN 2006? 

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 t l u s  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 

A. 
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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 burn (some) PRB coal. 

For example, at Scherer Unit 4 southeast of Atlanta, in 2006 FPL burned 100% PRB 

coal in a unit not designed for PRB coal and paid an average price of $2.18/MMBtu. 

Southem 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 westem 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.OO/MMBtu. 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. 

That is a delivered price. 

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 fiom other U.S. coal producing regions. 

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

conditions. 
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Q .  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. A. 

Q. 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 McDuffe 

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 FUS-17, RLS-34 and U S - 3 5  entered in Docket No. 060658) and the 

route was 600 miles shorter than the route contemplated by the terms of the RFP. 

Use of h s  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. 

A. 

Q. 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. 

A. 
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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 heling 

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

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

(1) Mr. A1 Pitcher’s May 20, 2004 memorandum with attachments to Kyle, 

Crake. 

Purchases actually resulting from this solicitation for delivery in 2006, as 

provided by PEF. 

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. 

(2) 

(3) 

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 Btu/lb 

min”, “subbituminous” coal. 

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

procurement decisions for CR 4/5. 

Q. 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 Btu/lb of 12,211. 

A. 
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Q. 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. A. 

Q. WHAT WAS THE LOWEST BID IN 2004 FOR 2005-2007 CR 415 COAL? 

A. 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/MMBtu. 

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. 

Q. IS THE SPRING CREEK PRB COAL SUITABLE FOR CRYSTAL RIVER 

UNITS 4 AND 51 

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. 

A. 
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1 Q. 

2 A. 
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6 Q* 

7 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Q.  

22 

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 Edubit RLS-3, (late filed Exhibit 4 to the deposition of PEF witness A1 

Pitcher), PEF’s “as utilized” evaluation penalized PRB coal for high moisture, lower 

Btdlb, 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 



1 A. 

2 

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

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

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

4 

5 Q. DID THESE PEF PRB COAL ADJUSTMENTS REFLECT THE “AS 

6 

7 

BURNED” CHARACTERISTICS AT CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5, 

AND INCORPORATE THEM IN THE DELIVERED PRICE ANALYSIS? 

8 A. Yes. 

9 

10 Q. WERE THE MAY 2004 BIDS FROM 2006 CAPP COAL AND SOUTH 

11 AMERICAN COAL PRODUCERS, WHEN EVALUATED ON A DELIVERED 

12 

13 

PFUCE AND “AS UTILIZED” DELIVERED PRICE BASIS, COMPETITIVE 

WITH THE PRB BIDS IN TERMS OF COST MEASURED IN $/MMBTU?? 

14 A. 

15 

No. As I showed at page 42 of my direct testimony in Docket No. 060658-EI’ and on 

Exhibit -(RLS-9, which was identified as RLS-7 in Docket No. 060658-EI)’ in mid- 

16 

17 

to-late 2003 prices of imported and CAPP coals had risen sharply, but PFU3 

commodity prices and rail rates had not risen. This was the coal market situation at 

18 the time of the May 2004 bid evaluation. 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE LOWEST CAPP AND IMPORTED COAL BIDS 

RECEIVED BY PEF IN MAY 2004. 

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

23 lowest CAPP bids were Central Coal’s ton 2006 bid evaluated at 
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3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q- 

9 

10 

11 A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

WHAT WATER ROUTE AWARDS WERE MADE AS A RESULT OF THE 

MAY 2004 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 

$ m / M M B t u  (cash cost m M B t u )  and to Massey at an “as utilized” cost of 

p M M B t u  (cash cost m M B t u ) .  

AT THIS POINT CAN YOU EMPLOY THE 2004 EVALUATED BIDS TO 

CkZlCULATE THE 2006 OVERF’AYMENTSTHAT 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 ‘%ut 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 -on CAPP award 

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

23 Q. WHAT WERE THE TOTAL BTU’S REPRESENTED BY THESE AWARDS? 
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A. 

Q .  

A. 

Q. 

A. 

For Central Coal at 24.6 MMBtu/ton on-on,, ~ M B ~ u .  For 

Massey at 24.2 MMBtuiton on -oris - MMBtu for a total of 

-MEm 

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU ARRIVED AT THE $9,806,800 FIGURE FOR 

THE 20% PlU3 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 m B t u  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 $0.9O/MMBtu on the w 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 Btu/lb at a savings of $m/MIvlBtu “as utilized” Massey minus 

$1.98/MMBtu North Rochelle coal for an added savings of $0.76/MMBtu or 

$2,093,8 00. 

IS THIS METHOD COMPLETE? 

This is one method of evaluating ratepayer overpayments due to the failure to bum 

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 

21 
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5 A. 
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of 21,042:275 MMBtu. 

evaluating the overpayments due to an imprudent procurement. 

But this method is not the normal methodology for 

HOW WOULD THE “NORMAL” METHODOLOGY DIFFER? 

The differences follow: 

0 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 Staffs 3gVMMBtu / PRB Btu penalty for PRB coal 

use in a 20% to 30% blend. 

m r d ,  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 

SO2 allowances. 

0 

0 

0 
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Q. 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 E ~ b i t  - (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 RLS-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-EI. (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: 

A. 

m o n s  to Central Coal 

-tons to Massey 

-tons to KRT (PFC Affiliate) 

Q.  BUT MASSEY WAS SHIFTED TO THE RAIL ROUTE IN SEPTEMBER 2004 

22 PRIOR TO THE KRT AWARD? 
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A. 

Q .  

A. 

Q .  

A. 

Correct. Therefore, the net new 2004 contract tons, excluding Drummond Colombian 

coal imports via McDuffie, were Central Coal C o m p a n y ’ s l o n s  and PFC 

affiliate sales company KRT’s w t o n s , m o n s  of which replaced the 

diverted Massey coal (see Exktbit (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 TN 

DOCKET NO. 060658-EI, PEF SHOULD KAVE BEEN ABLE TO TAKE 

ADVANTAGE OF CHEAPER PRB COAL? 

Yes. In the recommendation that the Commission adopted, 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 GUASAM? 

It 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 if it  was more costly than PlU3 coal. 

24 



1 Q. 

2 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 Q- 

10 A. 

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 

2 1,042,275 MMBtu’s. 

PLEASE ADDRESS THE 20% AND 30% BLENDS. 

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

1 1  the -tons of KRT tons received in 2006 (vs. a m t o n  contract) and 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

-tons of t h e m t o n s  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 in 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 TN THE 

BTU CONTENT OF PRB AND BITUMINOUS COALS? 

I have based my calculations on the price of coal per million Btus, not tons. 

25 



1 Q .  

2 
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4 A. 
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16 Q .  

17 

DID PEF HAVE SUFFICIENT TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY IN 2006 TO 

ACCOMMODATE THE INCREASED TONS OF PRB COAL ASSOCIATED 

WITH MAINTAINLNG 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 bitumiflous 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 

18 CONTRACT PURCHASES IN 2006 FROM THESE SUPPLIERS? 

19 A. 

20 

21 

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

- (RLS-10) were S)!MMBtu, S I v l B t u ,  and *MBtu for PEF affiliate 

KRT, Central Coal, and Guasare, respectively. See Exhibit - (IUS-1 2). 

22 
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1 Q .  
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21 Q. 

22 A. 

23 

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 fonnal 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 - (€US-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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Q. WHY IS THIS SIGNIFICANT? 

A. 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/MMBtu.. 

Q. 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). 

A. 

Q. BASED ON ACTUAL 2006 FUEL COSTS, AS OPPOSED TO BIDS FOR NON- 

PRB COAL RECEIVED AT THE TIME PRB PRODUCERS PARTICIPATED 

LN 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 PRE3 500,000 tons at 18.7 MMBWton or 9,350,000 

x lo6 Btu’s and 272,903 tons of Wyoming PRB coal at 17.6 MMBtu/ton or 4,803,093 

x lo6 Btu’s. 

A. 
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1 Q- 
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5 A. 
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8 Q* 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 Q. 

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 is 

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 EAubit 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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1 A. $1 5,827,326. 

2 

3 Q. 

4 

5 

6 A. 

7 

8 Q. 

9 

10 

11 A. 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

I F  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 mother $1,020,23 1 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 MOBLLE, ALABAMA WHICH WAS THE 

LEAST COST ROUTE OF ACQUIRING PRB COAL FOR CR 4/5? 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

LL A. 

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-EI, 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 $1 8,673,598. 

DOES THAT COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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EXPERIENCE OF 

DR. ROBERT L. SANSOM 

Education 
i$ 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 
$x Dr. Sansom was a Fulbright Scholar, Rhodes Scholar, and White House Fellow 

Experience 
$r 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, 

$T 
$T 

-#I 

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

rPr 
$x 
$T coal transportation. 

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 

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 all 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 EPRl 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 utilities and coal companies on coal and rail 
transportation contract terms and conditions. His expertise is frequently sought and utilized in 
contract disputes. 

Electric Util i ty Audi ts 
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 C02 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 Util i ty Experience 
Sansom has been active in international coal since the mid-l97O'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: 

A 
A 

C 
A 
A 

A 

C 

PSC 
PSC 
A 

A 

On Behalf of 
C M S En erg y 
Otter Tail PowedMinnkota 
Pwr CoopINW Pub Svc 
Cedar Bay Generating 
Seminole Electric Coop, Inc. 
CMS Energy 

Government of Turkey 

Peabody Coal Company1 
Indianapolis P&L 

Peabody Western Coal Co. 
csx 
Marysville Fractionation 
Partnership 
Dearborn Industrial Generation 

Other Party - Year 
Luzon Power 1998 
Knife River Coal Company 1998 

Florida Power & Light 1999 

Adams Affiliates, Inc. 200 1 
Mt. Vernon Transfer Terminal 2000 

& Cottonwood Partnership 
PSE&G 2003- 

2006 
John Wasson 2004 

MohavelSo Cal Edison 2004 
Tampa Electric Co 2004 
Kinetic Resources 2005 

Duke/Flour Daniel 2005 

Court or 
Requlatorv Body 
Hong Kong, China 
Chicago, IL 

State Court Florida 
Washington, D.C. 
Chicago, IL 

Washington, D.C. 

U.S. District Court 
Southern Indiana 
California PSC 
Florida PSC 
Detroit, MI 

Detroit, MI 

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 Fortniqhtly, June 15, 
2002. 
"Looking Past California: The Emerging Shape of the Generation Sector", Public Utilities .~ 

Fortniqhtly, 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 
/ ? U C  Set-"ice C k m i d d i o n  

C A P I T A L  CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD O A K  BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-0-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-E1 - 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 - Posthearing Decision - Participation is Limited to 
Commissioners and Staff 

COMMISSIONERS ASSIGNED: All Commissioners 

PREHEAIUNG OFFICER: McMunian 

CRITICAL DATES: None 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: See listing of the revisions to the June 27, 2007 
recommendation on the next page (Page 1 a) 

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

The Cormnission deferred consideration of staffs recommendation in t h s  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 sinall numerical error in the 
recommended refund mount and is thus revising its original recommendation of June 27, 2007. 
In addition, t h s  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. 

Page 15, dth ROW 

Page 16, Primary Rec. 

Page 43,4* par. 

Page 50, I‘ Par. 

Page 67, 1’‘ Par. 

Page 73, Primary Rec. 

Page 88, Primary Rec. 

Replace “12,453,457” with “$12,425,492”; replace “May” with 
“June”; replace “$13,796,073” with “1 3,826,207”. 

Replace “12,453,457” with “$12,425,492”; replace “May” with 
“June”; and replace “$13,796,073” with “1 3,826,207”. 

Replace “12,453,457” with “$12, 425,492”. 

Replace “EXH 70” with “EXH 69”. 

Replace “EXH 78” with “EXH 76”. 

Replace “12,453,457” with “$12,425,492”. 

Replace “12,453,457” with “$12,425,492”. 

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, ~ “ ~ a r .  

2”d Par. 

4th Par. 
5th Par. 

Page 100, Att. A 

Pages 103-104, Att. B 

Replace “$2,655,889” with “2,627,924” and replace “12,453,457” 
with “$12, 425,492”. 
Replace “$1,663,918” with “1,671,352”; replace “6,757,815” with 
“$6,722,416; replace “$1,342,616” with “$1,400,7 15”; and replace 
“May 3 1” with “June 30”. 
Replace “$1 3,796,073” with “$13,826,207. 
Replace “$1 3,796,073” with “$13,826,207. 

Replace various entries which support the calculations listed above. 

Replace various entries which support the calculations listed above. 

- l a -  
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Acronym and Abbreviations 

AARP-AARP 
AGO - Attorney General’s Office 
Btu - British thermal unit 
CAPP - Central Appalachan 
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations 
Commission - Florida Public Service Commission 
CQIM - Coal Quality Impact Model, currently updated it is the VISTA model 
CRl and CFt2 - Crystal River Units 1 and 2 
CR3 - the Crystal River Unit 3 nuclear unit 
CR4 and CR5 - 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 
M W  - 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 &a 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 

-4- 
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Case Background 

By motion filed September 30,2005, in Docket No. 050001-EI, 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.2 

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. P 

The Attorney General, AARP, Florida Industrial Power Users Group (‘cFIPUG’y), OPC, 
PCS Phosphatemite 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 e h b i t s  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.”4 In the Maxine Mine Case, Order No. 13452, issued June 22, 
1984, in Docket No. 820001-EU-A, In re: Investigation of Fuel Cost Recoverv 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 
Gulfs actions to determine whether its decisions regarding Maxine Mine Coal 
purchases were prudent. Theories have ranged fiom a prohbition against 

’Order No, PSC-05-1106-PHO-EI, issued November 3, 2005, in Docket NO. 050001-EI, In re: fuel and purchased 
power cost recoven clause with eeneratine 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? 
20rder No. PSC-05-1252-FOF-E1, issued December 23, 2005 in Docket No. 050001-EI, In re: fuel and purchased 
power cost recovery clause with peneratine incentive performance, pp. 21-28. 
30rder No. PSC-07-0059-PCO-E1, issued January 22, 2007, in Docket NO. 060658, In re: Petition on behalf of 
Citizens of the State of Florida to require Proeress Enerev Florida. JDC. to refund customers $143 million. 

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

- 5 -  



Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. 
Revised Staff R e c o n m e n d a t i o r  
Page 7 of 105 

(RLS-2) 

lookingat 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 Gulfs 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 Gulfs 
ratepayers' interests while recognizing Gulfs 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 Gulfs 
prior actions and we have recognized that a utility cannot foresee the future, In 
this case we have determined that Gulf acted imprudently, that Gulfs 
imprudence resulted in excessive costs, and that the excessive costs should be 
disallowed and refunded to Gulfs 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 moming 
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, 

- 6 -  
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Historical Backsound 

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-E1, issued March 12, 2007, in 
Docket No. 070001-EI, In re Fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause with generating 
erformance incentive factor. It is typically scheduled as a several day proceeding during which 

:e 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 Co"ission 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-EIY 
issued December 23 2005, in Docket No. 050001-EI, In re Fuel and purchased power cost 
recovery clause with penerating performance incentive factor, which is the final order approving 
fuel cost recovery factors to be applied in 2006. 

From 1925 to 195 1, 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. Wlde 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 concem over fuel adjustment charges. On October 7, 1974, the 

-~ ~ 

Docket No. 060001-EI, In re: fuel and purchased vower cauacitv cost recovery clause with venerating incentive 
performance . Docket No. 060002-EG, In re: conservation cost recoverv clause. Docket No. 060003-GU, 
purchased gas adiustment true-uD. Docket No. 060004-GU, In re: natural gas conservation recovery clause. Docket 
No. 060007-EI, In re: Environmental Cost Recoverv Clause. 

- 7 -  
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Commission decided to open a docket to fully review the clause process.6 Two days later, on 
October 9, 1974, the Attorney General issued an advisory opinion whch 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 fieauencv and timing of hearinas for fuel and purchased power cost recovery clause, caDacity 
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 Adiustment 
Clauses of Electric ComDanies. ’ Order No. 9273, issued March 7, 1980, in Docket No. 74680, In re: General Investigation of Fuel Cost Recovery 
Clause. Consideration of Staffs ProDosed Proiected Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recoverv 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 fmal 
order is issued. Once a specific transaction which has been explicitly set aside for review has been ruled upon by the 
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No. 12645, issued November 3, 1983, in Docket No. 830001-EU, In re: Investigation of Fuel 
Adjustment Clauses of Electric Utilities 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 staffs proposal to 
limit prudence jurisdiction to three years and stated: 

We see no justification in limiting our ability to scrutinize past transactions. We 
hlly 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 fiee 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 he1 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 hrther 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. A n  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: Investieation of Fuel 
Adiustment 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 at p. 10 

In Order No. 13452, issued June 22, 1984, in Docket No. 820001-EU-A, In re: 
Investigation of Fuel Cost Recovery Clauses of Electric 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 Cornmission properly regarded the subject of its jurisdiction 
over past collected amounts as having been decided in Order No. 12645. Citing directly eom 
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  expenditure^.^ The Commission explained the 
rationale behind its decision: 

The approach announced in Order No. 12645 is fair to all involved. In noma1 
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 
Recoven CIauses of Electric Utilities. 
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2, Id at pp. 46-48. Gulf Power appealed Order No. 13452. Gulf Power Company v. Florida Public -. _ -  
Service Cormnission, 487 S. 2d 1036 (Fla. 1986). On appeal, Gulf Power raised several issues 
including; whether the refimd order constituted retroactive ratemalung, which is prohibited. The 

Y 

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. 
essentially a quid pro quo that was established in return for the benefit utilities receive. 

Thus, the Commission’s ability to review past expenditures by utilities is 

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 thennal 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 

-~~ 

l o  Order No. PSC-97-1045-FOF-EI, in Docket 970001-E17 issued on September 5 ,  1997, In re: Fuel and Purchased 
Power Cost Recoven Clause and Generating Performance Incentive Factor; Order No. PSC-98- 1223-FOF-E1, in 
Docket No. 980001-E17 issued on September 17, 1998, In re: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recoverv Clause and 
Generating Performance Incentive Factor; Order No. PSC-02-1761 -FOF-EI, in Docket No. 02000 I-EI, issued on 
December 13, 2002, In re: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recoverv 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 Coinmission decided that FPL was prudent. 

Ths  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 staffs 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 fi-om 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. 
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Executive Summary 

On August 10, 2006, OPC filed its petition alleging that PEF, instead of burning the 
design basis blend of coal for Crystal Rwer Units 4 and 5 (CR4 and CR5), 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 CR5 for the 
period 1996 through 2005, and staff provides alternative recommendations. Primary staffs 
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 
bum 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 $!2,1?53;457. Given this, the 
primary recommendation for Issues 2 and 4 is that customers should receive a refund of 
$12,425,492 $+?+3+7 plus interest. With interest through June May 2007, the total amount is 
$13,826,207 $-S+%$W. Primary staff believes no penalty should be applied. 

Alternative staffs recommendation is that PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for the 
period 1996-2005 and no r e h d  or penalty should be applied. Alternative 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 PRl3 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 PRJ3 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 Availabilitv 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 
h4W output at CR4 and CR5 in the Megawatt CaDacitv 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. 
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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 -E1 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 mohies 
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 willfully 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. 
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CR4 and CRS were desimed to bum a blend of SO percent 

PEF 

w, 
FIPUG, White 
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3 taff Primary 

Staff 
Alternative 

- -  
$134.5 million r e h d  
plus interest of $20.6 
million thru Dec. 2006 
for a total refimd of 
$155.1 million. 
No Position on the 
penalty. 

~~ 

No refund 
No penalty 

$1 34.5 million refund 
plus interest of $20.6 
million thru Dec. 2006 
for a total refund of 
$155.1 million. 
Impose a penalty. 
$12,425,492 
$k2++4# refund plus 
interest of $1,400.7 15 

, thruJune 
=for a total 
refund of $13,826.207 

2008. 
No penalty 
No refund 
No penalty 

w 3 W J - 5  Apply in 

I 

bituminous and SO percent sub-bituminous coal. PEF imprudently 
favored affiliates and ignored lower cost PRB coal in purchasing 
coal for the units during 1996 through 2005. Excess coal costs 
and excess SO2 allowance cost are $116.6 million and $17.9 
million, respectively. Capital costs of $2 million and annual O&M 
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/SO 
blend were bumed. 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 was prudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CRS during 1996 
through 2005. PEF did not favor affiliates in purchasing coal or 
synfuel. If a S0/50 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. 
Adopts OPC’s position. Adds a penalty based on a violation of 
the fair and reasonable standard laid down by Chapter 366 F.S. 

PEF was imprudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CR5 during 
2001 to 2005. Starting in 2001, PEF should have begun the shift 
to a PRB coal so that by 2003 a 20 percent blend, blended off-site, 
could have been burned at CR4 and CR5. No Mw output loss 
would have occurred. Interest to accrue through the completion of 
the refund. The refund should apply to the 2008 fuel factors. 

PEF was prudent in purchasing coal for CR4 and CR5 during 1996 
through 2005. PEF’s procurement practices did not favor 
affiliates. If a coal blend with SO 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 CR5 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 switchhg fuel types. 
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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 2005? 

Primary Recommendation: No. PEF did not act prudently in purchasing coal for CR4 and 
CR5 during the period 2001 through 2005. As discussed in Issues 2 and 4, the Commission 

interest. In addition, the Commission should direct PEF to supplement its 2006 Final True-Up 
Testimony in Docket No. 070001-E1 to address whether the Company was prudent in its 2006 
and 2007 coal purchases for CR4 and CR5. (McNulty, Vinson, Fisher, Coston) 

should require PEF to refimd to customers the amount of $12.425.492 $12 Y 452 J ¶  ..lf7- plus 

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 
bum 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 eastem bituminous coal PEF was 
burning in CR4-5. As other utilities tumed to Powder River Basin coal to lower fuel costs bome 
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 CR5 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. 

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

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

FIPUG: No. When a regulated utility operates under the aegs 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 bum less expensive coal. Even though other utilities tumed 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 bum such a blend to lower fuel costs to 
consumers. 

Staff Analysis - 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 staffs 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. 
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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 50150 blend in CR4- 
5. Subsequently, PEF jettisoned subbituminous coal froin its application for its first federal 
“Title V” permit. Since 2000 (when that permit took effect) PEF has not been authorized to bum 
PRB coal in units designed to bum 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 CR5. 
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. 

AAW: AARP adopts the position of the Offce 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 bum this low cost clean burning fuel 
when it became available in its initial Title V Air Quality Application and to perform the 
requisite test bum. This failure inhibited PEF’s ability to give customers the benefit of the lower 
cost he1 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 Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Environmental Permitting, , 

A. OPC Argument 

OPC witness Sansom states that PEF surrendered its ability to bum PRB sub-bituminous 
coal in the mid-1 99Os, 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 bituminous coal in CR4 and CR5. (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 bum 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 bum 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 fiom its federal environmental 
permit and its repeated failures to conduct test bums 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 
CR5 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 bum of a blend of 30 percent PRB sub-bituminous coal and 
70 percent Central Appalachian bituminous coal for CR4 and CR5, 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 CR5 had not been 
properly prepared for the test bum and personnel had not been briefed adequately, (TR 82) 
Witness Sansom also says that the 2006 test bum could have taken place in the 1995-1996 time 
&ame 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 (1 996- 1999), PEF could have continued to include sub-bituminous coal under its 
original certification. He agreed that “ ... PEF could have purchased PRl3 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 burning 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 CR5’s age, regardless of the type of coal used within the 
units. (TR 1471) 
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B. PEFArmment 

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 
PRE3 coal would have complied with the emission limits established in the Conditions of 
Certification and Conditions to Approval. He states that a performance test bum 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 CR5 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 bum 
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 
[ 19961 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 bum sub-bituminous coal at its CR4 and CR5 units 
based on the initial site certification process and the Title V perrnit. Therefore, according to 
witness Kennedy, the company never abandoned any existing authority to bum 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 CR5 units. This amendment asked for the inclusion of bituminous coalbriquette 
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 CR5.” (TR 777) The company was not 
required to conduct a test bum 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 CR5 to the average emissions fiom the 
prior years at t h i s  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 whch allowed the company to 
burn a synhel 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 PRI3 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 bum. (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 b u n  of this fuel. At that 
time, PEF’s environmental department became aware of the test bum, and verified that the 
company was not specifically permitted to burn sub-bituminous coal. Witness Kennedy states 
the test bum was conducted ‘%because the people in the fuels department believed that the units 
were permitted to bum 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 
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company received authorization from the DEP to conduct a short-term trial bum of the sub- 
bituminoushituminous blend. In May 2006, the company conducted the short-term test bum 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 CR5. (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 199O’s, or 
earlier, the emission results would not serve as a “placeholder” for the company to use at a later 
date. (TR 78 1) 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 burn 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 CR5 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 50150 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 
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agree with OPC that the company did have implicit authoiity to bum sub-bituminous coal during 
the early years of CR4 and CR5 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 bum at its 
plants, including CR4 and CR5. PEF specified that it would continue to rely on 100 percent 
bituminous coal that had powered CR4 and CR5 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 hels  with which it 
could meet the applicable emission standards. (TR 771) Since only the performance of 
bituminous coal was known, PEF specified that fbel 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 staffs 
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 CR5. 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 28 1-282) 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 bum in 
April 2006. (PEF BR at 12) PEF recognizes that by the time the 2006 test bum was conducted, 
some of the economic benefits of PRB coal had diminished from the 2004 perjod. (PEF BR at 
1 2) 
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Witness Kennedy testifies that the Title V permit “imposes much inore 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 770-77 1) Witness Kennedy states that 
prior to the Title V permitting process, CR4 and CR5: 

... never bumed anything except bituminous coal. Because burning 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 bumed sub- 
bituminous coal at CR4 and CR5 without at least notifying the DEP and EPA and 
probably doing a test bum of sub-bituminous coal. PEF did not do such a test 
burn, thus it did not have the unconditional authority to bum sub-bituminous coal 
at CR4 and CR5. (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 burn. This 
failure by PEF and PFC to remain aware of the Title V constraints caused the interruption of the 
2004 test bum, 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 altematives. 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 shft 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 CR5 and 
participated in spot market purchases in response to offers when reasonable to do so. PFC sent 
the W P s  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. 

MRP: AAFU 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 Analysis of Parties Arguments 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 Appalachm 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 CR5 to bum 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 CR5 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 198Os, 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 PRE3 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 PRl3. 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 CR5, saved millions of dollars and did not experience a megawatt 
capacity derate using PRB. (TR 5 5 )  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 10-1 1) 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. AARPArpument 

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 CAF’P coal or synfuel from affiliates during 1996-2005. (TR 
1103) 

D. PEF Arpument 

In obtaining coal for CR4 and CR5, 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 PRE3 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 bumed 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 intemal 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 CR5, 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 dong 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) 
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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 perfom when bumed at CR4 and CR5. (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-bum 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 he1 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 fiom 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 PRE3 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 PRE3 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 h s  fuel. This interest was influenced by the 
PRB bids PFC received fiom its 2003 RFPs. But as noted, evaluation of the bids from the 2001 
W P  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 altemative 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.” ( E m  41) PEFultimately 
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 he1 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 vaned 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-tenn 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 thx same period, PEF made a procurement and operational 
decision to bum bituminous synfbel products in its CR4 and CR5 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 A1 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 CR5 were made through contracts. In 2004, PFC began reducing the amount of 
synfuel purchases for CR4 and CR5. In 2005, CR4 and CR5 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 whch an evaluated 
cost or bus bar cost analysis could provide important information.” (TR 279) In contrast, witness 

’ I  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 evaluated price of $241.59iMMBtu. 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 
$2 .51.46hfMBtu, 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 lowest CAPP coal evaluated price, but all at significantly more 
tonnage than the minimum requirement. (EXH 4 1) 
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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 fi-om 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 fi-om bias 
against PRB coals, but fi-om the overall spotlcontract 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 modi@ its federal permits to authorize 
buming PRB in CR4-5. Only the period 1996-2005 covered by OPC’s Petition is the subject of 
PEF’s “CR3 concem.” 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 PRl3 when 
economical to do so. CRI-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 PRl3 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 cod 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 h m  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 A r w e n t  

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 M W ,  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 bum PRB. (Franke TR 803, Miller TR 877) 

Witnesses Franke and Miller note that PlU3 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 concems: 

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 8 15) 

Witness Franke provides an aerial photograph of the Crystal River site. He notes that 
PRB coal, assuming significant amounts would be bumed at CR4 and CR5, 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 8 16) 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 kom 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 conceming dirt and dust interfering with electrical equipment. (TR 
8 13). Increases in dust can harrn 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 mount  of coal dust in the CR3 nuclear unit increased significantly in May 
2006, when a blend containing 18 percent PRE3 coal was unloaded at the Crystal River site and 
bumed at CR5. (TR 83 1-834) 

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 “common 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 81 1, 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.F.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 CR5, Witness Franke states 
the following: 

After what I 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 830-83 1) 

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 CR5 is not a serious risk. (TR 121 7 )  Witness Sansom 
states the following: 

The increased investment and extra operational measures in the coal yard required 
to bum PRB subbituminous coal compared with bituminous coal were well 
known when CR4 and CR5 were designed. (TR 1208) 

l 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 12 17, 875-876) 
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The Crystal River coal yard was designed to blend PRB/CAPP coal at a 50/50 
blend. The stackedreclaimers, 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 CR5. (TR 121 1) 

Witness Sansom observes that neither witness Miller or Franke mentions that CR1 and 
CR2 are located alongside CR3. CR4 and CR5 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 concem. (Sansom TR 12 1 7- 12 18) 

C. Staff Analysis 

PEF built CR1 and CR2 first at the Crystal River site. CR3 followed and began operation 
in 1977. CR4 and CR5 were built after CR3. (TR 857) PEF updated its Final Safety Analysis 
Report (FSAR), an important NRC licensing document, when CR4 and CR5 were built. 
According to witness Franke, PEF did not tell the NRC that the units were designed to bum a 
50hO blend of bituminous and sub-bituminous coal. (TR 858) The FSAR reflected PEF’s 
expectation to use bituminous coal at CR4 and CR5. 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 PRJ3 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 & CR5 Operational Matters.” Witness Franke states the coal yard currently has some fire 
protection equipment but not a lot. (TR 859) 

When the 2004 test bum was planned, staff at CR3 were contacted. The CR3 staff 
expressed concem 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 470-47 1, 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 PRl3 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 bums 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 Ivlr. Miller’s testimonies do little more than 
describe the NRC rule on risk assessment and possible license amendments. 
Since none of the assessments Mi. 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 830-83 1) 

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 
bumed at the Crystal River site but PEF might incur additional costs. 
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1.4 CR4 and CR5 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 bums 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 ~ O ’ 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 Oflice 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 Armments on CR4 and CR5 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 bum 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 bum PRB coal in varying degrees. OPC 
also argues that the Crystal h v e r  site is well equipped to blend PRB coal with other coal, based 
on the original design of CR4 and CR5. 

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 CR5 were designed and constructed to have the ability to 
bum 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 CR5, 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 CR5 provided a system 
that is filly 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 bum the 
50/50 blend of PRl3 and bituminous coals without slagging or fouling. (TR 1257, 1328, 1355- 
1364) Witness Barsin describes detailed design process for CR4 and CR5, to guarantee sufficient 
fuel and to allow for unlimited operation in the overpressure range. Witness Barsin states that 

- 38 - 



Docket No. 07000 I -E1 
Robert L. Sansoln Exhibit No.-(RLS-?) 
Revised Staff Recomn~ en dali 017 
Page 40 of 105 

Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

the design criteria for Unit 4 can accoinmodate 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 CR5, 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 burn 
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 froin 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 CR5 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 CR5, 
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 CR5 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 1 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 
CR5 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 630-63 1,65 1, 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 yeark 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 bums 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 PRE3. (EXH 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 75) Also, the firrn of Sargent & Lundy was hired to 
perfom "h& level" evaluation of PRE3 use at CR4 and CRS. (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 PRJ3 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 CR5 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 staffs 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 CR5. Staff believes the impacts of two fuels are 
contrasted in this analysis: the bituminous coal that has been bumed 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 CR5 supports the presumption that a 
change to the "design blend fuel" can be made with minimal impact on the operations at CR4 
and CR5. (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 CR5, 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 bumed PRE3 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. Whlle the generating 
performance of CR4 and CR5 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 PRE3 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 infonnation 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 CR5 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, 121 1) OPC alleges that the capability of CR4 and 
CR5 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 h s  
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 
CR5 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 tenn “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 
E h b i t  193. Both GUAR columns of that exhibit relate to output of 665 M W ,  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 CR5, 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 1 1,000 to 1 1,300 Btdpound, CR4 and CR5 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. Alternatively, 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 theassertions made by witnesses Sansom and Barsin, 
there are different views as to the performance to be expected from CR4 and CR5. 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 CR5 units, the 
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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 persuaded 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 buming 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 PlU3 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 buming a 50 percent blend of PRB and bituminous coals would 
cause operational difficulties, staff believes that buming a lower percentage blend appears to be a 
viable option. A test bum 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 bum 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 CR5 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 llke bituminous coal. (EXH 75, p 17) The report 
predicts savings for the years 2007-2010 from a 20 percent PRE3 blend, based on a high level of 
costs. Some expensive items, such as water cannons and sootblowers, would be necessary 
capital additions. (Em 73, 75) Witness Hatt also indicated that PRE3 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 p. 12) 

In 2005, PEF hired Sargent & Lundy to assess the use of PRE3 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 temi test bum 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 CR5 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 CR5 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 Mepawatt Capacitv 

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 CR5 have consistently produced 750 to 770 gross megawatts, because of the 
bituminous coal bumed 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 Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Megawatt Capacitv 

A. PEF A r w e n t  

PEF witness Toms testifies that CR4 and CR5 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 M W  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/lb. (TR 707) This 
information is evident in the orjginal design documents relating to CR4. (EXH 126, pp. 1-6) 

- 45 - 



Docket No. 060658-ET 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Saiisom Exhibit No.-(RLS-2) 
Revised Staff Reco~mnendation 
Page 47 of 105 

Witness Toms explains that using coal that has a heat rating of 12,000 BTU/lb 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/lb. (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/lb have not provided sufficient 
heat input to allow the units to operate at the overpressure condition. (TR 71 3) Unit performance 
is a major concern in the consideration of PRB coal. (TR 717-723) 

B. OPC Arwment 

In his prefiled rebuttal testimony, OPC witness Barsin testifies that CR4 and CR5 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 slagghg 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 BTUAb 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 bum 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 bum 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 bum 50 percent Western (PRJ3) 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 burning PRB sub-bituminous coal. (TR 47) 

Based on his understanding that CR4 and CR5 would be equally able to burn the 50 
percent PRE3 fuel, witness Sansom analyzed the "delivered cost" per unit of heat, or BTU, for the 
candidate fuels. He states that PRJ3 coal was not a competitive candidate fuel compared with 
Eastem 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 'I... a prudent PEF would have burned 
the 'design basis' 50/50 blend of sub-bituminous and bituminous coals during the period in 
question." (TR 9 1) 

Although the design of CR4 and CR5 included design calculations for burning a 50 
percent blend of PRB coal with a heat rating threshold of 10,285 BTUAb, 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 bum 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 staffs opinion, it is clear that some risk would be involved. Because the 
CR4 and CR5 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 CR5 would necessarily be 
replaced by generation that is more costly. Staff believes the continuing reliable operation of 
CR4 and CR5 is of paramount importance. Witness Toms testifies that the basic issue in the 
operation of these units is reliable generation: 
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[Tlhe 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 h s  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 PFU3 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 CR5 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 infomation 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. 

R e  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 is not sufficient evidence 
of a "guarantee" of gross generation in a range of 750 MW to 770 M W ,  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 l b h  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 M W .  (EXH 126, EXH 194) Staff believes the guarantee of 665 
MW gross generating capacity buming the 50 percent PRJ3 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 M W  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 worn 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 incorpprating PRB in the fuel stream at CR4 
and CR5. 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 burns 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 CR5 to a PRE3 blend without any risk of loss of capacity. In 
particular, the record does not support the concept that using a 50 percent blend of PRJ3 would be 
virtually interchangeable with the he1 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 CR5 units. 

If PEF bumed 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 CR5 with a 22 percent PRB 
coal blend experienced a loss of 30 M W .  (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 CR5 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 EXH48) 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 Availabilitv and Costs 

1.6.1 Parties Position Statements on Coal AvailabiLitv and Costs 

OPC: PRB coal was available to PEF in large quantities and at costs significantly lower than 
alternatives during 1 996-2005. 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 PRJ3 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 
waterbome 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: m t e  Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own. 

1.6.2 Analysis of Parties Arguments on Coal Availabilitv and Costs 

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 Exlxbit 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 199O’s, when Southem Company 
found it economical to convert ten of its coal units to PRB coal units. (TR 1420, 1423) Witness 
Putnam testified that during hls employment with Southern Company in the 199O’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 Southem 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 Btu/Lb PRB 
coal for 1994 to 2006 (EXH 80) and annual spot prices for 8,800 BtdLb PRB Coal for 1996 to 
2005. (EXH 84, Column 1) 

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) 
T h s  “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 CR5 are base load 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 o f  possible supply disruptions and cost impacts fiom 
burning a 50/50 blend of PREVCAPP coal, including a potential megawatt derating. (TR 410, 
518, 301) PEF first received offers from PRE3 suppliers in 2001, and began making PRB coal 
evaluations. (TR 301, 978) 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 M e r  test burns in 2006 and 
concluded that by then, PRB coal was more expensive to bum than its then present supply. (TR 
509) PEF maintains that its process was reasonable and prudent. (PEF BR at 13) 

Starting in 2001, PEF began receiving PlU3 bids. 

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 h s  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 $5 1 million more in coal costs. (EXH 85) 

C. Staff Analvsis 

Based on the information presented by witness Sansom regarding PRB coal production 
and the testimony of witness P u t ”  regarding the efforts of P€U3 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 ( I )  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 PRE3 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 Sansoin 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 nver/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 PRE3 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 PRl3 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 PRE3 coal to CR4 and CR5. 

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 S u m m a r y  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 go), an estimated price for 2003 (EXH 23) based 
on changes in PRl3 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 Armment 

PEF witness Davis described PEF’s coal transportation options to CR4 and CR5 as CSX 
rail and water barge, pointing out that the waterborne option provides an alternative in the event 
of a rail stnke 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 CR5. 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, i t  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 (99511564, based on mileages) of the 
Cered0 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 waterbome 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 waterbome 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 CR5. 
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 waterborne 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 CR5, PFC 
employed the applicable waterbome 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-93-133 1-FOF-EI, 
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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 
doinestic coal. (Davis TR 273-274; Order No. PSC-94-0390-FOF-E1, 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 CR5. (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-EI13 describes the components that are included in the 
transportation market price proxy: 

The market price for EFC’s water-bome deliveries would cover the transportation 
components to the Crystal River plant site. This would include short-haul 
raiVtruck 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-94-0390-FOF-EI,I4 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-EI, 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. 

~~ 

l 3  Order No. PSC-94-0390-FOF-E1, issued April 4, 1994, in Docket NO. 040001-EI, In re: Fuel and Purchased 
Power Cost Recovery Clause and Generating Performance Incentive Factor. 
l 4  Order No. PSC-93-1331-FOF-EI, issued September 13, 1993, in Docket No. 930001, Zn 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 Testimonv 

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 c/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-to-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 bum 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 Sulfix per MmBtu exceeding 1.2 Lbs. (EXH 52, Page 10) 

B. PEF Argument 

PEF responds that witness Windham’s testimony was flawed because ( I )  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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497.99 

279.79 

529.52 

965.47 

81 9.97 

in its 1996-to-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, 96.5)’ 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 hls own 
Exhibit 87, that presents foreign coal purchase information for the years 1996 - 2005 for fewer 
Southeastem 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 MmBtu’s were greater than 1.2 pounds. (TR 971) 

As with PRE3 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 
CR5 units can operate at full load. (TR 55 1) 

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 

These increased numbers of tons were significantly greater than the 179.1 1 thousand tons of 
foreign coal purchased by PEF in the preceding five years. 
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Because of PEF’s claim that its procurement practices for evaluating foreign coal 
purchases were prudently carried out, and because PEF purchased the increased numbers in the 
period when potential savings were the greatest, staff believes that PEF acted appropriately in 
purchasing the tons of foreign coal it did over the 1996-2005 period. Although alternative 
delivered prices to IMT or McDuffy may be calculated now, based on the evidence in the record 
of this case, staff cannot determine that PEF was imprudent with respect to purchasing foreign 
coal. 
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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 bum “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 relationshlp 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 fiom 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 Analysis of Parties Armments on Affiliates 

A. OPC Arwment 

OPC witness Sansom testifies that PEF bought synfuel for CR4 and CR5, including 
synfuel from PEF affiliates, when it had less expensive options such as PRJ3 coal and imported 
~ 0 a l . I ~  (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 s  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 fmes 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 8) 
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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 fi-om DEP the necessary pennit to bum synfuels at CR4 and CR5 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 CR5. (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 CR5 
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-tenn 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 CAPPlsynfuels 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, 
PFC affiliate synfuels became the dominant source of supply for CR4 and CR5. (TR 7 1-72; 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 1 2 1 8- 1 2 19) 

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 synhel meeting. Later in 2005, witness Weintraub became 
PEF’s Coal Procurement Director. (TR 1220,485, 5 16) 

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 ZOO 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 Sansoin, these arrangements allow PEI to generate significant tax 
credits. (TR 1222) 

Regarding the decline in synfuel use at CR4 and CR5 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 synhel 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 fiom 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 whch 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 CR5. (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, I 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 W P s  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, whch benefited ratepayers, The 
discount was made possible by the tax credits. (TR 405) Agreeing with witness Davis, he 
testifies that PEF was one of PFCIM&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 
bituminous compliance coal, and that the tax credits generated from the sales of synfuel to CR4 
and, CR5 were a miniscule amount of the total synfuel tax credits claimed by PEL (TR 51 1)  
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 CR5 came from unaffiliated synfuel producers or producers in which PFC held a 
minority (1 0 percent) interest. (TR 5 1 1-5 12) 

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 CR5 
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 5 12-5 1 3) 

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, whch 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 Cormnission 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, 410-41 1,450-451) 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 lowest delivered cost consistent with coal quality specifications. Coal bids were 
evaluated for cost and performance with a CQIM model, which is a “paper test bum.” 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) 
PFC 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 synfbel 
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, 410-41 1, 493-495) 
Also, as noted, synfuel sold at a discount to coal. (TR 291 , 405, 5 12) 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 292,3 14; Weintraub 51 1-512) The 
parent company of PEF did receive tax credits for affiliate sales of synfuel to CR4 and CR5 
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 51 1-5 12, 547) From 2003 to 2005, synfuel sales to CR4 and CR5 
decreased significantly because import coals became less expensive. l6 PFC affiliated synfuel 
production remained relatively constant.” Given PEF’s change to import coal from synfuel four 

~~ ~ 

j6 “In other words, i t  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 5 13) 

“After 2002, the synfuel tons sold to PEF for CR4 and CR5 has dropped off dramatically from prior synfuel sales 
for CR4 and CR5, 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 51 1-512) 
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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 PEI. 
(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 fiom 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 staffs opinion, the record does not support the that PFC purchases fiom affiliates 
resulted fiom 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 synhel 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. 

- 65 - 



Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansoin Exhibit No.--(RLS-2) 
Revised Staff Recommendation 
Page 67 of 105 

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 PRE3 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. 

PEP: 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: AAW 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 th is 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 ffom 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: W t e  Springs adopts the position of OPC as its own. 

1.8.2 Analysis 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 believes PEF did not act prudently in purchasing coal for CR4 and CR5 
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 bums, to modify its plant to bum 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 altemative was imprudent. Primary staff believes 
PEF incurred excessive fuel costs amounting to $12,425,492 &&$%$E? 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 hture coal 
purchases. The only way to prepare for such purchases would have been to immediately seek a 
permit revision and conduct test-bums of PRB coal at CR4 and CR5. If PEF management had 
pursued PRB coal aggressively beginning in May 2001, PEF would have positioned itself to be 
permitted and ready to burn PRl3 coal by no later than January 2003. However, as PEF’s 
testimony reveals, PEF did not know that it was not allowed to burn PIE3 coal per its Title V 
permit at the time of its April 2004 test bum. (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 altemative 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 CR5 after its May 2001 bid evaluation. 

W e  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 i n  
the position to seize upon market opportunities for PRB coal by January 2003. Two high- 
volume long term coal contracts for CR4 and CR5 expired in 2002, and one of those expiring 
contracts was the Massey contract, constituting a purchase of over one million waterbome tons 
per year. (TR 263, 270) PEF would have been in the position to augment its supply of coal for 
CR4 and CR5 with either a long tenn PRJ3 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 PRE3 coal when it was cost-effective to 
do so in 2003-2005. 

Regarding CR4 and CR5 operational matters related to burning PRB coal, the capital and 
operational cost impacts of burning 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 altemative staff agree that the 50/50 blend could cause a derate of the 
h4W capacity at CR4 and CR5. However, primary staff believes the evidence in the record 
supports a long tenn 80/20 blend of bituminous coal to PRB coal with no derate at CR4 and 
CR5. 

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 CR5 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 PRJ3 coal at CR4 and CR5 beginning in May 2001. These excessive fuel costs 
were passed on to PEF’s ratepayers via PEF’s fuel cost recovery factors. In primary staffs 
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 staffs 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 staffs recommendation on 
t lys 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-E1 to address whether the Company was prudent in 
its 2006 and 2007 coal purchases for CR4 and CR5. 
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Alternative staff believes that PEF was prudent in procuring coal for CR4 and CR5 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: 

[ultility 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 CR5?, 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 CR5, 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 consistent with reliability and coal quality specifications. For most of the period 
in question, PEF used the Commission-approved waterbome market proxy rates to evaluate bids 
for coal delivered by water, whch 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 relationshps 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 CR5. 

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 Windharn, 
show delivered prices to various utilities. Significant portions o f  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. Altemative staff believes PEF could have been more 
proactive in developing the flexibility to burn as inany different types of solid fuel at CR4 and 
CR5 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 CR5 during the period were prudent. 

Burning 50 percent PRB Coal Blend at CR4 and CR5 

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 CR5. Had PEF burned a blend 
with 50 percent PRB coal at CR4 and CR5 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 bum at CR5 with a 22 percent PRB coal blend experienced a loss of 30 Mw. 

Further, had PEF burned PRB coal at CR4 and CR5 during the period, it would have 
incurred some level of capital costs and increased 0 & 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 CR5, alternative staff does not 
necessarily agree with all the costs that PEF claims. Regarding PRB coal and CR3, alternative 
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 Necessaw Prior to Switching Coal 

CR4 and CR5 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 CR5. 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 necessaiy 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 
CR5, 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 CR5 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 mn Crystal River Units 4 and 5 
during the time period of 1996 - 2005? 

Primary Recommendation: If the Commission approves primary staffs recommendation on 
Issue 1, the Commission should require PEF to refund customers $12,425,492 $!2,<52+7, plus 
interest. In addition, the Commission should encourage the parties of Docket No. 070001 -E1 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 he1 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. 

AAW: AARP adopts the position of the Oflice of Public Counsel. 

AG: The Ofice 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 r e h d s .  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. Whte  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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Analvsis of Parties Arguments on Commission Policv 

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 staffs 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 s t a r 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 rehnds 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 withn 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 1137-1 139) 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 1 13 8) 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 bome 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 CR5, 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 1 147) 

The role of regulatory commissions in general, and the h c t i o n  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. ( B o h r ”  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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Coinmission should not be dissuaded fiom 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-E1 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 Coinmission have the authority to grant 
the relief requested by OPC? 

Recommendation: The Coinmission 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-E1, the Coinmission 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 ratemalung.” 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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Analvsis of Parties Arguments on AuthoriCv 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 he1 
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 fiom 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 3 1) 

OPC states that the tenets of t h i s  system are set out in Order Nos. 12645, 13452 and PSC- 
97-0608-FOF-EI.’9 The Florida Supreme Court affirmed the Commission’s continuing 
jurisdiction over the prudence of he1 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 3 1) 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 B o h r ”  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 
OPC argues that the than three years in the instance of a material concealment. (TR 204) 

l 9  Order 97-0608-FOF-EI, issued May 28, 1998, in Docket NO. 97-0001-EI, In re: fuel and purchased power cost 
recovery clause and generating incentive Derformance 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 he1 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 bum. 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 refimd 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 A r m e n t  

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-92-1 048-FOF-E12’ 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, i t  
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, w e j n d  it to be our responsibility 
lo correct such overcharges and take whatever measures are necessary in order 
to rectlJS, that situation.2J 

(Emphasis by FIPUG). (FIPUG BR at 17- 1 8) 

2o Order No. PSC-92-1048-FOF-E1, issued September 23, 1992, in Docket No. 920041-EI, In re: Petition for 
Clarification and Guidance on ApDroDriate Market Based Pricing Methodology for Coal Purchased from Gatliff 
Coal Company by Tampa Electric Companv. 
21 Order No. 8205, issued March 1, 1978, in Docket No. 770671-CI, In re: General investigation and show cause 
order as to alleged overcharges uaid by Florida Power Comoration for spot purchases of he1  oil, pages 1-2. 
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C. White Spring’s Arguinent 

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 is 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 10-1 1) 

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 1 1- 12) 

D. PEF’s A r m e n t  

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 h l l  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. Staffs 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.22 PEF alleges that the doctrine of administrative finality applies to the 

22 T h ~ s  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 fmality, 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-07-027O-PCO-E1, 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 (Ha. 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 cormnission 
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 Conmission’s fuel clause proceedings, where the Coinmission’s need to retain the ability to 
review the prudence of fuel costs precludes application of the doctrine of administrative finality 
until the Coinmission itself specifically addresses the prudence of particular costs. In Order No. 
12645, the seminal order establishmg policy for administration of the fuel clause, the 
Cormnission 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. TVe will bepee  
to revisit any transaction until we explicitly determine the matter to be fully and 
jna l ly  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 roof of the 
reasonableness and prudence of the expenditures upon which the amounts are based.” P 

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: “[tlhere is, therefore, a three-year period in 
which OPC, Staff or any other party can raise an issue as to the prudence of any he1 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 
However, PEF failed to introduce any prior at each final true-up hearing from 1996-2005. 

23 Order No. PSC-02-1761-FOF-E1, in Docket no. 020001-EI, issued on December 13, 2002, In re; Fuel and 
Purchased Power Cost Recover Clause and Generating Performance Incentive Factor. 
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Commission 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 staffs 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, Staffs actions may lend credibility to PEF’s argument that PEF was indeed prudent in its 
procurement decisions. As PEF argues in its brief, “[tlhe 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 Gulfs  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. Gulfs imprudence became obvious only when the Maxine 
Mine coal prices became excessive in comparison to other coal prices and Gulf could not 
tenninate 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 Gulfs 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. 1 8690, 
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 h v e r  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). 

Hindsi pht 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 Gulfs pnor management decisions. In affirming the 
Commissions’ finding of managerial imprudence, the Court said: “Contrary to Gulfs 
contentions, the commission sought to evaluate Gulfs 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 ratemahng 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, 198 1 
and 1982. We find them to be permissible. 

Gulf at 1037. 

The Gulf case is very similar to this case. In N f ,  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 t h s  
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 fiom 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 Coinmission 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 laclung 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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Total Excess Fuel 
Charges $ 

1,056,000 

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? 

7,703,136 I N/A 1998 

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 $!?,‘?46;873 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) 

7,703 , 136 

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

200 1 14,923,3 13 

2002 20,7 12,248 

Position of the Parties 

1,897,541 16,820,854 

1,4 10,049 22,122,297 

OPC: The amount of overcharges by year are: 

I 
2003 14,108,871 I 1,4133 10 15,522,381 

2004 17,603,768 

2005 2 1,5723 1 1 

Total w/o Interest 11 6,594,626 

4,196,799 21,800,567 

7,5 13,540 29,086,05 1 

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: Whlte 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 EXH46) 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 EXH47) The refimd amount by OPC is further based 
upon a two-year increase in PRB coal volumes starting in 1996 (75/25 CAPPRRB blend in 
1996, 50/50 CAPPRRB 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 
btdlb); (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 Arpument 

Witness Heller argues that rather than incurring excessive costs for coal procurement, the 
company achieved a total value of $733,323,926 in savings fiom 1996 to 2005 by using 
exclusively bituminous coals at CR4 and CR5 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 ($696,963,130) due to using a 50/50 blend, and (3) Witness 
Dean’s offsetting SO2 allowance costs (-$15,0 15,204). 

Witness Heller modeled savings based on a comparison of his evaluated price of PFU3 
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 CR5 to burn a 50/50 blend of CAPP/foreign coal and PRB coal, (TR 947) 

Witness Crisp estimated replacement power costs resulting fiom 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 staffs recommendation that PEF was prudent in its 
coal purchases fiom 1996 through 2002. Thus, primary staff believes that no refund is warranted 
for coal purchases occumng 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 fiom IMT to Crystal 
River, based on an 80/20 blend of CAPP/forejgn coal to PRB coal for CR4 and 
CR5, 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 waterbome 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 PRE3 coal on a $/MMBtu 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 CAPPForeign 
to PRB Coals at CR4 and CR5; 

- The blending costs associated with PRB coals in Davant is included in the 
delivered PRB coal costs and is consistent with the PR!3 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 waterbome delivery of coal to CR4 and CR5 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 waterbome 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 CR5 waterborne cod 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 consewative 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 beep 
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 CR5 would have been minimal 
compared to the costs required for a 50 percent PRB blend at CR4 and CR5. Primary staffs 
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 CR5. ( E m s  74, 75, 83, 106, and TR 1026) Primary staffs 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 CR5, it is assumed that 
only 444,000 tones of PRB coal would have been delivered. 

Talung 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 staffs 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 staffs 
$O.I3/MMBtu, but OPC’s estimate of the difference for 2004 and 2005 is only slightly lower 
than primary staffs ($.46/MMBtU and $.68/MMBtu versus $0.35MMBtu and $0.64MMBtu, 
respectfilly 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 
waterbome coal transportation market price proxy would not apply in that year. Primary staff 
believes that the waterbome market proxy rates for evaluating PRB coal is appropriate for all 
years up to and including 2003. 

The refimd 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 CR5 to bum 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 staffs estimated tons of PRB coal, Witness Dean’s heat rate of PRB coal equal 
to 8,800 btu/lb, and Witness Dean’s allowance price per ton. (EXH 97) Since primary staffs 
excess SO2 emissions costs are calculated to be $2,627,924 S2,555$89, the total excess coal 
and SO2 emissions costs for 2003-2005 are $12,425,492 $12,152,153. (Attachment A, Table B, 
Column i and Attachment A, Table Cy Column i) 

Based on the recommended refund amounts of $1,671,352 $-€+62,918 for 2003, 
$4,031,724 for 2004, and $6,722,416 $4,757,E!5 for 2005, staff has calculated interest of 
$1.400.715 &3-42+6 through June 30 pt4eiP3fy 2007. This calculation, shown on Attachment 
By 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 
r e b d  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 $12,736$73 (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 he1 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.24 The recommended refund 
amount in the primary staff recommendation ($1 3,826,207 $!3,7%$73) 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 cKWH by 0.66 percent 
would result in a levelized fuel factor of 5.098 CKWH, or a 0.034 c/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. 

~ 

24 See Order No. PSC-06-1057-FOF-EI, issued on December 22, 2006, Docket No. 060001-EI, 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 Coinmission 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 CR5 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 willfblly 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. 

AARJ?: 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 lawhl 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 A m ’ s  position on this issue. 
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Analysis of Parties Arguments on Penalty 

A. AARP’s Argument 

MRP 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, 
AARF 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 ths  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. ( A M  BR at 4) 

AA.RI”s witness Stewart testified at hearing that the Commission has previously imposed 
an equity penalty in a rate case with Gulf Power Company. (TR 1106-1 108) The penalty in that 
case, according to AARP, was for mismanagement in connection with “corrupt practices that 
took place at Gulf Power Company fiom 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 retum.” Gulf 
Power Company v. Wilson, 597 So.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 
meaninghl 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 willfidly violated a rule or order of the Commission or 
a provision of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, then hrther Cornmission 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 fiom 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 A4Rp 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 A4RP 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 Analvsis 

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 kARp 
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. Id. 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 
cormnission 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: I f  the Commission closes this docket it should state clearly that parties may pursue related 
issues for years following 2005 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 t h s  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 Analvsis: The docket should be closed 32 days after issuance of the order, to allow the 
time for filing an appeal to run. 
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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 
mr CAPPIForeiqg! PRB Adiusted Price 

Delivered Price Evaluated Price Difference 
L$lMMBtu) I$/MMBtu) L$lMMBtu) 

2003 2.73 2.60 0.13 
2004 2.63 2.28 0.35 
2005 3.07 2.43 0.64 

TOTAL EXCESS COAL COSTS, 2003-2005 

e f g 
Maximum MMBtu Excess 
PRB Tons Coal Costs 

(adiusted) 

480.000 8.448.000 $1,098,240 
480,000 8.448.000 $2.956.800 
444,000 7,814,400 $5.001.216 

$9,056,256 

h i 

PRBCoaI GQ&€Q& 
Eval. Price Refund (via 
($IMMBtu) Fuel Clause) 

2.57 $1.351.680 
2.25 $3,210.240 
2.40 $5.235.648 

$9.797.568 

b : EXH 85, Column 4 , or Witness Heller's delivered price of CAPPllmport Coal to CR4 and CR5 
c : EXH 84, Column 10 + O.l(Column 11). or Witness Heller's evaluated PRB coal price plus 

Primary Staffs adjustment to recognize estimated capital recovery requirement. 
d :  b - C  
e : 20% of 2.4 Mmtpy, or the barge limit of PRB tons for CR4 and CR5 per Witness Heller. with 7.5% reduction for 2005 (TR 926) 
f : Column E tons x 2.000 lblton x .0088 MMBbtullb, equal to the MMBtus derived from PRB coal at 20% blend 
g : d x f (establishes that PRB was cost-effective to buy) 
h : EXH 84, Column IO. or Witness Heller's evaluated PRB coal price 
i: (b - h) x f. or Primary Staffs calculated excess costs incurred via the Fuel Clause and ECRC 

ATTACHMENT A 
Page 1 of 2 
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Date: July 19, 2007 

Month 
Jan-96 
Feb-96 
Mar-96 
Apr-96 

May-96 
Jun-96 
Jul-96 

Aug-96 
Sep-96 
Oct-96 
NOV-96 
Dec-96 
Jan-97 
Feb-97 
Mar-97 
Apr-97 

May-97 
Jun-97 
Jul-97 

Aug-97 
Sep-97 
Oct-97 
Nov-97 
Dec-97 
Jan-98 
Feb-98 
Mar-98 
Apr-98 

May-98 
Jun-98 
Jul-98 

Aug-98 
Sep-98 
OCt-98 
Nov-9 8 
Dec-98 
Jan-99 
Feb-99 
Mar-99 
Apr-99 

May-99 
Jun-99 

Beginning 
Balance 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Monthly 
Excess Fuel 

Charae 
$0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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ATTACHMENT B 
Page 1 of 4 

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

Interest Calculation 
Average 
Monthly 
Balance 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Annual 
Interest 
- Rate 

5.605 % 
5.365 % 
5.415 % 
5.450 Yo 

5.400 ?'o 

5.460 % 
5.485 % 
5.425 % 
5.420 % 
5.410 % 
5.415 % 
5.700 % 
5.700 Yo 

5.440 % 
5.585 % 
5.680 % 
5.610 % 
5.610 Yo 

5.600 % 
5.570 O/o 
5.545 % 
5.530 Yo 
5.565 % 
5.675 % 
5.625 % 
5.515 % 
5.540 % 
5.540 % 
5.515 % 
5.550 % 
5.580 % 
5.540 % 
5.370 Yo 

5.160 % 
5.300 Yo 

5.200 % 
4.855 % 
4.830 % 
4.865 Yo 
4.840 % 
4.825 % 
4.950 Yo 

Monthly Ending 
Interest Balance 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Month 
JUl-99 

AUg-99 
Sep-99 
Oct-99 
NOV-99 
Dec-99 
Jan-00 
Feb-00 
Mar-00 
Apr-00 

May-00 
Jun-00 
JuI-00 

Aug-00 
Sep-00 
Oct-00 
NOV-00 
Dec-00 
Jan-01 
Feb-01 
Mar-01 
Apr-01 
May-01 
Jun-01 
Jul-01 

AUg-01 
Sep-01 
Oct-01 
NOV-01 
Dec-01 
Jan-02 
Feb-02 
Mar-02 
Apr-02 

May-02 
Jun-02 
JuI-02 

Aug-02 
Sep-02 
Oct-02 
Nov-02 
Dec-02 

Beginning 
Balance 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Monthly 
Excess Fuel 

Charoe 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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ATTACHMENT B 
Page 2 of 4 

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

Interest Calculation 
Average 
Monthly 
Balance 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Annual 
Interest 
- Rate 

5.075 % 
5.210 % 
5.310 % 
5.300 % 
5.425 % 
5.575 Yo 
5.700 % 
5.800 % 
5.935 Yo 
6.125 % 
6.375 % 
6.575 % 
6.540 % 
6.490 Yo 

6.490 Yo 

6.495 % 
6.570 Yo 
6.575 % 
6.025 % 
5.350 % 
5.075 % 
4.685 % 
4.155 Yo 
3.870 % 
3.775 Yo 
3,610 % 
3.070 % 
2.445 % 
2.130 % 
1.910 Yo 
1.775 % 
1.760 % 
1.775 Yo 

1.775 Yo 

1.760 % 
1.760 Yo 
1.740 Yo 

1.720 Yo 

1.735 % 
1.705 Yo 

1.475 Oh 
1.295 % 

Monthly Ending 
Interest Balance 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Month 
Jan-03 
Feb-03 
Mar-03 
Apr-03 

May-03 
Jun-03 
Jul-03 

Aug-03 
Sep-03 
Oct-03 
Nov-03 
Dec-03 
Jan-04 
Feb-04 
Mar-04 
Apr-04 
May-04 
Jun-04 
JuI-04 

Aug-04 
Sep-04 
OCt-04 
Nov-04 
Dec-04 
Jan-05 
Feb-05 
Mar-05 
Apr-05 
May-05 
Jun-05 
JuI-05 

Aug-05 
Sep-05 
Oct-05 
Nov-05 
Dec-05 
Jan-06 
Feb-06 
Mar-06 
Apr-06 
May-06 
Jun-06 
JuI-06 

Beginning 
Balance 

0 
139,354 
278,852 
418,485 
558,246 
698,153 
838,139 
978,194 

1 ,I 18,395 
1,258,724 
1,399,171 
1,539,705 
1,680,365 
2,017,952 
2,355,760 
2,693,798 
3,032,171 
3,370,909 
3,710,380 
4,050,882 
4,392,256 
4,734,636 
5,078.1 92 
5,423,262 
5,769,862 
6,342,265 
6,916,676 
7,493,160 
8,072,018 
8,653,238 
9,237,001 
9,823,771 

10,413,737 
11,007,045 
11,604,023 
12,205,027 
12,809,498 
12,856,520 
12,904,946 
12,955,006 
13,007,582 
13,061,618 
13,117,674 

Monthly 
Excess Fuel 

Charae 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139.279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
139,279 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 

' 335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
335,977 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 
560,201 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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REVISED 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 3 of 4 

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

Interest Calculation 
Average 
Monthly 
Balance 

69,640 
208,993 
348,492 
488,124 
627,886 
767,793 
907,779 

1,047,834 
1 , I  88,034 
1,328,363 
1,468,810 
1,609,344 
1,848,354 
2,185,940 
2,523,746 
2,861,786 
3,200,160 
3,538,897 
3,878,369 
4,218,871 
4,560,244 
4,902,625 
5,246,180 
5,591,251 
6,049,963 
6,622,365 
7,196,777 
7,773,261 
8,352,118 
8,933,339 
9,517,102 

10,103,872 
10,693,838 
11,287,145 
11,884,124 
12,485.1 27 
12,809,498 
12,856,520 
12,904,946 
12,955,006 
1 3,007,582 
13,061,618 
13,117,674 

. he 

Annual 
Interest 

Rate - ,  

1.280 % 
1.260 Yo 
1.215 Yo 
1.185 % 
1.200 % 
1.105 % 
1.025 % 
1.055 Yo 
1.060 % 
1.055 % 
1.025 Yo 
1.030 % 
1.045 % 
1.005 Yo 
0.980 Yo 
1.005 % 
1.035 Yo 
1.185 % 
1.400 ?'o 
1.535 % 
1.685 Yo 
1.855 % 
2.080 % 
2.280 % 
2.420 % 
2.575 Yo 
2.715 % 
2.880 % 
3.020 Yo 
3.165 % 
3.350 Yo 
3.535 % 
3.715 % 
3.910 Yo 
4.120 % 
4.255 % 
4.405 % 
4.520 Yo 
4.655 O h  

4.870 Yo 
4.985 Yo 
5.150 % 
5.325 Yo 

Monthly 
Interest 

74 
21 9 
353 
482 
628 
707 
775 
921 

1,049 
1,168 
1,255 
1,381 
1,610 
1,831 
2,061 
2,397 
2,760 
3,495 
4,525 
5,397 
6,403 
7,579 
9,093 

10,623 
12,201 
14,210 
16,283 
18,656 
21,019 
23,562 
26,569 
29,764 
33,106 
36,777 
40,802 
44,270 
47,022 
48,426 
50,060 
52,576 
54,036 
56,056 
58.2 10 

Ending 
Balance 

139,354 
278,852 
41 8,485 
558,246 
698,153 
838,139 
978,194 

1,118,395 
1,258,724 
1,399,171 
1,539,705 
1,680,365 
2,017,952 
2,355,760 
2,693,798 
3,032,171 
3,370,909 
3,710.380 
4,050,882 
4,392,256 
4,734,636 
5,078,192 
5,423,262 
5,769,862 
6,342,265 
6,916,676 
7,493,160 
8,072,018 
8,653,238 
9,237,001 
9,823,771 

11x41 3,737 
11,007,045 
11,604,023 
12,205,027 
12,809,496 
12,856,520 
12,904,946 
1 2,955,006 
13,007,582 
13,061,618 
13,117,674 
13,175,884 



Docket No. 060658-E1 
Date: July 19, 2007 

Month 
Aug-06 
Sep-06 
Oct-06 
Nov-06 
Dec-06 
Jan-07 
Feb-07 
Mar-07 
Apr-07 
May-07 
Jun-07 

TOTAL 

Monthly 
Beginning Excess Fuel 
Balance Charoe 

13,175,884 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13,234,242 
13,292,307 
13,350,627 
13,409,147 
13,467,924 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

13,527,015 
13,586,308 
13,645,861 
13,705,676 
13,765.752 

$12,425,492 

- .- 
Page 105 of 105 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 4 of 4 

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

Interest Calculation 
Average 
Monthly 
Balance 

13,175,884 
13,234,242 
13,292,307 
13,350,627 
1 3,409,147 
13,467,924 
13,527,015 
13,586,308 
13,645,861 
13,705,676 
13,765,752 

Annual 
interest 
- Rate 

5.315 % 
5.265 % 
5.265 % 
5.260 % 
5.260 % 
5.265 Yo 
5.260 % 
5.260 % 
5.260 % 
5.260 % 
5.270 % 

Monthly 
Interest 

58,358 
58,065 
58,320 
58,520 
58,777 
59,091 
59,293 
59,553 
59,814 
60,077 
60,455 

Ending 
Balance 

13,234,242 
13,292,307 
13,350,627 
13,409,147 
13,467,924 
13,527,015 
13,586,308 
13,645,861 
13,705,676 
13,765,752 
13,826,207 

$1,400,715 $1 3,826,207 
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EXHIBIT NO. (€US-3) 

BID EVALUATION 



I 
Ott, Robin (PFC) 

From: Pitcher, AI (PFC) 

Sent: 
To: Crake, Kyle (Energy) 

Thursday, May 20,2004 3:23 PM 

Docket No. 07000 I-E1 

Bid Evaluation 
Page 1 of32  

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit NO.-(RLS-3) 32005., 2 007 

cc: Byone, Steve (Energy); Lelak. Michael (PFC);jOtt, Robin (PFC)) Potter, Roy (PFC) 
._ - - _ .  . -  

Subject: 2005-2006 Purchases' ' -,- 
Importance: High 7 

Attached are the schedules which provide the detail of our recent Coal RFP and our purchase decisions. 
million tons from five (5) individual suppliers. Purchases for 2005 are 2.5 million tons, and the 2006 purchases are 1 .I million 
tons. No purchases were made for 2007. Also, included are the "open" and "closed" positions for 2005-2007. "Overall we have 
closed approximately 60% 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 supp?Te7s to-stable-7- :- ana we indreased 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, arleBphLn for t h e _ . h a r w i n c c o E @ l s h _ i n g  this. As you know the market is very volatile and it 
was important to make our purchase decisions-. Drafts of contracts aFe being sent today to the suppliers. We will begin 
contract negotiations within the next week. 

611 12004 



CONFIDENTIAL 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP 

c 

2005 2006 2007 

Total Closed Open 
Percentaae Coal Coal Open Percentage Open Percentage Open 

Total Closed Open - -  TypelMode Supplier - -  Total Closed Open 

"A" Rail Massey 720.0 360.0 
Black Gold 120.0 240.0 

B & W  240.0 240.0 
Open 1,079.0 1,417.0 2,381 .O 

2,159.0 50.0% 50.0% 2,257.0 37.2% 62.8% 2,381.0 0.0% 100.0% - - 

" D  Rail Massey 360.0 
Progress 360.0 

Open 191.0 
91 I .o 

" D  Water Massey 360.0 
Central 300.0 
Open 40.0 

700.0 

3,770.0 - 

180.0 
360.0 
750.0 1,808.0 

79.0% 21.0% 1,290.0 41.9% 58.1% 1,808.0 - - 
180.0 
300.0 
170.0 2.300.0 
650.0 73.0% 26.2% 2,300.0 

65.3% 34.7% 4,197.0 44.3% 55.7% 6,489.0 

- - 94.3% 5.7% - 
- - - *  - 

- 0.0% 1o0.096 

- 0.0% 1oo.o% 
0.0% 100.0% - - 

I 

Rail Committed 1,800.0 
Open 1,270.0 

3,070.0 50.6% 41.4% - 

Water Committed 660.0 
Open 40.0 

700.0 94.3% 5.7% 
3,770.0 65.3% 34.7% 

- -  

I -  - 
06/01/04 734 AM 

1,380.0 
2,167.0 
3,547.0 38.9% 61.1% - - 

480.0 
170.0 
650.0 73.8% 26.2% - - 

4,197.0 44.3% - 55.7% - -  

. .  
1 -- , 

4,189.0 
0.0% 100.0% 4,189.0 - - 

2.300.0 
0.0% 100.0% 2,300.0 - - 
0.0% 100.0% 6,489.0 - - - 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Docket No. 050001-El 
Deposition: A.W. Pitcher 

October 21, 2005 
Late-filed Exh. No. 4 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(mS-9) 
Bid Evaluation 
Page 7 of 32 

---- 
List of Coal Purchases from 4/04 Solicitation 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Coal 
WE 

"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Transportation 
Mode - 

Rail 

Rail 

Water 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases 

2005 
Open 
- Total 20% 

1,366.0 1,092.8 273.2 

821.0 656.8 164.2 

I 

700.0 560.0 140.0 -- - - 

4887.0 2,309.6 577.4 -- 
I 

\ 

I 

/ 

2006 
Open 
" 2 0 %  

1,455.0 I ,I 64.0 291 .O 

1,223.0 978.4 244.6 

650.0 520.0 130.0 

3,328.0 2,662.4 6 6 . v  

--- 

-- 

2007 
Open 
Total 80% 20% - 
2,473.0 1,978.4 494.6 

1,?3$0 1,386.4 346.6 

2,300.0 1,840.0 460.0 --- 

6,506.0 5,204.8 1,301.2 --- 
I 

05/04/04 9:44 AM 



Coal 
I!!F 

"A" 

"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Transportation 
Mode 

Rail 

Water (1) 

Rail 

Water 

- 

CONFIDENTlAL 
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 

Potential Purchases From 
2005-2007 RFP 

2005 2006 
Open Open 
Total 80% 2ox Total 80% 20% - - 
1,126.0 900.8 225.2 1,455.0 1 ,I 64.0 291 .O 

240.0 240.0 

1,061.0 848.8 212.2 1,223.0 .978.4 244.6 

,650.0 520.0 130.0 --- 460.0 368.0 92.0 --- 

2,887.0 2,357.6 529.4 3,328.0 2,662.4 665.6 --- --- 
(I) RFP Results Central 

Coal 

2007 
Open 

2,473.0 1,978.4 494.6 

1,733.0 1,386.4 348.6 

2,300.0 1,840.0 463.0 --- 

6,506.0 5,204.8 1,301.2 --- 

05/13/04 1232 PM 



CONFlDENTlA L 

Coal 
Type 

"A" 

"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Coal 
TypelMode Supplier 

Rail 

Water 

Rail 

Water 

Massey 
Black Gold 

Open 

Central 
Open 

Massey 
Progress 

Open ' 

Massey 
Progress 

Open 

PROGRESS FUELS CO.RPORATION 
I PurchasEis from 2005 - 2007 RFP 

2005 , 2006 2007 
Open Percentaqe Open Percentage Open Percentaqe 

Total Closed Open - -  Total Closed Open Total Closed Open - -  
720.0 
120.0 
286.0 1,455.0 2,473.0 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 2,473.0 - - - 1,126.0 74.6% 25.4% 1,455.0 - - 

240.0 

- 0.0% gJ@/O 0.0% 100.0% - - - 240.0 100.0% E / o  - - -  

360.0 
360.0 
141.0 1,223.0 1,733.0 
861.0 83.6% 16.4% 1,223.0 - 

360.0 
300.0 

660.0 100.0% - 0.0% 650.0 

0.0% w h  1,733.0 - 0.0% p / o  - - 

650.0 2,300.0 
0.0% 100.0% 2,300.0 c / o  100.0% 

0.0% 100.0% 

- - - - -  
8 

P 2,887.0 I 85.2% - 14.8% P 3,328.0 - 0.0% - 100.0% _I' 6,506.0 - - 

Rail 

Water 

05/13/04 1:39 PM 

Committed 1,560.0 
Open 427.0 

1,987.0 

Committed 900.0 

900.0 
Open 

2,887.0 

;gr; 
0.0% 1oo.o% 0 2 

* D l  w c  
w e Dl 
N O  2 

3 :  

2,678.0 4,206.0 
0.0% 100.0% 4,206.0 - - - 78.5% 21.5% 2,678.0 - - 

W :  

5 650.0 2,300.0 0 

2: 
650.0 0.0% 100.0% 2,300.0 0.0% 100.0% p 

E !  

- 100.0% g / o  - 

8 5 . 2 ~ ~  14.8% 3,328.0 0.0% 100.0% 6,506.0 - 0.0% E h  
_1_ - - _____ _. - , 

Y 
W 
v 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Coal 
m 
"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Coal 
TypelMode Supplier 

I 

Rail Mass y 
Progre s 

Open t 
Water Masse) 

Central 
Open 

I 

I 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP 

2005 2006 
Open Percentaqe Open Percentaqe 
- -  Total Closed Open Total Closed Open - -  

720.0 
120.0 
526.0 

1,366.0 

360.0 
360.0 
101.0 
821 .O 

360.0 
300.0 
40.0 

700.0 

2,887.0 

1,455.0 
- 61.5% 38.5% 1,455.0 

650.0 
94.3% 5.7% 1 650.0 

76.9% 23.1% 3,328.0 

- 
- - - 

- 0.0% - 100.0% 

- 0.0% - 100.0% 

0.0% 100.0% - - 

2007 
Open Percentaqe 
- -  Total Closed Open 

2,473.0 
2,473.0 - 0.0% 1oo.o% 

1,733.0 
1,733.0 - 0.0% 1oo.o% 

2,300.0 
2,300.0 - 0.0% poJh 

0.0% 100.0% - - 6,506.0 - 

Rail Committed 1,560.0 I 

Open 627.0 2,678.0 4,206.0 
0.0% ' 100.0% - - 0.0% g / o  4,206.0 - i187.0 71.3% 28.7% 2,678.0 - ?P.?F 

% Q u o  
m o  R - e  3 %  

650.0 2,300.0 o"Erz 
0.0% E 3 0  * E u  CnP 

g. g 0 - 0.0% 100.0% 2,300.0 - 700.0 -94.3% 5.7% 650.0 - - 

Water Committed 

s z 2  

05/17/04 4:35 PM 
0.0% s m g  

@ 
- 0.0% 100.0% 6,506.0 - - - - 2,887.0 76.9% 23.1% 3,328.0 

0 



CON FID ENTIA1 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP 

2005 
Percentaqe 

2006 2007 
Open Percentaae Open Percentaqe Coal 

Type 

"A" 

'ID" 

"D" 

Coal 
Typemode Supplier 

Open 
- Total 

720.0 
120.0 
526.0 

1,366.0 

360.0 
360.0 
101.0 
821 .o 
360.0 
300.0 
40.0 

700.0 

2,887.0 - 

Closed 

61 3% - 

87.7% - 

94.3% 

76.9% 

- 
- 

Open 

38.5% - 

12.3% - 

5.7% 

23.1% 

- 
- 

Total Closed - -  Total Closed Open - -  Open 

Rall 

Rall 

Water 

Massey 
Black Gold 

Open 

Massey 
Progress 

Open 

Massey 
,Central 

Open 

2,473.0 
100.0% 2,473.0 0.0% 100.0% - - - 

1,455.0 
1,455.0 - 0.0% 

1733 0 - 
- 100.0% 1,733.0 - 0.0% w h  

1,223.0 
1,223.0 - 0.0% 

2,300.0 
100.0% 2,300.0 0.0% -100.0% - - 7 

100.0% 6,506.0 - 0.0% E/, - 

650.0 
650.0 - 0.0% 

0.0% - 3,328.0 

Rail Committed 1,560.0 
Open 627.0 

2,187.0 - 71.3% 

I 

2,678.0 
28.7% 2,678.0 - 0.0% - 100.0% - 

4,206.0 
4,206.0 0.0% - 

Water Committed 660.0 
Open 40.0 

700.0 - 94.3% 
2,300.0 
2,300.0 

6,506.0 - 
_ -  

650.0 
650.0 0.0% m h  - 5.7% - 0.0% - 

2,887.0 76.9% - -  0.0% 100.0% 
_I - - - 23.1 % 3,328.0 0.0% - 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Coal 
m! 
"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Coal 
TypelMode Supplier 

Rail Massey 
Black Gold 

Open 

Rail Massey . 

Progress 
Open 

Water Massey 
Central 
Open 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases from 2005 - 2007 RFP 

2005 2006 . 2007 
Open Percentaqe Open Percentaue Open Percentaqe 
Total Closed Open Total Closed Open - -  Total Closed Open - -  - -  

720.0 
120.0 240.0 
526.0 1,215.0 2,473.0 

1,366.0 61.5% 38.5% 1,455.0 I@? 83.5% 2,473.0 - 0.0% 1oo.o% - - - 

360.0 
360.0 
101 .o 
821.0 - 87.7% 12.3% 
360.0 
300.0 
40.0 

700.0 - 94.3% - 5.7% 

p,887.0 76.9% 23.1F/o - - 

360.0 .* 
300.0 
650.0 
650.0 

3,328.0 

-- 
-- 

1,733.0 
29.4% 70.6% 1,733.0 - 

2,300.0 
- 46.2% 53.8% 2,300.0 

27.0% 73.0% 6,506.0 - - 

0.0% 100.0% - - 

- 0.0% 1oo.o% 
0.0% 100.0% - - 

. . Rat1 Committed 
Open 

Water Committed 
Open 

05/17/04 4:28 PM 

1,5 0.0 
6\{ 

2,187. 

660.0 
40.0 

700.0 

2,887.0 

,. 
-7 20.7% - 

94.3% - 5.7% - 
76.9% 23.1% - - 

600.0 I 

2,078.0 
2,678.0 22.4% 

650.0 
650.0 - 0.0% 

3,328.0 18.0% - -  

4,206.0 
0.0% - 77.6% 4,206.0 - 

2,300.0 
0.0% 

0.0% 

- 100.0% 2,300.0 - 

- 82.0% 6,506.0 
7 

m -  
100.0% g b - 



CONFlD ENTlAL 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
Potential Purchases 

2005 2006 2007 
Open 
Total 80% 20% - 

Coal 
Type 

"A" 

"A" 

"D" 

"D" 

Coal 
TypelMode Supplier 

Open - _  
- Total )h'J*' . 

Oaen 
- Tbtal 80% 20% 

Rail 

Water 

Rail 

Water 

Massey 
Black Gold 

Open 

Central 
Open 

Massey 
Progress 

Open 

Massey 
Progress 

Open 

1,455.0 1,164.0 291.0 
--- 1,455.0 1,164.0 291.0 
--- 2.473.0 1,978.4 494.6 

2,473.0 1,978.4 494.6 
--- 
--- 

240.0 
--- 
240.0 ' - --- 

360.0 
360.0 
141.0 112.8 28.2 
861.0 112.8 28.2 
--- 
--- 

1,223.0 978.4 244.6 
1,223.0 978.4 244.6 
--- 
--- 

1,733.0 1,386.4 346.6 
1,733.0 1,386.4 346.6 
--- 
--- 

360.0 
300.0 

650.0 520.0 130.0 
650.0 520.0 130.0 
--- 
--- 

2,300.0 1,840.0 460.0 
2,300.0 1,840.0 460.0 --- 

--- 
660:O --- 

2,887.0 341.6 85.4 --- 3,328.0 2,662.4 665.6 --- 6,506.0 5,204.8 1,301.2 --- 

Rail Committed 
Open 

VI p .' 
0 z r z  - -+lz:cn? 

4,206.0 3,364.8 841 2 rn o 
3 W - J  

4,206.0 3,364.8 841.2 $ 
- - L U 0 3  

--- 

1,560.0' - ---- 
427.0 341.6 85.4 
1,987.0 341.6 85.4 

- -- 
~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

2,678.0 2,142.4 535.6 
2,678.0 2,142.4 535.6 
--- 
--- 

m -  

z 2,300.0 1,840.0 460.0 2 
2,300.0 1,840.0 460.0 

2 &  
--- 

(P --- 

Water Committed 
Open 650.0 520.0 130.0 

650.0 520.0 130.0 
--- 
- - ~  

6,506.0 5,204.8 1,301.2 k 
Y --__I 

u 
v 

2,887.0 341.6 85.4 --- 3,328.0 2,662.4 665.6 --- 



Coal 
as afuanh 31.2004 

PEC 
Projected 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 (Won) 

PEF 
Projected Bum (Tons) 
Under Contract (Tons) 
Open (Tons) - 

2P04 3Q04 4Qo4 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

- - -  - l -  
Target Inventory (Days) - - -- 

% He2ged Current 
% Hedge as of 1/1/05 (projected) 

Embedded Delivered Cost of Current Contracts ($/ton) 
Projected Delivered Cost of Potential Conb?ids ($/ton) 
Estimated Average Delivered Cost (Won) 
Budgeted Cost ($/ton) 

TOTAL 
Projected 6urn (Tons) 
Under Contract (Tons) 
Open (Tons] 

% Hedged Current 

,625 1.785 1,522 

- -. L - - --... - 
45 45 45 - 

100.00% 100.00% 99.34% 
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

$57.25 $56.18 $55.69 
55.69 

57.25 56.18 55,69 
55,E 55.06 55.15 

6.737 6.778 
3,850 3,450 
2.807 3,328 

45 45 

57.15% 50.90% 
80.00% 80.00% 

$54,0l $54.79 
59.R 56.85 
56.48 55,80 
55.23 55.79 

6,506 6,528 6.860 

6.506 6.528 6.860 - 
- 

45 45 45 

0.00%~ 0.00% O.W% 
- 

-250.00% 

$53.80 $54.06 $54.35 
$3.80 54.06 54.75 
56.86 58.51 59.26 



CR U I I ~ ~ S  4 arid 5 
May 2004 

Solicitation 
ALL BIDS 

- 
e- 
_” I, 



CR Units 1,2, 4 and 5 
PURCHASES from 

2005-2006 
RFP 

?ECTED COPY +ut+* coi ttti+ttt . . . .  

e r  

Drummond 1 lnterocean 

Central Coal Co. 

D (CR4&5) 1105-12106 FOB Mobile 1800 

D (CR4B5) 1105-12106 Winifred Dock 600 

D (CR485) 1/05-6106 FOB Ceredo 540 

5.50% 0.70% 11,700 14.00% 

12.00% 0.74% 12,300 8.00% 

13.00% 0.73% 12,100 8.00% 

31.00% 1 42 I 1 1.20 

31.00% 1 42 1 I 1.20 360 I 180 Massey 
I ' I  I I H D (CR4B5) 1/05-6/06 Bandmill 360 1 180 12.00%) 0.73% 1 12,100 I 8.00% Massey 

Prowess Fuels 

31.00% 42 I .20 

32.00% 43 I .20 

31.00% 42 1.50 2.10 

360 1 360 12.00% 0.75% 12,500 8.00% -I--+ D (CR4&5) 1105-12/06 Diamond May 720 

A (CRlg2) 1105-12106 CSX Harlan 360 

A (CRlg2) 1105-6/06 CSX BS 1080 

A (CRIQ) 1105-12106 CSX Jellico 480 

Sequoia Energy LLC 

Massev 720 1 360 31.00% I l l  . 42 1.50 2.10 

32.00% I 42 1 1.50 1 2.00 BBW Resources 11.50% 1.25% 12,500 7.00% 
I I I 

I 

2460 1860 Total Tons 432( 



PKUbKtSS FUELS CORPORATION 
CR Units 1,2, 4 and 5 

PURCHASES from 
2005-2006 

RFP 

' 
12106 I FOBMobile I -1800 I 800 I I000 

12/06 I WinifredDock 1 600 I 300 1 300 
I I 1 

,6106 1 FOBCeredo 1 NO 1 360 1 180, 

Bandmill 

12/06 Diamond May 

12106 DiamondMay 720 360 360 

I I '  I 

12/06 CSX Harlan 360 120 240 

,6106 CSX BS 1080 720 360 

12106 CSX Jellico 480 240 240 

ITotal Tons I 5040) 28201 222i 

10.00% 1.34% 12,700 8.00% 31.00% 42 

12.00% 1.27% 12,100 8.00% 31.00% 42 

11.50% 1.25% 12,500 7.00% 32.00% 42 

1 1.20 

t * 1.50 2.10 

1.50 2.10 4- 
1.50 2.00 + 

Attachment A 

I I  I I 
I I 

I I 
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, .. PAGE 1 OF 3 
Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit NO.-(RLS-3) 
Bid Evaluation 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"ALPHA" RAIL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS** 
Existing contracts: 
Consol Energy 
Massey Energy 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 

Total Existing Contracts 

Open Position 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
B8W Resources 

Total New Contracts 
Total Existing & New 

Total Open Position 

Potential Add'l Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Central Coal 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
B8W Resources 
CAM Kentucky LLC 
2004 Carry over 
Total Potential Suppliers 
Total New and Potential 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

Allocation: 
YO Existing contracts to delivery 
YO New contracts to delivery 
YO Total contract to delivery 
YO Potential spot or additional contract 

to requirement 

Page 20 of 32  - 2005 - 2006 Notes 
2,309,000 2,257,000 

<&+37ctad v 750,000 0 (2) 
150,000 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 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 '  0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

I 1,980,000 840,000 

329,000 1 ,417,000 

39.0% 0.0% 
46.8% 37.2% 

14.2% 62.8% 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes open position. 
(2) These contract has a price reopener for 2006. 
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

-Based upon bum projections 

H:\APitcher-l \Progress_FueIs_CoaI~RFP~2005-2007\Memo_Charlie_Gates\Rail~A~Open_Position~Corrected 

3:06 PM7/20/2004 



. .. 
n I I nul IIVILIX I u 

PAGE 1 O F 3  

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"ALPHA" RAlL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS- 
Existing contracts: 
Consol Energy 
Massey Energy 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 

Total Existing Contracts 

Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(mS-3) 

Notes Bid Evaluation 
Page 21 of 32  - 2005 2006 

2,309,000 2,257,000 

0 0 

750,000 

0 0 

900,000 0 

1,409,000 2,257.000 (1 1 Open Position 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
B&W Resources 

720,000 360,000 
120,000 240,000 
240,000 240,000 

(3) 

Total New Contracts 1,080,000 
Total Existing & New 1,980,000 

(1 1 TotaC Open Position 329,000 I .a97.000 

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: 

0 0 
0 ' 0  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,980,000 360,000 

329,000 I ,a97,000 

Allocation: 

YO New contracts to delivery 
YO Total contract to delivery 
YO Potential spot or additional contract 

0.0% YO Existing contracts to delivery 39.0% 

to requirement 14.2% 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes open position. 
(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 

S:\EXEC\Robin\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Rail-A-Open-Position 
2 : 33 P M 6/22/2004 
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PAGE 2 O F  3 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"DELTA" RAIL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS"' 
Minus Water Delivered Coal 
Equals Net Rail "D" Deliveries 

Existing contracts: 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 
Alliance Coal LLC 

Total Existing Contracts 

Open Position 

New Contract Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 
Progress Fuels Marketing & 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: 
YO Existing contracts to delivery 
YO New contracts to delivery 
YO Total contract to delivery 
YO Potential spot or additional contract 

to requirement 

Notes: 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit NO.-(=S-3) 
Bid Evaluation 
Page 22 of 32 

2006 Notes - 2005 - 
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 

91 1,000 1,290,000 (1) 

(2) 
360,000 180,000 
360,000 360,000 

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 

54.7% 38.3% 
25.8% 

90.5% 64.1 Yo 

(1) BOLD denotes open position. 
(2) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and variou's other purchases. 

"Based upon burn requirements 

S:\EXEC\Robin\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Rail_D_Open_Position 
2:33 PM6/22/2004 
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PAGE 3 O F  3 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(mS-3) 
Bid Evaluation 
Page 23 of 32 

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"DELTA" WATER 

PROJECTED WATER DELIVERY 
Existing contracts: 
Guasare # l  (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 
Keys ton e 
A.T. Massey 
Peabody PRB coal 
2004 Carry over 

Total Potential Suppliers 
Total New and Potential 

Potential Spot or Additional 
Contract Purchases: 

AI I ocatio n : 
% Existing contracts to delivery 
% New contracts to delivery 
YO Total contract to delivery 
Yo Potential spot or additional contract 

to requirement 

- 2005 - 2006 Notes 
2.300.000 2,300,000 

(2) 
150,000 c- 
650,000 650,000 
800,000 1,000,000 

1,600,000 1,650,000 

700,000 650,000 (1 1 

(3) 
360.000 180,000 
300,000 300,000 

660,000 480,000 
2,260,000 2,130,000 

40,000 170,000 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 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% 7.4% 

Notes: 
(1) BOLD denotes open position. 
(2) The Guasare contract has a price reopener for 2006. 
(3) Purchases based upon the 2005 RFP results and various other purchases. 

S:\€XEC\Robin\Word\Bid Solicitations-Coal\Water-D-Open-Position 
2:33 PM6/22/2004 



CR Uflik 4 and 5 
May 2004 

Solicitation 
ALL BIDS 

r-r-'- - - - . J  
. . ". .. 

ToMTom 225M 9iu an 5590 403 6740 406 MI 

I I I I I l l  I I 

.= 
1300% 073% -1 800% S l a O X  42 120 $6645 2.745 $6733 n 7 8  

IZ50% 074% 12.30U 8 W% 31 00% 42 120 $668113 2.782 8 9 0 9  $2.81 
- 

_.- 

i d  

, 



CR 1 and 2 
May 2004 

Solicitation 
ALL BIDS 

Massey 05 CSX BS 0 

Central Coal Co 05-06 CSX-Kan 480 240 240 0 

CMC 05 Colombia-Mobile 400 400 0 0 

LoganBKanawha 05-07 CSX Kan 1080 360 360 360 

CMC 05 Colombia-ECT 400 400 0 0 
I 

Peabody 05-07 CSX Kan 720 240 240 240 

Horizon 05-07 CSXHaz-Typo 1500 500 500 500 

Smokey Mtn 05 CSX Kan 240 240 0 0 

Total Tons IO300 

I 

13.00% 1.26% 

I 
12,100 1 8.00% 
12,500 1 7.00% 

12,200 I 6.70% 

31.00% 42 

32.00% 45 t 
32.00% 45 

30.00% 42 

CR 12 Economics Base Specifications 

Ash Sulfur Btu Moisture Vol HGI 

10.00% 1.05% 12,000 8.00% 34.00% 40 

2.10 1 $62.82 1 2.596 I $65.75 1 $2.72 
I I I 

2.10 $64.18 2.652 $67.11 $2.77 

I I I t 

1.34 $63.19 2.724 $63.24 $2.73 

I T I I 

1.34 I $64.25 I 2.769 I i64.30 I $2.77 



CR Units .1,2,4 and 5 
PURCHASES 
2005-2006 

ZqF 
Bvorg - 

- 34.00% 

- 

- 31.00% 

- 32.00% 

- 31.00% 

__ 31.00% 

----+-- I I I 
I I t 

Pasa Diablo - IMT I 650 12,800 8.00% ---I- F 7.00% I 0.77% 1/04-12105 

1/04-1205 8.00% I 0.78% 13,000 I 8.00% 

5.50% 0.70% 4- 11,700 I 14.00% 

Winifred Dock 1 600 1.20 I q-h I 12,300 I 8.00% 
- 1 '  I I I 

12,100 8.00% -+ 1/05-6106 FOBCeredo 540 

CSX BS 700 

MC Mining 600 

Bandmill 540 

Diamond May 720 

CSX BS 150 

CSXHarlan . 360 

+ 
42 

1104-12106 

V02-12/06 

31.00% 

- 32.00% 

31 .OO% 

- 
-------I I I I 

10.00% 0.74% -4- 1.20 1l.L I 
1/05-6106 

- 32.00% 12,500 8.00% -+ iL 45 1.50 

1105-12106 

Ekkkl 2.10 $50.67 2.027 $5217 $2.09 
I I 

12,500 7.00% -4- 12.00%! 1.31% ends 3105 

1105-12106 

33.00% ___ 

- 31.00% 

- 31.00% 

__ 32.00% 

32.00% 

10.00% 1.34% 4- 'It"" 2.10 
I I I 

CSX BS I 1080- 
I 

11054106 
- 1  I I I 

CSXJellico 480 1 .  

I .  

"" 

., . . .  

12,500 I 7.00% 1105-1 2106 

1/05-12/05 CSX BS + 12,800 8.00% + 10.00% 1.35% + 42 I 1.50 

'otal Tons 1 912 

. .. . 
reopener for 2006 (2)Consol Reopener Pricing IS estimaled 



A Page 1 of 1 

Docket NO. 07000 1 
Robert L. SanSOm Exhibit N ~ , - ( ~ ~  

General Delivery Bid Evaluation _ _  -- 
Page 27 of32 

From: McGLOTHLIN.JOSEPH [MCGLOTHLIN.JOSEPH@leg.state.fl.us] 

Sent: 
To : Robert L. Sansom 
Subject: FW: Late Filed Deposition Exhibit - AI Pitcher Deposition - 2004 RFP Spreadsheet with Formulas - 

Tuesday, October 17,2006 4:34 PM 

CONFIDENTIAL Stamped 

Bob, 

I asked AI Pitcher to provide a list of the companies in which he had been an officer. See the attachment. 

Joe 5 / -  

.. . .. . _ _ _  .. . . .. .. _ _  ._______~.__._._..__________I________._~_________..~.----~---^ ._.- ---- .- ... . .. 

From: Walls, J. Michael [mailto:JWalls@CarltonFields.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2006 4:16 PM 
To: McGLOTH LIN .JOSEPH 
Cc: Burnett, John; Triplett, Dianne 
Subject: Late Filed Deposition Exhibit - AI Pitcher Deposition - 2004 RFP Spreadsheet with Formulas -"AL 
Stamped 

Joe, 

In response to your email today here is Late Filed Exhibit 4 to the dew i t i on  of AI Pitcher. I t  is confidential based on the 
confidentiality of the prior, similar document ~rc%%%s~'pftdm&%.in discovery. B y  separate email I 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. 

I cannot answer your question about late filed exhibit 3 g.L.+cur second.puestinn. ic your e ail e c u J a a n d  his staff 
are out of the office in off-site meetings and are univiTiable. I will have to follow up wirn :em'when they rerurn to the 
office. 

As for your final question regarding the confidentiality procedure I 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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Docket No. 070001-E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-4) 

COAL PRICES 



.Leaend 
PRB: Powder River Basin 
CAP: Central Appalachia 
ILB: Illinois Basin 
NAP: Northern Appalachia 

Source: FERC and EVA Inc. 

Docket No. 07000 I -E1 
Robert L. Sansoln Exhibit No. 
Coal Prices 
Page 1 of 1 

(RLS-4) -. 

2005 Delivered Coal Prices 
East of the Mississippi River 

($/M M BT U) 



Docket No. 070001-E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (IUS-5) 

2004 BID ANALYSIS 
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Docket N o .  060658-E1 
Transpor t a t ion  Miles 

P a g e  1 of 1 
Exhibit No.  - (RS-34) 

Transportation Miles 

Haul Distances (Miles) 
Rail to Water to b i T  To CR TotaI 

CPSP to CR via IMT (a) 130 (Huntington) 1,530 43 1 2,09 1 
Massey Coal (b) 50 (Kanawha) 1,610 43 1 2,091 
PRB to McDuffie, Alabama 1,692 (Gulf) N/A . '350 2,042 
PRB to Cook via IMT to CR 415 1,281 (Cook) 928 43  1 2,640 

5 
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Eight .hour's r4 (21~ Dock ai Cora, IL 
Twcnty-fow hours at Texns City, TX 
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Docket No. 07000 I -E1 
Robert L Sariso~n Exhibit No (RLS-6) KEN HODAK, 
RFP/Bids/Purchases 

I Page 1 of 107 Coal Sa les  

-_ 

S i  Vlce President Regional 
A R 6 H 6 0 a 1, S A  I- E S 

Tons/Yr 

May 12,2004 

2005 2006 2007 
500.000 500.000 500.000 

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”). 

1 .  Quantity and Term: 

The Term of this Offer shall begin January 01 , 2005 and end December 3 1, 
2.007. 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. Source: 

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 NorthemGante 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 

BA!mI C W ,  !K. 



h l s .  Rol-l!n Ott 
hlay 12,  2003 
Page 2.  

B tu 
Ash. % 

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. 

Monthly Per Shipment Reject 
Average 
8,800 43,650 
5.50 >6.50 

3. Delivery: 

Moisture, % 
Sulfur, % 
s 02, #/MMB tu 
Grind, HGI 
Size 

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 tefm of the 
Agreement. Title and risk of loss shall pass to Progress gnergy at  the 
Delivery Point. 

28.0 >29.0 

0.80 >1.20 
50 <45 
3” x 0 ----- 

----- ----- 

4. Ouality: 

Ash Fusion Temp. 
Initial Deformation 

a. The Coal offered shall be substantially free of magnetic material and other 
foreign material impurities and sized to a nominal three-inches. 

----- ----- 
2100 ----_ 

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. 

Softening (H=W) 

% Dry Chlorine 
Hemispherical (H=1/2W) 

c. Coal Quality Specifications: 

2125 1950 
21 35 ___-- 
0.05 >0.29 

I % Volatile Matter - Dry 42.75 I <30 1 

PEF-FUEL-0003 5 8 
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h l s .  Robin Ott 
May 1 2 ,  2004 
Page 3.  

5. 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. 

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 3 1,2007. 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 $8.40; 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 Ad-justments: 

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. BTU PRICE ADJUSTMENTS: 

Pro rata (premium or discount) about 8,800 Btu/lb. basis; adjusted 
monthly. 

:’ C. SULFUR PRICE ADJUSTMENT: 

If, during the month the as received weighted average SO2 varies from the 
basis value of 0.80 Ibs S02/ “Btu ,  (based on %S x 20,000 + Btu) a lump 

A Subsidiary of 

BNAnru %A! !!K 
PEF-FUEL-0003 59 
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Page 4. 
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RFP/Bjds/Purchases 
Page 4 of 107 

sum price adjustment (premium or discount) shall be made to account for 
the su l fu r  variation according to the formula below: 

Lump Sum SO2 Price Adjustment = (0.801bs So21mmBtu - S )  x C x I x T I  1,000,000 

Where: 

S = The weighted average “as-received’’ SO2 content (Expressed as 
lbs. S02/mrriBtu) 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. 

I = 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 creditsldebits 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 stat 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 

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 a 
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 uni t  trains. 

PEF-FUEL-0003 60 
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Page 5 of 107 

Progress Energy’s railcars and unit train shall be conipatible 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 a t  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 a t  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 creditddebits, as the case may be, for such 
adjustment(s) to Progress Energy’s account. 

Force Ma.ieure: 

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-0003 6 1 
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1 1 .  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@) 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 terrns 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:OO 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 (3 14) 994 - 2842, if you need further information or have any questions. 

,’ Vpry I liuly yours, , , , n 

9 3 z z a  
,/ Sr. VP Regi L Sales 

cc: Dave Warnecke, Arch Coal Sales Company, Inc. 
A1 Pitcher, Progress Fuels Corporation 

Encl. ( 5 )  Typical Quality Specifications (Black Thunder Mine), and 
Progress Energy’s Coal Producer’s Solicitation Forms 

PEF-FUEL-0003 62 
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ARCH COAL SOLICITATIOIJ FORI,? 
CRYSTAL RIVER 3 & 5 

PRB COAL 
PAGE 1 OF 3 

co R P O F U r l O  I 4  

TRAINLOAD: SINGLE CAR: __ 

~ MAXIMUM LOALIING CAPACITY: 

~ 10,000 TONS ONE HOUR 400 CARS TRACK CAPACJ7 

- LMPORT C O A L  LOAD PORT NO WATER UEl..lVERY CAI’AIilLITY: X YES 

SEAMS: Wyodali - Anderson BLEND RATIOS: 50/50 

TYPE OF COAL WASHER. IF WASHED: N/A 

TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): Non-Union DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: NIA 

~- 

PERIOD TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER T O N  FOB M N E  

SE&, COVER LETTER SEE, COVER LETTER SEE, COVER LETTER 

IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN “X” D\I THIS SPOT. 
. 

PRODUCER’S COMMENTS 

~ ~~~ ~~~ 

CREDIT KEFERENCES (Miriiriitiri~ two): 

IN DUS TRY R El-FR EN CES (Mini m u  i n  [our): 

SIGNATUIIE ifc“^- TITLE Sr. VP, Regional Sales DATE May 12,2004 

OR 
POST OFFICE BOX IS208 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLQRDA 33733 PEF-FUEL-0003 63 
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MgO 

so3 
K?O 

Na:0 

IIndctemined 

RaseiAcid Ratio 

M nxiinuni B aseiAcid 
Rario 

'Musf be niet on an individual shipment basis. 
'Adjustable in  dircct proportion to Btu. 
'Adjustablc in invcrse proponion to Bru. 

'Economic analyses will b e  based on these values. 
'Preferred value, conls not meeting this specification will be considered. 

4.10 Fluorine 34.05 

10.10 Lead 2. IO 

0.46 Lithium 2.70 

1.17 Manganese I0;SO 

0.19 Mercury 0.06 

0.56 Nickel 4.50 

063 Selenium 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

PEF-FUEL-0003 64 
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OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

Robeit 1,. Sansom Exhibit No.__(KLS-6) 

Page 9 of 107 
ARCH COAL'S SOLICITATION RFPA3ids/Purchases 

C R Y S T A L  RIVER 3 & 5 
PRB COAL 

PAGE 30F 3 

PROGRESS 
FUELS 
C O R P O R A T I O N  1g 

REQUJRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

"AS RECEIVED" 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL SEE, ATTACHMENT 

"AS RECEIVED" BITUMINOUS SUB-B K U M W O U S  
GUARANTEED "AS RECEIVED" "AS R E C E N E D "  

GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 
I - 

MOISTURE (TOI'AL) '70 

SURFACE MOISTURE 7~ 

ASH % 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LB/MBTU) 

RTU/LB 
ASH S O R E N I N G  DEGREES 
FAHRENHEIT H = I E W  ( K )  

VOLATILE 7~ 

GRIN DAB ILITY. HAR DG ROVE 

SLZB 

FWES ( -1/4" X 0") 

PYRITIC SULFUR 

1 8.070 MAX. 30.0% M A X .  

5.0% MAX. 5.0% M A X .  
4 I 0.0% MAX.? 7.8% MAX.? 

1.2 L B ~ M A X . ~  I .2 LBIMAX.' 

4 12,300 MIN. 8,1001LB MIN. 

2,500 MW. 2,200 MW. 

31.0% MIN.' 51.0% MIN.' 

4 

4 

4 42 MW.3 6.5 MIN.' 

2" x 0" 2" x 0" 

45% MAX.'  30% MAX..' 

0.2% MAX.'  0.2%  MAX.^ 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

DESCRrPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV. 

CHLORFJE 90 

OXYGEN 70 

P?OC 1 I I Antimony I I 

~- ~ ~~ 

__-_____._ .__-_-_--_ 

__-_______ ____----__ 

SiO! 

1 
~ 

MgO 
so, 

I Arsenic 

~ -~ 

Fluorine 

Lead 

COO I I I Cobalt I 1 

N . 1 ~ 0  

Undcrrmmined 

BaselAcid Ratio 

~ 

Manganese 

Mcrcuiy 

Nickel 

K20 

Maximum BaselAcid 
Ratio 

I Lithium 

Selenium 
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Typical Quality Specifications 

Black Thunder 

Compliance - Low Ash 

4th Quarter 2003 

I Moistu re 26.80%( 
Ash 
Sulfur 
B T  U 
MAF BTU 

5.47% 
0.30% 
8,852 

13,069 

Pounds S02/MM BTU 
Pounds Ash/MM BTU 
Ash To Sulfur Ratio 18.23 
Yo Volitile Matter 31.34% 
o/o Fixed Carbon 3 6.3 9% 

Moisture NA 
Ash 7.47% 
Hydrogen 5.44% 
Carbon 70.83% 
Nitrogen 0.94% 
Sulfur 0.41 % 
Oxygen 14.91 Yo 
Chlorine 0.02% 

Titanium Dioxide 
Sulfur Trioxide 
Calcium Oxide 
Potassium Oxide 
Magnesium Oxide 
Sodium Oxide 
Iron Oxide 
Phosphorus Pentoxide 
Manganese Dioxide 
Strontium Oxide 

Pyritic 0.06% 
0.00% Sulfate 
0.35% 

Total 

Equilibrium Moisture 

Base - Acid Ratio 
% Acidic 
O/O Basic 
SI/AL Ratio 

The inlormation depicled on this dDcument is intended for intormational purposes only and represents typical resulls from laboratory analysis 
procedures using prescribed ASTM methods. As with any tests, results will vary with sampling methods, equipment, technicians, e t .  Typical 

resulls may a150 vary due lo geologic influences iwlhin the mining reserve area. 

PEF-FUEL-0003 66 
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(Antimony-- 0.151 

Typical Quality Specifications - Trace Elements 

Black Thunder 

All Values in Parts per Million (PPM) 

4th Quarter 2003 

Arsenic 
'Barium 
Beryilium 
Boron 
Bromine 
Cadmium 
Chlorine 
C h ro in iu m 
Cobolt 
Copper 
Flourine 
Lead 
Lithium 

1.30 
336.25 

0.28 
43.50 
12.25 
0.07 

1 16.75 
4.25 
1.95 

11 .oo 
34.05 

2.1 0 
2.70 

IManganese 10.50 
Mercury 0.06 
Molybdenum 0.51 
Nickel 4.50 
Selenium 0.83 
Silver 0.1 0 
Strontium 154.00 
Thallium 0.09 
Tin 0.35 
Uranium 0.50 
Vanadium 15.00 
Zinc 11 .oo 
Zirconium 12.85 

PEF-FUEL-0003 67 



Pitcher, AI (PFC) 

From: Pitcher, AI (PFC) 
Sent: 
To : 

Subject: RE. DTE 

Wednesday, May 19, 2004 10.35 AM 

'Sa nz-G uerrero, Roland 0' 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No..-_(RLS-6) 
RFPIBidslPurchases 
Page 12 of 107 

. .  N o  problem. We have completed our review and evaluation. Ypur P R R  bid was very c o m m e ,  but at the present time 
we are not going to purchase any additional, beyond our commitment with Peabody, P R B  coal. I have made severdl 
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 2006. Thanks for y o e e s t  and we will deal together at some 
point. 3 

-N f i ' t cher  
-----Original Message----- 
From : Sa nz-Guerrero, Rola ndo [ mail to: Sanzg u R@dtecs.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2004 10:25 AM 
To: Pitcher, AI (PFC) 
Subject: DTE 

AI: 

1 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. 

I need to ask you for a big favor.JkisBE_P has received notice from our President and he is anxious to receive 
informat- ur bid. To the extent possible, could you keep me updated ot your time line and our rankins in 
this process. I 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 like us to extend the firmness of the offer, please let me know. 

I would rather talk to you via phone or in person but I 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 PRNILEGED 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, 
fomarding, 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. 
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= 
From: Pitcher, AI (PFC) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12,2004 12.02 PM 
To: 
Subject: 

F Y I .  

A1 Pitcher 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Rolando Sanz-Guerrero [mailto:rsanzg@attwireless.blackberry.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 12:Ol PM 
To: Pitcher, A 1  (PFC) 
Subject: Re: DTE Offer Summary 

oops . . .  sorry. 
Rolando 
-----Original Message----- 
From: )'Pitcher, A1 (PFC) cAPitcher@progressfuels.com> 
Date: Wed, 12 May 2004 11:59:36 
To:crsanzg@attwireless.blackberry.net> 
Subject: RE: D,TE Offer Summary 

Our procedures do not allow for me to see this information prior to 5 : o o  PM. 
enclose it with the bids. 
to the expiratio,n of the RFP submission. 

J 
' n  will 

Please do not send this type of information in t h e s r e  prior 

A1 Pitcher 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sanz-Guerrero, Rolando [mailto:SanzguR@dtecs.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, May 1 2 ,  2004 11:49 AM 
To: Pitcher, A1 (PFC) 
Subject: DTE Offer Summary 

A1 : 

I s e n t  a l l  the official offers to Robin as requested in the RFP. I wanted to summarize the 
different options for your information. 

A l l  offers are for minimum one train/month (168,000 tons) and up to 3 trains/month 
(504,000 tons). A l l  offers are for calendar 2005. 

* Offer one- This covers both rail cars and transportation to the Cora terminal. 
c-. The price is $10.02 / ton. This offer is good for 30 d a y s ,  as requested. 

4 

* Offer two- The , transportation and Cora terminal fees, 
in other words FOB Barge 
if the transfer is from rail to barge directly. If the transfer is from rail to m n d  to 
barge the fee is $1.20/ton. This offer is also good for 30 days, as requested. 

The Price is $10.02/ton plus $l.oo/ton 

n-m V I T - 7  n * f i m / r ,  
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* Offer t n r e e -  The price includes Offer t w o  plus Co: 
$13.42/toa f o r  direct transload from train to barge and $l8.62/ton if reclaimed from 
ground to barge. Because of the volatility of Coal prices, DTZ can make this Offer firm 
f o r  one week (May 20,2004). After that date I need to reconfirm the coal price. 

I hope this e-mail finds you wel l .  Please call me if YOU have any questions or when you 
have some information on the s h o r t  list. 

Have a great d a y !  

Rol ando 

7 3 4 - 9 1 3 - 5 8 7 7  

* * *  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 t h i s  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. 

* * *  PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION * * *  This communication may 
contain proprietary, privileged or confidential information protected by law. It is solely 
f o r  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-FUEL000370 
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425 South Main St., Suite 201 
A n n  Arbor, MI 481 04 
Telephone: (734) 913-5877 
Facsimile: (734)  994-5849 
Email: sanzgur@dtecs.com 

Roland0 Sam-Guerrero 
Director of Sales 

Tuesday, May 11  , 2004 
VIA Fed-ex 

Mrs. Robin Ott 
Progress Fuels Corporation 
Ons 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 S02/MMBtu SPRB coal delivered 
from January 1, 2005 - December 31 2005 (APPROXIMATELY 504,000 
tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains). 

2. TERM 

January I , 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 Southern 
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-0003 7 1 
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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. 

b. 

The coal would be substantially free of magnetic material and other 
foreign material impurities. 

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. 

8. STORAGE 
If Storage is required at Cora terminal the fees are a s follows: 

First 50,000 tons- Free 

0 Anything over 50,000- $0.1 5/ton/month. 

Wt. Train 
Av. Re_i.. 

Btu/Lb. 8800 8600 

Lb. S02/MMBtu 0.8 1.2 

Moisture YO 27 NIA 

Ash Yo 5.5 NIA 

7. PRICE 

The Price would be $18.42/ton -.I on a direct transload to barge from train. 

The Price would be $18.62/ton if coal is reclaimed from ground storage to 

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. 

barge. / 

9. PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR HEAT CONTENT VARIATION 

PEF-FUEL-000372 
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The Price will be adjusted, at the ena OT eacn montn, to  reTleCt 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) 

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 
S02(lbS02/mmbtu)] x Monthly Weighted Average Btu/lb/l ,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.) 

10. 

11. PROPOSAL VALIDITY PERIOD 

Subject to prior sale, this proposal will remain valid until close .of business 
on May 20, 2004. Following that date, this proposal will be subject to 
S e I I e r’ s recon f i rm a t i o n . 

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 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, 

Roland0 Sanz-Guerrero 

Director of Sales, DTECS 
PEF-FUEL-000373 



Moisture 
Ash 
Sulfur 
BTU 
MAF BTU 

Si l icon Dioxide 3 9.83% 
Aluminum Oxide 16.54% 
T i tan ium Dioxide 1.36% 
Ferric Oxide 5.26% 
Sulfur Trioxide 8.20% 
Calc ium Oxide 19.80% 
Potass ium Oxide 0.59% 
Magnesium Oxide 4.04% 
Sodium Oxide 1.26% 
I ron Oxide 5.26% 
Phosphorus  Pentoxide 1 .OO% 
Manganese Dioxide 0.02% 
St ron t ium Oxide 0.27% 
Bar ium Oxide 0.51% 

LUndetermined 1.57% 

~ __ 
26.70% I 

13001 
I 

Pounds SOUMM BTU 
Pounds Ash/MM BTU W l  
Ash To Sulfur Ratio 18.72 
Voli t i le Matter 31.65 
Fixed Carbon 36.00 

Mois tu re  NA 
Ash 7.70% 
Hydrogen 4.68% 
Carbon 70.83% 
Nitrogen 0.79% 
Sulfur 0.41 % 
Oxygen 15.59% 
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Initial 
Softening 
Hemispherical 
Fluid 

21 38 
21 60 
21 73 
2231 

Oxidizinq 
Initial 2224 
Softening 223 2 
Hemispherical 225 6 
Fluid 2320 

Pyrit ic 0 .&Yo 
Sulfate 0.01 O/O 

Organic 0.25% 
Total 0.31 % 

Hardgrove Grindabi l i ty  Index 
Free Swell ing Index 
Equil ibr ium Moisture 

0.0 
25.98% 

Base - Acid Rat io 
YO Acidic 
'/o Basic 
SI/AL Ratio 

2290 

PEF-FUEL-0003 74 
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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 

Roland0 Sanz-Guerrero 
Director of Sales 

Tuesday, May 1 I , 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 traindmo 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). 2 

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 supply could be from any one or more joint-line 
served SPRB mines (the “Mine”) in ’Campbell or Converse Counties, 
Wyoming. 

5. DELIVERY POINT 
PEF-FUEL-000375 
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I ;pi I D -- 
The Delivety 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: 

If direct from railcar to barge the fee would be an additional $I.OO/ton 

If the coal goes from Railcar to ground to barge the fee would be  an 
additional $1.20/ton 

Storage fees are as follows: 

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, 

Ro lando Sanz-G u e rre ro 

Director of Sales, DTECS 
PEF-FUEL-0003 7 6 
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BTE Coal Ser-vices 

425 South Main St., Suite 201 
Ann Arbor,  MI 48104 
T e l e p h o n e :  (734)  9 1 3 - 5 8 7 7  
Facs imi l e :  (734) 9 9 4 - 5 8 4 9  
Email: s a n z g u r @ d t e c s . c o m  

Roland o S a  nz-G ue r re  r o 
Director of S a l e s  

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 traindmo 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). 

2. TERM 

January 1, 2005 - December 31, 2005. 

36 trains (APPROXIMATELY 504,000 tons, assuming 14,000 ton trains). 

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. 

3. QUANTITY 

4. SOURCE 

5. DELIVERY POINT 
PEF-FUEL-0003 77 
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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 $1 0.02hon. 

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 
pai-ty’s credit status. 

Please call me at (734) 913-5877 if you need further information or have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Roland0 Sanz-Guerrero 

Director of Sales, DTECS 

, 
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O X B O W  C A R B O N  & M I N E R A L S  L L C  

May 11, 2004 

Ms. Robin Ott 
Progress Fuels Corporation 
One Progress Plaza, Suite GOO 
St. Petersburg, Florida 337012 

Dear Ms. Ott, 

Please find enclosed, Oxbow Mning 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 i n  this proposal will be mutually agreed between 
Oxbow Mining LLC and Progress Fuels Corporation. 

Our proposal will remain valid until 5:OO 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 conunitment 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. 

Alicia Levitt 
Sales Represents ti vc 

PEF-FUEL-0003 79 
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~~ 

PERIOD 

See Attached 

PRODUCER NAME , 
1 1  

TONNAGE BASE PRICE PERTON FOB MINE 

- 

STREET ADDRESS. 7901 Southpark Plaza, Suite 202; Littleton, CO 80120 
- 1 

CONTACT A I  icia Levitt 1 TELEPHONENO. 303-795-0413 1 Y V  

7 I PRODUCER'S COMMENTS. 

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two) W i l l  p r o v i d e  if short listed 

MINE( S): Elk Creek BOM DISTRICT: 1 7 COUNTY: Gunn i son STATE: co 

: 1,; a. 

SIGNATURE: 1 f l6-  ' ,, 

 ORIGIN RAI1ROAD(S)~DlS.TRICT: EK CV Big Sandy- Olher UPRR I RIR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONINUMBER: Sqme r s e t  , c o  -7 

TITLE: 

M P E  OF LOADING FACItI1Y: 
UNITTRAIN: ,y 105 c a r s  SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD: 

MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: 3 105 c a r  t r a i n s  i n  24 hours I 
TONS HOURS TRACK CAPACITY 1 

I 
1 

IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT NO p i  DELIVERY CAPABILITY: - YES - 
SHIP THROUGH: DOCK LOAD RATE:: 

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACI~Y PER MONTH: 700, OOOTONS PI is 
PRODUCTION PER MONTH-MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 1 00% TONS quoted qua 1 i t y  

I 
N P E  OF MINE: 1 00% DEEP % STRIP %AUGER I 

SEAMS: Currently in D Seam BLEND RATIOS: None I 

COMBINATION 1 COAL PREPARATION. 100% RAW WASHED 

6 OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: 

MPE OF COAL SAMPLING: tic S 1 e r  
TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: . 

NPE OF COAL WEIGHING: We i g h B a t t h SCALE CERTIFIED? x-YES -NO 

I 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. i 

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): W i l l  D r o v i d e  i f  shor t  1 isted 

W- MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO: 

MRS. ROBIN OST 

ONE PROGRESS PLAZA, SUITE 600 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701 

OR 
POST OFFfCE BOX 15208 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 

I 
PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 

PEF-FUEL-0003 80 
PHONE NO. 72718244670 

FAX NO. 7271824-6501 
- 



Docket No. 07000 1-El 
COAL ?RGDUCERS' SOLICITASiO ' i  FOR Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.--(RLS-6) 

P R O G R E S S  
CRYSTAL 2IVER 4 g 5 RFPiBidsPurchases 

FUELS PAGE 2 OF 3 Page 25 of 107 1 - C O R P O W T I O N  

DESCRIPTION 

OFFERED COPL SPEClFiCATlONS 

'AS RECEIVED" 'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TfPlCAL GUARANTEED 

REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMI NOUS 
"AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

1 F\?nn 30 0% MAX MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 9 . 0 0  5 0% MAX 

SURFACE MOISTURE % n /a  n / a  5 0% MAX 5 0% MAX 

ASH 'lo 8 .5  1 2  10 0% MAX2 7 0% MAX 2 4 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 0 .77  1 . 2  1 2 LBIMAX.' 1 2 LBlMAX I 

BTU/LB 12,000 11,900 12,300 MIN 8.2001cB MIN A 

I 2400 
ASH SOFTENING 

DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 2300 ' I  I 2,200 MIN. 2,500 MIN. 

' VOLATILE Yo 3 3 . 5  31 31.0% MIN.' 31.0% MIN.' 

A GRINDABILI'W, HARDGROVE 42 MIN 3 65 M1N.J 57 r;n 
SIZE 2x0 2x0 2' x 0' 2" x 0' 

PYRITIC SULFUR n /a  n /a  O.Z0/n MAX.' 0.2% MAX,' 

FIXED CARBON Yo 49% 

bnq 30% MAX.5 FINES (-1/4' X 0') 45% MAX.5 

. 

- - 
I - 1 HYDROGEN % 4.8% - 
I NITROGEN% 1 . 4 5 %  

CHLORINE Oh 288 DDm 

- - 
- - 

- - 
OXYGEN % 7 . 4 5  

'Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 
2Adjustable in direct proportion lo Btu. 
JAdiuslable in invene proportion to Btu. 

'Economic analyses will be based on these values. 
sPrelerred value, wals no1 meeting this specification will be considered. 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV. 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ _  - 



Oxbow Mining LLC 

Period: 2005 - 2008 

Tonnage: 2005: 5 trains for testing 
2006: 500,000 tons 
2007: 500,000 tons 
2008: 500,000 tons 
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Price: 2005: $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: $29.15 per net ton, FOB loaded railcar, Somerset, CO 

PEF-FUEL-0003 8 I 
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CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 
PAGE 3 OF 3 

P R O G R E S S  
F U E L S  u D , V  1 a e 1: 4 DXS- 
C D R P G R A T I O N  

REOURED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL 

DESCRIPTION I BITUMNOUS 
"AS RECEIVED" 
GUARANTEED 

'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED 

SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED" 
GUARANTEED 

MOISTURE (TOTAL) Yo 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 

ASH % 

1 8 0% MAX 30 0% M A X  

5 0% MAX 5 0% MAX 

4 Same a s  c u r r e n t  10 0% MAX 2 7 0% MAX 2 
- 

1.2 LBlMAX I SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 1.2 LBIMAX.' 

BTURB q u a l  i t y  1 12,300 MIN. 8,200LB MIN. 

ASH SOFTENING 
DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W ( R )  

' I 2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN. 

- ~ 

4 31.0% MIN.' 31.0% MIN.1 VOLATILE Yo 

GRINDABILIN, HARDGROVE 4 42 MIN.3 65 MIN.3 

SIZE 7 x 0 '  2' x 0' 

FINES (-lI4' X 0") 45% MAX.5 30% MAX.5 
I I I I 1 

PYRITIC SULFUR 0.2% MAX.' 0.2% MAX.' , 

FIXED CARBON % - - 
I H Y D R O G E N  yo I .  I - I I - 
I -  

- NITROGEN % - 
- CHLORINE % - 
- - 

~ OXYGEN% 

i 'Must be met on an individual shipmenl basis. 
2Adjustable in direct propofion IO BtU. 
'Adjustable in inverse proportion to Btu. 

4Economlc analyses will be based on these values. 
SPrelerred value, mats not meeting this specificalion will be considered. 

~~ 

' MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT I TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

s 0' Lead 

K20 Lithium 

NazO Manganese 

Undetermined Mercury 

BaselAcid Raljo Nickel 

Maximum BaselAcid Ratio Selenium 

--- I-*-- - - -. . 'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 



STFINDRRD LF)f3OMTORIES, INC. 

CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS 
MINE: ELK CREEKMINE 

DATE SAMP: 04/27/03 
DATE REC: 04/27/03 

CONTRACT- 
SHIPMENT ID: 

TONNAGE: 10659.85 
NO. OF CARS: 108.000 

SAMPLE NET: 116 LEIS 

0 
0 
0 w 
00 
P 

JOB NO: 88-19744 
LOCATION: SOMERSET LA8 

TRACE ELEMENT, DRY BASIS 

ANTIMONY 
ARSENIC 
EARIUM 
BERYLLIUM 
BORON 
BROMINE 
CADMlU M 
C H LORlN E 
CHROMIUM 
COBALT 
COPPER 
FLUORINE 
LEAD 
LITHIUM 
MANGANESE 
MERCURY 
MOLYBDENUM 
NICKEL 
SELENIUM 
SILVER 
STRONTIUM 
THALLIUM 
TIN 
URANIUM 
VANADIUM 
ZINC 
ZIRCONIUM 

S b  
As 
Ra 
Be 
B 
Br 
Cd 
CI 
Cr 
c o  
c u  
F 
Pb 
Li 
Mfl 

Mo 
Ni 
Se 

Sr 
TI 
Sn 
U 
v 
Zn 
Zr 

Hg 

A9 

05/27/03 DATE: 

RESULT 

(PPM) 
0.7F 
1 .o 
1'57 

0.7 
'I 28 
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 
13 

21.4 



CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON a MINERALS 
MINE: ELK CREEK MINE 

JOB NO: 88-32858 
LOCATION: SOMERSET, CO 

MONTHLY QUALlTY TEST 
DATE SAMP: 03/25/04 
DATE REC: 03/25/04 

CONTRACT : 
SHlPMENT ID: 

TONNAGE: 10431.050 
NO. OF CARS: 105 

SAMPLENET: 81 LBS 

PROXIMATE ANALYSIS (%I 
AS REC'D DRY 

M O i S T V E  8.46 nla 
ASH 8.54 9.33 
VOLATILE 33.66 36.77 
FIXED C 49.34 53.90 

SULFUR 0.4 1 0.45 
BTULB 12054 13169. 
BTU MAF 
ALKAS Na2O 0.17 0.1 9 '  

ADDITIONAL DATA 
AI% DRY LOSS 
RESIDUAL MOISTURE 

HGI = 54 @ 2.26% MOISTUR€ 
FREE SWELLING INDEX = 1.5 

14524 

6.03 
2.59 

ULTIMATF. ANALYSIS (%I 
AS REC'D 

MOISTURE 8.46 

SULFUR 0.4 1 
CARBON 69.80 
HYDROGEN 4.60 
NITROGEN 1.40 
OXYGEN (dim G.79 

ASH 8.54 

D RY 
nla 

9x3  
0.45 
76.25 
5.02 
1.53 
7.42 

DATE: 4/21/04 

MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH ("16) 
PHOSPHORUS PENTOXIDE 
SILICON DIOXIDE 
FERRIC OXIDE 
ALUMINUM OXIDE 
TITANIUM DIOXIDE 
MANGANESE DIOXIDE 
CALCIUM OXiDE 
MAGNESIUM OXiDE 
POTASSIUM OXIDE 
SODIUM OXIDE 
SULFUR TRlOXlDE 
BARIUM OXIDE 

FUSION TEMPERATURE OF ASH (F\ STRONTlUM 
OXID KING REDUCING UNDFTERMINED 

INITIAL 2350 2300 

HEMLSPHERICAL 2490 2330 BASHACID RATIO 
FLUID 26 15 2550 T250 TEMPERATURE 

SOFTENING 2420 ' 2315 

SILICAVALUE 

MERCURY = -154 PPM 
CHLORINE = 366 PPM 

Respectfu Ily Submilled 

TYPE OF ASH 
SLAGGING INDEX 
FOULING INDEX 

STANYARD LABORATORIES, INC 

0.40 
51.91 
5.90 

23.97 
0.85 
0.03 
5.39 
1.71 
1.34 
1.14 
4.67 
0.24 
0.17 
2.28 

0.2 
2726 

82.10 
LIGNITIC 

2330 
1.14 



STRNDFIRD LF1BORRTORIES,INC 

CUSTOMER: OXBOW CARBON 8. 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 ("/ol 
ASREC'D DRY 

M OlST U RE 8.01 -nla 
ASH 8.19 8.90 
VOLATILE 33.73 36.67 
FIXED C 50.07 54.43 

SULFUR 0.40 0.43 
BTUlLB 12160 13219 
BTU MAF 14510 
ALK AS Na20 0.17 0.18 

ADDITIONAL DATA 
AIR-DRY LOSS 

+d RESIDUAL MOISTURE M 

+d 
? 

t7 
HGI = 55 @ 2.42% MOISTURE 
FREE SWELLING INDEX = I .5 

0 
0 
0 
W 
00 In 

5.47 
2.69 

DATE: 3/23/2004 JOB NO: 88-32651 
LOCATION: SOMERSET, CO 

MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH (%/Ol 
PHOSPHORUS PENTOXIDE 0.63 

ULTIMATE ANALYSIS (X) SILICON DIOXIDE 56.80 
ASREC'D DRY FERRIC OXIDE 5.26 

MOISTURE 8.01 nla ALUMINUM OXIDE 26.47 
ASH 8.19 8.90 TITANIUM D IOXlD E 0.89 
SULFUR .0.40 0.43 MANGANESE DIOXIDE 0.02 
CARBON 68.59 74.56 CALCIUM OXIDE 3.67 
HYDROGEN 4.91 5.34 MAGNESIUM OXIDE 1.25 

OXYGEN (diff) 8.53 9.27 SODIUM OXIDE 1.23 
SULFUR TRIOXIDE I .75 
BARIUM OXIDE 0.25 

FUSION TEMPERATURE OF ASH (F) STRONTIUM 0.17 

INITIAL . 2625 2475 
S 0 FTENl N G 2670 2540 
HEMISPHERICAL 2690 2555 BASElAClD RATIO 0.15 

NITROGEN 1.38 1.50 POTASSIUM OXIDE 1.21 

.OXIDIZING REDUCING UNDETERMINED 0.40 

FLUID 2720 2655 T250 TEMPERATURE 2822 'CI 2 ;d 
@ v o  0 SILICA VALUE 66.39 % G 0 

TYPE OF ASH BITUMINOUS 2 3 
SLAGGING INDEX 
FOULING INDEX 

0.06 o 5 r 
2 1 ; 3 r A P  
- 4 0  2 

P J O "  

d K P  

MERCURY = .046 PPM 
CHLORINE = 273 PPM 0.18 5 J" 

T O  0 
f n +  
2 m y  

z 
z 

Respectfully S.ubmihed 

-. 
n 

/? ,--. INC 
?? co m 
v 



Q X R O W  C A R B O N  & M I N E R A L S  L L C  

Mine: 

Location: 

Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. 
RFPiBidsIPurchases 

(RLS-6) - 
ELK CREEK MINE Page Of O7 

Elk Creek 

Somerset, Colorado - Gtmnison County 

Ownership: Oxbow Mining, LLC 

Operator: Oxbow Mining, LLC 

Mine Start Date: 

Type Mine: 

Continuous Miner began February, 2002; Longwall began April, 2003 

Longwall and Continuous Miner; 100% deep mine; 100% raw coal 

Production Capacity: 5.7 million tons per year 

Stockpile Capacity : 400,000 tons 

Current Recoverable Reserves: “B” & ‘D” Seams : 134,000~000 tons 

Union Affiliation: None 

Expected Mine Life at Normal Capacity: 25 ycars or through 2026 

Rail Service: 

Loading Capability: 

Loadout: 

Weighing: 

Sampling & Analysis: 

Employees: 

Sales Office: 

Union Pacific Railroad 

One 105 C ~ L T  train in 3 hours 
Three-Four 105 car mains i n  24 hours 

Located a t  the mine. UP rail origin is Sorneixt, CO 

Cemfied Weigh Batch Systeiii - scale certified every G months 
Auto-sampler bias tested once per year 

HSS sampler located at loadout, Standard Labs pelforins analysis 

Approxiiiiately 280 

Oxbow Carbon & Minerals LLC 
7901 Soutl~F’ark Plaza, Suite 202 
Littleton, CO 80120 
303-795-0413 Phone Number 
303-795-1524 Fax Number 
Contact: Alicia Levitt 
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Peabody COALSALES Company 

701 Make1 %eel 

SI. Louis, tvllssouri 62101-1826 

Phone 314.342.7600 Barbara E. Busby 
Vice  President - Sales & Marketing 

May 1 1 ,  2004 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
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Mr. A.W. Pitcher 
Vice President, Coal Procurement 
Progress Fuels Corporation 
One Progress Plaza 
300 Central Avenue 
St. Petersburg, FI, 33701 

Dear AI: 

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 : O O  
p.m. CDT on Julie 11 , 2004. 

It is incumbent upon you lo confum with us that tlis Proposal is still outstaiding at tlie 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: 
Prior sale ofthe coal, 

Availability of the coal, 
Withdrawal by COALSALES at any h e ,  

Negotiation and execution of a mutually agreeable coal supply agreement, 
Approval of credit term, and 
Obtaining the approvds of Peabody’s senior management to tlie sale of the coal and to the 
execution of the negotiated coal supply ab ureenieiit . 

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 

Barbara E. Busby 
Vice President - Sales & Marketing 

Attaclments 
PEF -FUEL-0 0 0 3 8 8 



May 12,2004 

Term Quantity 
1/1/05-1213 1/05 300,000 tons 
1 /1/06- 12/3 1/06 300,000 tons 
1/1/07-12/3 1/07 300,000 tons 

Compliance Coal Sales Proposal 
Progress Fuels Corp. 

Price 
$8.75 
$9.25 
$9.50 

No r th An t el o p e/Ro c h ell e 

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: 3 14-342-7698 
Fax: 314-342-7529 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
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Plant Destination: Crystal Rlver Plant 

Term, Quantity and Price 
Per Ton FOB Mine: 

Tons to be shipped ratably over the term of the agreement 
Tonnage firm, no variances or option tons 

I 

Btu 
Premiud’enalty 
Provision: At the end of each month a quality adjustment would be computed based 

on tlie difference between the actual weighted average Btu per pound and 
the Montldy Weighted Average Btu per pound (8.900 Btu/lb.). 

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/nimBtu 
(0.50 iif S02/mmBtu).The difference will be applied to the average “Air 
Daily Montldy SO2 Index.” 
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(IILS-6) 
~ 

Mine 
Location: 

Mine Inform a ti,o n : 

North Antelope/Rochelle 
65 mi SE of Gillette, WY - 

~ 

Type of Mine: Surface 
Mining Method: Dragline/Truclc & Shovel 
Annual Total 80,000,000+ tons 

Rating 
Loadout Capacity < 4.0 Hours 

Coal Quality: (Progress Fuels Current & Projected Quality Sheets attached) 

Rail Origin: 

Sampling System: 

Weighing System: 

Scale Certification: 

Expiration Date: 

Shipping Schedule: 

Substitution: 

Thee (3) Stage Automatic Sampler - 

Batch Weigh Bin System 

Certification Aiiii~ally 

This proposal expires June 11,2004. 

h i u a l  volume to be slipped and received in approximately equal 
monthly quantities. 

Seller reserves the right, but not the obligation, to substitute coal 
h o r n  other origins at the same delivered price per mmBtu. 
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CRYSTAL RIVE1 
PROGRESS 
FUELS PAGE 2 OF 3 
CORPORATION 

REQUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

"AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL 

DESCRIPTION I BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 

GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED 

;TURE (TOTAL) % 

:ACE MOISTURE % 

4 30.0% MAX. 

1 . 0  2 . 0  5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX, 

26.9 28.0 8.0% MAX 

4 . 3  

' I 2,500 MIN. I ASH SOFTENING 
DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 

4 5 . 5  10.0% MAX.? 7.8% MAX? 

2,200 MIN. 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 

BTULB t 
ABILIN, HARDGROVE ;': 

0.45 0 . 6 0  1.2 LB/MAX.' 1.2 LBM4X.l 

8 , 8 8 9  8 , 7 0 0  12,300 MIN. 8,20011B MIN. 4 

conomic analyses wlll be based on these values. 
ZAd,iustable in dired proportion to Btu. 
?4d;ustable in inverse proportion to Btu. 

" @ 2 5 - 1 2 Mo i s t u r e  *Preferred value, coals not meeting h is  specification will be considered. 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT 
~ ~~ ~ 

TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

___ 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 



One Paragon Centre, Suite 1 1  0 
2525 Harrodsburg Road 

Lexington, KY 40504 

Fax: (859) 223-8744 

Triton Coal Company, LLC 
Lexington Sales Office 

BUS: (859) 223-8820 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
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Progress Fuels Corporation 
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600 
St. Petersburg, Florida 3370 1 

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 teims and conditions set forth below: 

Source: North Rochelle mine, located approximately 55 miles south of Gillette in 
Campbell County, Wyoming, and is seived by both the BNSF and UP railroads. 
Buckskin mine, located approximately 14 miles north of Gillette in Campbell Comty, 
Wyoming, and is 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. 

Ouantity: 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 Agreement. 

Price: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solcitatioii Fomis. Prices shall 
remain fixed for each term of the Agreement, except for adjustments (premiudpenalty) 
for quality (Btu and SO$, and for changes 111 laws, taxes or other governmental 
impositions that may occu  subsequent to the date of this proposal. The price for North 
Rochelle is based on 8,800 Btu and 0.80# SO2 guarantees. The price for Buckskin is 
based on 8,400 Btu and 0.80# SO2 guarantees. 

Ouality: As indicated on the attached Coal Producer’s Solicitation Forms. 

Sampling & Analvsis: Sampling to be perfoinied by’seller utilizing ASTM certified 
tlxee-stage mechanical sampling system at mine loading facility. Analysis to be 
performed b y  a mutually agreeable independent laboratoiy in accordance with ASTM 
standards. 
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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 
coal under the stated commercial terms of these proposals and is 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 finn 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, 

Robert B. Gabbard 
Vice President 

Attachments 

cc: J im Hake 
Mark Pettibone 
Steve Sears 
Brad Clark 
Terry Wilkerson 

PEF-FUEL-000395 



PRODUCER NAME' Tr i ton  Cod Company, 

STREETADDRESS: 113 S.  Gillette Ave., S u i t e  203; Gil le t te ,  WY 82716 

CONTACT: Bob Gabbard TELEPHONE NO. 859-223-8820 

MINE( S): Buckshn  BOM DISTRICT: COUNTY: campbell 1 S T A T E : W  

ORIGIN RAILROAD[S)/DISTRICT: EK CV Big Sandy- Other BNSF-PRB I FUR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONINUMBER: Buckskin Mine 

TYPE OF LOADING FACILITY: 
UNITTRAIN: x SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD: 

~~ - 
2 un i t  trains 

16,500 TONS 4 HOURS cars TRACK CAPAClT 
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACIM: . 

WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: YES __ NO IMPORT COAL LOAD PORT 

SHIP  THROUGH:^^ ~ r e f e r e n c ~ o c ~  LOAD RATE:: 

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: 1 

PRODUCTION PER MONTH-MEETING CUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: ' ' 
SEAMS: Anderson, C q y m  I BLENDRATIOS: n/a  

TONS 

TONS 

T?PE OF MINE: Yo DEEP O0 %STRIP . % AUGEI 

COAL PREPARATION: RAW WASHED . COMBlNATlOl 

TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: 

WE OF COAL SAMPLING: 

TYPE OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): None I DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: n/a 
certified three-stage mechanical sampler 

NPE OF COAL WEIGHING: Batch ti weigh+in-motion I SCALECERTIFIED? A Y E S  -NO 
~~ 

PERIOD BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE I TONNAGE I 
! 

January 1,2005-December 31, 20Op 1 .Om tons /yeaI  * $6.50 firm for 3 years 
~~ 

F THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY M K I N G  AN "X" IN THIS SPOT. 
~~ 

JRODUCER'SCOMMENTS: *Price iS based on 8,400 Btu and 0.80 # SO2 "larantees 

:REDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): Fairmont Supply Company - 307-686-2400 
. 

Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000 

~ 

NDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): Oklahoma Gas & Electric; Western Farmers; Dynegy; PP&L 

;IGNATURE: TITLE: Vice President 1 DATE: 5/11/04 
AIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADD~IONAL INFORMATION TO: 

W 

MRS. ROBIN OF 
PROGRESS FUELS COVOR4TIOd 
ONE PROGRESS PIA& SUITE 603 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 337:l 

OR 
POST OFFICE BOX ?5203 

ST PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 
PrlONE NO. 72718266570 

FAX NO. 7271824-6601 
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CORPORATION 

OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REOUIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED' "AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

DESCRIPTION 'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGEORNPICAL GUARANTEED 3 kan rmnlmum - 

1 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX. MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 29.95 30.00 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX 

1 7 8 %  MAX.' ASH Yo 5.15 5.50 10.0% MAX2 
- 

0.90* 1.2 LBIMAX.' 1.2 LBIMAX.' SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBltul6TU) 0.83 
- - 

1 12,300 MIN. 8,200118 MIN. BTUlLB 8,400 8,300 * 
1 1 I I 

4 2,200 MIN. ASH SOFTENING 2,226 2,200 2,500 MIN: 

VOLATILE % 30.25 31 .OO 31.0% MIN.' 

DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 

4 31.0% MIN.1 
I - 

4 42 MIN.3 65 M1N.J GRINDABILIPI, HARDGROVE 62 65 - 
SIZE 2"XO 2 " X O  2 ' X O '  2 ' X o '  

PYRITIC SULFUR 0.04 0.10 0.2% MAX' 

FIXED CARBON % 34.65 n/a  - 
HYDROGEN % 3.24 n /a  - - 
NITROGEN Yo 0.63 n/a - - 

- 
FINES (-1/4' X 0') 20% 25% 45% MAX? 30% MAX.5 

0.2% MAX1 

- - 

- 
0.01 n /a  - 

11.67 n /a  - 
CHLORINE % - - 
OXYGEN % - 

'Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 
2Adjustable in direct proportion lo Blu. 
JAdjusbble in invene proportion lo Btu. 

*Price a d j  u s b e n t s  h s e d E m n o m i c  analyses will be based on hese values. 
SPreferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered. on 8400 Btu & 0.80# SO2 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TRACE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD. DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV. 
I I 

6.90 0.32 Anbmony 0.20 0.05 
I I I I 

I 31.27 2.91 Arsenic 2.00. 0.40 . -  I I I I I 

7.08 ' 0.75 Beryllium 0.30 0.10 
I I I 

1 13.15 0.90 Cadmium 0.05' 0.02 

I 1.11 1 0.18 I Chromium I 4.00 I 2.00 
I 

Cobalt 1.50 1.00 CaO 25.75 1.53 

MgO 5.89 0.54 Fluorine 27.60 5.00 
2.00 1 .oo 

0.19 0.07 Lilhium 3.00 1.60 

rla2O 1.70 0.25 Manganese 21 .oo 8.00 

so3 10.98 2.27 Lead 

(20 

Jndelermined 0.97 Mercury 0.09 0.02 

Nickel 5.00 2.00 3aseiAcid Ratio 0.89 
Uaximum BaseiAcid Ratio 1.10 Selenium 1.20 0.40 - - . . ._. 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 

--- --_-- h h h m n v  



OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED COPL SPECIFICATIONS 

'AS RECEIVED' 
DESCRIPTION 

I 
60  0.32 0.0.9 Lithium 2.6 0.49 

NazO 2.07 0.39 Manganese 8.00 2.00 
2.99 Mercury 0.06 0.02 Undetermined 

BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED' "AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUAFANTEED 

'AS RECEIVED' 

BaselAcid Ratio 0.75 Nickel 3.00 1 .00 

-~ ~ 

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 

ASH % 

SULIUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 

BTURB 

ASH SOFTENING 
DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 

VOLATILE % 

GRINDABILIM, HARDGROVE 

I I I I I 

Maximum BaseiAcid Ratio 1 .oo Selenium 0.50 0.10 

28.50 1 8.0% MAX 30.0% MAX. 27.57 

5.0% MAX. 5.0% MAX. 

4 7.8% MAX.? 4.62 5.20 10.0% MAX.? 

0 . 5 5  0.65" 1.2 LBIMAX.' 1.2 LB/MAX.1 

8,650* 1 12,300 MIN. a . 2 0 0 ~ ~  MIN. 8,768 

2,165 2,100 2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN. 
4 

32.90 31.50 4 31.0% MIN.' 31.0% MIN.' 

A 42 MIN? 65 MIN.3 64 63  

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 
PEF-FUEL-000400 
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CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 
PAGE 1 OF 3 Docket No. 07000 1-E1 

Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.- 
RFPiBidsiPurchases 

PROGRESS 
FUELS 
CORPORATION 

~ 

SUMS: mwer canyon I BLENDRATIOS: n/a  

COAL PREPARATION: 1 00% RAW . - . COMBNATIO WASHED 

Page 41 of 107 

CONTACT: Bob G a b b a r d  

- (US-6)  

epQ 

TELEPHONE NO. 859-223-8820 

MINE(S): North Rochelle BOM DISTRICT: WY I COUNTY: C a m p b e l l  STATE: wy 

I 

N P E  OF LOADING FACILITY: 

I 

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): Oklahoma Gas & Electric; Westem Fanners; Dynegy & PP&L 

UNITTRAIN: x. SINGLE CAR: TRAINLOAD: 

I MAIL THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO. 
MRS. ROBIN OTT 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPOMTION 
ONE PROGRESS P W  SUITE 600 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701 

OR 
POST OFFICE BOX 15208 

ST. PETERSBURG, RONDA 33733 
PHONE NO. .72718266670 

FAX NO. 7271824-6601 

.. 

MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: ., 
18,000 TONS HOURS 4 unit t r a i n s  @ 150 CZS TWiCKCAPAClj 4 

WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY: 2 YES -NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT 

SHIP THROUGH: no pref e r e n c a o c K  LOAD RATE:: 

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACrPl PER MONTH: 2l" TONS 

PRODUCTION PER MONTH-MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 2m TONS 

% AUGE T?PE OF MINE: % DEEP 100 %STRIP. 

1 TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: 

January 1 ,  2005-December 31, 2407 1 .bun tons/year ' h 3 . 2 5  firm for 3 years *\ 
IF T y i s  COAL is OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE s o h  MAK~NG AN "x" IN MIS SPOT.- -7 
PRODUCERS COMMENTS: *Price is b a s e d , o n  8,800 Btu and  0.80# S O 2 h g x " e e s  

\---/f 

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): F a i r m n t  Supply Company - 307-686-2400 
Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000 

PEF-FUEL-0003 98 
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CRYSTAL RIVER 4 P 5 
PAGE 1 OF 3 Docket No. 07000 1-ET 

RFP/Bids/Purchases 

P R O G R E S S  
FUELS 
cowo.unot i  Robert L Sansom Exhibit No -(RLS-6) - 

CONTACT: Bob Gabbard 

MINE (S): North Rochelle BOMDISTRICT: Wy 

TELEPHONE NO. 859-223-8820 

COUNTY: campbell STATE: Wy 

N P E  OF LOADING FACILIV: 
UNITTRAIN: X SINGLE CAR' TRAINLOAD: 

SHIP  THROUGH:^^ preferac@oct( LOAD RATE:: 

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: 2" TONS 

~ PRODUCTION PER MONSH-MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: 2mm TONS 

T?PE OF MINE: % DEEP 1 00 % STRIP ' % AU( 

I BLENDRATIOS: n/a SEAMS: ~ower Canyon 
COAL PREPARATION: 1 00% RAW WASHED . COMBINAT 

TYPE OF COAL WASHER, IF WASHED: 

4 HOURS 4 unit t r a ins  @ 150 cars TRACKCAPA( 
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACIN: .. 

18,000 TONS . 

TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: ~ a t c h  & weigh-in-mtion SCALE CERTIFIED? L U E S  -NO 

PERIOD TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE 

IF THIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY M K I N G  AN x" IN THIS SPOT. 

PRODUCERS COMMENTS: *Price i s  based on 8,800 Btu and 0.80# SO2 guarantees 

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two) Fairmont Supply Company - 307-686-2400 c 

Wyoming Machinery Company - 307-472-1000 

JanUary lrDecember 31, 2005 

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): Oklahoma Gas & Electric;  Western Farmers ; Dy,negy; P P & L  

SIGNATURE: TITLE: Vice President 1 DATE: 5/11 / 0 4  
J 

u41t THIS FORM AND ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO: 
MRS. ROBIN Oll 

PROGRESS FUELS CORPORATION 
ONE PROGRESS Plpsq SUITE 600 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701 

OR 

$8.00 * 1.0 m 

POST OFFICE BOX 15208 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33733 

PHONE NO. .72718266670 
FW, NO. 72718246601 

PEF-FUEL-0003 99 



Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. 
RFPiBidslPurchases 

(RLS-6) -_ 

COAL QUALITY page 43 of 107 

COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC 

Page B- I  PEF-FUEL-000403 
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Docket No. 07000 1-EJ 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-6) 

~ 

WP/B ids/Purchases 
Page 44 of 107 

COAL QUALITY - (Continued) 

COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC 

M I N E :  Bucks kin 

Uranium 0.50 0.01 1 .oo 0.30 
Vanadium 12.00 4.00 20.00 7.00 
Zinc 11 .oo 3.00 20.00 3.00 



Docket No. 07000 1 -El 
Robeit L. Sansoin Exhibit No.--(RI,S-G) 
RFPIBidsiPurciiases 
Page 45 of 107 COAL QUALITY 

I 

COMPANY: Triton Coal Company, LLC 

M I N E :  North Rochelle I 

Page B-1 PEF-FUEL-0004 
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COAL QUALITY - (Continued) 

COMPANY: Triton Coal Company,  LLC 

M I N E :  North Rochelle 

I I I STANDARD I NUMBER OF1 OCCURRENCE. 



May 11, 2004 

Mrs. Robin Ott 
Progress Fuels Corporation 
One Progress Plaza, Suite 600 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Dear Mrs. Oft: 

i' -p.- 

i"" 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No. (RLS-6) RFPBidsPurchases - 
Page 47 of 107 

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 f for the years 2005, 2006 and 2007. 

COAL OFFERED 

Origin Spring Creek Coal - Big Horn County, Montana. Served by the BNSF Railroad. 

Delivery Point FOB Barge - Cahokia Terminal located in St. Louis, Missouri 

TermlQuantitylBase Price 

January 1,2005- December 3f ,  2007 
Quantity 

Term (To the nearest unit train.) Price 
2005 500,000 Tons $22,901 Ton 
2006 500,000 Tons $22.901 Ton 
2007 500,000 Tons $22.901 Ton 

Prices are pnt FOB Barge Cahokia Terminal, St. Louis, Missouri based on coal having a standard 
heating value of 9,350 Btullb and a standard sulfur value of 0.80bs. SOJMMBtu. The Base 
Prices include Kennecott's best estimate of all Third Party costs as defined in Adjustment 
Provisions hereinbelow as of May I I ,  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 SO2 content from the standard sulfur value in accordance with a mutually agreed upon 
SO2 adjustment provision. 

Sixty-Five percent (65%) of the above listed prices will be adjusted at 100% of the RCAF-U on 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. SOdmmBtu) 0.80 
Sodium (Na20) 8.00% 

PEF-FUEL-000443 



hlrs. Robin (311 

M a y  11,2004 
Page 2 

Adjustment Provisions 

Sampling ti Analysis 

Data Transmission 

Delivery Schedule 

Weights 

Mine Information 

Terms & Conditions 

Docket NO. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansoin Exhibit No.--(RLS-6) 
FGPiBi ds/Purch ases 
Page 48 of 107 

Third Partv Cost & New Laws Adiustmenk 

Third party costs include any and all 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 2 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. 

In accordance with ASTM standards for Spring Creek Coal Company. 

As mutually agreed upon. 

As mutually agreed upon. 

In accordance with Spring Creek Coal Company “certified‘ mine weights 

See attached 

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 thatwil l  represent a 
starting poinf for discussions. Coal is offered subject to prior sale and availability 
and in any event, this offer will expire after May 17,2004, unless negotiations 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 500 
PM MDT on or before May 17,2004. This offer and Kennecott Efiergy 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 307.685.61 14. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce A. Miller 
Manager, Origination and Structured Products 

9AM:ksn 

N:\gCC-MKT~ROPOSALVDOd DomcrbcSpring Creekprogress Energy-SCC Dnly-05ll44.doc 
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SPRING CREEK COAL M I N E  
20 05 QUALITY S P EC I F I CAT10 N S 

QUALITY PARAMETER 

PROXIMATE 

% Moishxe 
%Ash 
% Volallle 
% Gxed Carbon 
BTUAb 
MAFBTU 
Dry BTU 
%Sulfur 

ULTIMATE 

% Moisture 
% Carbon 
7'. Hydrogen 
?A Nilrogen 
% Chlorine 
% Sullur 
Y. Ash 
% Oxygen 

SULFUR FORMS 

Pyritic Sulfur rh] 
Sulfate Sulfur (%) 
Orpanic Sullur ['A) 
Total Sulfur (Ye) 

MINERAL ANALYSIS OF ASH 

X Silicon Diodde (Silica, Si02) 
%Aluminum Oxide (Alumina, Al203) 
Y. ntanium Dioxide fllania. 3 0 2 )  
% Iron Oxide (Fenic Oxide. Fc203) 
Y. Calcium Oxide (Lime, CaO) 
X Magnesium Oxide (Magnesia, MgO) 
Y. Potassium Oxide (K20) 
X Sodium Oxide (Na20) 
% Sulfur Trioxida (S03) 
*/, Phosphorous Penloxida (P205) 
X Sbnt ium Oxlde (SrO) 
% Barium Oxide (BaO) 
% Undetemlncd 
BaselAdd Ratio 
Base Valuo 
Add Value 

ASH FUSION TEMPERATURES 
Reducing pF) 
initial 
Softening (H-W) 
Hcmispherical (H=lE'W) 
Fluid 
fluid-lnllial Temp. Difference 

Oxidizing PF) 
Initial 
Softening (H-W) 
Homispherical (H=lC?W) 
Fluid 
Fluid-Initial Temp. Diflerence 

T i P I C A L  
[MEAN VALUE) 

25.40 
4.12 

31.26 
39.23 
9350 
13266 
12534 
0.34 

25.40 
54.14 
3.80 
0.71 
0.00 
0.34 
4.12 
11.50 

0.05 
0.01 
0.28 
0.34 

32.52 
17.69 
1.13 
4.76 
15.36 

0.35 
0.37 
1.19 
0.00 
0.64 

32.68 
51.54 

2106 
2129 
2141 
2164 

58 

2351 
2366 
2391 
2423 

72 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

0.56 
0.33 
0.81 
0.80 
103 

80.08 
93.71 
0.07 

0.56 
3.28 
0.23 
0.09 
0.01 
0.07 
0.33 
0.70 

0.03 
0.01.5 
0.06 
0.07 

2.78 
1.09 
0.10 
0.47 
1.41 
0.85 
0.14 
1.00 

-2.50 
0.06 
0.22 
0.31 
1 .oo 
0.08 
2.20 
3.00 

37 
36 
39 
51 
40 

98 
E l  
73 

60 
n 

TYPICAL 95% RANGE 
+ 2  STD DEV .2 STD DEV 

24.28 
3.46 

29.64 
37.63 
9144 
13106 
12346 
0.20 

24.28 
47.58 
3.34 
0.53 
0.00 
0.20 
3.46 
10.10 

0.00 
0.00 
0.16 
0.20 

26.96 
15.51 
0.93 
3.82 
12.54 
1.99 
0.35 
6 2 4  
9.07 
0.23 
0.00 
0.57 
0.00 
0.48 

28.28 
45.34 

26.52 
4.78 
32.88 
40.83 
9556 
13426 
12721 
0.48 

26.52 
60.70 
4 2 6  
0.89 
0.01 
0.48 
4.78 
12.90 

0.11 
0.04 
0.40 
0.48 

38.08 
19.87 
1.33 
5.70 
18.18 
5.39 
0.91 
10.24 
19.07 
0.47 
0.81 
1.81 
2.00 

37.08 
51.34 

0.80 

2031 2181 
2056 2202 
2062 2220 
2062 2266 

0 138 

2156 2546 
2204 2528 
2245 2537 
2268 2578 
0 192 

P P l C A L  
DRY VALUE 

5.52 
41.90 
52.59 
12534 

0.46 

72.57 
5.09 
0.95 
0.00 
0.46 

15.42 

0.07 
0.01 
0.38 
0.46 

43.59 
23.71 
1.51 
6.38 

20.59 
4.95 
0.84 
11.05 
18.86 
0.47 
0.50 
1.60 
0.00 

R P I C A L  
MOISTURE-ASH FREE 

VALUE 

44.35 
55.66 
13266 

0.48 

76.82 
5.39 
1.01 
0.00 
0.48 

16.32 

0.07 
0.01 
0.40 
0.48 

46.14 
25.10 
1.60 
6.75 

21.79 
5.24 

11.69 
19.96 
0.50 
0.52 
1.69 

0.89 

,o.oo 

PEF-FUEL-000445 
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SPRING CREEK COAL MINE 
QU ALlTY S P ECI FI CAT1 0 N S (Conti n u e d) 

QUAL lT l  PARAMETER 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSES 
VALUES 
T250 Temperature en 
HGI (at as-received moisture) 
HGI % Moisture 
CriUcal Mscosity Temperature 
Critical Vitcoslly (Poises) 
9/, Epuilibrium Moisture 

CALCULATED 

Specific Gravily 
% ~ l b l i ~ ~  N,A.ZO DV (Total Alkali Content on Coal: 

%Water Soluble Alk . Na20 
%Waler Soluble Alk . K20 
%Na2O - Dry Coal 
%Na20 As-recalved Coal 
silica Value (Slica Ratio) 
Slag Faclor 
slag (ador per Fusion Temperalure 
Dolomite Ralio 
Ash Predpltatlon Index 
Silica b Alumina Ratio 
Calcium lo Silica Ratio 
iron lo Caldum R a b  
Fouling Factor (Fouling Indcxl 
SO7JMMBN 
Ibr SIMMBTU 
Ibs SodiudMMBTU 
Ibs AshlMMBTU 

Size Fraction 
+3' RD. 
3' RD. x 2' RD. 
2' RD. x 1' RD. 
1' RD. x 1R' RD. 
it2' RD. x 4  M 
4 M x 6 O M  
6 0 M X O  

Whole Coal, Dry Basis 

ANTIMONY (Sb) 
ARSENIC (As) 

BERYLLIUM (Be) 
BORON (6) 
BROMIDE (Br) 
CADMiUM (Cd) 
CHLORINE (Cl) 
CHROMIUM [Cr) 
COBALT (CO) 
COPPER (Cu) 
FLUORINE (F) 
LITHIUM (LO 
MANGANESE Mn) 
MERCURY (HQ) 
MOLYBONEUM (Mo) 
NICKEL (Nil 
LEAD (Pb) 
SELENUIM (SC) 
SILVER ( A d  
STRONTIUM (Sr) 
THALLIUM VI) 
THORIUM F h l  
TIN (Sn) 
URANIUM (U) 
VANADIUM M 
ZIRCONIUM (Zr) 
ZINC (Zn) 

* 

BARIUM (Ea) 

numbcrr were conveded to 0.0' 

TYPICAL 
[MEAN VALUE) 

2153 
60 6 

24.13 
0 
0 

23 93 
1.10 
0 470 
0.000 
0.000 
0.46 
0.34 
57.73 
0.28 
2163 
58.29 
3.97 
1.64 
0.47 
0.31 
5.25 
0.80 
0.36 
0.363 
4.41 

2 inch 

WL Percenl 
0% 
4% 

20% 
28% 
20% 
13% 
16% 

TYPiCAL 
(MEAN VALUE) 

0.00 
1 S O  
0.00 
0.21 
0.00 
0.00 
0.18 
0.00 
2.40 
0.00 
0.00 

4 1.90 
0.00 

16.20 
0.07 
0.00 
1.53 
2.60 
1.20 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

5' 
D 

lANDARD 
NlAT lON 

91.88 
5.6 

3.88 
0 
0 

0.56 
0.01 5 
0.070 
0.000 
0.000 
0.03 
0.02 

0.14 
05 

3.25 
10.1 
0.14 
0.3 
0.07 
1.41 

0.075 
0.075 
6.023 
0.5 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

2 

0.00 
1.00 
0.00 
0.08 
0.00 
0. Do 
0.02 
0.00 
0.75 
0.00 
0.00 

11.M) 
0.00 
7.90 
0.03 
0.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.90 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

'WPICAL 95% RANGE 
STD DEV +2 STD DEV 

1969 2337 
49 72 
16 32 
0 0 
0 0 

22.81 25.05 
1.07 1.13 
0.34 0.62 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.40 0.52 
0.30 0.3B 

0.00 0.56 
1993 2333 
51 .?9 64.79 
0.00 24.17 
1.56 2.12 
0.00 1.15 
0.11 0.45 
2.43 8.07 
0.65 0.95 
0.21 0.51 
0.32 0.4 1 
3.41 5.41 

hmulative WL Percent 
MI. Percent Passing TOP 

0% 100% 
4% 100% 
24% 96% 
52.X 76% 
7 1 '/a 48% 
84% 29% 
100% 16% 

TYPICAL 05% P.ANGE 
+2 STD DEV -2 SlD DEV 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.06 
0.00 
0.00 
0.14 
0.00 
0.90 
0.00 
0.00 
19.90 
0.00 
0.40 
0.01 
0.00 
0.00 
0.60 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
3.50 
0.00 
0.36 
0.00 
0.00 
0.22 
0.00 
3.90 
0.00 
0.00 
63.90 
0.00 
32.00 
0.13 
0.00 
3.53 
4.60 
3.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Revised 3R9nO00 
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Sprinq Creek Coal Companv 

Spring Creek Coal Company began operations in 1980 with a design capacity of 11 .O 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 227 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: 

Sp.ring 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 .O Million Tons 

36,000 Tons (Storage Barn) 

Ramsey Engineering conveyor belt scales. Coal is weighed, as it is 
flood loaded into railcars. Scales certified semi-annually in 
accordance with the Western Weighing and Inspeck 

Ramsey Engineering three-stage mechanical 

accordance with ASTM standards. . 
On-site, by Commercial Testing & Engineering Laboratories, in 

_.I - _---- 
_ L  -- 

-#m-tWm more 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./ft3 Crushed: 55 Ib./ft3 

Approximately 3 : 1 

PEF-FUEL-000447 
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Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement 

between 

“CUSTOMER” 

and 

Kennecott Coal Sales Company 

PEF-FUEL-000448 
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DRAFT 

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 

Artiple 9. Price and Price Adjustments 

Article 10. Invoices, Payments, Netting, Set off, and Credit Ratings 

Article 1 I. Force 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 



DRAFT 

Article 22. Interpretation 

Article 23. Resale and Buyer’s Obligations 

Article 24. Survival 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansoln Exhibit No._--(RLS-6) 
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Page 54 of 107 
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DRAFT 

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, modifications, revisions 

and changes to this Agreement or any related Transaction or option must be 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. 
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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 dny other 

Transaction-specific provisions mutually agreed upon by the Parties. All Confirmations shall 

b e  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 or 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 Bfu" means the monthly ton-weighted average as-received calorific value 

(stated in Btu/lb.). 

b) "Buyel" 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 to indemnity, the 

resulting losses, damages, expenses, reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. 

d) "Coaf' means any and all Coal to be sold by Seller and purchased by Buyer pursuant 

to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

e) "Elecfronic" means faxes, telegraphs, emails, and all other forms of electronic data 

transfer. 

f )  "Standard Btu" means the standard calorific value as set forth in a Confirmation 

(stated in Btdlb.) and is the basis for a price adjustment as described in Section 9.03. 

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 to 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 to 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 Agreement 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 available 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 Loading Provisions. 

Said Loading Provisions are subject to Seller’s ability to load the required net tonnages in 

Buyer’s railcar without significant risk of spillage or exceeding railcar limits and 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 Seller'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.O.B. loaded in Buyer-provided railcars at the delivery point 

located at each individual mine ("Delivery Point"). Buyer's railcars and unit trair; shall be 

compatible with Seller's trackage, storage 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 be responsible for 

demurrage or other charges invoiced to Buyer by Buyer's rail carrier result'ing 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 the 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 behalf outside of these specified limits, the Seller assumes any and all 

reasonable costs which may be charged by the rail carrier(s) and paid by Buyer 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, 2nd shall indemnify Buyer for, any ana all direct reasonable 

costs resulting from damage to: (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 property. 

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. 

6.0-l 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 I f  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 deliveries 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 sucn 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, regulatory 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 notification, Buyer and Seller 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, make it 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 a 

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 

PEF-FUEL-00045 7 



Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansoni Exhibit No.--(RLS-6) 
RFPiBidslPurchases 
Page 62 of 107 

DRAFT 

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 shal! reimburse 

Buyer for all' reasonable costs and expenses associated with the transportation, storage, 

handling and removal of the Non-Conforming Shipment. Buyer shall cooperate 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 sampled and analyzed at 

the individual mine in accordance with applicable ASTM standards. Buyer 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 Buyer 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 

one of the aforesaid containers properly sealed and labeled for a period thirty (30) days after 

the date of sample collection. Buyer's samples are to be clearly labeled as to mine, date of 

sampling, date of preparation, and other identification 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 

% NazO 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. 

Mailinq 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 independent analysis shall 

prevail and such Party‘s calorific value analysis shall govern for the trainloa$ in question. In 

such case, the cost of the analysis made by such independent testing laboratory will be borne 

by the Party whose calorific value analysis is furthest from the independent 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 independent testing 

laboratory’s result shall govern for the trainload in question and the Parties 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 industry practice 

with copies of calibration and testing reports provided to Buyer upon request. If Seller’s 

scales are not available to determine the valid net weight of all of the railcars in a 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 ( I O )  unit trainloads of Coal shipped to Buyer shall be 

used as the net weight for each of the unweighed railcars in such train. The calculation of the 

weighted arithmetic average net weight for the previous ten (10) unit trainloads 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, expenses, 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 change's 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 Coal for delivery pursuant to any Confirmation. 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 shall 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. 

9.03 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 all Coal delivered. 

Invoices for quality adjustment, as provided in a Transaction, shall be issued monthly, based 

on Seller's analyses. Seller shall clearly indicate Buyer's applicable purchase order number 

on all Invoices. Each invoice shall state for each trainload of Coal: the quantity of Coal 

delivered, the Actual Btu and SOz, % NazO 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 @!$ti% : 

Attn: 

Invoices to Kennecott: 

Kennecoti Coal Sales Company 
Attn: Revenue Accounting 
Caller Box 3017 (82717-3017) 
405 West Boxelder Road, Suite D 
Gillette, WY 82718 
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ACHWires to Kennecott: 
Kennecott Energy and Coal 
Account 8 060-00298-1 3 
Wells Fargo Bank 
41 East 100 South 
ACH ABA # 1240000 1 2 
Wire ABA # 121 000248 

Pavment Detail: 
To ensure proper allocation of payments to appropriate invoice, e-mail invoice 
numbers and amounts to: keccash@kenerqy.com or information may be faxed to 
(307) 687-601 0 

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 (Le., 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, notice 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, interest 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 later determined not to have been properly due and payable, interest'will 

similarly be refunded from the date payment had been received. Interest shall be paid at one 

( I )  percentage point over the then current US. 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 lapse 

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 Party in the same 

invoice period, then such amounts with respect to each Party may be aggregated and the 

Parties may discharge their obligations to pay through netting; in which case, the Party owing 
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the greater aggregate amount shall pay to t h e  other Party the difference between tne 

amounts owed. 

10.05 Each Party reserves to itself all rights, setoffs, counterclaims, and other remedies and 

defenses to the extent not expressly 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 afler 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 this Agreement, the 

aggrieved Party shall have the right to suspend performance under any or all Transactions 

under this Agreement. If such failure to pay continues for an additional 5 business days, the 

aggrieved Party shall have the right to terminate this Agreement and all Transactions and 

shall be entitled 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), the 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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ARTICLE 1 I. 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: breakdowns 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 of governmental 

authorities; inability to obtain necessary permits, licenses, and governmentdl approvals after 

applying for same with reasonable diligence; or other causes which prevent the producing, 

processing, and/or loading of Coal by Seller, or the receiving, accepting, unloading and/or 

utilizing of Coal by Buyer. Force Majeure includes the failure of a Party's contractor(s) to 

furnish labor, services, Coal, materials or equipment in accordance with its contractual 

obligations (but solely to 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 Majeure, 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 Transaction in whole 

or in part and neither Party shall have any further obligation to the other Party; however, each 

Party shall 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 Party 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 power, or regulatory or 

contractual disallowance of the pass-through of the costs of Coal or other related 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 records 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 to this Agreement and/or a Transaction. Seller shall make a 
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records in Seller's possession 

Buyer and its auditors, to ihe extent permitted by law or regulation, shall ireat all such 

information as confidential. 

ARTICLE 13. DEFAULT, REMEDIES, AND TERMINATION 

13.01 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. 

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. 

Unless excused by Force Majeure, if Seller fails to deliver the quantity of Coal in 

accordance with the applicable Confirmation and this Agreement, Seller shall pay to 

Buyer an amount for each ton of Coal of such deficiency equal to (i) the lowest 

reasonable market price on an equivalent per mmBtu SOz adjusted basis at which 

Buyer is able, or (ii) at the time of Seller'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 SOz adjusted basis at which Seller is able, or ( i i )  would be 

able, to sell or othewise 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 Agreement. 

c) Either Party (i) makes any general assignment or any general arrangement 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 dismissed within-thirty 

(30) days after such filing, (iii) otherwise becomes bankrupt or insolvent (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 nondefaulting 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 

14.01 Except as expressly provided othewise, 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 (8271 7-3009) 
505 South Gillette Avenue 
Gillette, WY 82716 
Phone: (307) 687-6019 
Fax: (307) 687-6009 

Schedulino to Kennecott: 
Kennecott Coal Sales Company 
Attn: Customer Service Department 
Caller Box 3009 (8271 7-3009) 
505 South Gillette Avenue 
Gillette, WY 82716 
Phone: (307) 685-61 10 
Fax: (307) 687-6009 

Ndicesto f/%!@i : 

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. 

PEF-FUEL-000468 



Docket No. 070001-El 
Robert L. Sansonl Exhibit No.__(RLS-6) 
RFPiBidsPuchases 
Page 13  of 107 

DRAFT 

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 & 

IN D E M N I FI CAT1 0 N 

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 ,AGREED 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, INCLUDING 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). 

16.04 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 willful acts or negligence of such Party, its 

agents, and employees. 

ARTICLE 17. LIMITATION ON WAIVER 

17.01 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 

18.01 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 jurisdictional regulation 

pursuant to the request of any regulatory authorities (including, without limitation, state utility 

commissions or boards, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the US. 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 confidential nature of the 

information and said individuals agree to maintain the confidentiality of the information; 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 

d isclos u re. 
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ARTICLE 19. ENTIRETY, AMENDMENTS 

19.01 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 

20.01 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 withheld or delayed. 

ARTICLE 21. GOVERNING LAWS 

21.01 This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the'laws in the State 

of Wyoming. 

ARTICLE 22. INTERPRETATION 

22.01 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. 

PEF-FUEL-00047 1 



ARTICLE 23. RESALE AND BUYER’S OBLIGATIONS 

23.01 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 any and all Claims 

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 accordance with general operating 

parameters in the mine’s region, and do not, in Seller‘s reasonable opinion, impose an 

undue operating or economic burden on Seller. 

c) All information to be supplied by Seller to Buyer under this Agreement including but not 

limited to analysis, weights, train manifest and invoicing information shall be supplied to 

Buyer and Buyer shall be responsible for transmitting such information 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 to 

Buyer's Customer. Force Majeure events occurring at or associated with generating 

stations or other facility to which Buyer has resold Coal, 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: 
Kelly A. ,Cosgrove 
Vice President, Marketing & Sales 

By: 

Title: 

Date: Date: 

N:\CCC-MKTG\CONTRACIODl\Masler AgreemcntsMASTER GENERIC VERSION-Utll.all.DOC 
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SAMPLE 
CONFIRM AT ION LETTER 

Kennecott #: 

Seller: Kennecott Coal Sales Company 
Caller Box 3009 (8271 7-3009) 
505 South Gillette Avenue 
Gillette. WY 8271 6 

Attn: 
Phone: 
Fax: 

This letter shall confirm the transaction arranged , between (" "1 
and Kennecott Coal Sales Company ("KennecoK) pursuant to the Master Coal Purchase and Sale Agreement 
effective 

Kennecott to sell and deliver and 

, 2003. The terms and conditions of this transaction are as follows: 

to purchase and receive. 

Transaction Type: Physical Coal 

Product: Sub-Bituminous coal; BtulLb. and Lbs. SOdmmBtu 

Base Price: $- per ton of coal 

Shipment Period: 

Quantity: 

Delivery Point: 

Topsize: 

Quality: 

FOB Railcar, Mine - County, Wyoming 

- " x O"ASTM 

Coal Quality Specifications 

Section 9.03 - Standard Btu and 
Sulfur for price adjustments as 
set forth below: Non-Conforming Shipment 

Sections 6.02 B 6.04 
Reject Limits/ 

BtulLb 
Lbs. SOzlmmBtu 
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Btu Adjustment: To reflect the actual heat content of the coal delivered, each montn me Base rr ice or 
coal will be adjusted for any variation from BtuiLb., using the following 
formula: 

Btu Adjustment Per Ton = P x (AR - BB) 
BB 

Where: ’ 

P = 
AR = 

BB = 

The Base Price of coal per ton delivered during the month; 
The monthly weighted average “As-Received“ Btu’s per pound of the 
respective coal[s] delivered to 
The Base Btu’s per pound of the respective coal[s] delivered to 

: and, 

during the month; the BB value = 

All shipment Btu’s and weighted average Btu‘s shall be in zero decimals. All prices 
for Btu adjustments shall. be calculated using floating-point decimals, with the result 
being rounded to three decimal places as shown in the following example: 

Sample info: P = $7.OO/ton, BB = 8800, AR = 8820, 

Btu adjustment per ton = $7.00 X /8820-8800) 

= $7.00 X .002272727 
= $0.015909089 
= $0.016 

8800 

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 SO2 per mmBtu shall be 
calculated in accordance with the following formula based on Seller‘s lab analysis of 
the percent sblfur in the Coal and the calorific value of the Coal. All weighted 
average sulfur shall be in two decimals: 

Lbs. SOzlmmBtu = Monthlv Weiqhted Averaae Sulfur % in Coal X 20,000 
Monthly Weighted Average BtulLb. 

All shipment sulfur percent and weighted average sulfur percent shall be stated in 
two decimals. SO2 for the period billed shall be calculated using floating-point 
decimals, with the result being rounded to two decimal place’s as shown in the 
following example: 

Sample info: Monthly Weighted Average Sulfur % in Coal = .22, 
Monthly Weighted Average BtuLb. = 8820 

Lbs. SOz/mmBtu = (.22 X 20,000) / 8820 = .498866213 = S O  

Sulfur adjustment in $/ton of  Coal = 

{Base Lb. SOzlmmBtu -Actual Lb. SOZlmmBtu) X Actual BtulLb. X $AD1 
1,000,000 

AD1 = 

Base Lb. S02lmmBtu = 

The “SO2 Monthly Average Price“ published by Air Daily for the month 
preceding delivery. 
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All shipment SO2 and weighted average SO2 shall be stated in  b o  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 Bfu = 8820, Base SO2 = .55, Acfual SO2 = .50, 
SO2 Allowance (AD/) = $146.10 

Sulfur Adjustment in $/ton of Coal = ( ( .55  - .50) X 8820 X $146.10) / 1,000,000 
= $0.0644301 
= $0.064 

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 
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April 12,2004 

COMPLIANCE COAL RFP 
BID DEADLINE: MAY 12,2004 
TIME: 5PM EDT 

Potential Supplier: 

To place a portion of our requiremats 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) 

Y 
to be delivered in generally ratable monthly amounts during the following pe-u 
quantities wil l  be considered @lease quote each offer separately): 

beginning J a n u q  1,2005. Accordingly, we prefer that you quote a mum of 

1. January 1,2005 through December 31,2005 
. 2 January 1,2005 through December 31,2006 
3. January 1,2005 through December 31,2007 

1 

I 

'; 
The quality of all coals submitted should conform to the spe&cations listed on the attached bid form. 

. Coals not meeting a 1.2 LB/S02 maximum standard will not be considered . 
' PFC prefers a price quote effective on the start date, which kill be fixed for the first twelve monthi. For 

terms longer than twelve months, PFC will c o d d e r  fixed and firm, adjusted and/or reopener(s) if 
term is three years. All prices should be quoted eitherf.0.b. mine loading point for rail delivery and 
f.0.b. barge loading poinf for watm delioery, 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 provide added d u e ,  including, but not limited to: 

> 

1. 
2 
3. Ji-tnovative pricing proposals. 

Annual tonnage flexibility (expressed as a percentage), 
Unilateral extension option(s) for PFC, 

In evaluating the submitted proposals, PFC will consider all relevant factors including an "as burned" 
bus bar analysis. HoweverLi$e deliverrd cost per million Btq has been and wil l  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 paranteed values rather than typical values expected. Guaranteed values are 
expected to be met on a er s h i v x b a s i s .  Negotiations of the remaining terms and conditions will be 
conducted with those s-a - "sho-t" based on delivered economics. 

Due to our ability to deliver coal to Crystal River by &th rail v d  Ocean barge, PFC wilI consider both 
rail and water delivered origins of the submitted product Those suppliers PI-g to ship by barge 
should indicate any dock preferences. (This would also apply tovwestem USA coal ,e 'ers.) Those 
suppliers planning to ship CSX rail direct must be capable of shipping 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week, in 9 k a r  unit train lots (PFC-owned or leased rapid discharge cars) and they must speafy 

. 

' 

Progress FURIS Corporation 
200 Central Avenue 
SI, Petersburg, FL 33701 
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loading time requirements and CSX rail district origin Please do not attempt t o  secure domestic 
rail/barge rates as these are to be negotiated by PFC. 

Draft and narrow channel resb56ons at the power plant receiving facility will not accommodate large 
deepdraft vessels. Therefore, f m r i g h  coals will require delivery through a New Orleans or 
Mobile area import terminal.&eim o r i y  coals should be quoted on a "CIF" basis in "Self- 
u-essels. Belted type vessels are preferred. 

Proposals must be submitted by the date and time spedied above in a sealed envelope clearly marked 
"Term Contract Compliance Coal Quotation" addressedJo Mrs. Robin Otttat the address indicated on 
the attached bid form. Note that bids submitted diredly to me via e-mail or fax will not be 
considered. Proposals must indude a complded copy of the attached bid form (for multiple 
proposals, please copy the attached f%& and submit a separate form for kach proposal) complete wih 
current and projerted typical ash mineral analysis including minimum and maximum Na20 (sodium 
oxide), iypical ultimate analysis including maximum nitrogen and chlmke, sulfur fomzs, all reducing 

55E fusion points (average and minimum temperatures), and trace elements. J n  some cases, where 
suppliers are quoting 'a blend of various seams of coal, the above requested quality data .must be 
provided for the blended product as well as the indiddual s e a m  for all coals you would expect t o  
ship on this business. Any extraneous information not,ipcIuded -- on the provided bid form will pJ 
be considered. 

Weighing and sampling and analysis will be done at the mine facility, loading do& or the power plant 
by a mutually agreeable independent testing company. 

PFC reserves the right to waive informal technicalities or irregularities and reject any and all proposals 
for any reason PFC deems appropriate under the circumstances. PFC does not represent that it wi l l  
accept the lowest bid or any other bid. In no event shall PFC be considered to have accepted any offer 
except and unless in a n  express written acceptance or contract signed by a n  officer of PFC. 

Thank you for your attention to this Request f i r  Prqosds. If you have any questions or require further 
information regarding this invitation to quote, please contact me at 727/8246692 

. 
-2 

. 

. 

, .  

Vice President - Coal Procurement 

AWP/ro 

Attachment 
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(RT,S-6) COAL PRODUCERS’ SOLlCilATlON FOR\ ~ P / B i d s , ’ P u r c ] ~ a s e s  ~ 

CRYSTAL RIVER 4 & 5 
PAGE 1 OF 3 

PROGRESS 
FUELS 
C O R P O R ~ T I O N  

TELEPHONE NO. 

COUNN: STATE 

ORIGIN RAIIROAD(S)/DISrRICT: EK- CV- Big Sandy- Other 

M P E  OF LOADING F A C I W :  
UNIT TRAIN: SINGLE CAR: TWINLOAD: 

IUR TIPPLE DESIGNATIONMUMBER 

HOURS TRACK CAPACIT) 
MAXIMUM LOADING CAPACITY: 

TONS 

WATER DELIVERY CAPABILIM: -YES - NO IMPORT COAL: LOAD PORT 

SEAMS: 

SHIP THROUGH: DOCK , LOADRATE:: 

BLEND MTIOS: 

TOTAL PRODUCTION CAPACITY PER MONTH: TONS 

R P E  OF LABOR CONTRACT(S): 

PRODUCTION PER MONTH-MEETING OUR COAL SPECIFICATIONS: TONS I 

DATE FOR RENEGOTIATION: 

TYPE OF COAL WEIGHING: 

~~ 

IF MIS COAL IS OFFERED BY A COMPANY OR INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS NOT THE PRODUCER PLEASE INDICATE SO BY MAKING AN X IN THIS SPOT. 

SCALE CERTIFIED? -YES -NO 

PRODUCERS COMMENTS: 

PERIOD 

CREDIT REFERENCES (Minimum two): I 

TONNAGE BASE PRICE PER TON FOB MINE 

INDUSTRY REFERENCES (Minimum four): , 

SIGNATURE: TITLE DATE: 



COAL PRODUCERS' SOLICITATION FORM 
CRYSTAL RlVER 4 8 5 PROGRESS 

FUELS PAGE 2 OF 3 
CORPOR4TIOH 

DESCRIPTION 

OFFERED COAL SPECIFICATIONS REWIRED COAL SPECIFICATIONS 

BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUARANTEED 

'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUARANTEED 

MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 4 8.0% MAX 30.0% MAX. 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX 5.0% MAX 

4 10.0% M4xz 7.8% MAX2 

1.2 L W '  1.2 LB" 

ASH % 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBIMBTU) 

BTUlLB 

. /.-- - 
/ 

4 8,POORB Mh. / 1i:JOO MIN. 
t - -  - _  . _  - -  - -. 

4 
ASH SOFTENING ' 2,500MIN. 2.200 MIN. 

DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 
1 1 

V W T I L E  % 4 31.0% MIN.1 31.0% MIN.1 

GRINDABILTTY, HARDGROVE 4 42 MIN? 65 MIN.3 

SIZE 2x0 '  TXO' 
I 

FINES (-l/r X 0') 45% w5 30% MAX5 I I 
I 

PYRITIC SULFUR , 0.2% MAX' 0.2% MAX' 

FIXED CARBON % - - 
I 

I I - - HYDROGEN % 

- - NITROGEN % 

I CHLORINE% 

1 OXYGEN% 

- - 
- - 

!Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 
2Adjustable i n  direct proportion to Btu. 
'Adjustable in Inverse proportion to Btu. 

'Economic analyses will be based on these values. 
'Preferred value, coals not meeting this specification will be considered. 

MINERAL ANALYSIS %WEIGHT TR4CE ELEMENTS PPM IN COAL 

AVERAGE STD DEV. DESCRIPTION AVERAGE STD DEV. 
I - DESCRIPTION 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium RFPB i dsPurchases 
Fez03 

Cadmium Ah& 

Ti& Chromium 

CaO Cobalt 

MgO fluorine 

SQ Lead 

K20 Lthiim 

NazO Manganese 

Undetermined Metwry 

BasdAcld Ratio Nidtel 

Maximum BasdAad Ratio Selenium 

- 1 P205 Docket No. 070001 -E1 
l Si@ Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(US-6) - 

Page 84 of 107 - 
- 

'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 



COAL PRODUCERS' SOLlCrrATlO 
CRYSTAL RNER 4 & 5 

PROGRESS 
FUELS PAGE 3 OF 3 -m"q D @  1 

N FORM 

BITUMINOUS SUB-BITUMINOUS 
'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
GUARANTEED GUAMNTEED 

DESCRIPTION 'AS RECEIVED' 'AS RECEIVED' 
AVERAGE OR TYPICAL GUAFANTEED 

4 MOISTURE (TOTAL) % 8.0% MAX. 30.0% MAX 
I I I 

SURFACE MOISTURE % 5.0% MAX. 5.0% M X  

4 10.0% M4X.2 7.8%  MAX^ ASH % 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (LBNBTU) 1.2 L a m 1  1.2 LBIMAy1 

BTURB 4 12,300 MIN. 8,200LB MIN. 

4 
2,500 MIN. 2,200 MIN. ASH SOFTENING 

DEGREES FAHRENHEIT H=W (R) 
1 

4 31.0% MIN.1 31.0% MIN.1 VOLATILE % 

I GRINDABIW, HARDGROVE 42 MIN? 65 M1N.J 

SIZE 2 'Xo'  2 'Xo '  

FINES (-114' X 0') 45% w 5  30% MAX5 

PYRITIC SULFUR 02% MAX.' 0.2% M u 1  

FIXED CARBON % - - 
HYDROGEN % - - 
NITROGEN % - - 
CHLORINE Yo - - 

- - OXYGEN % 

1Must be met on an individual shipment basis. 
2Adjustable in direct proportion to Btu. 
3Adiustable in inverse " t i o n  to Bb. 

4Ewn~mic analyses will be based on these values. 
sPrefemd value, coak not mee6ng this specification will be omsidered: 
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NazO Manganese 

Undetermined Mercury 

BaselAud RaGo Nickel I 
1 

Maximum BaseJAad Ratio I Selenium I 
'NOTE: ADD SHEETS IF MORE THAN ONE SEAM 
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SUBJECT: 2005-2007 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP), €'URCWJS AIXIVILI M U  

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 'Cbooming" (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 
committed to continue to seek the most opportune times to enter the coal market to insure the 
competitiveness of the Crptal River plants. In addition to participating in the 2004 spot coal 
market, when we deemed it advanbgeous, PFC successfully renegotiated agreements with 
various suppfiers in conjunction with their contract price re-opener provisions. Additionally, 
PFC has just completed evaluating and purchasing coal from the results of the 2005-2007 
Request for Proposds (RFP). 

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 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 renegotiated contracts are 
currently at least $15.00-ZO100 below the current market. 

Our challenge this 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 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 $1 7.00 below the current market for 
that coal. 

The remainder of this memo will address the results from the 2005~2007 RFP and the 
Dnunmond 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 fairly evenly between the foreign and domestic 
suppliers. 

- . .. 
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Because of the strength of the current 
plan is to watch the market, and 

only purchased for 2005 and 2006. Our 
and contract coal during late 2004 and 

early 2005. I have enclosed with this memo the purchases and the economic evaluation from 
the €UT (See Attachment “A”), a Supply Assessment for 2005 and 2006 (See Attachment “B’’), 
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. 

FOREIGN WATER 

Choice: 

During the latter part of March and early April, we began negotiations with 
Dnunmond 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 CrystaI River (CR) is 2.509 $/MMBTU and 2.531 $/MMBTU, 
respectively. 

No additional purchases were made for foreign coal from the RFP 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 CSIMMBTU, 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, Educes NOx emissions by almost 25%. ”his 
purchase will assist CR in achieving their NOx goals, &e providing them With a 
competitively priced product. 

’ r  
I , I ‘  -. 

I I  . .  DOMESTIC WATER - I ,  / 

Choices: 

0 

/ ‘  

p . i ‘  11 

We purchased “Delta” coal from two suppliers for delivery on the river system. We 
were offered and purchased 300,000 tons per year f- om Centr 

deliver into CR at 2.672 $/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 and 180,000 tons of 
‘LDelta77 coal for 2005 and 2006 from Massey Energy. This coal will be rail-delivered to 
the Ohio River, and it will deliver into CR at 2.698 $/MMBTU. 

-pany. This “Delta” coal will ship via truck to the Kanawha River and 

\ 
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Explanation: 

0 We have had previous experience with both of these suppliers and are very satisfied 
they will meet or exceed the specifications bid. 

Choices: 

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 360,000 for 2005 and 180,000 tons for 2006 from Massey Energy. This 
coal y2l deliverinto CR at $2.693 $/MMBTU. We also purchased 360,000 each year 
from Progress Fuels-Mxeting and Trading. This product will deliver into CR at 2.735 
$/MMBTu. 

I- 

,’ 

“ALPHACOAL” 
. .  

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 (9 
and 240,000 tons for 2006 from Sequoia Energy LLC. This coal will deliver into CR at 
2.586 $/MMBTU. 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 $/MMBTU. 

’ 

Explanation: 

Massey Energy has been a consistently reliable supplier over the past 20 years. Progess 
Fuels-Marketing & Trading has very good q d t y  coal and a reliable track record. 
Because of the shortage of coals in the Central Appalachian region, we felt it imperative 
to add to OUT 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 verify their performance. No problems 
were noted in either case. 

- 

~ g : 4 m ’ ~ ” l ” q  

We have only one contract with a re-opener d d g  2004. Consol Energy (Consol) has a 
price, quantity, 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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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 estimated at 6.6 million tons for 2005 and 6.7 million tons 
for 2006. 

Our CR 1 & 2 open position for 2005 is approximately 330,000 tons, while it is 1.9 million 
tons for 2006; and it will be delivered 100 percent via rail. 

Regarding Crystal River Units 4 and 5, our open position for 2005 is approximately 
230,000 tons and approximately 920,000 tons for 2006. We will deliver 2.3 million tons 
via barge each year and 2.0-2.1 million tons by rail. 

We will continue to fulfill the open positions from the spot and contract markets. 

ir earliest conyenience to discuss the details 

- A. W. Pitcher 

AWP/ro 

Attachments 

cdatt :  Rufus Jackson 
c 

Kyle Crake 
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SU'WECT: C o b t h  AIKEOBIEATION 

TO: Kyle CtaJnt bATE: May 17,2004 . 

uKa!2Qs yair 2009 
. I  . .  

S q w h  En- LLC/Black Gold, L i  ; 
Tom 120,600 240,000 

. .  $47.00 $4 7.00 
. 52.586 ' $2.586 . .  , 

. s/Tonofcosl 

MMsey 

, . .$/Ton 

- .  u/MMBu Delivered. 

. 720,000 , ' N/A. . . 
s44.00 ' N/A ' 

* &/MMBtiaDclived $2.596 - N / A '  

Tons 

. .  . 
C d  RiYmUniia4& s 

2005 ~ ~ 1 ~ 2 0 0 6  , 

. . .  
laUa&?,' 
MasseyIjtiIitysalescompany. 

Tom . 720,000' - . N/A 
NIA 

' N/A 
S/TtmofCod 
~/MMBtuDeIivtrcd 

S4S.W 
$2.693 ' 

% I .  

Water cads 

Central Coal campssly' 
Tons 
$/Ton of Cod 
U/MMBtu Defiercd 

. s60,Ooo 
I .  $48.50 

52,735 

300,000 
$60.50 
$2.672 

' .  360,OUO , .  
$46.50- , 

' 52.735' 

- 
300,000 
SS0.50 
$2.672 
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I Corporation 

. TO: ' Charlie Gates DATE: June 22,2004 

I .  

. .  
I .  . .  

a : 
Shce  the ofthe yCar,'coal prices have continued to escalate to unp'rrcedcnted levels. 
At the present time, there does not appear to be mything that win dbw the= prices to -cede 
from their current lev&. Most projcctiOnS show a very strong coal market, at-last throw , 

2005 and pmb8bb well into 2606. coal has btcn affected, like other fuels, by a worldwide . ' 

mix of lzm" ties, regulatory indecision, improving and in some' utsu "i&' (China) 
econdw, transl>atation shortaget and heff5cicnciq and rcgiund cad supply shortages. As 
&cussed during ePch of our past meetings, wc at Pmgrcss Fuels Corporation CpFC) are 
c o d W  to continue to seek the most oppartune times t6 enter the coal market b insure the 
coxup&itiven&s of the Cr@%l River plank In addition 50 partIdpating iti the 2004 spat coal 
market, when we deemed it advantageous, PK: succwsfully rene$h$cd *mats .with 
varioud mtppriers in &junction with *fieir contract price rc-opener provisions. Additiona~b, . 
PFC has just-compfcted emhutthg and p u r c m  coal from the results of the 2005-2007 
Request for 0. 

tsdt yea, we .had eight mritrak.wiQ price r c - o p c ~ ~ ,  five of wwch we& for the' Delta coal 

Alpba and three Delta) and ww u n s u c c d  with two Delta suppliers. A portion of the 
.t"ge for the umuCcessful contmcts was placed with other Wcisting suppliers and the 

' have tespeners ,for 2006. Orrr 2004 RFP p u m h  and the.~cnegotiattd contracts are 

prr chaIlmge this  yea^ was to attempt thhg &e mar?& for our '2005-2007. RFP k d  any 
other purchasu that dmt@ of v a l h  Although the prices an! dramatidy high& than last 
year, wc we* sblctb time the market M h  that the purchases we made, bastd on the results of 
the ltrpjust m e  month ago, m SS.OO-S5.00 dollars belaw the current market; and in the case 
of the March Cofombh p E r a s e ,  it is at ltart SI 5.00 to SI 7.00 below the current market for 

The rcmak&r of this memo will address the "Its from the 2065-2007 RFP and the 

ruuonable selection of potential suppliers. We received Mds frorn 20 domestic and forcign 
suppliers who submitted 37' bids.' Last year wc received bids f" 21 domestic and ,.foreign 

, .  suppficfs, mrbmitting ~ ~ t e l y  75. bids. '115 year we were offered 33.0 million tons of 
which 13% were hdgn OffCIy and 87% were water, raif-eastenr, and rail-westem offers. mr' 

. year we were offered 42.0 arillicq tons spread &ly evedy between there ign  and domestic 

. .  
. 

+ 

. 

. .  . .  * .  
. .  

. and three of which Were for the Alpha coal. We SuEwSflluy renegotiated six contraits (three - . ' 

. ' 

' balance was secured in the 20041spot mkrt Mcm hp&a.ntly, we negotiated renewed ' .  

, prim, tom, and t w 0 - y ~  knn~ (2004,md 2005) with two ~upplitr~; and in each W ,  tye . 

. .  6 .  

. .  
- - currently at I& $1 5.00-20.00 below the current =&et. 

. 

I 

I .  
* '  . .  ' thatcoal. 

* .  . 

Drummand Colombian coal parchase noted above. The 2005-2007 & p d d e d  pK3 a . .  

. .  . .  
; ' suppliers. 

- - - . -. , .  
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. .  

.Because of the &"h of the current market, wc purchased for 2005 and 2006. Our 
plan is to watch the mfuktt, and re-enter for both spot and contract coal during late 2004 and 
early 2003. *I have enclosed with this memo the purchues and t h e  economic evaluation from 
the R€'P (See Attachment "A?, a SuppIy Asscmnent for 2QO.5 and 2066 (See Attachment KB"), 
and the 2605 and 2006 scheduled purchases including their~economic evaluatioru (%e 
Attachment "C?. 

AA always, we attempted to ~~e the ec&omics, as compared to the p r k  offered, wMe 
-.increasing the bonnage parchased and the tcnn offered. 

.. . 

. .  
. .  

.. 
e . .  

" 2 iGNwm . 

choice; . .  . .  

During the lath part of March and early 'A@, we hgkn negotiations With 
Dnmunond for an extension of our ZOO4 agreepen& This decEon was made because 
all indicaton pointed to the beginnin+ of M o t h c r ' d  of price increases and supply 
shortages for both domestic and fomgtr d We PUrchaJed 800,000 bow for 2008 
and 1 millian tons for 2006 from DnUnn)ond's Mina Ribknow tnincs; this is YDelta" 

: 

c o d  The dclivcrtd cost to Cqstal River (CR) is 2.809 S / m  and 2,531 S/MMBTlJ, 
respectively. . .  . .  

. . .  * .  

NO M t i o q l  purchas+ were & for foz&coal fi.bm,the RFP because the prices 
SUbAlittcd from other fareign:Wppliers were not comptitk. Their prices Fanged from 
2.828 to 2.948 S/Mh@"U. The&? prices compared to 2.672 to 3.082 $/W, for 

' 

. d  ' 

offers f k n  the domcstic esupplieFs, . . . .  
I .  

. .  a .  

. .  E q b t b l c  . .  

During 2004; we b e p  shipments of Drunmmnd's Colombit~~ coat. The results 
e c a n o m i w ,  envhrqentally, and aperationally have been .cxccleeni. "his coal, 
besides king very I O ~  in ash and sulfur, reduces Nox e m . b @ w  by almost 25%. This 
p r c h r ~ e  w i ~  assist CR in achieving their  NO^ goals, while pt.widing them wi&, a ,  
competitively *ed product , ', , <  

- -  . ' 

' .  

. I  

. I  

. .  
. *  

* *  
cboiccs: 

. We purchased uDeham coal &'two supplkrs for delivery on the river system. We 
wen *red and purchased 300,000 tons pct ycar for 2005 and 2006 from Central , 

. coal Company, 'This uDeltas cad will ship via 'tru3; to the .Kanawha River and ,Wl, 

.. deliver into CR at 2,672 SIMMBTU. We a h  p w W  360,000 and 180,000 tons of 
. UDelta" Coat for 2003 and 2006'f" Massey Energy. % c o d  wi l l  bc rail-delivered to 
,. the Ohio ,Ever, and it will deliver into CR at, 2.698 $/MMBTU. 

. - 
' , 

I .  

1 - - - . -- 
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0 We have had ptcviow experience with both of these suppliers and me very satisfied 
they will meet or exceed the specificatiorls bid. , 

. .  * ' ,  

CRAIL, . .  
. ,  . .  

. .  . .  

. .  
. .  . ,. ' 

* .  
c2lcJic.w : 

I .  

W e  purchased 'Delta? coal'fKrm two companies and gAlpha" coal from three others,' 
We have prwiouS expsnknde with thrw.of the suppfierr and have added two new ' 

companies .. . . .  

. .  

. .  

- .  ' I  ' . I  
. .  D T A C O U  u ' ' 

. ' I  . .  
' 

We pu.zth=d 360,000 for 2005 and 180,dCb tons for ZOOS from Massey Energy. This ; 
coal will deliver into CR at $2.693 $/M&'U. We atSa purchased 360,000 each year 

. from Progrw Fac1s-Marketh.g agd Trading. "hh p d e  Wiu &her into CR at 2.735 
s4-. .. 

&? ' .  . .  u m  (-0 

We purchsscd 720,000 tb# for 2005 and 360,000 for 2006 f h n  Masscy kergy. & 
coaI will deliver ktto CR at 2.596 $/MMBTu. We pmhahed 120,000 tzms for 2005 
and 240,000 tons fm 2006 from Sequoia Energy LLC. This coal will deliver into CR at 
2.586 Sl,&MJ"u. Also, we pwhased 240,000 tons for each year (ZOOS and 2006) 

, .  

from B&W Resources. This coal will d&vm into CR at 2.608 $/MMBTu. . .  
I ,  

I '  % .  
. .  . .  . .  . .  

.. . . .. . .  Bphulii& 

0 Massy &e& m, t&n a cmsi&wreli&ble wplier'mq the pA 20 pars: Progress 
hiela-hlarketing & .Ttadihg has vezy & quahty cod and a dhbIe track recod . 

. Becaw of the shortageof coals in the Central Appalachian region, we felt it imperative 
to add to our base of suppliers. Both Sequoia Energy and B&W ~Rcsourccs will fulfitl ,titi$ . . 
,need. Rior to contracting with them we had our field reprcsultrrtive'visit thee mini@ ' 

. operations, and we called other utility buyers to verify fhdr perfarmance, NO problems 
' 

~wemnotedineitfrercase., , .  

. : . .. * 

We have only one contract with a rt-opncr dWring 2004. Cansol Enw (Consol) .has a 
price, quantity, and terrru re-opener, which needs to be completed by November 1,2004. 
We bw dready had s e d  discussions With Cons01 regatding tonnage for next year. 
Current estirnab ut that they Wiu have 750,000 to 1 &ion tons to offer. The c&nt 
contract is for 1 million tons, . 

- - - .  * 
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' I  We anticipate a'burn of 2.3 million bns for Crystal River Units 1 aiid 2 for h t h  2d05 and 
2006. and 4.3. and 4.4 million bns for Crystal Riyr Units 4 'and 5 for ZOOS 2nd 2006, 
respectively. The total bum is &mated,at 6.6 &on tons for 2005 and 6.7 million tons 

C?ur CR 1 & 2 open p d i o n  for 2005 is approximately 1330,000 @*, w u e  it is 1.9 million 

. .  , .  I .  for @OS., . '. 
. .  

: tons for 2006; and it will be delivered 100 percent via . .  rail. 

,via barge each y&ir and 2.0-2.1 million tonsby rail. , 

, .  

' , Regarding ctyd River units 4 &I ,S, o& open position foi ZOOS it approximately 
, . ,  ' 

23O,OOO, tons and approximately 920,000 tons for 2006. We will deliver 2-3 million kns , . 

We a, continue to fulfill the open positions from the'spot and cbntrad markets. 

. I .  

, '  I 

, .  . .  
' I would like' to schedule R meeting with you at your e@& c o n ~ c n c e  ,to discuss the details . 

. / .  of this report and answer qny questions YOy may have. 

. .  

.. . . .  
. A W P h  

. .  
, '  

a .  

Attachmitit5 

&/a* RUAU Jackson 

. 1  
. .  . . .  

' . ~yleCrake 

, .  ' .  . .  . 

.. . , .  
. .  

. .  . 
. -  ' .  . ' 

. '  . 
. . I .  

. .  I .  . .  
. , .  . 

. .  . .  . :  

, .  
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PROJECTED WATER DELIVERY 2.300,OOO 2,300,000 
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Total Now Contnetr 
Total Mztlng & New . .  

total Open Position 40,000 170,000 

Potentht AWI h p p ~ ~ k :  
ABS& Mgmt Omup 
Central Cod 
KWW 
AT. MSby 0 .  
PwbodyPReaml' 0 0 
# ) 0 4 C I n y O v e r ~  0 .  0 

Total Pokntlrl8uppllem .. 0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 

Total New and PotenUal 2,260,000 2,130,000 . 

PotmW spot w AddWond 
CmtFedPurchaSes: 40,000 170,OOo 

Allowtian: 
% Gdathg conha& to datvery 69.6% 71.7% 

% Total contmt to delhwy. 98.3% 92.6% 
% Petentiel spot or additlonel contract 

96 New mtmetr to dellvery 28.7% 20.9% 

to requimmont 1.7% 7.4% 

N o h :  
(1) BOLD c?enoba open pelkn. 
(2) the Querran, mtmd h88 B prlw reopener fot 2006. 
(3) P u m  Wed upon the 2005 RFP'rcsulls and varlws other purchsses. 

PAGE 23 
ATTACHMENT B 
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SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
'DELTA" RAlL 

PROJECTED REQUIREMENTS" 
Mlnus Wabr blhromd Cad. 
Equals Net Rail *D" Delhrerles ' 

Total Wstlng Contra& . .  
open ParMan 

Total New Contract8 
Total Exiahrg &."r 

Total Open Pomltlon 

Potentid Addr Supplkm: 
kset  N m t  Group 
AT. Mnsssy 
2004 carry o w  

Total Potadd Suppllem 
Total New end PotonUal 

AJloclltfon: 
% Wsting mtrects to dellvery 
% New csntmb to deDvery 
%Total w m d  to ddivery 
% PotenW spot or additional centrad 

to requlment 

2008 Notes 
431 i ,OOo 4,390,000 
2,300,000 I 2.300,ooO 
2,011,000 , 2,080,000 

PAGE 2 3  
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Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLS-6) 
WPlBidslPurchases 
Page 101 of 107 

1 $1,000 750,ooO 

0 '  0 
0 * ' 0  
0 0 
0 0 

1,820,000 1,340,ooo 

. 
191 ,ow ' 750,000' , 

54.7% ' . 383% , 

. J!+ . ' 25,8% 
, 90.5% . ,64.1% 

Q.5% 35.9% 
~ - _  

7. 

(2) Purchases bared upon the 20011 RFP rwub and Vatiws other purchases. 

**&sed upon bum mqukements 



11/02/2605 IS: 41 E5048E4491  
PUBLIC COUINSEL 

SUPPLY ASSESSMEM 
“ALPHA”,RAIL 

PROJEC3’ED REQUIREMEHTS. 
.206% ’ WIi 
2,257,000 

ioos 
2,309.000 

Wsting contncb: 
750,000 0 (2) 
150,’OOQ 0 

0 0 

New Contnct buppllars: 
M a s s s y W  

’ SequOiaEnargyLLC 
Bctw Resoum 

Total Nm Contra* 
Total 6cfsClng & N m  

total O m  Pmitlan 

(3) 
’ 720,000 

120,000 240,WO i 

240.000 . moo , 

.. 

0 .  0 
0 0 
0 , * o  
0 .. 0 
0 ’ 0  
0 0 

0 

Poterrb’lrl Spot or Additional 
ConbactPurchaMs: 

39.0% ’ . ’ 0.0% 
46.8% 372%, 
85.8% 37.2% 

14.2% ’ 62.8% 

Notes: 
(1) B O D  dmobs opsn &Wn. 
(2) Them “A has a price reopener for 2006. 
(3) Puwhasae besed upon the 2005 RFP results and varkos other purchases, 

-8usdupar bwn prolectrons ‘ 

Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLS-6) 
RFPIBidsPurchases 
Page 102 of 107 



11/02/2805 12: 41 3564884491 

I I. 

PUBLIi> CUUt4SEL PAGE 2 7  

ATTACHMENT B 
PAGE 1 O F 3  

SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
"ALPHA" RAlL 

Docket No 07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhlblt No -(RLS-6) 
RFP/Bids/Purchases 

N o h  Page 103 of 107 2QE 2008 
PROJECTED REQUIMMEWS" 2,309,000 2257,000 
EYistfng contracts: 
Consd Energy 750,000 
Messby Energy " --7m%u 
CAM-K~todcy U C  0 

Total edstlng Contracts W O O 0  0 

--- - - 

0 (2) 
0 
0 

\ 

Total New Conhcb 
t o t d  Exlrtlng 8 New . 

Totat Open Posltion 329,000 1 , 8 9 7 , ~  (1) 

Potentfal Adsl Suppliers: 
Massey Energy 0 0 
Cenhl cod 0 ' 0  
Sequola Enorgy LLC 0 0 
BBrWRssoqrUw ' 0 0 
CAM K e w  LLC 0 0 
2006caryovw 0 0 
Total Potential Suppllrrs 0 0 
Total New and PotanUaI 1,460,000 360,000 ' 

Potential Spot 01 Addttlonal 
collbact Purcnb6es: 329,000 1,897,000 

ANocrtien: 
% Wsthg "3s to dellvery 39.0% 0.0% 
96 New owrlract~ to delhry ,,-M ---tu!& 

% Potentid rpot or addltlonal mtract '", _-. - :.\ 
to requirement 14.2% M.C% 

Not= 
(I) BOLO denotes opsn poelllon. 
(2) these cantract 
(3) Purchasew based upon the 2005 RFP results and varlous other purchases. 

% TOM contmct to delivery B5.8% . 16.0% 

R prke tbopener for 2006. 

"Based upon bum projecth 
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Docket No. 07000 1-E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-7) 

PRB BID SUMMARY 



Docket No. 07000 I -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLS-7) 
PRB Bid Summary 
Page 1 of 1 

2006 Delivery 
Tons Company Mine Point B t d b  
500,000 Arch B. Thunder FOB 8,800 

500.000 Arch B. Thunder FOB 8,800 
Mine 

SUMMARY OF PRB BIDS SUBMITTED TO PEF’S 2004 SOLICITATION 

Prices ($/Ton) 
2005 2006 2007 
7.85 7.85 7.85 

7.45 7.85 8.25 
Escalated Mine 

Rochelle Mine 

Mine 

Creek Barge 
Miss R 

coal plus Barge 

300,000 Peabody N. Antelope FOB 8,800 

1,000,000 Triton N. Rochelle FOB 8,800 

500,000 Kennecott Spring FOB 9,350 

504,000 DTE Unspecified FOB 8,800 

8.75 9.25 9.50 

8.25 8.25 8.25 

22.90* 22.90* 22.90* 

18.62 

rail 

include. Barge 
504,000 DTE Rail Only FOB NIA 

cars 

11.22 



Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. (RLS-8) 

CASWAS UTILIZED BIDS 



Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLS-S) 
CasWas Utilized Bids 
Page 1 of 1 

BIDS TO SUPPLY PRB COAL IN 2006 
EXPRESSED AS “CASH’ AND “AS UTILIZED’ VALUES 

$/MMBtu 
I “As Utilized” 



Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-9) 

PRB/CA.PP PRICE COMPARISON 
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Docket No. 070001 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-10) 

2006 423 FORMS 



Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 
Docket No. 060001 -€I 

Docket No.  07000 1 -E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLSIO) 
2006 423 Forms 
Page 1 of 206 

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment 

423 Forms for  January 2006 

C 0 NFT DE NTIAL CO PY 

(Confidential information denoted with shading) 

PEF-07FL- 00040 5 





FPSC FOKM NO. 423-2 

1. Report lor: Mo January 2006 

2 .  Reporting Comoany. 

:I PIWI Name Tianslcr Facilily - IlvlT 

Florida Power Corporation 

MONTHLY REPORT OF GOST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALlrY 

Line 
NO. Suppller Name 

Transuor- 

4. Name, TlUe and T.elephona Number of Conlacc 
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on vlls Form 
Amy 8. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalur of Offlclal Submllling Repop h n r7/ /y 
James A. KI$ - Regulaled Back Office Mad& 

6. Date Completed: Aprll IO. 2006 

Total 
Effective Transpor- F.0.8. I A s Received Coal Quality J 
Purchase laUon Plahl Percent Blu Percent Percent 

Mine Purchase lalion Prlce Cost PrlGa Sulfur Conlenl Ash Molslure 
Locelion Type Mode Tons ($Ken) ($rTon) ($/Ton) (%) (Btu/lb) (YO) 1%) 

0 
0 
0 
P 
0 
W 

__.___ 
65.211 

21.654 1: 'Sm 8.WV.39 MTC R 7fi9132 LV $62:70 0.71 12.452 11.80 5.91 
999. IM. 46 MTC OB ' 166..72 0.60 11.230 8.06 10.00 
8. WV,39 MTC B 1 $72.24 0.65 12,329 12.16 7.02 

i $71.17 0.69 12.319 12.47 6.06 0,WV.  39 MTC B 9.618 1:; 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

, . :.., ~ *..'.I:: 
, .  . .  - .,.. < .  . .  i l .  

2 Heporliiig Conip;tny. Florida Power Corparallon 

i Plan[ Nnnie Ctysial River 1 It 7 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L I N  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANT5 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

Mine Purchase 
Location Type 

b 
4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
P 

r;' 

8. KY. 51 
8. wv, 5 
8. KY, 119 
0. wv. 5 
8,  wv. 5 
0. KY, 195 
8. KY. 95 

NIA 

lvlTC 
S 

MTC 
S 
S 

MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Data Submllled on [his Form 
Amy E. Fulrell ~ Bclslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5 .  Signature 01 Ofhcial Submilling Repoil 

Transpor- 
Ialion 
Mode 

(e )  
UR 
UR 
UR 
UH 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GI3 

Tolal 
Effecllve Transpor- 
Purchase tation 

Price cos1 
Tons (Won) (5Kon) 

(f) (9) (h) 
20.235 

4 23 
92,071 
11.312 
9.444 

49,003 
9.986 
2.966 

! 

F.O.B. I As Received Coal Qualily 
Plan1 Percent Blu Percenl Percent 
Price Sulfur Content 

($Kon) (%) (Btullb) 

(1 1 (il (k) 
$70.23 7.06 12.OG8 
$74.56 0.81 13,300 
$90.45 0.92 12.753 
$85.63 0.78 12.269 
286.13 0.90 12.360 
$75.62 1.00 11.997 
$71.45 0.91 12.087 
$62.67 0.67 12.238 

Ash Moisture 
(%) (%) 

(1) (4 
12.66 6 13 
5.31 G.09 
8.42 6.53 

12.08 6 3 8  
13.06 6.15 
12.30 7 44 

12.20 7 10 
8.98 5 04 

- 
0 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporllor. Ma January 2006 

2 Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Name Cryslal River d & 5 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number o l  Conlacl 
Persoii Concerning Data Submilled on lhls Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Euslness Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of OMclal Submiltlng Reporl 

Regulaled Back Office Masger 

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006 

Tolal 
Efleclive Transpor- F.O.B. I As Recelved Coal Qualily I 

Transpor- Purchase tatlon Plant Percenl Btu Percent PGrCent 
Cirio Mine Purchase tation Prlce Cust Price Sullur Conlent Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ($fron) (Sfron) ($Ron) (%) (8lullb) (%) W) 

(3) VJ) (C) (d) (e) (9 (9) /h 1 (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) 

1 Alliancr! hlC k lmq 0.  KY, 195 LTC UR G7.288 $59.04 0.66 12.782 0.16 6.49 
2 CAhl-Ken1Uck)' L1.C 8 .KY.  195 MTC UR 39;923 258.87 0.69 12.570 10.19 6.18 
3 Diamond May Coal Company 8. KY, 119 MTC UR 20.418 574.77 0.75 . 12.632 9.00 5.96 
4 Oiamond Ivlny CIJAI Company 3.VA. 105 MTC UR 9.059 $73.42 0.75 12.555 6.16 8.04 
5 Iviassey Ulilily Salos Company 8. WV. 5 MTC UR 26,057 $86.49 0.75 12.911 11-08 4.77 

69,529 $63.37 0.57 11.592 4.93 12.11 6 Traiisler Facilil', NIA NIA GB 
7 r t a n d v  ~ a c i i t i ~ .  NIA NIA GO 135.214 570.16 0.67 12.162 10.7Y 8.02 

V 
M 
? 

?+ 

0 
4 n 

0 
0 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Reporl for: Mo. January 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Name McDuRs Coal Terminal 

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 Conlaci 
Person Concerning Data Submllled on ulis Form 
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Siunalure of Offidal Submilllng Reporl 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original active Qualily EHective 
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Cine Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Increases Prlce menls Prlce 
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons (Won) ($fTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (Won) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  

(a) (bl (c )  (d) (e) (0 (9) (1 ) (il (kl (1) 

1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Cdc 899. IM. 45 MTC 41,853 $0.00 $0.00 
2 lnlerocean Coal Sales LdC 999. IM. 45 MTC 38.761 $0.00 so.00 

V 
M 
:T1 

r 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 



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 lor: tvlo. January 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name, Transler Facilily - IMT 

Line 
No. Suppller Name 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submilled on this Form 
Amy 8. Futrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal actlve Cluailty Effective 
Mine 8, Loading Invoice Prlce Base Adjust- Purchass 

Purchase Prlce Charges Prl~e Inc(Dec) Prlce menls Price 
Type Tons ( W o n )  ($non) ($/Ton) ($Ken) (Sfron) ($fron) (Won)  

1 Central Coal Company 
;I Coal Marketing Company Lld 
3 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 
4 I<annwha River Terminals Inc. 

0. WV. 39 MTC 6.309 $0.00 $0.00 
999. IM. 45 MTC 19,G35 $0.00 $0.00 
8 . W .  39 MTC 21.654. so.00 so.00 
0. WV. 39 MTC 9.G18 50.00 $0.00 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN  

1. Reporl for: Mo January 2006 

2 Reporting Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Naine Cryslal River 1 8. 2 

4. Name, Jille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dab  Submllted on lhls Form 
Amv E. Fulrell - Business Flnanclal Analyst 

.rp. P" 

(919) 546-2678 

\QENT\bL 
5. Signature of Oflicial Submiltlng Reporl 

King - Regulated Bacl&bfflce Manager 

6. Date Completed: April IO. 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.E. Short Haul Original actlve Quality Effeclive 
Mine 8, Loading Invoke Price Base Adjusl- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Price Inc(CJec) Prlce menls Price 
No Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons [$/Ton) (Sffon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($non) ($TTon) ($/Ton) 

(b) IC) (d I (e) (I) (9) (h) (i) 0) (k) (1 1 (a) 
1 8 6 W  Resources h C  

2 Coalsales LLC 
3 Consol Energy Inc. 
4 Constcllallun Energy Commodilles Group Inc. 
5 Consiellalion Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 
6 ~ a s s e y  Ulihiy Seles Company 
7 Seqvola Energy CLC 
8 Tr?nsler Facilily 

8. KY, 51 
8, wv, 5 
0, KY. 119 
8. wv. 5 
8,  wv. 5 

8. KY. 95 
8, KY. 195 

NIA 

MTC 
S 

MTC 
S 
S 

MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

20,235 
423 

92,071 
11,312 

9.444 
49,003 

9.986 
2.966 

$0.00 
so.00 
fO.OO 
50.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
90.00 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
50.00 
$0.00 
so.00 
so 00 

z 
P 

I 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECELVED QUALlrY 

1 .  Report for. Mo. January 2006 

2. Rcporliilg Company. 

3 .  Plan1 Name. Cryslal River 4 & 5 

Florida Power Corporallon 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

(a) ( b )  

1 Alliance MC Mining 
2 CAM-Kcnlucky LLC 
3 Diamond May Coal Company 
4 Diamond May Coal Company 
5 FAassey Ul~l i iy  Sales Company 
6 Transfer Facllily 
7 Transler Facilily 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submitted on lhls Form 
Amy 8 .  Futrell - Business Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnature of Oflicial Submllling Report 

h / g  7<,b+( 
James A. I$ g - Reguldled Back OAce Manager 

6. Dale Completed: April I O .  2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original aclive Quali(y Effective 
Mlne L? Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Mlnc Purchese Prlce Charges prlcs Inc[Dec) Price menls Price 
LocatIan Type Tons ($TTon) ($man) (Won)  ($Ken) ($non) ($Ken) (STTon) 

(-4 (f) (9 1 (1) (i) (k) (1) (c) (d ) 

$0.00 50.00 
$0.00 so.00 
$0.00 so.00 
s0:oo $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
so.00 50.00 
S6.00 so.00 

E.KY. 195 LTC 57.288 
E . K Y .  195 MTC 39,923 
0.W. 119 MTC 20.418 
8.  VA. 105 MTC 9,859 
8, WV. 5 MTC 26.057 

N/A 69,529 
N/A 135,214 

Pi. A 



FPSC FORM NO 423.28 

1 Reporl lor Mo January 2006 

2 Repodmy Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plant Name McOulfie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIJY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concemlng Data Submitled on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnature of Official Submitling Reporl 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10, 2006 

Addillonal 
Effecilve Shorthaul Other Rlver Trans- Ocean Other O(her Transpor- F . 0 . B  

Transpor- Purchase & Loading Rail Rail Barge loadlng Barge Water Relaled talion Plan1 
Cine Mine Shlpping lation Price Charges Rale Charge: Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 
No. Supplier Name Localion Point Mode Tons (Won)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%/Ton) (Won) ($non) (Won)  (Slron) (Won) (STTon) ( W o n )  

NIA NIA NIA ;I NIA NIA .;:;:.;;= S55.42 

(a) (b) (c) (d ) (e)  (f) (i) (i) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) (P) (q ) 

554.18 NIA NIA NIA si: _ _  ,; NIA NIA .:::I:: . .  

1 lnierocean C o d  Sales Ldc 999. IM. 4 5  Carlayena. S A .  
2 Inlorocean Coal Salcs Ldc 999. IM, 45 Cartagona. S.A. 



d- 
0 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-26 

1 Report for Mo January 2006 

2 Heporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 N a m e  Cryslal River 1 B 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Conlscl 
Person Concerning Data Submllled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fukell - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Signalure of Olficial Submllliny Report 

c;lil/ny. x;+/ 
JameVA. King - Reyulaled Backl%ice Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10. 2006 

Addilional 

Elleclive Shorlliavl Olher Rker Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transpur- F . 0 8  

Transpor- Purchase a Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge water Relaled iakm Plank 

Line Mine Shipping lalion Prke Charges Rale wla~ges Rale Rale Rale Charger Charges Charges POce 

1\10. Supplier Name LoGaliOn Polnl MOde Tons (SrTon) (Won) (Sfion) (Won) (won) (won) (Won) (Won) ( W o n )  ($nun) ( S ~ C O ~ J  

(a 1 (b) (C) (d) (e)  (0 (9) (h) (1) U) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) (P) (9) 

1 0F.W ResuUrccS Inc 0. KY. 51 Resourca. KY 
2 Coalsales CLC 0. WV. 5 Wells Prep Plant. WV 
3 Cunsol Energy fnc. 8. KY. 119 Mousie. KY 
4 Conslellalion Eneryy Cornmodilk 8, WV. 5 Kohlsaal. WV 
5 ~ o n n ~ e ~ ~ ~ t i u n  Energy Commodillc 8. WV, 5 Sylvasler. WV 
6 Massey Ultlily Sales Company 8 .  KY ,  195 Goll. K Y  
7 Sequob Energy LLC 6 ,  KY. 95 Bardo. K Y  
8 ltensler Facllily N I A  Plaquemines. Pa 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 

20.235 
423 

92,071 
11,312 

9,444 
49,003 

9.986 
2,966 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

[I 
. . . . . . . . .. .. 

NlA NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NfA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$7 03 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
g0.02 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
Mia 

$70 23 
$71.55 
$90 45 
E85 63 
586 13 
$75 G L  
$71 45 
$62 67 



FPSC FORM NO. 47-3-20 

1. Reporr lor: Mo January 2006 

2. Reporling Company:  

3 Plant Name: Cryslal River 4 B 5 

Florida Power Corporalion 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
QRIGIN, TONNAGE, OELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4 .  Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form 
Amy 8. Fu\rell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2676 

5 Signalure of OKiclal Submilting Reporl 

6. Date Compleled: April 10. 2006 

Addilional 
Elloclivo Shmhaul OlhOr River Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transwr F 0 8. 

Plan1 
Cine Mine Sliippiiig tallon Prke Charges Rale Charges Rale Rale Ralo Charges Clwrgcs Cllargcs Puce 

No. Supplior Name Localion Polnl Mode Tons ($iron) (Won) ($“I) ($/Ton) (Won) (Won) (SrTon) (Snon) (Won) (SfTorl) (Snon) 

Transpor- Purchase 8 Loading Rail Rail Barge loadlng Barge Waler Relaled lalion 

(P) (4 )  (a) (b) IC)  (d) (e) ( f )  (SI (h) 0) 0) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) 

I Alliance hlC hlming 

7 Cnld.Ksntucky LCC 

3 Diamond May Coal Company 

4 Diamond May Coal Company 
5 hlassey Utility Sales Company 

6 Transler Facillly 

? Tfansior Facility 

’0 
m 
?1 

, 
0 
0 
0 
P 
4 

W 

0. ICY, 195 
0. KY. 195 
0. KY. 119 
0. VA. 105 
8 .  wv. 5 

.:.I- . I  

:.,.,> 

Scolls Branch. KY 
Oamron Foi h. IKY 
Yallow Creoh. KY 
Mayflownr. VA 
Sylveslar. WV 
Mobile. AI 

Plariuemlncs. Pa 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GB 

57,200 
39,923 
20.41 8 
9,059 
26,057 
69.529 

135,214 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

09 NIA N/A 

NIA NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N I A  
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$759 04 

$74 77 
573 42 
586 4c1 
$63.37 
$70 10 

$513 a7 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Reportlor Mo January2006 

2 Reporllng Company Florida Power Corporalron 

3 P f j i i l  Naine IvlcDuflie Coal 1 ernlicul 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, TiUe and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

ing - Regulated Back OMcManager 

5. Siglqure of Official Submilling Reporl 

ing - Regulated Back OMcManager 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Origina Old F.O.B. 

Column Old. New Plant Reason fot 
Tille Value Value Price Revision 

Line Month Plant Seneraling Line Volume Form 
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier dumbe (lons) No. 

( C )  (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) (1) ti) (k) 0) (m) (a)  (b) 
1 12/05 klcDul1ie Coal Teriniiial Drummond Coal Sales. Inc. 1 74,983 2A [k) Quality Adjuslments ct$$-@i.-. s 55.20 Ouaiily Adjuslmenl 

+d 
M 
? 

r 
0 
4 w 
0 
0 
0 
P 
I d  
0 



FPSC FORM 1.10. 423-2C 

1 Reporl for Mo January 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plnnl Nane Translrr Facility - 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 Contact 
Person Concerning O a k  Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy B Fulrell - Busmess Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 5462678 

5 Sianature of Official Submilhnq Reporl 

6. Dale Compleled: April IO. 2006 

New 
Form Intended Origina Old F.O.B. 
Plant Seneraling Line Volume Form Old New Plant Reason for Column Line Monlli 

No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier dumb8 (Ions) No. Title Value Value Price Revision 

1 09/05 Transler Facillly - IMT Guasare Coal American. Inc. 10 31,116 2A (kj  Oualrty Adjuslmenls S 40.72 Qualily Adjuslmonl 

5 42.27 Qualily Adiuslmctil 2 09/05 Transler Facillly - IMT Guasare C3al American. Inc. 11 16.476 2A (k) Qualily Adjuslnlunls 
3 10/05 Transler Facilily - IMT Guasarc Coal Amerlcan. Inc. 9 50.838 2A (k) Cluailty AdJuslnmnls 5 41 -54 Clualily Adj\isImr-r;l 

S 4 1.53 Otraliiy &Jjusiinenl .1 12/05 Transler Facilily - IMT Guasarw Coal American. Inc. 7 1-4,309 2 A  (k) Quality Ad~uslimnls 
5 12/05 Transler Facilily - IMT Guasars Coal Anlericati. Inc 8 36.121 2A (k) Quality Adjusrmanls S 43.08 Oualily Adjuslniwli 

0 
4 w 
t+ 
I 
0 
0 
0 
P 
w 
t.-. 

'Z 
0 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 .  Reporl lor: Mo January 2006 

2. Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporation 

3. Planl Name. Cryslal River 1 8 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST ANR QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Forni 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Busmess Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure or Official Submilling Reporl 

6. Dale Compleled: April I O .  2006 

New 
Form Inlended Origin2 Old F.0.0. 

New Plant Reason for Line Monlh Plant Seneraling Line Voluine Form Column Old 
No. Reported Name Planl Supplier 4umbe (tons) No. Tille Value Value Prlce Revision 

(a)  
I 
,7 

0 
4 
5 
6 
7 

u 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

(b) 

12/05 
7 2/05 
12/05 
11/05 
03/05 
03j05 
Olio5 
04/05 
O5@5 
OF105 
05/05 
GGU5 
0ti:oTi 

(C) 

CR 152 
C R  182 
GR 1 & Z  
CH 182 
CR 1&2 

CR 1K2 
CR 1 8 2  
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR .le2 
CR 152 
ct: 152  

CR 182 

(d 1 (e) 

CR 152 Sequoia Enorgy 
CR 1 &Z Cnnslfillation Energy 
CR 182 Conslnllalion Enoruy 
CH 1 52 Cons;ollalion Enorgy 
CR 182 Consolidnlnrl Coal Salss 
CR 182 Consolidaled Coal Sales 
CR 162 Cnnsolldalecl Coal Salos 
CR 182 Consolidaled Cual Sales 
CR 1&2 Cunwlidaled Coal Sales 
CR 1 8 2  Consolidaltxl Coal Sales 
CR 182 Consolidated Cual Sales 
CR 1S2 Consolidakd Coal Sales 
CR 162 Coiisolidaled Coal Sales 

(9 
5 
6 
7 
7 
7 
8 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
4 

(9) 

10.1 16 
9.G06 
9.567 
7.975 

4 f . S B 4  
9.763 

50,213 
9.388 

G3,295 
10.495 
47,519 
20.681 
29.024 

(h) 

2A 
2A 
2A 
24 
2c 
2c 
2 6  
2C 
2 c  
2C 
2c 
2 6  
2c 

(k) Qualily Adluslinenls 
(k) Oualrly Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quallly Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) New value 
(k) New value 
(k) NBW value 
(k) New value 
(k)  New valuo 
(k) Ncw value 
(k) New value 
(k) New value 
(k) New V J ~ U C  

(1) 

73.65 
93 93 
76.73 
88.45 
74 11 
74A4 
50.15 
59.15 
G1.39 
59.69 
59.69 
(30.92 
60.92 

(m) 

Qualily Ailjuslnic!nl 
Qualily Adjustinen1 
Qualily Adjuslmed 
Qualily Atljuslincnl 
Quolily Adjustnicnl 
Qualify Adjuslmenl 
Qualily AUIu~tmcll 
Oualily Adjuslmenl 
auailiy AdJuSlmenl 
Qualily Adpsln*cnl 

Oualily Acipslnlenl 
Oualily Adj:rslmsnl 
Ovalily Adjuslmenl 

z 
0 



FPSC FOKM NO 423-ZC 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. OELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1. Reporl for: Mo. January 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number or Conlacl 
Person Conceming Data Submilled on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Olliclal Submilling Repod 

*I .4. 
3 Plan! Name Crystal River 1 & 2 

J a m e q .  King - Regul'eted Back Olflc@danager 

6 .  Date Completed: April 10. 2006 

(a)  

1.1 
15 
1 G  
17 
10 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

o a m  
u ~ r u 5  
09/05 
09105 
10105 
10105 
10105 
11/05 
11/05 
1 1/05 
12/05 
04/05 
04/05 
05'05 

New 
Form lnlended Orrgina Old F.O.B. 

Une Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for Line Monlh Plant Seneraling 
No. Reporled Name Plan1 Supplier Vumbe (lons) No. Ttlle Value Value Price Revision 

2 
7 

T 

0 
4 n 

0 
0 
0 
P 
td 
w 

CR 1 & Z  CR 1&2 Cunsolidalai) Coal Sales 
CR 182 CR 182  Consoliclaled Coal Sales 
CR 152 CR 1&2 Ccinsolidaled Coal Sales 

CR 7&2 CR 18.2 Consolitlaled Coal Sales 
CR 1S2 CR 18.2 Consolidated Coal Sales 
CR 182 CR 1&2 Consolidatad Coal Sales 
CR 182  CR 1 &2 Consolidated Coal Sales 
CK 192  CR 182 Cunsolidalod Coal Sales 
CR 1 &2 CR 1&2 Consnlidalcjd Coal Sales 
Cl? 1R7 CR 182 Consoliclaled Coal Sales 
CR 182 CR 1 &2 rvlassey Coal Sales CompaiV. Inc 
Cri  1&2 CR 182 Masscy Coal Salas Curnpany. Ioc 
C R  162 CR 1&2 Massny coal Sales Cun:pnny. Inc 

CR 182 CR 1 8 2  Gonsolidalcd Coal Sales 

(0 
1 
2 
1 
i! 
2 
3 
4 
11 
12 
1 
1 
4 
5 
4 

(9) 
59.769 
10,980 
47.350 

79,208 

70.991 
47.91 1 
19.179 
39,145 
92,17G 

9.517 
57.761 

100.658 

9,603 

10.604 

ZC 
2c 
2A 
2A 
2G 
2c 
2c 
2c 
2G 
ZA 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 

(k) New value 
(k) NEW value 
(k) Duality Adjuslinenls 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) New value 
(h) New vaIuc1 

[h) Naw value 
(k) New value 
(k) New valuo 
(k) Qualily Adluslmun(s, 
(kJ Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(kl Qualily Adju5hK"s 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmonls 
(k) Cluallly Adiuslmenls ,.- 

s 
s 
s 
S 
$ 
s 
5 
s 
S 
s 
s 
5 
5 
S 

60.22 
60.22 
56.33 
56.33 
80.91 
80.91 
81.85 
80.80 
80.17 
61.77 
88.79 
66.41 
64.64 
64.40 

Qualily Mjusltncnl 
Qualily Adjuslmfnl 
Duality Adjuslmenl 
Qualily Adjusbneni 
Qualily Adjuslmeiil 
Qualily Adjuslmenl 
Qualily Adjuslmenl 
Qualily AdJuslmcnl 
Qualily AdJuslmenl 
Quallty Adjustmenl 
Quali\y Adjustmenl 
Qualily Adjuslmeril 
Qualily Adjuslinonl 
Quelicy Adjuslmenl 

m -  
g i !  

c 
0 
i- 



FPSC FOHM NO. 423-2C 

1. Reporl lor: Mo. January 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plant Name: Crysral River 1 8. 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Cine Monlh 
No. Keporled 

(a) (b) 

28 08/05 
19 07/05 
30 08i35 
31 09/05 

Form Intended Original 

Name Planl Supplier Number 
Plan1 Generating Line 

(4 (d) (e) (f) 

CR 1x2 CR 182 Massoy Coal Salcr; Company. InC 4 
CR 1&2 CR 152 Massey Cual Sales Company. ltic 4 
CR 1&2 CR 1 6 2  EJassey Coal Sales Company. Inc 4 
CR 182  CR 1&2 Massey Coal Salcs Company. Inc 3 

w 
M 
:T‘ 

T 

0 
4 
n 

0 
0 
0 
P 
w 
.L 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(91 9) 546-2678 

5 .  Slgnalure of Official Submitting Report 

6. Dare Compleled: April 10. 2006 

New 
Old F.O.B. 

Volume Form Column Old New Plan1 Reason for 
(tons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision 

(g ) (h) (0 (I) (k)- (1) (m) 
59,545 ZA (k) Qualily Adjuslmenls $ 64.93 flualily Adjuilnienl 
19.339 ZA (k) Qualily Adluslmenls S 65.88 Qualily Adjusl”m 

5 65.24 fluallly Adjuslnianl 34,389 2A (k) Quallly Adjiislmonls 
4T.031 ZA (kJ (Ilualiiy Adjoslmenls 3 65.14 Qualily AdluslmcN 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Reporl for: Mo. January 2006 

2 Raporllng Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 P i m i  N a m e :  Cryslal River 4 & 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning D a h  Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. fulrell- Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Orflclal Submitting Keporl 

Regulated-Back Office tvlanzg6r 

6. Dale Completed. April 10, 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Origina Old F.O.B. 

Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor Cine Monlh Plan1 Seneraling 
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Jumbe (lons) No. Tltle Value Value Price Revlsion 

(a) (b) (C) (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) (i ) (i) (k) (1) (m 1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

. .  
11lU5 
12/05 
08/05 
09/05 
l O f O 5  
11 '0.5 
1 z ios 
1 1/05 
12/05 
04i05 
07/05 

09/05 
ow05 

. .  

CK 485  
CR 48.5 
CK 4L15 
CH 485 
CR 42.5 
CR 4&5 
CR 485 

CK 4&5 
CR 455 
CR 4&5 

CR 4S5 

CR 485 

crz 4 8 5  

. .  
CR 4&5 Arch Goal Sales 

CR 4&5 Cenlrdt Appalachian Mlniny. lorrnerly 
CR JB5 Ceolral AppalaChlan Mining. lornwly 
CI3 4STj Cenlral Appalachian Mining. lon"ly 
CR 485  Ce.n\ral Ai>palachian Mining. lormerly 
CR 3&5 Central Appalachian Mining. lorrnerly 
CH 4&5 Alliance Coal Sales Coi-p 
CR 465 Alliance Coal Sales Cnrp 
CR 485 Iviasscy Coal Sales 
CR 4&5 Massey Coel Sales 
CR 4&5 Massey Coal Sales 
CR 4&5 Massny Coal Sales 

CR 4&5 Arch Cod1 Sales 
5 
5 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
2 
4 
4 
4 

10.151 
9.945 

49,230 
47.711 
37.523 
28.191 
29.4 10 
28.612 
49,072 

9.399 
25,620 

47.440 
3a.391 

2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 

(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qualily Adluslmenls 
(k) QuaYy Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qu%lily Adjuslm~nls 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) Ouallly AdJuslmonls 
(k) Qualily Ad]uslmenls 
(k) Quallly Adjuslments 
(Io QuZ~liy AdIuslmenls 
(k) Qualily Adluslmenls 
(k) Qualily AdjuslmenlS 
(k) Qualrly Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 

5 09.1 6 Qualily Atljmlinnnl 
5 92.13 Qualily Adjuslmenl 
$ 59.112 Qualily Adjuslmenl 
S 58.44 Qualily Adjuslmnnl 

S 60.05 O.ualily Adjuslmcnl 
S 61 .26 Qualily r\ijjiislmtinl 

$ G0.98 Qualily AdluSlmenl 
$ 61.91 Qualdy Ad)uSb"l 

S 70.26 Qunlily Adjuslincill 
S 70.59 Quail\y Adjuslnlenl 
S 70.75 Chmlily AdJusllnOfll 

S 71 .47 Qualily ~ d l u s l m o n ~  

s 59.57 Qualily Adjusln:elll 
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PSC FORM N O .  4 2 3 - 2  
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

2. Rcporhng Company. Florlda Power Corporalion 

SPEC1 FIEB 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4 .  Name, Tltle and Telephone Number ol Contacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy B. Fulrell . Buslness Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Official Submiltlng Report - 

James . King - Regulated Back (Ililce blanager 

Tolal 
Effecllve Transpor- F.0 B. As Received Coal Qualily 
Purchase tallon Plant [Percent Btu Percenl Percent 

Line Mine Purchase talion Price Cost Price Sulfur Conlent Ash Moisture 
NO Suppller Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($non) ($lTon) (%) (Dlullb) (YO) (YO) 

(a) (b ) (C) (a ( e )  (0 (9) (h) (i) (i) (k) (1) (m) 

1 
Transpor- 

1 
2 08W Resources Inc. 
3 Consol Energy Inc 
1 Consol Enelgy Inc 
5 Massey UbMy Sales Company 
6 hlassey Ulil~iy Sales Company 
7 Scquoia Energy LLC 

Alpha Co:d Sales Co. CLC 

8 TrJnslsr Facilily 

0, KY, 133 
0. KY, 51 
0, KY. 119 
0. KY. 133 
8. KY. I95 
0. wv, 5 
0. KY. 95 

NIA 

S 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 

10,331 
19,687 
76.490 
19.384 
48.426 
9.204 
9,960 
15.419 

.. 

$82.72 
$70.10 
$77.74 
877.79 
$75.52 
$77.41 
$7.2.43 
$49.73 

0.90 

1.23 
1.12 
1.10 
0.82 
1 .oo 
I .03 

I .oa 
12,410 
12.194 
12,862 
12.526 
12,122 
12,314 
13.182 
12.924 

10.91 
13.10 
0.22 
10.63 

12.40 
1.51 

1 i . a i  

7.02 

6.56 
5.26 
6.02 
5.51 
7.14 
6.04 
4.49 
6.09 



F P S C  F O R M  NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT" 

1 Reporl for Mo February 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan\ N&ne Ciyslal River 4 P, 5 

4. Name. Title ond Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Slgnalure of OMcial Submilllng Report 

QWQ7W 
. King - Hegulated Back OKce Manager 

6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006 

0 
rr) 
-a 
0 
0 
0 

Tolal 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.B. L A s'Received Coal Quality I 

Transpor- Purchase lallon Plant Percsnl Btu Percent Percenl 
Line Mlne Purchase lallon Prlce Cos1 Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash 'Molslure 
No Suppller Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons (WTon) ( W o n )  ( s f l o n )  (%) (Blullb) ("h) (%) 

( a )  (b) ( 4  (d) (8 )  (fl (9 ) (h) (i) U) (k) (1) (m)  

I Alltance hlC hlining 
2 CAM-Kcducky LLC 

3 Conslellatlon Energy Cominodilies Group Inc. 
4 Conslellallon Erieryy Commodilies Group Inc. 
5 Diainond May Coal Company 
6 Diainond May Coal Company 
7 Transler Facllliy 
0 Transler F a r h l y  

8. KY. 195 
8. KY, 195 
8,  { J A  105 
0. wv. 5 

a. KY, 119 
8. VA. 105 

NIA 
N/A 

LTC 
MTC 

S 
S 

MTC 
MTC 
NIA 
N/A 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GB 

41.132 $59.25 
20,200 $59.06 

9,211 $92.93 
8,901 SI5.62 

30.933 673.65 
72.658 $64.23 

123,330 $71.53 

10,203 $83.43 

0.64 
0.70 
0.78 
0.57 
0.77 
0.73 
0.69 
0.68 

12,730 
12.605 
12.452 
12.633 
12,851 
12,560 
11,890 
12.127 

9.02 
10.30 
8.90 

11.49 
9.91 
8.1 1 
6.34 

10.22 

6.20 
5.74 
7.64 
4.71 
4.98 
7.80 

10.72 
0.75 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A S  RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 .  Reporl for. Mo. February 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

J. Plan1 blame. Mc.Dutfie Coal Terminal 

Transoor- 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submltled on \his Foim 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5.  Slgnatus of Official Submilling Reporl QW 
led Back OIke Manager 

6. Dale Cgmpleted: April 10. 2006 

Tolal 
EHecllve Trenspor- F.O.B. I As Recelved Coal Uuallly 
Purchase lallon Plan1 Percenl Blu Percenl Percent 

Line Mine Purchase lalion Prlce Cos1 Price Sulfur Conlent Ash Moisture 
N O .  Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (dfron) (%) (Blullb) (%) (TO) 

(3 ) Ib) (d 1 (e 1 ( 1 )  (9 )  (h) (1) U) (k) (1) lm) 

1 lnlerucean Coal Sa:cs Lrlc '39Gl. IM. 45 MTC OB 47,372 :-:':iiiii- , . . . . .  $54.69 0.60 1 1  5 7 2  5.70 11.76 

4 

m 
T t  
0 
0 
0 

I 

4 
ttl 
4 
cr, w 
L 



F P S C  F O R M  NO. 423-2  
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl lor- Mo. February 2006 

2 Rvpotling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Nainc. Translet Fr7ciJily - IMT 

Line 
No. 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitled on lhls Form 
Amy 0. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

v 
6. Dale Completed: April 10. 2006 

Total 
EHecllve Transpor- F.O.B. 

Transpor- Purchase lalion Plan1 
Mine Purchase latlon Prlce Cost Prlce 

Suppller Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($f lon) [Sflon) (Sfroil) 

As Received Coal Quallly 1 
Percent Blu Percent Percenl 
Sullur Conlenl Ash Moislure 

(%) (Elullb) ("10) (Yo) 

B 26.306 $61.77 0.70 12.333 12.27 6.15 
00 10,021 $66.47 0.60 11.730 8-06 10.68 

OB 47,039 $42103 0.79 12.990 7.88 5.41 

0 18.612 $72.89 0.67 12,369 11.65 7.11 
a.wv.39 MTC B 1.906 $71.07 0:71 12.265 12.79 5.50 

1 Ceiilral Coal Cumpsny 8.WV.39 MTC 
2 Coal Markeling Company Cld 999. IM. 45 MTC 
3 Gunsare Coal Inlorvalioi>al N V  999. IM. 50 MTC 
4 Kanavzha River Terrnmnls Inc. 8.WV.39 MTC 
5 K a n a d i a  Rive, Terminals Inc 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

I. Reporl lor: Mo. February 200G 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 .  Plant Name. Crystal River 1 B 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

Line Mine Purchase 
No Suppller Name Location Type 

(a) (b) ( c )  (a 
1 
2 E&W Resources Inc. 

3 Consol Energy Inc. 
4 Consol Energy Inc. 
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
6 Rlassey Ulilily Sales Company 
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 
0 Transler Facility 

Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8. KY, 133 

8. KY. 119 
8, KY. 133 
8. KY, 195 
0. wv. 5 
8. KY. 95 

NIA 

a, KY, 51 
s 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIP. 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhls Form 
A m y  B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Sign ure or Official S u b n t n g  Repor l  A 

James A/ ing - Regulaled Back @e Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10, 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.E. Short Haul Original acllve Quality EHeclive 

Mine 8 Loadlng Invoice Price Base Adjusl- Purchase 
Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price 

Tons ($Ken) ($Won) (Snon) (Won) (SrTon) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) 

(e) (f) (9) (h) (1) 0) (k) 0) 
10,331 $0.00 $0.00 
19,607 $0.00 $0.00 
713,490 $0.00 $0.00 
19,384 $0.00 so.00 
40.426 $0.00 90.00 
9,204 $0.00 $0.00 
9,960 $0.00 50.00 

15.119 so 00 50 00 

TC1 
rr, 
d 
0 
0 
0 

r' 
0 

c4 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423.28 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1. Reporl lor: blo. February 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company’ Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Plan1 N a m e  Cryslai River  4 B 5 

4 .  Name,  Tltle and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submitled on his  Form 
Amy El. Fulrell - Businass Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5 .  Slgnalure of OMcial Submiltlng ReDorl 

6 .  Dale  Completed: Apdl 10. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnal acllve Quallly EHecllve 

Mine 8 Loading lnvolce Price Base Adlust- Purchase 
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Prlce menls Price 
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($fTon) (Sflon) (snofl) ($ fTOn)  ($non) ($flon) ($non) 

(Q) (h) (i ) 0) ( I C )  0) ( a )  ( b )  (4 (d) ( e )  
1 Alirarice MC Mlning 8. KY. 195 LTC 41.132 50.00 $0.00 
2 CAM-Kenlucky LLC 8,KY, 195 MTC 20.208 $0.00 $0.00 

$0.00 60.00 
8.WV.5 MTC 9.211 $0.00 $0.00 

B , K Y ,  119 MTC 8.901 $0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 so.00 

so.00 so.00 

3 Consleilalion Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 8,  VA, 105 MTC 10.283 
4 
5 Diamond slay Coal Company 
6 Diamond May Coal Company C. \/A, 105 MTC 30,933 
7 Transler Facilily 
0 Transler Facilily NIA NIA 123,330 

Conslailalion Energy Commodllies Group Inc. 

N!A NIA 72.658 $0.00 50.00 

xr 
ccI 
d- 
0 
0 
0 

r- 
9 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Reporl for. Mo. February 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon 

3. Plan1 Name.  hlcDuIfie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY - 

4.  Name. Tllle and TslephOne Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Offlcial Submitling Reporl 

R6gulatdd Back Office Manager 

6. Data Completed: Aprll I O .  2006 

0 
0 
4 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Origlnal acllve Quality Etfeclive 

Mlne. & Loadlng Invoice Price Base Adjusl- Purchase 
Cine Mine Purchase Price Chamas Price Increases Price msnls Prlce 
N O .  Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (Won)  ($/Ton) ($mort) ($iron) 

(e) (4 (e 1 (0 (0) (h) (1 ) 0) (k) (1) (a) (b I 
1 Inleimean Coal Sales Cdc 999. IM. 45 MTC 47.372 m o o  : , i i i i ~  . . .  . . . . . . .  so.oo ;:;m:iim;::;m. 

z 
0 



F P S C  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. February 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3. Plan! Name, Transfer Facllily - IMT 

Cine 
No. Suppller Name 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number or Contacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Futrell - Business Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 516-2678 

6. Dalekxnp lekd :  Aprll IO, 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original acllve Qualily Eflsclive 
Mine & LoadinD Invoice Price Base AdJusl- Purchase 

Purchase Prlcs Charges Price Inc(Dec) Prlce menls Price 
Type Tons (Sfion) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Tron) ($rTon) (UTon) 

(a) (b) (4 ( 4  (e) (Q) ( i )  

1 Ccnlral Coal Company 8, WV. 39 MTC 6.389 110.00 $0.00 
2 C o d  Marketing Company Lld 999, IM, 45 MTC 19.635 $0.00 $0.00 
3 Guasare Coal lnlernallonal NV 999. IM. 50 MTC 47.039 $0.00 $0.00 
4 Kanawha River Terminals Iiic. 8, WV, 39 MTC 18,612 $0.00 $0.00 
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 8.WV.39 MTC 1,906 $0.00 $0.00 



PSC FORM N O .  423.28 

I Reporl (or. Mo. February 2006 

Z Reporllng Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plant Name Cryslal River 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A S  RECEIVED QUALIN 

Addldonal 

Enec~ive ShOrthaUl 

4 .  Name, TlUe and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form 
Amy 8. Fulrel l  - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Slgnalure of ONcial Submilling Reporl 

n 
g - Regulaled Back Of#& Manager 

6. Date Completed: Aprll 10. 2006 

Olher River Trans- Ocean Olller Olher Transpor- F . 0 0  

Plan1 

Mine Shloplng lalion Prlce Charges Rale Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Cnarges Price 

Locallon POlrIl  Mods Tons ( W o n )  (Won) (SrTon) ( W o n )  ($man) W o n )  ( Inon)  (Won) (5mon) (snont Wfon) 

Barge loading Bargo Walcr Relaled lalion Transpor- Purchase 4 Loadlng Aall Rail 
Llnc 

NO. Supplier Name 

(a ) (b) (C) (d) (e )  (f) (h 1 (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0 )  (P) (9) 

1 Alpha Coal SaloS Co LLG 

2 BJW Resources Inc 

3 Consol Energy Inc. 

4 Consol Energy Inc. 

5 AIasssy Ulilily Sales Company 

6 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
7 Sequoia Energy LLC 

8 T r a d e r  Facllily 

8. KY. 133 
8. KY. 51 

8.  KY, 133 
8. KY. 195 

8 .  KY. 95 
NIA 

a. KY. 119 

8, wv, 5 

Roxans. KY 
Resource. KY 
MouSio. KY 
Rapld Loader. KY 
Golf. KY 
Sylvester. WV 
Bardo. KY 
Plaque“%. Pa 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
G 0  

10,331 

76,490 
19,384 
48.426 

9.204 
9.960 

15.419 

I 9 . 6 ~  
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA NIA NIA 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NlA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NJA 

582.72 
$70 10 
577 74 
$77.79 
$75 52 
$77.4 1 
$72.43 
849.73 



FPSC FOAM NO. 423-28 

1 .  Heporl for: Mo. February 2006 

2 .  R e p o r t i n n  Company. Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name. Cryslal R i v e r  4 & 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIT/ OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalwe of OMcial Submilllng Reporl 

James ng - Regulaled Back OHice Manager 

i/ 
6. Dale Completed: April 10. 2006 

Addlllonsl 
Rlvsr Trans- Ocean Ocher Olher Transpor- F O  8 Olher EHeclive Shortnaul Plant 

Barge loadlng Bargo Waler Relaled lalion Rall Rail Purchase h Loading 
Rale Cllarges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price @.me Mine Shlpplng bllon Prke Charges 

N O  Supplior Namo Locallo” Poinl 

Transpor- 

Mode Toons ( W o n )  ( J ~ M I )  (Won) ( W o n )  (3lTon) (Won) (Won) (5”) ( W o n )  ( W o n )  (Sflort) 

(1) ti) [k) (P) (cl) (1) (m) (n) (0 )  (a) (b 1 (cl (4 (e) (0 (9) (h) 

1 Alliance MC Mining 0. KY, 195 ScoCls Branch. KY 
2 CAM-l(ciiluchy LCC 8, KY. 195 DJmron Fork. KY 
3 Conslellollon Energy Commodillr 8. VA, 105 Mayflower. VA 
4 Conslellallon Encrgy Comyodille 8, wif. 5 
5 Diamotid May Coal Company 

6 Diamond May Coal Company 8. VF,. I O 5  Maflower. VA 
7 Transler Facilily bl lh  Mobile. AI 
13 Translcr Facildy >I: Plaquemines. Pa 

Wells Prep PIJnl. wv 
8, KY, 1.19 Yellow Creek. KY 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GB 

41,132 
20,208 
40,283 
9,211 
a.901 

30.933 
72,658 
123,330 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NfA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA N/A 
NIA N/A 
N l A  NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
CIIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$59.25 
$59.06 
503.43 
$92.93 
1675.62 
573.65 
$64.23 
$71 53 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-20  

1 Rcporl for: Mo February 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name: McDuflle Coal Termmal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concerning Data Submllled on thls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Buslness Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Si nature of Official Submilling Report 
?T n, uJh-k&,' t;- 

JamesAKinQ - Ggulaled Back Office Manager 

v 
6. Date Completed: Aprll < O ,  2006 

Addlllonal 
EtfecUve Shorthaul Olher Rlver Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transpor- F 0 .6 .  

Transpor- Purchase 8 Loadlng Roll Rall Barge loadlng Barge Waler Relaled lalion Plan1 
Line Mine Shipping lation Price Charges Rate Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price 
No. Supplier Name Location Point Mode Tons W o n )  (U fon )  (s f lon)  (onon)  (Won) ($non) ($non) ($f lon) (Won) (UTon) ( W o n )  

(a )  (b) ( C )  (d) (4 (f) (9) (h) 0) 0) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) (P) (4) 

I I n k m e a n  Coal Salos Ldc 999. IM. 45 Carlagena, S.A. oa 47.372 fi- N/A NIA N/A NIA il'm . . I .  N/A NIA NIA ! ~ : ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~  S 5 4 G 9  



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-28 

1. Report (or. Mo. February 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan( Name- Transler Facility - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A S  RECEIVED QUALITY 

4 .  Name, Tllle and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submllled on this Form 
Amy 8. Fvtrell - Buslness Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. SignaJqe or Oflicial Submlllinct Report 

&&. 
James ftfing - Re'gulaled Back OHice Manager 

v 
6. Date Compleled: April 10, 2006 

0 * -+ 
0 
0 
0 

Adddlonal 

EHeclive Shmlliaul 

Purchase 6 Loadlng 
Shlpplny lallon Prlce Charges 

Rlver Trans- Ocean Olher Ocher Transpor- F 0 B 
Plan\ Barge loading Barge Wsler Related tatlon Rall Rail 

Rale Charges Rale R a e  Rate Charges Chargcs Charges Prlce 

Olhsr 

TranspOr- 

Mode Tans (Uron)  (SmOn) ( W o n )  (Won) (Won) (%Ton) (Sfion) (Smon) (%man) WTonJ Isnoii) Poinl 

NIA NIA NIA $61.77 
$66.47 

1 Cenlral Coal Company 8 .  WV, 39 Winilrede Dock. WV B 26,306 
OB 10.021 NIA NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA 

S42.03 
2 Coal Marhaling Company Cld 999. IM. 45 Colornbla. SA.  

NIA NIA NIA 3 Guasaro Coal lnlernalional N 999, IM, 50 Mina " l e .  S.A. OB 47,039 NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA 
572 89 4 Kanawha liwer Terminals In( 0 .  WV. 39 Quiticy Dock. W V  B 18.612 NIA NIA NIA 

1,906 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 5 Kanaivha River Terminals In( 8 .  WV. 39 Winilrede Dock, WV B 

NIA NIA N/A 

s71 a7 



FPSC FORM NO. 4 2 3 - 2 C  

1 Reporl lor Mo February 2006 

2 Reporling Company. Florlda Power Corporahon 

3 Planl Name Crvslal River 1 R 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITV OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

SPECIF: \ED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Corilacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on Ihls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnakire of Olflclal Submilllng Reporl 

d m , - v ? 3 L / I 5 v  
James A. g . Regulated Back Otl& Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: April 10. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Origina Old F.0.8. 

Llne Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason for Line klonlh Plan1 Generaling 
N o  Reported Narne Planl Suppller gumbe (Ions) No. Tllle Value Value Price Revision 

(0 ( Q )  (h) (1) (I) (k) (1) (in) (a) (b) ( c )  (d) (e) 

z 
? 



FPSG FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 .  Repori lor: Ma. February 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion 

3 P la i r l  b lame CrysIaI River 4 A 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 ol Contact 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on [his Form 
Amy €3. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalurs of Offlcial Submi 

I 
d Back Ohce Manager 

6.  Dale Completed: April 10, 2006 

New 
Orialna Old F.0.B Form Intended 

Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for Cine Evlonlli Plan1 Generaling 
litls Value Value Price Revision NO Reporled Name Plan1 Supplier Jumbe (tons) NO. 

(f) (9) (h) ( i )  0) (k) (1) (m ) (d) (b) (C) (d) (e) 

N 
T t  



F P S C  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 February 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 F’larii N a m r  hlcDuHie Coal Terminal 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submltled on this Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Sionalure of Ofticial Submilling Report - 

Jamas King - degulaled Back Office Manager 

6. dd Compleled: April IO. 2006 

New 
Form Intended Origina Old F.O.B. 

Llne Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason for Line Month Plant Seneraling 
No Reporled Name Ptanl Supplier dumbe (tons) No. TlU8 Value Value Price Revlslon 

(a) (b) (c )  (d) (e) (f) (9) (h ) 6) (1) (k) ( 1  ) 

~ NONF - - 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Reporl (or Ma February 2006 

2 Reporlinq Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Ndine Transfer  Farlllly - IlVlT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALlrY 

I .  Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submltled on this Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

6 Dale Compleled Aprll 10. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Orlgina Old F.0 0 

Line Monln Planl Generating Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl 
N o  Reporled Name Planl Supplier gumbe (lons) No. Tltle Value Value Price Revision 

Reason for 

L 
? 

0 
d 



2006 423 Forms 
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Docket No. 060001-E1 
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- P S C  FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L l N  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl for Mo. March 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plant Naine Ciyslal River 1 & 2 

Transpor- 
Line Mlne Purchase lalion 
No Supplier N a m e  Localion Type Mode 

(a) (b) (a (d) (e) 

1 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 8 . K Y .  133 S UR 
2 B&W Resources Inc 8. KY. 51 MTC UR 
3 Consol Energy Inc 0.KY.119 MTC UR 
4 Consol Energy Inc 0.KY. 133 MTC UR 
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 0.KY.195 MTC UR 
6 Soquoia Energy LLC 8 .  KY. 95 MTC UR 
7 transfer Facilily NIA NIA GB 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. S i g n c r e  of Offlcial Submllting Reporl 

%P?f%Y I .  ing - Regulaled Ead(0ffice Manager 

6. Dale Completed: May 1 5 ,  2006 

Tolal 
Effecllve Transpor- 
Purchase lalion 

Price Cos1 
Tons ($man) (6Kon) 

(0 (9) (h) 
9.663 

30.206 
19,331 

GO.G63 
1R,067 
48,100 

41,ooa 

F.O.B. As Received'Coal Quality 
Plant Percent Blu Percent Percent 
Prlce Sulfur Contenl Ash Molsture 

I 

($Kon) (%) (Elullb) (%) (%) 

$84.09 
$71.48 
$79.62 
$79.60 
$76.89 
$74.56 
$62.21 

ti) 
0.90 
1.11 
1.20 
1.20 
1.17 
1.02 
0.94 

(W 
12,372 
12.329 
12,723 
12.548 

13.396 
13,394 

12.098 

(1) 

11.24 
11.32 
8.39 

11.17 
11.99 
6.05 
6.69 

(m) 
6.12 
5.57 
6.81 
4.95 
7.13 
4.19 
5.24 

00 
Ki- 
d 
0 
0 
4 
P- 

LL w a 

9 



'SC FORM NO. 423-2A 

Reporl lor: Mo March 2006 

Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon 

I .  Planl Name: Cryslal River 1 8, 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

m e  Mlne Pvrchase 
\lo. Supplier Name Localion Type 

(a)  (b) (c) (a 
1 
2 B&W Resources Inc 
3 Consol Energy Inc. 
4 Consol Energy Inc. 
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company  
6 Sequoia  Energy LLC 
7 Transler Facrlily 

Alpha Coal Seles Co. LLC 8.KY.133 S 
0. KY.51  MTC 

O . K Y ,  133 MTC 
8. KY. 195 MTC 
8 . K Y , 9 5  MTC 

NIA NIA 

a. KY. 119 MTC 

4. Name, Tilie and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on thls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell- Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of Official Submilling Reporl 

6. Date Completed: May 15. 2006 

Relro- 
F O.B. Short Haul Original active Quality Efleclive 

Mine 8 Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 
Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Prlce menls Prlce 

Tons ($TTon) ($/Ton) ($TTon) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) 

(e) (0 (9) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) . .  

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 



0 
0 
0 
fi 
vl 
0 

VIN VlN 
VIN VlN 
VIN VIN 
VlN VIN 
VIN VIN 

(U) (UJ) 

VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 

(1) 

VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VtN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 

(d 

001'8P 
L99'8 L 
699'09 
800'1.t 
CEC'61 
9OZ'OE 
€99'6 

(r) 

ruol 

RZ-CZ$ 'ON WUOj 3Sd: 



:PSC F O K M  NO. 423-2C 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AN0 AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 .  Reporl lor: Mo March 2006 

2 .  Reparling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Namw Cryslal  River 1 R 2 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on Ihis Form 
Amy 8 .  Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5 .  Signalure of Official Submill ing R e D O f l  

q d b w o  4- 7,l-f 
James A. $hg - Regulaled Back Olh& Manager 

d 
0 
0 
0 

6. Dale Cumpleled: May 15. 2006 

New 
Original Old F . 0 . 0 .  Form Intended 

Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason lor ine Monlh Planl Generating 
4 0  Reporled Name Plant Suppller Number (Ions) No. Tille Value Value Price Revision 

(h) 01 0) (k) (1) (m) (a) (b) (C) (d) (4 (0 (9) 

‘ 3  76.596 2 (OTons 1 01/06 C R  1&2 C R  187 Consul Energy Inc. - $ 77.74 Tonnage adjuslmenl 

, 
L 
r- 
0 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

1 .  Report lor; Mo.  March 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Name Ciyslal River 4 8 5 

4. Name,  Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Oata Submilted on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5 Slgnalure o l  Ollicial Submrlllng Report 

6 Dale Coinpleled May 15, 2006 

Total 
Eilectlve Transpor- F.O.B. 1 As Received Coal Qualily I 

Transpor- Purchase tallon Plan1 Percenl Btu Percent Percenl 
Line Mine Purchase lalion Price Cos1 Prlce Sulfur Content Ash Moislure 
NO. Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) (Won) ($/Ton) (%) (Blullb) (%) W) 
(a) ( b )  (d (d) (0) (0 (9) (h)  ( i) (j) (k) (1) (m) 

1 Alliance MC Mining 8, KY. 195 LTC UR 15,930 g ~ ~ 9 7  0.63 12,806 0.77 5.90 
2 Alliarrce MC Mining B,.KY. 195 LTC UR 55,514 $89.02 0.64 12.767 8.83 5.97 
3 CAM-l(enlucky LLC 8. KY, 195 MTC UR 19.,786 $59.30 0.69 12,492 11.30 5.76 
1 Conslellalion fnergy Commodilics Group Inc. 8. W. 45 s UR 9,269 $91.90 o . 6 ~  12,388 12.99 4.70 

UR 10.716 $92.80 0.72 12,561 11.52 6.16 5 Corrstellahn Energy Commodllies Group Inc. 8.  W, 5 S 
8.KY,119 MTC UR 28,803 $75.85 0.75 12,780 6.91 6.10 G Diamond May Coal Company 
8.VA, 105 MTC UR 29,492 $74.07 0.70 12,613 8.21 7.50 7 Diamond May Coal Company 

UR 19,863 $86.96 0.71 12.449 11.72 6.59 
0 ,wV,5  MTC UR 10,623 $86.97 0.69 12,235 -11.72 7.20 9 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 

GB 32.288 $65.70 0.62 11,477 5.44 12.35 
NIA N/A GB 171.968 573.20 0.68 12,306 9.16 0.64 

8 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 8 . w v , 5  MTG 

10 Transfer Facllily NIA NIA 
11 Transfer Facilily 

z 
? 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIQIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE A N 0  AS RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

1 Reporl lor Mo March 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florlda Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 N a m e  Cryslal Rlver 4 B 5 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Oala Submitted on this Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Ofllclal Submllling Report 

Ing - Regulalea Back Office Manager 

6 Date Campie led .  May 15, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Shod Haul Original active Qualily Efleclive 

Mine & Loading Invoice Price Ease Adjust- Purchase 
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price InrQec) Prlce menls Price 
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons ( W o n )  ($TTon) (sflon) (Sfion) ($/Ton) ($fFon) ('Won) 

(C) (a (e) (0 (9) (h) (0 (i) (k) (1) (a) (b) 

1 Alliance M C  Minmg 

2 Alliance MC Mining 
3 CAM-Kentucky LLC 
1 Cooslellalion Energy Commodilles 
5 Constellalion Energy Commodllles 
6 Diamond May Coal Company 
7 Dtamond May Coal Company 

8 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
9 Massey Ulilily Sales Campany 

10 Transler Facility 
11 rransler Fach ly  

Gmup 
Grow 

Inc. 
Inc. 

a. KY. 195 
8.  KY. 195 
8. KY, 195 
8. wv. 45 

8, wv, 5 
8. KY, 119 
8. VA, 105 
8, wv, 5 

NIA. 
a. wv. 5 

N /A 

LTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIA 
NIA 

15,930 
55.514 

9.269 
10.716 
28,803 
29.492 
19.863 
10,623 
32.200 

171.968 

19.786 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
80.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
50.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1 Repod lor M a  March 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Planl Name Crvslal River 4 8 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L I N  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A S  RECEIVED QUALITY 

Addillonal 

Elfecllve Shorlhaul 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on this Form 
Amy B. Futrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Official Submilling Report 

7 L i  
d Back Office Manager 

6. O a k  Completed: May 15. 2006 

Olfier River Trans- Ocean Olher Ollier Transpor- F.O.0 

Rail flall Darge loading Barge Wale1 Relaled lallan Plant 

Shlpplng lalion Pdce Checges f l a k  Chargas Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 

Transpor- Purchase E. Loading 

0 
0 
0 

5 
c4 w a 

1 Al l idncc MC Mining 0, KY. 195 Scolls Brench. KY 
2 Alllance MC Minlng 8, KY, 195 Scolb Branch. KY 
3 CAM Kcnluchy LLC 0. KY, 195 Damron Fork. KY 
4 Conslellallon Enorgy Commodllte 8. wv. 45 Pardee. WV 
5 Conslcllallon EnerOy Commodillc 0. w. 5 Sylvesler. wv 
G Diamond May Coal Company 
7 Dlamond hlay Coal Company 8. VA, 105 Idaynowet. VA 
8 Massey U~ili\y Sales Company 8. WV, 5 Sylvesler. WV 
9 Ivlaerey Ulili~y Sales Company 8.  WV, 5 Hulchinson. WV 

10 Trnnsler Fachly NIA Mobile. AL 
11 '-3nslcr Facilily NIA Plaquamlnes. PA 

8. KY. 11 9 Yellow Creek, KY 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
U R  
UR 
UR 
GE 
GB 

15.930 
55.514 
19.786 
9.269 

10,716 
28,803 
29,492 
19,863 
10.623 
32.288 

171.968 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA NIA 
N IA NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N IA 

NIA 

NIA 
NfA 
NIA 
N IA 
NIP, 
N /A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Nia 
$62.97 
$09.02 
$59.30 
$91.90 
$92.80 
$75.85 
$74.07 
586.96 
$06.97 
$65 7 0  
$73 20 



= P S C  FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Report lor Mo March 2006 

2 Repodlng Company. Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 Narne Crystal Rluer 4 B 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Reporl 

q#4% %+ 
ng - Regulaled Back Ofl(ce Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: May 15. 2006 

New 
Form Intended Original Old F.O.B. 

Value Value Price 
New Planl Reason lor .me Month Plant Generating Line Volume Form Column Old 

\lo. Reporied Name Plant Supplier Number (lons) No. Title Revision 

(0 (9) (h) (9 (il (N (1) (m) (4 (b) (c) (4 (e) 

1 01IOG C R  485 CR 485 Alliance MCMining 
2 02/06 CR 485 CR 485 Alliance MCMlning 

: $ 63.09 Qualily Adjuslmenl 
. S 62.46 Quality AdJuslmenl 

..._.. - 
57,288 2A (k) Qualily Adjuslmenls ; ~ ~ ; ; ~ ~ : ~ ! i ; ! ~ ~  . . . . . . . . .!.:., . .. . .... . ._ .:_:.:.:.. ...:. . 1 

1 4 1,132 2A (k) Quallly Adjuslmenls $$;i;:,:. .. . . .  :.: ... :: : .  



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2  
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRLC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Report for Mo March 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Planl Name McDuffie Coal Terminal 

l-me 
YO. Supplier Name 

Transpor- 
Mine Purchase lalion 

Localion Type Mods Tons 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dale Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Busmess Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Sianalure of Official Submlllinq Report 

6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006 

Efleclive Transpor- F.O.B. I As Keceived Coal Quality 1 
Purchase lallon Planl Percent Btu Petcent Percenl 

Price Cos1 Price Sulfur ConLen1 Ash Moislure 
(Won) (SfTon) ( W o n )  (%) (BlUllb) (55) (%) 

W 
m 
Kt 
0 
0 
0 

I- 
9 
c4 w a4 

z 
0 



ISC FORM NO. 423-2A 

. Report lor: Mo. March 200G 

. Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporalion 

I Plan1 Name. McDuflie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L I N  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED ClUALlrY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Dab Submilled on this Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of Official Submllling Reporl - 
/4 4 

led Back O l k e  Manager 

6. Dale Completed: May 15, 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.8. Short Haul Orlglnal active Quality Effeclive 
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl- Purchase 

me Mine Purchase Price Charges Prlce tncreases Price menls Price 
IO. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($non) (fiTon) ($Ken) (Smon) 

3)  (b) (C) (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) ( i l  (i) (k) (1) 

1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Cdc 999, IM. 15 MTC 58,234 $ ,  . . . . , . . $0.00 $0.00 

c 
0 
‘d 



I P S C  FORM NO. 423.28 

1 Repor\ (or Mo. March 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Name McOuflte Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L I N  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED GlUALlN 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy €3. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

6. Dale Completed: May 15. 2006 

Additional 
Effective ShOrlhEUl Olher River Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transpor- F.0.B 

Transpor- Purchase 8 Loading Rail Rail Barge loadlng Barge Waler Related lalion I’lani 

Line Mine Shipping lalion Price Charges Rale Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 

No. Supplier Name Location Polnt Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($non) ($non) ($/Ton) ($Ken) ($/Ton) ($TTon) ($/Ton) (snon) (WTon) (%ITorl) 

1 lnlerocean C o i l  Sales Ldc 999. IM. 4 5  Carlagena. S A .  0 8  58.234 NIA NIA N/A NIA i i w  N/A NIA N/A ‘!:‘!i-.: $55 00 

(P) (4) (a) (b) (C) (4 (4 (0 (9) (h) (0 ti) (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) 

z 
? 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Report lor: Mo. March 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plant Name: McDufile Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIP/ 

4 .  Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Oala Submilled on lhls Form 
Amy B. Fulrell- Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

in Rennrl 5. Signature of Olflcial Submillin, . . -y- . .  

n A o,,-& 
I -  - 

ulaled Back d i c e  Manager 

6 .  Dale Completed: May 15. 2006 

0 

New 
Form lnlendsd Origina Old F.0.B 

Old New Planl Reason for Planl Generating Llne Volume Form Column 
Plant Suppller rlumbe (Ions) No. Tille Value Value Prlce Revision me Monlh 

.lo. Reporled Name 
(h) (0 li) (k) (1) (m) (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (0 (9) 

-NONE-  



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1 Reporl lor Mo March 2006 

2 Reporling Company, Florida Power Corporalion 

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 

Line 
No Supplier Name 

Transpor. 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitled on this Form 
Amy €3. Fuirell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature - of Officlal Submiltlng Report 

- Regulalgd Back Office Manager 

6. Dele Completed: May 15. 2006 

Tolal 
EIIecllve Transpor- F.O.B. 1 A s Received Coal Qualily I 
Purchase lalion Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percent 

Mine Purchase lalion Price Cos1 Prlce Sulfur Conlenl Ash Moislure 
Localion Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($rTon) ($/Ton) (YO) (Btullb) (%) (%I 

0 
W 
-4- 
0 
0 
0 

d 
El a 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) (9 U) (k) (1) (m) 

1 Ceniral Coal Company 8.WV,39 MTC 0 26,774 $62.87 0.72 12,473 11.15 6.05 
2 Guasare Coal Inlernalional NV 999, IM. 50 MTC 06 46.748 $42.75 0.80 13,140 7.04 5.43 
3 Kanawlla Rlver Terminals Inc. 8.WV.39 MTC B 37,866 $72.66 0.68 12.359 11.76 6.79 

0.wv.39 MTC B 1.926 $72.71 0.68 12.297 11.19 6.92 4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 
0 3,458 $56.72 0.69 12,160 12.37 6.41 

6 I<eyslone Induslries. LLC 
5 Keyslone Induslries. LLC 8 , w v . 3 9  s 

a.wv.39 s OB 36.051 $73.83 0.73 12,817 8.40 7.27 



F P S G  FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Reporl for Mo klarch 2006 

2 Roporllng Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Name Transfer Facilily - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

.me 
U O .  Supplier Name 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Official Submilling Report 

6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.E. Shod Haul Original active Qualily Eflecllve 
Mine 8, Loading Invoice Price Base Adjusl- Purchase 

Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price m e n k  Price 
Type Tons ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ($non) (snon)  

(a) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Cenlral Coal Company 
Guasare Coal lnlernalional NV 
Kanawlia River Tcrmlnals Inc. 

Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 
Keyslone Induslries. LLC 
Keyslone Induslries. LLC 

8. W.  39 
999, IM. 50 
a, w. 39 
a. w. 39 
8,  wv. 39 
a, w, 39 

MTC 
M I C  
MTC 
MTC 

S 
S 

K t  
0 
0 

$0.00 10.00 
$0.00 -$O.OO 
$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
50.00 50.00 
$0.00 $0.00 



=PSC FORM NO. 423-28 

I Rcporl for: Mo March 2006 

!, Repodiny Company: Florida Power Corporation 

I Plan1 Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT 

ne 
0. Suppllrr Name 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC P L A N T S  
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT( 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submil led on lhis Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Officlal Submilling Reporl 

6. Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006 

r\l 
W 
K t  
0 
0 

Addlllonal 

EHecllve Shorthad River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F O  0 
Plan1 Barge loading Barge Weler Relalad lalion 

Rate Charges Rats Rule Rais Charges Charges Charges Pnce 

Other 

Transpor- Purchase h Coadlng Rail Rail 
Shipping lallon Prke Charges 

Pain1 Mode Tons (Snon) ($/Ton) (Sfron) (Won) (Sfron) (Won) (snon) (smon) (Won) ($/Ton) (s") 

1 Csnlral Coal Company 8. WV, 39 
2 Guasare Coal lnlernalional N 999. IM, 50 
3 Kanaivha River Termlnals Inr 0. WV. 39 
4 Kanarvha River Terminals Inr 8. WV, 39 
5 Keys(one Induslries. LLC 0 .  WV. 39 
6 Keyslone Induslrles. LLC 0. WV, 39 

Winilrede Dock. WV 
Mine N o ~ G ,  SA.  
Qulncy Dock. WV 
Wlnifrede Dock, WV 
Winifrede Dock. WV 
Winilrede Dock, WV 

B 
06 
B 
B 
B 

OB 

26,774 
46,748 
37,866 

1,926 
3.458 

36.051 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
N /A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N I A  
NIA 
NIA 

N I A  
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIR 

$62.87 
542.75 
$72.66 
$72.71 
S56.72 
573.83 

% 
? 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

I Reporl for Mo March 2006 

2 Reporting Company Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Name Transter Facillly ~ IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED P U A L I P I  

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form 
Amy E.  Futrell- Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

m 
\o 
d- 
0 
0 

I 

5. Signalure of Official Submilling Reporl * 
6 .  Dale Compleled: May 15, 2006 

New 
Origina Old F.O.B. 

Llne Volume Form Column 0 Id New Planl 
Value Value Price 

Reason for 
Revision 

Form lnlended 
Planl Generaling Line Monlh 

NO. Reported Name Plan( Supplier ‘lumba (tons) NO. Tille 

(0 ti) ( k) (1) (m) (a) (b) (d (d) (e)  (0 (9) (h) 

ril a 



ATTACHMENT C 

Progress Energy Florida, Inc 
Docket No. 060001-E1 

Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.--(RLS- 10) 
2006 423 Forms 
Page 54 of206 

Request for Specified Confidential Treatment 

423 Forms for April 2006 

CONFIDENTIAL COPY 

(Confidential information denoted with shading) 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIM OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

', !<::iior! lot- i-iu. Api11 2'006 

2 .  Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 .  Piant fdame: Cryslal River 1 & 2 

4. Name. Title and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form 
Ainy 8 .  Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Officlal Submiltlng Reporl z- 
egblaled Back Ofllce Manager Back Ofllce Manager 

6 Date Coiiipleled. .lune 15, 200F 

Total 
Effectlve Transpor- F.O.B. I As ReGeived Coal Quality 

Transpor- Purchase tallon Plan1 Pefcent Btu Percent Percent 
Llne Mine Purchase lalion Prlce Cos1 Prlce Sulfur Content Ash Molslure 
No Supplier Name Localion Type Mod0 Tons ($/Ton) ($man) ( W o n )  (%) (Bhllb) (Yo) (Yo)  

(a 1 (b) (c) (d 1 (e) (f) (e) (h) Ii) 01 (k) (1) (4 

1 Allrarice hlC Mining 
'2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
3 BRW Resources Inc 
4 UBW Resources Inc 
5 Consol Enorgy Inc. 
F Massey U~rllly Sales Company 
7 Masse). Ulilily Sales Company 
8 Sequoia Energy CLC 
9 Transler Faclllly 

8,KY .I 95 
8. KY, 133 
8. KY, 51 
0. KY, 51 
8.  KY. 119 
8. KY, 195 

8. KY. 95 
NIA 

8. wv. 81 

LTC 
s 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIR 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
G 0  

9,645 
10,212 
10.704 
31,711 

103.666 
50.376 

8,850 
9,664 

16,126 

$87.63 
$83.68 
$77.45 
$71.49 
$81.46 
$76.85 
$70.44 
$73.98 
$53.11 

0.75 
0.90 
1.08 
1.09 
1.10 
1.10 
0.86 
0.90 
0.90 

12,545 
12,189 
12.195 
12.252 
12.590 
12,109 
13.609 
13,230 
13,000 

8.36 
1 I .98 
12.57 
12.24 
9.43 

12.13 
6.94 
6.96 
7.90 

7.60 
6.40 
4.96 
5.17 
6.50 
6.88 
5.54 
4.81 
5.1 1 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 .  Reporl lor: Mo. Aprll 200G 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plant Narnc: Crystal River 4 8 5 

Florida Power Corporation 

TransDor- 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concemlng Dala Submitted on this Form 
Amy 8. Fubell - Business Financlal Analysl 
(9j9) 546-2678 

5. SlgnAlure of Oficlal Submitting Reporl 

6. Date Compleled: June 15, 2006 

Total 
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. I 
Purchase tatlon Plan1 PerGenl Blu Percenl Percent 

As Received Coal Quality 

Line Mine Purchase lation Piice Cost Prlce Sulfur Content Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (8non) (SCron) ($non) (%) (Btullh) (YO) (YO) 

(a)  (b) (c) ' (d) ( e )  (f) (9) (h) (i) (i) (k) (1) (4 
1 Alliance MC Mining 8 , K Y .  195 LTC UR 30,650 $89.04 0.70 12.702 8.59 6.70 
2 CAM-Kentucky LCG 8.KY. 195 MTC UR 1-9.780 $61.26 0.70 12,640 10.40 5.36 

4 Massoy Ulillly Sales ComDany 8.WV.5 MTC UR 77.957 $88.65 0.67 12,397 11.42 7.43 
5 Transfer Facilfly NIA NIA GB 53,566 $64.44 0.59 11,590 4.90 12.35 
6 Transler Facillly NiA NIA d B  194,188 $67.90 0.71 12.513 8.61 7.76 

3 Conslellatlon Energy Commudilies Group Inc. 8. KY. 193 S U.R 9,693 $94.17 0.69 12,573 9.62 8.14 

m 
+? 
0 

0 
0 
0 
-P cn 
00 

7, 
,? 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1, Report lor: Mo. April 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 Name: Trarder  Facilily - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Cine 
No. Supplier Name 

Transoor- 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contacf 
Person Concerning Oafa Submllted on this Form 
Amy 8. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalurs of Official SubmltGng Report n ,---. 

q 4 L . Q .  w 
James WKlng - Pdgulated Back OHice Manager 

6. Date Completed: June 15.2006 

Tolal 
Effeclive Transpor- F.O.B. 1 A s Received Coal Quallty I 
Purchase tatian Pian\ Percent Btu Percent Percent 

Mine Purchase talion Price Cost Price Sulfur Contehl Ash Molsfure 
Location Type Mode Tons (5non) (Won) (Snon) (%) (Btullb) (%) (X) 

(a) (t-1) (C) (d) (e) ( f )  (9) (h) (i) U) (k) (1) (m) 

1 Cenlral Coal Compony 8 . W V . 3 9  MTC B 26.468 $62.42 0.74 12.396 11.79 6,07 
OB 50.402 567.77 0.56 11.781 G.92 11.39 2 C o d  Marheliny Company C7D 999. IM, 45 MTC 

999. IM. 50 MTC OB 95,059 $42.88 0.59 12.961 5.78 7.56 3 Gunsare Coal Inlernallonal NV 
0 46.334 $72.19 0.70 12.440 11.70 5.99 4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8.  WV. 39 h4TC 

$74.29 0.74 12,097 7.08 0.74 5 Keyslone Induslries. LLC 0. wv, 39 s OB 15,778 

'd 
M 
-? 
0 

r 

0 
0 
0 
P 
-4 
0 

.I 

!I 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

1. Report lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plant Name Cryslal River 1 & 2 

4. Name, Till8 and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submillad on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(91 9) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Oficlal Submitting Report 
, 

King - R.egulated Back Office Manager 

6, Date Completed: June 15.2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Origlnal active Quallly Effectlve 
Mlne & Loadlng lnvolce Prlco Base Adjust- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Prlcs Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Pnce 
No Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($non) ($non) (Won)  ($Ron) (Van) (%non) 

(C) (d 1 (e )  (0 (9 1 w 1 (1) U) (k) (1) (a) (b) 

1 Alllance MC Mining 
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
3 BBW Resources Inc 

5 Consol Energy Inc. 
6 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
7 Massoy Ulillly Sales Company 
0 Sequoia E n e r g y  LLC 
9 Transfer  Facility 

4 BBW RQSOUrCQS InC 

w 
M 
-? 

t;' 

0 
4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
-cI 
4 
c--' 

8,KY.195 
8. KY. 133 
8.  KY. 51 
8, KY. 51 
6, KY. 119 
6 .  KY, 195 
8. wv, 81 
0. KY. 95 

NIA 

LTC 
S 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
N/A 

9.845 $0.00 $0.00 
1u.212 so.00 $0.00 
10.794 $0.00 $0.00 
31.711 $0.00 $0.00 
103.G60 $0.00 $0.00 
50,376 , $0.00 $0.00 

0,850 su.00 $0.00 

16.128 $0.00 $0.00 
9.GG4 $0.00 50.00 



F P S C  F O R M  NO. 423-2A 

1.  Reporl lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plan1 Name: Crystal River 4 & 5 

Florida Power Corporation 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

1 Alliance MC Mining 
2 CAM-Kenluchy LLC 
3 Conslellallon Energy Commodilies Group Inc. 
4 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
5 T r a d e r  Fadlily 

6 T r a n s f e r  Facilily 

'd 
M 
:T1 

r 
0 
4 
'rl 

0 
0 
0 
P 
4 
N 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Dab. Submilled on this Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Signature of Official SUbmillin4 Report - .  

gblaled B d k  Office Manager 

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original active Qualily Effeclive 
Mine & Loading Invoice Prlce Bass Adjusl- Purchase 

Mhe Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price men$ Price 
Locahn Type Tons [Won) ($fTon) ($NOR) (Won)  ($Ken) ($rTon) (Won) 

(a (e) (f) (9) (h) (1 1 (I) (k) (1) (d 
8.KY.195 LTC 30.650 
0.KY, 195 MTC 19.780 
0. KY. 193 MTC 9,693 
6,WV. 5 MTC 77.957 

NIA NIA 53.566 
NIA NIA 194.188 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZA 

1, Report for: Mo. Aprll 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Plant Name: McDulfie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED (1UALIl-f 

4. Name,, Tllle and Telephone Number ol Contact 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy B. Fufrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2676 

5. Slgnalure of Officlal Submitting Report SPECIFIED 

6. Date Compleled: June 15. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Origlnal aclive Quality Effective 

Mine & Loadlng Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 
Line Mlno Purchase Price Charges Price Increases Price menls Price 
No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ( W o n )  (Won)  ($rTon) (8non) ($TTon) ($Ken) (bnon) 

(a (e) (0 (9) (h). (0 U, (k) (1) 
. . . . . . . . , . _. . . , . , , . . . . . (b) (c) (a) 

1 Interocean Coal Sales Ldc 999. IM. 45 MTC .53,997 .... .,.. _....-_ . 60.00 ::$::-$ ._ ._. . . . . . %o.oo izi- . . . . . . . . 

z 
? 

c 
0 v 



FPSG 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. April 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Flwrida Power CorporaUon 

3. Plant Narns: Transfer Facilily - IMT 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

4. Name, TlUe and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form 
Amy B. Fulrell -Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnature of Official Submllllng Repon 
n 

James A@ng - Reejulaled Beck Offlce Manager 

6. Dale ConlDleted: June 15,2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Shod Haul Original active Quallly Effective 
MlnQ & Loadlng lnvolce Price Base Adjust- Purchase 
Pdce Charges Price Inc(Dec) Pdce menls Price Purchase 

Type Tons ($TTon) (Won) ($Ron) ($Ron) ($/Ton) (Won)  ( W o n )  

1 Cenlral Coal Company 
2 Coal lularkellng Compeny CTO 
3 Guasars Goal lnlernallonal NV 
4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 
5 Keyslonc Induslries. LLC 

+cJ 
M 
'T1 
0 
4 
'rl r 
0 
0 
0 
k. 
4 
k. 

0,389 $0.00 so.00 
999. IM, 45 MTC 19.635 $0.00 
999, IM. 50 MTC 19,635 $0.00 $0.00 
0. WV, 3Y MTC 46,334 $0.00 so<oo 
0, WV, 39 S 15,778 $0.00 90.00 

$0.00 
O.WV.39 MTC 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1 .  Reporl lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporalion 

3. Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELlVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on this Form 
Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signp!ure of OMcial Submilling Report 

(-L+G w 
King - RegulatAd Back Oflice Manager 

6. Dale Completed: June 15, 2006 

Addillonal 

River Trans. Ocean Olher Olher Transpor- F 0 8 

P h l  Raa Barge lwding Barge Water Relaled lolion 
Rate Charges Ralo Rale Ra1a Charges Charges Chargos Price 

Elleulive Shorthaul Olher 

Trampor- Purchase h Loading Rail 
Cine Mine Shlpping lallon Prke chargss 

Mode Tons (SCTonr ($man) (Won) ( W o n )  (Won1 (Wan) (Won) (Mun) (won)  ( W o n )  (snon) No. Supplier Name LocJlbfl Polnl 
I 

(a) (b  ) 

1 Alliance MC Mining 

2 Alpha Cod Sales Co. LCC 
3 BhW Resources InC 

4 B&W Resources Inc 

5 Consol Energy Inc. 

G Massoy Ulllily Sales Company 

7 Massoy Vlilily Sales Cumpany 

8 Sequola Energy LCC 
'3 Transler Facilily 

( C )  (d) 

8,KY.195 Scolls Bmch. KY 
8, KY, 133 Rowana. KY 
8. KY. 51 Resource. KY 
8. KY, 51 Resourco. KY 

8. KY, 1 1  9 Mouise. K Y  
8.  KY. 195 Golf. KY 
8 ,  wv. 81 Goals. W V  
0.  KY. 95  Bardo. KY 

NIA Plaqueminus. Pa 

(0)  

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GD 

9.8.15 NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA  S87.63 
10,212 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $83.88 
10,794 N/A NIA NIA NIA NtA 577.45 

50,376 NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A 576.05 

9,664 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA ST3.YO 

31,711 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $7 1.49 
103,660 NIA NIA N14 NIA NIA S81.4G 

a.050 NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A 578.44 

NIA 553.1 1 NIA N/A :. _ _  . . . . . .  
. . ' .  . . 

16,126 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-25 

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006 

2. Repor l ing  Company: Florida Power CorporaUon 

3. Plan1 Name: Cryslal Klver 4 8 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALlfY 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concemlng Data Submitted on this Form 
Amy B. Futrell - Business Flnancial Analys\ 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slqnature of Oficial S u b m l K i n q  Report 

6. D a t e  Completed: June 15, 2006 

Addillowl 

Elfeclie Shmhaul 

Purchase P. Loading 

River Trans. Ocean Olher Ollier lranspor F O B  

Flanl Bargo loading Bsrge Waler Relaled lallon 
Clns Mine Shlpplng lallan Price charges Rale Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 
No Supplier Name Localion Polnl Modo Tons ($man) (SKon) (Won) (Won) ($/Ton) (Won) (Won) ( W o n )  W o n )  (Won1 ( W o n )  

Olhor 

Rail Rall Transpa- 

(P) (q) (a) (b) (c) (4 ( e )  (f) (9) (h) . (9 0) (k) (I1 (m) (n) (0) 

1 Alliance MC hlining 8 ,  KY. 195 Scolls Branch, KY 
2 ChM-Kenlucky LLC 0. KY, 195 O x "  Fork. KY 
3 Conslellallon Energy Commodilir 8. KY, 193 Charlene. KY 
4 Massey Ulillly Sales Comparry 0. wv, 5 Sylveslsr. WV 
5 Transler Facdlly NIA Mobile. AL 
6 Transler Faclllly NIA Plaquemlnes, PA 

'd 
M 
:TI 

t;' 

0 
4 
71 

0 
0 
0 a 
4 
Q\ 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GB 

30,650 
19,700 
9.693 

77.957 
53.566 

I 94.1 e8 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

. 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NJA 
NIA 
NIA 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NfA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NJA NIA 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1. Report for: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3. Plank Name: McOuffie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name. Tltk and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concernlng Dala Submltled on this Form 
A m y  8. Fulrelj - Business Financial Analyst 
(gig) m - z 6 7 e  

5. Slgnatxe of Official SubmltUng Report 

CY,Q 3c-' 
James A. I g - R&laled Back Office Managor 

6. DatevCornploIed: June 15. 2006 

Additional 
Effecllve Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.O.D. 

Transpor- Purchase &.Loadcry , Rall Rail Barge Ioadlng Barge Water Related talion Plant 
Line Mine Shipping IaUon Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rale Rate Charges Charges Charges Price 
NO. Supplier Name Location Polnt Mode Tons (Won) ($/Ton) (Woo) (Won) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ($man) (Won)  ($Ron) ($/Ton) (9non) 

1 lnlerocesn Coal sales Ldc 99g. IM. 45 Carlagena. S.A. OB 53,997 ij!i- N/A N/A NIA NIA ::;:- NIA NIA N/A ~~~.~~~~~ $54.45 

(a) (b) ( C )  (d) (e)  (f) . (e) (h) (1) 01 (k) (1) (m) (n) (0) (PI (rl) 

0 
0 
0 
P 
4 
4 

z 
? 

I 



F P S G  FORM NO. 423-20 

j. Report for: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporkg  Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Plant  Name: Transfer Faclli\y - IMT 

Line 
No. Suppller Name 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN. TONNAGE. bELlVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4 .  Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concemlng Data Submitted o n  lhis Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Pinanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalurkof Oficial Submilling Repori 

q- A .  IL- 
James A. I$I~ - Regulated Back 6fflce Manager 

6. Dale Complebd: June 15. 2006 

Addllbnal 
EfiBcllve Shollhaul Olner River Trans- Ocean Olher OLher Transpor- I 0 8 

Transpor- Purchase a Loading Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Water Relaled lallvn Plam 

S h I p PI n lallon Price Charges Role Charges Rale Rate Rete Charges Charges Charges Price 

Polnl Mode Tons ( W o n )  (Won) (SAon) (SKon) ( W a n )  (Won) (I") (won)  (brron) (Sfran) (Won) 

. .  
9R7 A 7  

... ..-.-:: kiln hl l l l  h l l h  :.: 
.. 

NiA .N~A .,:-.--t.. 
OB 50.402 $.. NIA 

NiA 
NiA N/A NIA 

NIA NIA 

1 Cenlral Coal Company 8. WV. 39 Winilrede Dock, WV €3 26,468 $ 
2 Coal Marholing Company LTI 999, IM, 45 Colombia, SA 
3 Guasare Coal lnlernalional N 999, IM. 50 Paso Dlablo. SA OB 95.059 $! 
4 Kanawha Rlvor Terminals In< 8, WV. 39 Qulncy Dock. W V  B 46.334 y '  
5 Keyslone Induslries, CLC 8. WV. 39 Wldlreda Dock. WV OB 15.778 3 1  NIA 

V 
M 
?1 

r 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
P 
4 
00 



FPSC FORM NO. 123-ZG 

1. Report lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plant Name: Crystal River 1 & 2 

Florida Power Corporation 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALlN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, TiUe and Telephone Number of Curitact 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on (his Forrn 
Amy B. Fulrell - Euslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Sianalure of Offlclal Submitting Report 

7 L  
ulabd Back Office Manager 

6. Date Completed: June 15. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Original Old P.0 0 

(a)  ( b )  (GI (d) (e)  (9 [g) (h 1 0) U) (k) (1) (n1) 

Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for Line Monlh Plant Generating 
No Reported Name Plant Supplier Number (tons) No. TlUe Value Value Prlce Revision 

1 03/06 CR 1&2 CR 1&2 Consol Energy Inc. 
2 03/06 CR 1 &2 CR 182 Consol EnorDy Inc. 
3 03/06 Cf? ILL2 CR 1B2 Consol Energy Inc. 

Cd 
M 
71 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
P 

T 

4 
W 

mrreclion IO qualily resuKs 
Correcbon 10 qualily resu11s 

Gorreclion lo quallly m u l l s  

4 41.008 2 (k) BTU Conlenel 
4 41.008 2 (!) percenl Ash 
4 41 .OOB 2 (m) Percent Molslure 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZC 

1. Report lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plan1 Name. Cryslal River 4 & 5 

Florida Power Corporallon 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerning Dab Submitted on (111s Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Buslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Ofncial Submitlino ReDorl 

Qr 7 L w  
e'gulated sack dlfice Manager 

6.  Dale Compleled: June 15. 2006 

New 
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.O.B. 

Llns Volume Form Column ' Old New Plant Reason lor Line Month Plant Generallng 
No. Reporled Name Plan1 Supplier Number (tons) No. Title Value Value Prlce Revision 

(f) (8) (h) (1) U) (k) (1) (m) (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
G 
7 
e 
9 

10 
11 

02106 
OZ/OG 
02/06 
02/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03106 
03/06 

C R 4 & 5  CR4&5 
C H 4 5 5  C K 4 8 5  

CR4&5 C R 4 & 5  
CR4.55 C R 4 8 5  
CR4&5 CR4U5 
C R 4 & 5  CR4&5 
CR4&5 CR485 
CR4&5 CR4t i5  
C R 4 & 5  CR4&5 

C R ~ B ~  C R ~ B ~  

C n 4 8 5  C R ~ U ~  

Alliance MCMinlng 
Alllanco MCMiniiiy 
Alliance MCMining 
Alliaoco MCMining 
Transfer Facilily 
Transfer FaCillly 
Transfer F acility 
Transfer Facility 
Transfer Facility 
Transfer Facilily 
Oiamond May Coal Company 

1 
1 
1 
1 
10 
11 
10 
10 
10 
10 
7 

41,132 
41,132 
41.132 
41,132 
32.288 

171.96D 
47.850 
47.850 
47,850 
47.850 
29.492 

2 
2 
2 

2A 
z 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2A 

(k) BTU Conienel 
(I) Percenl A s h  
(m) Perccnl Molslure 
(h) Quallly Adlusimmk 
(0 ions 
(0 ions 
(j) Percenl Sulfur 
(k) BTU Conlenol 
(I)  Percevl Ash 
(m) Percenl Moislurc 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 

12,730 12.738 
9.02 9.00 
6.20 6.17 

32.288 47.850 
171,968 156,407 

0.62 0.64 
11,477 11,573 

5.44 5.40 

+;r; .:.:.:. '-S , . . , . , , . , . . . . .. 

Correclion to qualily results 
Correction Io quali ly results 
Correction lo qualily results 

Tonnqe correction 
Tonnage correclion 
Gorrochon io qualily resulls 
Correction lo quali iy rosulls 
Goneciion lo qualily resulis 
Correclinn 10 qualily resulls 

62.46 Qualily adjuslmcnl 

74.44 Qualily adjvslmenl 

0 
0 
0 
P 
m 
0 

z 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Reporl for: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 .  Planl Name: McOullie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT( 

4. Name. Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submitted on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Bushess Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalu e of Official Submittlng Report n h ,  

Back Office Manager 

6. Dale Completed: June 15. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended w Original Old F O.B. 

Llne Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason for Line Month Plant Generaling 
No, Reported Name Planl Supplier Number (Ions) No. Title Value Value Prlca Revision 

(a1 (b) (c) (d) ( e )  0 (Q) (h) 0) (il (k) (1 ) (m) 
1 03/06 McDuflle Coal Terminal lnlerocean Coal Sales 
2 03/06 McOuffle Coal Terminal lnlerocean Coal Sales 
3 03/06 McDuffie Coal Terminal lnlerocean Coal Sales 
4 03/06 McDuffie Coal Terminal Inlerocean Coal Sales 
5 03/06 McOuHie Coal Terminal lnleroccan Coal Sales 

I 
0 
0 
0 

1 58,234 2 0) Percent Sulfur 0.62 0.63 Correclion lo qualily resuils 
11,504 11.582 Correclion lo qualtly lesulls 1 58.234 2 (k) BTU Contenel 

Correcllon lo qualily wsuIIs 1 58;234 2 (I) Percenl Ash 5.34 5.32 
12.34- . 12.37. Corleclion lo qualily resullb 1 58,234 2 (m) Percenl Moisture 

$ 54.37 Qualily adjustment 1 58,234 ZA (k) Quality Adjustmenls ;::$:;- .... . . . . . . . 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 ,  Reporl lor: Mo. April 2006 

2. Reporling Company:  

3. Plan1 Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT 

Florida Power Corporalion 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

4. Name. Title and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Data Submltted on this Forin 
Amy 0. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of OMclal Submitting Repod 3L 
d Back Office Manager 

6. Date Completed: June 15, 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Original Old F O.D. 

Line Monlh Plant Generaling Value Value Prlce 
NO. Reported Name Planl Suppller Number (tons) No. Title 

Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
Revision 

( C )  (d) (e) (I) (9) (h) (il 0) (k) (1) (m) (a) (bl 
.:...... 

1 02/06 Transfer Facilily - IMT Guasare Coal lnlematlonal 3 47,039 28 ( I )  Transloading rate i i ; i ; $ i ~ , $ $ $ \ ~ ~  $ 42.25 Rale coneclion 

2 03/06 Transfer Facility - IMT Keyslone Induslrles LLC 5 3.450 2A (k) Qualily AdJu6lmnls ~ $ / $ ~ : $ ; ~  $ 56.90 Qualily adjuslmenl 

0 
0 
0 + 
00 
E3 

c, 
Y 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Repott lor. Mo. May 2006 

2 Reporting Company Florida Power Corporalion 

7 Plan1 N a i w  McUufli? Coni Terrnmal 

Transpor- 

4. Name, Tllie and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concerniiig Dala Suhinitted on lliis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure ol Ollicial Submilling Reporl 
.- ..1;2- .--),... 

1. - i.". . ,--I ;t.J 
James A. 5th. - ReOulaled Back 0fiicch;anager 

c -  
6. Date Completed: July 14, 2006 

Total 
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. I As Recelved Coal Qualily ] 
Purchase lation Plant Percent BIu Percent Percent 

Line Mine PUrChaSe lation Prlce Cesl Prlce Sulfur Conlent Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (Sfion) ($/Ton) ($fTon) ("A) (Bluilb) ( O h )  (70) 

(a 1 ( b )  (4 ( e )  (0 (9) (h ) (i) li) (k) (1) (m) 
. .. 

1 III IOXJCL'RO Coal Sales CUC. 989. IM. 45 MTC OB 42,807 !$-. ! $53.33. 0.52 11.379 5.72 12.96 

'd 

7 
0 
-1 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
P 
00 
cn 

T 

z 
0 



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. M a y  2006 

2 .  Reporling Company: 

3. FJlnni N,ln,c 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Trnnslcr Facility - IM I 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Subinitled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Signalure of Official Submitting Reporl 
,.l\ 

I -  ' 
&--<: r,,J . > L / L /  

Regulaled Back Otdce Mancager 

6. Dale Compleled: July 14, 2006 

Total 
As Received Coal Quality Efleclfve Transpor- F.O.B. \ 

Purchase lation Plant Percent Btu Percent Percent 
Line Mine Purchase lalion Price Cos1 Price Sulrur Content Ash Moislure 
N o  Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons (Won) (%/Ton) ($fTon) (%) (BtullbJ (%] (X) 

I 
Transpor- 

1 Cenlial Coal Company 
2 Conllmdr: I.LC 
3 Glencurc L k l  
1 KBnaMlia River Termmals Inc. 

b 
0 
0 
P 
00 
4 

8. WV. 39 hlTC B 

999. IM. 50 MTC OB 

25.207 't:t .. .: $62.38 $47.34 
0.71 0.41 12.456 0.585 11.54 ti.65 

27.0.1 5.75 
$65.32 0.70 12.246 6.55 8 6 9  

,:+ ..; $72.02 0.67 12.360 11.53 6.92 

19 .WIY .  5 s B 3,330 ..,;;::! .. . . 
.. ..: 

.. . 76,208 i i c  .. ..: 
8. WV. 33 MTC 0 46.314 ! i f  : a  .I. . .  



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

. ;;czl,.~l~ r.:; .!.I>, t.i.1. ~ L ~ ~ . .  

2 .  Reporting Company. 

3. Plant Name: Crysral River 1 S 2 

Floiida Power Corporallon 

Transoor- 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on [his Form 
Amy E. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of Ofkial ,--. 

Tnlnl . 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I As Received Coal Qualily 1 
Purchase lallon Plant Percent Elu Percent Percent 

Line Mine Purchase lalion Price Cost Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash MOktUrE 
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ($fTon) ($rTon) (SrTon) (Yo) (Btullb) 

(a) (b)  (c) (d). (e) ( f )  (0 ti) 
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 0.KY.133 MTC UR 9.910 $69.39 0.97 
2 HI~il io Coal Sales Co LLC o, KY. 119 wrc UR 20.603 $69.39 0.90 
3 O&W Resuurccs Im: 8. KY. 51 MTC UR 20.079 $77.49 0.97 
4 88W Resources liic 8. KY. 51 UTC UR 21.123 $71.4El 1.08 
5 Corisol Energy Inc. o. KY. 11 9 rvi-rc UR 81,764 $77.12 1.03 
6 C o i m ~ l  Eilergy Inc 8.KY.119 MTC UR 29.046 $79.12 1.01 
7 Consol Energy IIIC. 8.KY, 133 MTC UR 20,232 $77.12 1.l7 
0 Masse./ Ulillly Sales Compaiiy 8. KY. 195 M-fC UR 39.989 $76.91 1.07 
9 blassey Ulillly Sales Coinpany 8 ,WV,5  MTC UR 9.9D3 $87.30 0.78 

10 hlasse:’ Ulillly Sales Company 8. WV, 81 lvlTC UR 19,068 $78.51 0.93 
11 Sequoia Energy L1.C 8. KY, 95 M-rC UR 20.062 $72.05 1.08 

-mnslcr Facilhly NIA NIA G 0  23.294 $69.60 0.75 

+Ti 
M 
? 
;;1 
T 

0 

0 
0 
0 
P 
00 
00 

12,412 
12.788 
12.151 
12.313 
12.416 
12.507 
12.384 
12.337 
12.791 
13,530 
12.816 
12.162 

(Yo) (%) 

(11 (m) 

11.90 5.49 
8.85 6.00 

12.59 5.47 
12.11 4.94 
10.00 6.59 
9.67 6.68 

11.76 5.16 
10.77 6.88 
11.89 5.50 
7.31 5.19 
9.72 4.65 

10.58 0.26 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIM 

1.  Report lor. Mu M a y  2006 

2. Reporling Company 

3 Plan1 Name Cryslsl l i iver 11 & 5 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Line 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concemlng Data Submitled on his  Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell -Business Flnanciai Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalur$.of Official Submilling Report 
_- 

.I- : I 
..&{ (2.  ]C/L+./ 

James A. Kin@ Regulaled Backbflice Manager 
c 

6. Data Compleled: July 14, 2006 

Total 
Elleclive Transpor- F.O.B. I As Recelved Coal Qualily I 

Transpor- Purchase lalion Plant Percenl BIu Percenl Percenl 
Mlne Purchase lalion Prlce Cos1 Prlce Sulrur Conlenl Ash Moislure 

i Alliance hlC Ivlllllng 
2 CAtv-l(enlucky LCC 
3 hlassey Ulilily S ~ l s s  Company 
4 Truiisler Facilily 
5 1iansl.r Faciiily 

0 
0 
0 
L 
00 
v3 

$91.61 0.69 12,743 8.84 6.21 
$63.36 0.67 .12,652 10.58 5.42 
$90.74 0.72 12,581 11.99 5.65 

NIA NIA GB $65.88 0.52 11,42D 5 6 0  12-00 
NIA NIA GB 668.75 0.65 12,114 9.27 9.45 

8.KY.195 LTC UR 
8.KY.  195 MTC UR 
0. WV. 5 blTC UR 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 .  Reporl lor: Mo. M a y  2006 

2 .  Roporling Company: Florlda Power Corporation 

3.  Plant Naine- blcDulfie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIT/ OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number o l  Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Amy 6. Fulrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure 01 Olliclal Submllllng Reporl 

'b., iL;g- IC;, 
James A. I$& - Regulated Back OMce Manager 

6. Dale Compiekd: July 14. 2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal sclive Quallly EIfeclive 
Mine B Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Increases Price menls Prlce 
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Tons ($TTon) (Won) ($/Ton) (Won)  ($/Ton) (Won) (fmon) 

. .  
(a 1 (b) ( 4  (dl (e) (0 (9) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) . . . . . , . , . . , . . .. . . . . 

1 InlDrOcean Coal Sales Ldc 999, IM. 45 MTC 42,807 i : m  $0.00 $ji;i,- . . ._.. . . . . $0.00 _. . . .  ;$- . 

0 
4 w 
t;' 
0 
0 
0 
P 
\o 
0 

z 
? 

c 
L 



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 lor: klo. May 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florida Powor Corporalion 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submilled on \his Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Business Flnancial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5 .  Slgnalure,oJ Olliclal Submilling Report cxc, 12- 'TL/ [.*-- 
James A. KIqb) Regulaled Back Office Manager 

6. Date Completed: July 14. 2006 

Line 
No. Suppller Name 

Relro- 
F.0.6. Short Haul Orlglnal active Quallly EHecllve 
Mine 8 Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 

Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Inc(Dsc) Prlce menls Price 
Type Tons (WTon) ($rTon) (Won)  (Won) ($non) ( W o n )  (Won) 

1 Cenlral Coal Company 
2 Coallrado LLC 
3 Glencoro Lld. 
4 Kanaivha River Terminols Inc. 

+d 
M 
:T' 

7+ 
0 
4 
w 

0 
0 
0 
P 
W 

B.WV.39  MTC 6,389 $0.00 $0.00 
1 9 . W Y 0 5  s 19,635 $0.00 so.00 

999, IM. 50 M1C 19.635 so.00 $0.00 
o. wv. 39 rmc 46,314 $0.00 so.00 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRlCE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl lor hlo. May 2006 

2 Reporting Company. Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 Name Cryslal River 1 & 2 

4.  Name. TlU8 and Telephone Number of Gonlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Subniitlsd on lhls Form 
Amy 0. Fulrell - Business Financlal Analyst 
(919) aa-2678 

5. Slgnature of Official Submilling Report 

J 
6 .  Dale Compleled: July 14. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal aclive Quality EHeclive 
Mine & Loadlng Invoice Price Boss Adjust- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price 
No Supplier Name Localion Type Tons W o n )  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (Won) ($/Ton) ($Ron) 

(3) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
0 
9 

10 
1 1  
1- 

Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
B9W Resources lnc 
BBW Resources Inc 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
Massey Utilily Sales Company 
Sequola Energy LLC 

-anslcr Faclllily 

8.KY.133 
0. KY. 119 
8. KY. 51 
8. KY, 51 

0. KY. 119 
8.  KY. 119 
0 .  KY. 133 
0. KY, 195 
5,wv.5 
0. wv, a i  
a. KY. 95 

NIA 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

9,910 
20,603 
20.079 
21.123 
01.764 
29,046 
20.232 

9.903 

20,062 
23.294 

38.989 

I 9.0m 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
so.00 
so.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
SOB0 
$0.00 
$0.00 
so.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
50.00 
so.00 
$0.00 
00'00 
50.00 
$0.00 
so.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF C06T AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

I Reporl for. Mo May 2006 

2 Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan[ Name Cryslal River 4 & 5 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on [his Form 
Amy B. Fulrell - Buslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Ofriclal Submllllna Reporl 

James A. f l y~  - Regulated Back U f k e  Manager 
C '  

6. Dale Compleled: July 14. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original aclive Oualily Effecllve 

1 Alliance M C  Mining 8. KY. 195 LTC 61,267 
2 CAM-l<enlucky LLC 8, KY. 195 klTC 19.981 
3 Massay&lilily Sales Company 8.WV. 5 MTC 20.252 

NIA NIA 53.020 4 Transfer Facilily 

5 Transfer Facilily NIA NIA 169.518 

V m 
:T1 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
P 
W 
w 

T 
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FPSC FORM NO 423-28 

1 Reporl lor: blo. May 2006 

2. Repofling Company: Florida Powef Corporallon 

3. Plant Name: Trawler Facilily - IMT 

( a )  

1 
2 
3 
4 

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 01 Conlacl 
Person Goncernlng Data Submitted on this Form 
Amy 6. Futrell - Business Financial Analyst 
(91 9) 546-2678 

5. Signature of 9Lflclal Submilling Reporl - 
;J .,>/- 

James A. Kin - Rkgulaled Back OHice Manager 

6. Dare Completed. July 14, 2006 
5 

Cenlral Coal Company 0. WV. 39 Wlnilrede Dock. GVV 0 25.207 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $62.30 

Gloncvrr Lld. 999, IM. 50 La Jagua. S A .  OB 76.288 N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA $65.32 
Kanawha River Terminals Inc 6. wv. 39 Puirlcy Dock. WV B 46.314 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 672.02 

Cvallrode LLC 19. WY, 5 Canipboll. WV B 3,330 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 517.34 

'd 
M 

0 
0 x 

c 

0 
v 



-i 0 

z Y 
.- 

VlN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
WIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 

. ..... 
.:.ig:()$!;?,;.: 

VlN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
WIN 
VIN 

96Yi 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 

VIN 
WIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VlN 
VlN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 

VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
VlN 
VIN 
WIN 
VIN 
WIN 
VIN 

VIN WN WN 
VIN 
VIN 
V/N 
WIN 
VlN 
WIN 
VlN 
VIN 
VIN 
VIN 
WIN 

PGZ'EZ 
Z9O'OZ 
,990'6 1 
C66'6 
696'6E 
ZEZ'OZ 
9P0'62 
P9L'LB 
EZC'CZ 
GLO'OZ 
COS'OZ 
016'6 

a3 

tln 
tm 

m 
tin 
tin 
tin 
tln 

tm 
vn 
an 

tin 

BZ-CZO 'ON WHO3 3SdJ 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-20 

1. Report for: Mo. May 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name. Cryslal River 4 & 5 

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 Contact 
Person Concernlng Data Submilled on lhls Form 
Amy 8. Furrell - Buslness Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-2670 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report 

q &-,..:,. 4 d/ 
James q ( 9 g  - Regulaled Back Om& Manager 

i,' 
6. Date Completed: July 14, 200G 

Addlllonal 

ElrecUvw Shodhaul Other River Trans- Ocean OUier Olher Transpor- I: 0 0 

PrlCW Charges -10 Chergws Rals Rale Rate Charges Chargos Charges Price 

Purchase & Loadlng Rail Roil Oafge loadlng Borgo Waler Rolaled Lalion Plan1 Transpor- 

hllne Shlpplng lallo" 

( c )  (d) (e) (1) (9) (h) (1) ( I  1 (k) (1) (m) (n) 

Ll"S3 

Poinl Mode Tons (won)  W o n )  (Won) (=on) ( W o n )  (Won] WTonl (Won) (SrTon) (SfFon) (SITon) No. Supplier Name LOCOUOfl 

la) lb) 

i Alllance h.IC Mining 0. KY. 195 SCoIIfi Branch. KY 
2 CAM-KeIlIucky LLC 

3 blasswy UUW Sales Company 8; WV, 5 Sy~vesl<:r. kv\/ 

4 Translor Focilily NIA !&bile. AL 
5 Translor Facllily NIA Plaquemines. PA 

.:I$' . :.::. .:::.: 
8. I<Y. 195 Dainrori Folk. KY NIA 

NIA :. . - ..-i._ . . . . . . :- 
GO 53.020 NIA NIA NIA 
GB 169.548 NIA NIA NIA 

V 
M 
7 

T 

0 
4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
P 
W 
4 

NIA NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA NIA 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 .  Report lor: Ma May 2006 

'2 Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Planl Name-  McDuflie Coal Tcrrninol 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, TiUe and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concernlng Data Submitted on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. S!go<(ure of Ofliclal Submilting Report 

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006 

New 
Form lnlcnded Original Old F.O.B. 

Line Monlh Planl Generallng Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl 
No. Reporled Name Plan1 Suppllar .Number (lons) No. Title Value Value Price Revislon 

Reason lor 

( a )  (b) (C) (d) ( e )  ( 1 )  (9) (h) (i) (i) (k) (1) (4 
...... NONE.--.- 

0 

2 
t;' 
0 
0 
0 
P 
UJ 
00 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl lor: Mo. May 2006 

7 Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 Name. Cryslal River 1 8 2 

4.  Name, Title and Telephone Number 01 CorildcJ 
Person Concerning Dala Submllted on lhls Forill 
Amy B. Futrell - Buslness Flnancial Analysl 
(919) 546-2676 

5. Slgnalure of Ofliclal Submilllng Reporl 

- 

6. Dale Completed: July 1 4 .  2006 

New 
Form Intended Orlginal Old F.O.B. 

Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
No.  Reported Name Pian1 ‘ Suppller Number (Ions) No. nile Value Value Price Revision 
Line lvlonlh Plan1 Generaling 

(b) 

0 1/06 
0 1/06 
01/06 
01/06 
01106 
O l l O G  
01/06 
02/OG 
02/OF 
02/06 
02/05 
O Z O G  
02/06 
07/06 
02/06 

(c) (d 1 
CR 182 C R 1 8 2  
C R 1 8 2  C R 1 5 2  
CR 182 C R 1 8 2  

CR 182 C R 1 8 2  
CR 182 C R l 8 2  
CR 182 C R l & 2  
CR 182 C R 1 8 2  
CR 182 C R 1 8 2  
CR 1&2 C R 1 8 2  
CR 182 CR 182 
CR 152 C R l S Z  
CR l b ?  CR 1&2 
CR 162 C R 1 8 2  
C R 1 8 2  CH 192 

c r i 1 & 2  GRIM 

V 
M 
+? 

T 

0 
4 
‘rj 

0 
0 
0 
v1 
0 
0 

(4 
0SW Resources Inc. 
Coalsales LLC 
Consol Energy Inc 
Conslollalion Energy Commodilies Group 
Conslellallon Energy Comntodilles Group 
Ivlaesq Ulilily Sales Conipeny 
Sequoie Energy 
Transfer Facilily 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
o w  R ~ ~ O U K C S  I ~ C  

Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy 1nc 
lvlessey Ulilily Sales Company 
hlassey UIIIII~ Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy 

(0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
G 
7 
8 
1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
G 
7 

(9) 

20.235 
423 

92.07 1 
11.312 
9.444 

49.003 
9.888 

15.419 
10,331 
18.687 
76.596 
19,304 
48.426 

9.204 
9.9fi0 

(h 1 
28 
28 
2 8  
20 
26 
28 
28 
2A 
28 
28 
28 
28 
20 
28 
28 

(I)Rail Rale 
(I)Roil Rate 
(1)Rsil Rale 
(i)Rsll Rale 
(I)Roil Rale 
(I)Rall Rale 
(I)Rail Rale 
(1) F.O.B. Mir 
(I)REII Raie 
(i)Reil Rale 
(I)Rail %lo 
(I)Raii Rale 
(i)Rail Rstu 
(i)Rail Rale 
(I)Rail Role 

I Price 

(m) 

Cotreclion Io rale 
Correclioii Io rale 
Correclion lo [ale 
Correclion lo (ale 
Correclioii 10 rate 
Correclion lo rale 
Correclion lo rille 
Cotroclion 10 ralc 
Correcliorl lo ralt? 

Coireclion lo ralc 
Corrc~iion lo role 
Correclion lo ialc 

Coneclion lo rill[? 
Colrecliw 10 iale 

Corroclwri In 1 3 1 ~  



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 Reporl (or: Mo. May 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plant Name.  Crystal River 1 & 2 

4. Name. TlUe and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submltled on lhis Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Buslness Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slsnelure of Officlal Submllling Reporl 
, 

James A, Kin Regulated Back'OWce%lanager 

L' 
6.  Dale Compleled: July 14.2006 

New 

Line Monlh P l m l  3enerallng Line Volume Form Column Old New Phhl 
No. Keporled Name Plan1 Suppller Vumbe (Ions) No, TiUe Value Value Price Revision 

Form Intended Orlglna Old F . 0 . 0 .  
Reason lor 

(a1 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2.1 
25  
26 

L" 

29 
30 

(b) 

02106 
03/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03/06 
03/OG 
031OG 
03\06 
03106 
0310G 
03/06 
03/06 
0310G 
0 3 0 6  
03/0G 

V 
M 
7;1 

4 
t;' 

0 

0 
0 
0 
L n  
0 
Y 

~~ ~ ~~~ 

( C )  (d 1 ( e )  (0 (9) (h) (0 ti) (1) 

CR 182 CR 182 0P'N Resources Iiic. 2 19.637 20 0 )  Olhor Rail Charges $70.15 
CR 182 GR 182 Alpha Coal Salos Co. CLC 1 9.663 28 [IIR~III Role SD3.51 
CR 182 CR 182 D8.W Resourcos Inc. 2 30,206 28 (I)Rail Ralo $7 1 ..I 7 
CR 182 CR 182  Consol Enorgy Inc. 3 19.331 2B (IJRoil R ~ l e  $79:28 

CR 1 &2 CR 182 fdassoy Ulllily Sales Conjpany 5 60,663 28 (i)Roil Ralo $76.55 
CR l a 2  CR 182 Sequoia EnorgyLLC 6 18.G67 2 8  (I)Rail Rale $74.25 
CR 1 &2 CR 182 Alliarlce MC Mlnlnn 1 9.045 28 (i)Rall Bale- $88.18 

CR 182 CR 1 82 B&W Resourccs IIIC. 3 10.794 28 (1)Rall Relo $78:00 
CR 182 CR le2 BXW Resources Inc. 4 31,711 20 (i)Reil Rale $72.04 
CR 182 CR 182  Consol Energy Inc. 5 103.668 26 (i)RellRalo $82.-01 
C R  182 CR 1 &2 blasswy Ulillly Sales Coiiipany 6 50.376 29 (i)Reil Rale $77.40 
CR 1 &2 CR 1 &2 h.lassey Ulillly Sales Company 7 0.850 20 Q)Rail Rale SJ9.01 

CR 1 82 CR 1 &2 Consol Energy he. 1 41,000 28 (i)Rail Rale $79;26 

CR 182 CR 182 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 10.21 2 28 (I)ReII Rale $84.45 

CR 152 CR 152 Seqwnin EiiorgyLCC 8 9.661 20 0)Rail Rale $74.53 

(m) 
Comcciori lo rale 

Correclion lo rale 
Correclioti IO rate 
Correclion lo rale 
Correcllon lo rale 
Correclion lo rale 
Correclion lo rale 
Correclion lo role 
Corrnclion lo rale 

Carreclion lo rale 
Correclion lo rsle 
Correcllon lo rale 
Correcllon Io role 
Correcllon lo rale 
Correclion Io rak? 

z 
I 0  



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Report lor: klo May 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalioii 

3 Flanl Nainc. Cryslal River 4 8 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRlCE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on thls Form 
Amy 8. Fulreli - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of Okciai Submllting Reporl 
I 

____ -. ,!(/, 2 lL/ 
James A. Kid - Regutaled BackdOffice Manager 

6. Dale Completed: July 14. 2006 

New 
Form lnlended Orlginal Old F 0 0. 

Line Monlh Planl Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lot 
No. Repor led Name Planl Suppllor Number (tons) No. nile Value Value Price Revision 

(C) (d) (e )  (1) (9) (h) (1) (i) (k) (1) (n1) (b) 
01106 
0 1 /06 
01/06 
0 1/06 
0 1/05 
0 1 106 
02/06 
02/06 
02/06 
02/06 
02/06 
02/06 
02/06 
0310G 
O3/0G 
03/06 
ODlUli 
03!0(i 
O3,OF 
03:017 

cd 
M 
7 

Y 

0 
4 
'71 

0 
0 
0 
LA 
0 
IG 

CR 485 

CR 4a5 

CR 455  

CR 4 5 5  

CR 485 
CR 455 

CR ,185 

CR 455 
CR ,185 
cri 485 

CR 4&5 

CR 4&5 

CH 485 
CH 4&5 

CR 48.5 
CR 4&5 

CR 4 8 5  

CR 4&5 

CR 4&5 
C H  4 R 5  

CR 485 

CR 4&5 
CR 485 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 

CR 485 
C R  485 

CR 4a5 

CR 4a5 

CR 155 
CR 485 
CR 4 8 5  
CR ,185 
CR 4&5 
CR 1&5 
CR 1&5 
C l i  4&5 
CR 4&5 
CR 4 8 5  

AllioncA MCMinlng 
CAM-Kentucky CLC 
Diamond May Coal Company 
Diamond May Coal Company 
Diaiiiiiiid May Coal Company 
Wassny Ulilily Sales Company 
Translor Facility 
Alliance MCMiniriy 
CAM-Kenlucky LLC 
Coiislellallon Encru/ Commodilles Group 
Conslellaliori Enorgy Coniniocllllas Gmigli 
Diamond lvlay Coal Coiiipeny 
Dianiood Ehy Coal Company 
Conslellalion Erierpy Conmiorlilies GroulJ 
Transler Facility 
Allianm hlCMlniilg 
Alliarice fYiCMiniiig 

CAM-l<criliicky LLC 
Coii~tellallor~ Energy Comiiiodillee Grcup 
Consltlllaliori EnHr(1y Coniriiorlilli?s Grouo 

1 
2 
3 
3 
4 
5 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
G 
5 

1 1  
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

57.288 
39,923 
20,418 
20.418 
9.859 
26.057 
123.330 
41,132 
20,200 
10.203 
9.21 1 
8.901 

30.833 
10.716 

156.407 
15.930 
55.514 
19.788 
9.2G9 

10.716 

28 
28 
213 
28 
29 
20 
2A 
20 
20 
28 
2 8  
20 
20 
2A 
2A 
29 
20 
20 
20 
28 

(i)Refl Rele 
( i )R~l l  Rale 
(1)Rall Rele 
u) Olher Rail Chorges 
([)Rail Rate 
(I)Reil Rele 
(I) F.O.0.-Mlne Price 
(1)Rell Rsle 
(1)Rail Psle 
(I)Rail-Ralc 
(i)Reil Rale 
(i)Rail R 8 k  
(i)Rall Rele 
( r )  F 0.6. h4ne Price 
(r) F.0.6 Cllne Prlco 
(i)Roil.Rale 
(i)Rail RalQ 
(i)Rail Rate 
(i)Rail Rale 
(iJRsil Ralo 

Correclion lo ( a l e  
Coireclion lo rate 
Correclion lo ralc 
Correclion to rate 
Correcllon lo is le  

Correcllon lo rale 
Correcllon lo rale 
Correclion Io rale 
Corrcclion Io (ale 
Correclion lo rale 
Correclion lo rale 
Correcli<Jn lo ralc 
Correclion lo ralc 
Correclion lo rale 
Cortoclion In rail? 

Correclion I C  I J I ?  

CorrcLlion IU rale 
C0rrl:cIlon 111 ( A l e  

Corieclion iu l~ l ( l  

Cotreclioil Io ra lc  



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 lor: Mo. May 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporation 

3 Planl Name: Cryslal River 1 8 5 

Line 
NO.  - 

(a) 

21 
22 
23 
74 
25 
2G 
27 
20 
20 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dab Submllled on \his Form 
Amy 8. Fulrell - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5 .  Slgnalure of Official Submilllny Report _ -  7+- . ,  
G L  ... L /J- fr: 

James A. Nh$ - Reguldt&d Back Olflce Manager 
L,' 

6. Dale Completed: July 14, 2006 Qd- 

New 
Form lnlended Oriyina Old F.O.B. 

Old Now Planl 
Reporlecl Name Planl Suppller Vumbe (tons) No. Title Value Value Prlce 

hionrh Plan1 seneraling Llns Volume Form Column 

(b) ( c )  (d) (e) (0 ( Q )  (h) (1) ti) (k) (1) 

03\06 CR 485 CR 4&5 Dlamond May CoalCompaiiy 6 28.803 28 (I)Rail Rale 
03/OG CR 4&5 CR 4&5 Diamond May Coal Company 7 20.492 28 (i)Reil Ra18 
03/06 CR J&5 CR 4&5 Massay Ulilily Sales Company a 19,863 28 (I)Rail Relo 
03106 CR 4&5 CR 1&5 Massey Ulilily Sales-Coinpeny 9 10.623 28 (I)Rall Rale 
0 3 / O G  CR 4&5 CR 485 Diamond May Coal Company 6 28.803 20 0) Olher Rall Charges 
04/06 GR 4&5 CR 485 Alliance MC Mining 1 30,650 28 (IjRail Ralo 
04/06 CR 485 CR 4R5 CAFvl-Kenlucky LLC 2 19.780 28 ([)Rail Aalo 
04/06 CR 1&5 CR 485  Conslellalioii Energy Comrnodilles 3 9.683 28 (I)Rall Ralo 
04/06 CR 1&5 CR 485 ~ ~ I H S S R ~  Ulilily Salos Company 4 77,957 28 (i)RaiL R ~ l o  

'd 
M r 
0 

-c 
4 

r 
0 
0 
0 
wl 
0 
W 

Reasan lor 
Revision 

(m) 

Correclion Io mle 
Correclion IO rale 
Correclion lo raln 
Correclion Io rale 
Correclion lo rale 
Correclion lo ralo 
Correctlori Io ole 
Comxlion Io rale 
Corrnclion lo rale 

z 
0 
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F P S C  FORM NO 4 2 3 - 2  
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Transpor- 

4 Name, Tille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Subnlltted on lhis rorni 
Jon Pulnsin - BuSine6S Financial &\alysl 
(919) 546-6368 

EHecllve Transpor- F . 0 8 .  L As Recelved Coal Qualily 
Purchase tallon Plant Percent Btu Petcent Percent 

I 
Line hllnc Purchase lallon Prlce Cos1 Prim Sullur Conlenl Ash Moisture 
No Supplier Name Locallon Type Modo Tons ($/Ton) (snon) ($/Ton) (%) (Blu/lb) (%) ("h) 

9 
M 
:T' 

t;' 

0 
-.I 
-a 

0 
0 
0 
w 
0 
-4 

( C )  (d) 
0.1W.119 MTC 
8 . K Y . 5 1  klTC 

8.  KY.119 MTC 
8.KY.  195 MTC 
8. WV.01 MTC 
0.  KY.95 MTC 

a. KY. 5.1 MTC 

(e) 
UR 
UR 
UP. 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 

(i) 
574.58 
$79.89 

$79.47 
$79.26 

574.52 

$73.89 

sa0.86 

li) 
0.95 
0.98 
0.97 
1 .oo 
1 .OB 
0.76 
I .oa 

(k) 
13.006 
12.235 
12.475 
12.273 
12,101 
12.482 
12.730 

(1) b) 
8.28 5.21 

12-12 5.42 
11.11 -1.11 
10.64 6.70 
.12.00 G.6G 
12.50 6.20 
9.31 5.90 

z 
I0 



F P S C  FORhl NO. 423-2A 

I Reporl lor: Mo. June 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Plml Nanw: Crysial Rlver 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Line Mlne 
I\l 0 Supplier Name Lacallon 

(a )  (b) (c) 
1 
2 Q&LV liosources Inc 

3 Q S W  ResourcGs Inc 
4 C ~ i i s o l  Enmrgy Inc 
5 Ellassey Uhlily Sales Cuinpany 
G r h s s e y  Ulilily Salus Company 
7 Sriqrinia Energy LLC 

Aloh3 Coal Sales Co. L L C  8.KY,I 19 

0 .  KY. 51 
8. KY.119 
8. KY. 195 
8.  WV. 81 
0. KY. 05 

n. KY. 51 

Purchase 
Type 

(d) 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submllled 011 this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslnoss Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Signature of Oflicial SubmilUng Reporl 

q ' L -  , 3 -XI L--I ,< 
James A. K y g  - Reguloled Back OMcihIanager 

0. Dale Compleled: Augusl 11. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnal active Qualily Effeclive 
Mlne & Loadlng Invoice Price Base Adlusl- Purchase 
Prlce Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price nients Pr im 

Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (Sfion) ($TTon) ($/Ton) (Vfon) ($/Ton) 

(e) ( f) (e) (h) 0) (i) (k) (1) 

19,025 so.00 
10.843 $0.00 
10.106 50.00 
51,675 $0.00 
30.607 $0.00 
9.259 $0.00 
9.1'32 $0.00 

z 
? 
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FPSC FOHhl NO. 423-ZC 

1. Reporl lor. Irlo. June 2006 

2 .  Reporllng Company: Florida Power Corporabon 

3 Plant Name: Cryslal River 1 8 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4 .  Name, Tiile ant) Telephone Number 0 1  Coniacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submilled on 1111s T o m i  
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial / \ n ~ ~ l y ~ l  
(919) 516-2678 

5. Signaiure 01 Offlcial Subinitling Reporl 

6. Date Comploled: Augusl 1 1 ,  2006 

New 
k o r m  Iniended Original Old F.O.B. 

New Planl 
Value Value Price 

Reason for 
Revisioii 

Llnc hlonlh Plan1 Generating Line Volume Form Column Old 
No Reporled Name Planl Supplier Number (Ions) No. Tirte 

( a )  

I 
7 
3 
4 
5 
r; 
7 
t! 
3 

I O  
I I  

1 4  
15 
16 
1 7  

(d)  

C R  Ice2 
CR IS% 
CR 162 

CR 1x2 
CR 1&2 
CR 182  
CR IS2  
CR 152 
CR l & 2  
Cf? IS;! 
CR 1 5 2  
CR 1 5 2  
CR 19% 
CR 1112 
CR 1&2 
CF: 182 

CR 182 

(e )  

All>lia Coal Stilos Co. LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Go. LLC 
Tt unsler Facility 
t?L'iV Rusourcos Iilc. 
Sequnia Energy 
Alpha Cool Salos Co. LLC 
Translor Faclllly 
B 6 W  Resources Inc. 
Consol Energy lric 
Alplio Coal Salos Co. LLC 
Alplla Cod Sales co. LLC 
Coiisol Energy Inc; 
Coirsol Eiiargy Inc 
Consol Enerfjy liic 
OL',\I Rest>iIrr:(?S I11c. 

S q w i i ~  Enorgy 
awv misources itlc 

( r.1 
I 
1 
7 
2 
8 
2 
9 
3 
5 
1 

2 
5 
G 
7 
3 
II 
.I 1 

(9) 

10.33 I 
9,663 

JU.100 
30.206 
18.667 
10.21 2 
16.126 
10.794 

103,868 
9.910 

20.603 
81.764 
29.046 
20.232 
20.079 
21.123 
20.VG2 

(h) 
2A 
2A 
2A 
28 
2Ei 
2A 
2A 
ZB 
28 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
28 
20 
ZD 

(i) 

(k) Qualily Adjuslmeiils 
(h) Qualily Adjusirnenls 
(r) FOB Mlne Price 
(j) Olher Rail Charges 
{I) Other Rail CharDes 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
( I )  FOD Ivlliie Prlce 
(j) Olher Rail Charges 
(j) Olher Rail Charges 
(k) Ouolity Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qualily Arljbsimenis 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) Clualily Adjuslnlenls 
(k) Qualily Hdjusbnenls 
(j) Ollinr Rriil Cliarues 
(j) Olhof Roil Cliorges 
(j) Olhur Rail Charges 

S82.68 
SO3.38 
SFZ.25 
571.19 
$74.27 
503.48 
852.75 
S7H.05 
582.04 
SFY.OY 
570.95 
579.72 
581.72 
579.72 
$77.55 
571.54 
S 7 2 . I Z  



FPSC FORM NO. 421-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl lor: tvlo. June 2OOG 

2 .  Repoiling Company. Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 Name' CryslaI River (I 6 5 

Line 
No. 

(3) 
- 

I 
2 
3 
I 
5 
6 
7 
0 

TransDor- 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submitled on this Form 
Jon Putnam - Euslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnature of Ofilcial Submllllng Reporl 

Regulated Back Office Mandder 

6. Dale Compleled: August 11, 2006 

Total 
EHecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I As Received Coal Qualily 
Purchase lalion Plan1 Percenl Blu Percent Percenl 

J 
Mine Purchase lalion Price Cost Prlce Sulfur Conlenr Ash Moishre 

Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ( W o n )  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (X) (Elullb) (%) (70) 

(b) (C) (d) (e) (I) (0) (1,) (i) U) (k) (1) (m) 
Alli;!nc:c rvlC hiinwig e. KY. 195 LTC UR 5 LO35 $89.59 0.70 12.658 9.16 6.55 
Arch Cool Sale-, 8. KY.95  S UR 21,467 $62.58 0.69 12,577 11.57 5.32 
CAhl-Kw>lucky LLC 8. KY. 195 MTC UR 20,613 S62.55 0.69 12,757 g.98 5.74 
Conslcll~lion Enetg'; Coilriilildilies Group Inc 6. I<Y. 193 s UR 11 ;l59 $83.87 0.64 12,440 11.05 5.69 
r..iasse./ UliIil;, Sales convpan:. 0.WV. 5 klTC UR 41.430 569.23 0.71 12,589 11.73 F.13 

Tian:.Iw F ; ~ l l ~ l y  NIA NIA G 0  177,663 $75.88 0.66 12.142 8.60 9.12 
Tiamsler F ~ L I I I I ~  NIA NIA GB 4G;528 : $68.70 0.55 11,340 6.26 1:!.60 

l:I~sSe). 1JIIlIIy SaItIs Cwnpirny R.WV. 01 MTC UR 10,241 $09.20 0.75 12,897 8.m 6.90 



FPSC F O R M  NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE-AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

I Rcporl ior. blo. June 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florida Powor Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name. Crystal River 4 5 5 

4. Name. Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dald Submilled on 11~1s Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Sianalure of Official Submitting Reporl q'h .2. , j L L y &  

- Regulaled Back Ofice6Ianager 
., . . 

- Regulaled Back Ofice6Ianager 

6. Dale Compieled: Augusl 1 1. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.E. Short Haul Orlginal acllve Qualily Erreciive 
Mine 8 Loading invoice Price Base Adlusl- Purchase 

I ll la Mlne Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price 
No Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons (SITon) ($/Ton) ($TTon) ($Ron) ($/Ton) (SITon) ($/Ton) 

ullli,,lLe hlC E.iD"l,KJ 

Arch Coal Sales 
CAhl-Kenlucky CCC 
Conslellal!on Energy Commodities Group lnc 
klasscy Ulilily Sales Company 
Ivlasssy Ulilily Sales Company 
Transler Faci1i:y 
'rrar,sifr rJciilll. 

8. KY. 195 
8. KY. 95 
8. KY. 195 
8. KY. 193 
0. LVV. 5 
8. WV. 81 

NIA 
NIA 

LTC 51,035 so.00 so.00 
klTG 21.467 $0.00 $0.00 
MTC 20:613 $0.00 so.00 

S 11.159 5o.ou $0.00 
MTC 41.430 so.00 -$O.OO 
MTC 10.241 so.00 $0.00 
NIA 177.663 $0.00 so.00 
NIA 16.528 so.00 1o.uo 

I 



FPSC FORhl  NO. 423-28 

1 Reporl lor. 1\10. June 2006 

7 Reuorlirig Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 .  Plan1 Name: Cryslal Rlver 4 8. 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Addillonal 
EllecUvo Shodhaul 

4 .  Name, Title and Telephone Numbcr of Conlacl 

Jon Putnam - Euslness Financial Analysl 
Person Concerning Data Submilled on (his Form 

(919) 54~-636e 

5.  Signature of OHiclal Submilling Reporl - - qtL g. )LlI.h 
James A. Kjh - Regulaled Back OfIj& Manager 

6. Dale Completed: Augusl 11, 2006 

+d m 
T? 
0 

n 

0 
0 
0 
wl 

4 

!+ 

+ 

8. KY. 195 

8. KY. 195 
8. KY. 193 
a. wv. 5 

8. wv. a1 
NIA 
NIA 

8.  KY. 95 
ScolCs tlranch. I(Y 
Lone Mounlain 
Daniron Fork. KY 
CllollellR. ICY 
Sylvesler. WV 
Goals. W V  
PIai(tiemine.s. PA 

Ivlobile. kL 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
Ut7 
GB 
G 0  

51,035 
21,467 
20.61 3 
11,159 
41.430 
10.241 
177,663 
46.528 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 

NrA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA tm 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NlA 
NIA NIA 
NIL\ N lA  

NIA 
NIA 
MIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIH 
NIA 
NIA 

seo 59  
582 38 
Si?? 55 
5 8 J  87 
509 23 
sn9 20 

560 7b 
575 eo 

w 



F P S C  F O R M  NU. 423-2C 

1. Rcpor l  lor: tvlo June 200G 

2 Hsporl ing Company Florida Power Corporailon 

3 Plan1 l.l.:inie- Ciystal Rivet- 4 ,P 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tllle and l'elephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lliis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2676 

5 .  Sictnalure of Ollicial Submlllinl] Reporl 

6. Dale Completed: August 11 .  2006 

Now 
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.O.D. 

Cine ivlonlli Planl Generallng Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plan1 
Value Value Price No. Reported Name Planl Supplier Number (Ions) No. Tllle 

Reason lot 
Revlsion 

(a1 (b )  (c )  (d) (e) (1) (9) (h 1 (1) 0) (k) (1 1 (111) 

1 1/06 
7 I / O G  
3 2/06 

2/06 
9 J I O 6  
(i 3101G 
i 3/06 
D 3/06 
0 4/06 

10 41oti 
1 I 4/06 
' 4;oC; 

s/ilrj 

CR ,IS5 C l i  485 
CK 485 C R  185 
C l i 4 5 5  C R 4 & 5  
CR4R5 C R 4 & 5  

C R 4 K 5  C R 4 R 5  
C R 4 9 5  C R 4 & 5  
C R 4 6 5  C R 4 3 5  
CR 4 B 5  CR 4S5 
C R 4 & 5  C R 4 5 5  
CR 4F.5 CR 435 
C R  455 CR 495 

CR ,185 CR .is5 

CR . I&S cri 155 

0 
0 
0 
cI1 

P 
c. 

Translei Facillly 
Tiarisler Facilily 
CAhl.l<siilucliy LLC 
CAM-keiilvcky LLC 
Dimiioiid May Coal Company 
Diamond May Coal Company 
Diamond May Coal Company 
CAU-l<snlucky LLC 
CAlvl-Koriliicky I.LC 

CAM-Kenlucky LLC 
CAl:l-l(onllrclq~ LLC 
CAbl-l<enlur.ty LLC 

CAE,l-Koillucky LLC 

7 
6 
2 
2 
7 
7 
7 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

135.214 
69,529 
20.200 
20.208 
29.492 
29.492 
29.492 
19,706 
19.700 
19.780 
19.780 
19,700 
10.801 

ZA 
2 0  
2 4  
20 
2 
2 
2 
ZA 
2 
2 
2 
2A 
%A 

(0 FOB Mine Piice 
(n) Olher Water Charges 
(k) Qualily Adjuslnients 
(1) Olhei Rail Cliaiges 
(k) ETU Corilenl 
(I) Percent Ash 
(m).Porcenl Moisluro 
(hJ Qualily Aclju6tnienls 
(k) BTU Conlonl 
(I) Purcenl Ash 
(m) Percent Molsture 
(k) Qualily Adjiistniunls 
(k) Ouality Adjuslnlenls 

I. 

r? - 
c 

z 
0 



F P S C  FORM NO. 4 2 3 - 2  
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Rcporr lor klo June 200G 

2 .  Reporung Conipany: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 .  P l m l  Naiiie. IvlcDuffiu Coal Terminal 

Transpor- 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number 0 1  Conlacl 
Person Conceining D a h  Subinitled on Uii; Foim 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financlal Analysl 
(919) 516-6368 

5. Slgnalure of OFAcial Submililng Report 

6. Osle Complelsd: Augusi 11, 2006 

Tnlnl . 
Effeclive Transpor- F.O.B. As Recelved Coal Qualily I 
Purchase tallon Planl Percenl BIU Percenl Percenl 

Line Mine Purchase lalion Prlce Cos1 Prlce. Sulfur Conienl Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ( W o n )  ($/Ton)- ($/Ton) (%) (Blullb) (%) (%I  

(a) (b) (d l  ( e )  (0 (9) (h) (i) UJ (k) (1) (m) 

1 IhlC!CJ,.n;>l: Coal SAlC5 LClC 999. IM. 45 MTC OB 46,152 : i o  . $52.89 0.55 11.341 6.26 12.60 
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F P S C  FORFA 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 Telephone Number or Conlacl 
Person Concernlrig Dala Submllled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signature of Officlal Submllliny Report 
( 

/- 

~ 
L- "h4 .3 )(r I I? y 

J X "  A. KlngL 

6. Dale Comploled: Aupusl 1 1 ,  2006 

egulated Back Office Mahager 

New 

Orlginal Old F.0.B 

Value Value Price 

Form Inlended 
Column OIU New Planl Reason for Line tvlonlh Plan1 Gcncraling Line Volume Form 

No Reporled Name Revision Planl Suppller Number (Ions) No. Tille 

( 6 )  (d)  (0)  m ( 9 )  (h) (i) (i) (k) 0)  (r11) (3) (b)  

z 
0 

c 

v 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

I Gelicrl 101: P.lo. June 2006 

7. Raporling Company. Florlda Power Corporalion 

3 F'lnnl Name: Transfer F m l i l y  - IkTI 

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 Conloct 
Person Coiicerning Dala Subiiillled o n  lhis Foim 
Jon eulnam - Business Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-6360 

5. Signalure I Official Submllling Reporl f 7  r?, 

6. Date Compleled: Augusl 11, 2OOG 

Tolal 
Effecliva Transpor- F.O.B. 1 As Received Coal Qualily 1 

Transpor- Purchase lallon Planl Percenl E(u Percenl Percenl 
Cine tvllne Purchase lation Prlce Cos1 Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash Moislure 
No Supi>ller N am0 Localion Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Olullb) (Yo) ("10) 

(a )  (b) ( c )  (e) (0 (9) (h) ti) 0) (k) (11 (m) 

1 Cehll al coil1 con\pan., 0. VJV. 39 MTC R 21.172 S62.35 0.73 12.426 11.18 6.32 
2 Coal r\lnmke~irig Comp;itiy C I ~ I  949. IM. 45 EATC OB 77.787 $67.33 0.58 11.704 7.61 10.09 
3 Gloocoro LkI 999. Ilvl. 45 MTC OD 72.355 $59.48 0.50 11,355 7.40 11.66 

d Gu.isare Cmiil liilerriillional NV 999. Ihl, 50 MTC OB 42.525 $70.23 0.G.l 13.290 5.24 6.47 
0 17,722 $73.34 0.G5 12.536 11.00 G:14 5 K;inn\vh.i W:er Ternrl~inls I I I C  B.WV.39 MTC 

$72.76 0.65 12.424 11.57 6.67 G l(~n?>.:ha Rive, Tcinwnols Iric 8. WV. 39 hlTC D 33.488 
$74.68 0.73 12.9136 7.76 7.42 i Keyslrmc I~KIUSICICS I.!.C 0.wv. 39 s oe 15.022 

'd 
M 
:T' 

r;' 

0 
4 
-d 

0 
0 
0 
ul 

W 
r-' 



F P S C  FORM NO. 4ZJ-ZA 

1 .  Reporl lor: hlo. June 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 .  Plan\ Name. Translei Facilily - IblT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Llnc 
No. Supplier Name 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concerninq Data Subniilted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnarn - Buslness Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalure or Ofnclal Submllllng Reporl 

/ I?-w*/' 
James A! Ing - Re$uialed Back Oliid'&lanager 

6 .  Dale Coinpleled: Auyusl 11, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlginal acllve Quality Efloclive 
Mine & Loadlng Invoice Price Base AdJusl- Purchase 

Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Prlca menls Price 
Type Tons ($/Ton) (SfTon) (SfTon) (5fTon) (SITon) ($/Ton) ($fTon) 

(3) 

1 
2 
3 
1 
5 
G 
7 

8. WV.39 MTC 21.172 $0.00 
999. IM. 45 MTC 77.787 $0.00 
999. IM. 45 MTC 72,355 so.00 
999, 1111. 50 MTC 42,525 fO..OO 
0, WV. 39 MTC 17.722 $0.00 
0 .  WV. 39 MTC 33.488 50.00 
8. WV.39 S 15.822 $0.00 

Conlral Cool Company 
Coal hlarueliiig Company L I ~  

Glencore LkI 
Guasarw Coal Inlcrnal!onaI NV 

Kanawha Rlver Tertnlnals Inc 
Kwawl ia  Rivor Terminals lac 
Koysloiia Inrluslrres LLC 

w m 
:T' 

r 
0 
4 r 
0 
0 
0 

z 
0 

Ln 
N 
0 



FPSC N O .  423-28 

1 ,  Reporl lor. hlo. J u n e  2006 

2. I?eporling Coinpaiiy Florida P o w e r  Corporalion 

3 Plonl Name Transler Facilily . IkIT 

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 ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Subinllled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnali?re_of Official Subinilllng Reporl 

6. Dale Comploled: August 11. 2006 

Addlllonal 
E ~ I ~ C I I V O  shorinaul Olhor River Trans. Ocean Olhsr Olhef Transpor- ; 0 I1 

i~l.,,,l 

Slllpplng IeUon Price Charges Rals Charges R ~ l e  Rale Rare Charges Chsrges Charyo5 P i i r v  

Transpor- Purchase 6 Loadhg -RdI Rail O e r ~ s  loadlno Oarge Walsr lxelalotl lalion 

Polnl Modo Tons ( W o n )  ($/Ton1 (YTonl ISITonJ (SITon) (STon) (Srlon] (%/Ton) (SITon) (%/Ton) (SlTonl 

Cenlrel Coal Coinpamy 8, WV. 3'3 Wlnilrede Dock. bV\r 8 21.172 NIA NIA NIA 
Coal lrlarlrelmg Company Lld 999. Ikl. 45 Colonrbin. S.A. OB 77.707 NIA NIA NIA 
Glencore Cld. 999. Ih.1. 45 Calenlurilas. 5 . k  00 72,355 NIA NIA NIA 
Guasare Coal Inlarnalional N 999. IM. 50 Paso Daahlo. S A. OB 42,525 NIA NIA NIA 
Kanawha River Tenniiials Inc 0. WV, 39 Ivlarniel 0ot:k. WV B 17.722 NIA NIA NIA 
I<sna*wha Rlver Torminsls Inc 0. WV. 39 Qulncy Ooch. WV 0 33.488 NIA NIA NIA 
Keystone lnduslries LCC 8. WV, 39 'Nlnilrede Dock. W V  08 15.822 NIA NIA NIA 

0 
0 
0 
cn 
bJ 

NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N1.4 
NIA 

SG 2.3 5 
$57.33 
s59 . I O  

$70.23 
S73.34 
512 76 
$7.1.60 

z 
0 



0 
z 
2 
Y .d 

qg 3 

hl 
cu ICI 
0 
0 
9 4 
i? 
0 
d w P, 

3Z-CZV 'ON WHOA 3SdJ 
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FPSC FOUM NO. 423-2 

1.  Repori for: Mo. July 2006 

2 Reportlng Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl N a n w  McDuftie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUAUTY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, TlUe and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submllted on lhls Form 
Jon Potnam - Duslness Flnancfal Anelysl 
(919) 540-1” 

5. Slgnalure of Ofliclal Submllllng Report 

47- ?7-- 
g -Regulated Back OMce Manager 

6. Date Completed: September 11. 2006 

Tolal 
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. I A5 Received Coal Quality I 

Transpor- Purchase tallon Plant Percenl DLu Percenl Percenl 
Line Mine Purchase tallon Pdce Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons ($man) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Btullb) (“IO) (YO) 

(a) (b) (d) ( e )  (0 (9) (h) (0 (I) (k) (1) (m) 
1 Iiilerucean Coat sales L I I ~  999. IM. 45 MTC OB 40.821 !!a _ . . _ _ _ . . , _ . .  $53.95 0.57 11,507 5.64 11.60 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1 .  Report lor: Mo. July 2006 

2. Repoillnq Company: Florlda Power Corporatlon 

3. Plant Name: Transfer Facilily - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALlrY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIM 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

SPECIFIED 
CQNFlD ENTIAL 

Transpor. 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concemlng Dela Submltted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam + Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Shnalure of ORlclal Submitting Report 

qL&- y,l-$/ 
s A. Klng - Regulaled Back Office Manager 

e. Date Completed: September 11 .  2006 

, -.-. 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.E. I A6 Received Coal Quality I 
Purchase tation Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percenl 

Mine Purchase tallon Price COSI Prlca Sulfur Content Ash Molslure 
Location Type Mode Tons (Won) (Won) ($/Ton) ( O h )  (Blu/lb) (%) ("A) 

1 Central Coal Company 
2 Guaaare Coal Inlornalioiisl NV 
3 KJnswha Rlver Terrninnls Inc. 

0 
0 
0 
vr 
t -4  
4 

8. wv. 39 
099. IM. 50 
8. vw. 39 

MTG 
MTC 
MTC 

0 
OB 
D 

$63.16 
$70.18 
$73.12 

0.71 
0.56 
0.65 

12.339 
13,077 
12.349 

11-86 
7.29 

11.52 

5.05 
5.56 
7.03 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORlQlN. TONNAGE, DELIVERf3 PRlCe AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

I b-.el..;rl IO! r.io .IU!~: XIJG 

2 .  Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 .  Planl Name. Cryslal River 1 C. 2 

4. Neme. Xlle and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Conceming Data Submitled on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(910) 546-6368 

5. Slgnature 01 OMclal Submitting Report 

y,!f/ 
egulated B>ck Office Manager 

6. Dale Completed: Sopleniber 11, 2006 

Total 
EffeGtlve Tranapor- F.O.B. A6 Recelved Coal Quallty 1 

Transpor- Purchase tauon Planl Percent atu Percent Percent 
Llne Mine Purchase lation Prlce Cost Prlce Sulfur Conlent Ash Molslure 
No Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons (Won) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ("A) (BIMb) (%) ("A) 

(3) (b) (c) (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) (11 (1) (k) (1) ( 4  
1 Alllance lvlC hllning 
2 Alpha Coal Salos Co. LLC 
3 B B W  Resources Inc 
4 B9W Resources Inc 
5 Consol Eneroy ltic 
6 Massey Ultlily Sales Company 
7 klassey Ulillly Sales Company , 
0 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
9 Sequoia Eneroy LLC 

10 Transfer Facllily 

B.KY.195 
a. KY. 119 
8. KY. 51 
8. KY.51 

a. KV. 119 
8.  KY. 195 
8. wv. 5 

8.  wv. 81 
8. KY. 95 

NIA 

LTC 
MTC 
WTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
LITC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GI3 

. .  

9,906 
30,433 
10.016 
20.045 
59.926 
41.868 

3.618 
9,909 

31,011 
6,962 

$78.24 
$71.52 
$79.20 
$73.16 
$81.35 
$78.57 
$88.97 
$80.22 
$75.34 
$79.65 

0.80 
0.95 

1.04 
1.10 
1.04 
0.74 
1.05 
0.99 
0.66 

o.9a 

. .  . .  

12.543 8.93 7.41 
12,760 9.90 5.16 
12.146 11.35 6.09 
12.408 11.01 5.40 
12.480 9.57 6.66 
12.176 11.43 7.29 
12.524 10.73 7.10 
12,736 11.54 5.53 
13.151 7.61 4.Gl 
11.830 8-78 10.51 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1. Report lor: Mo. July 2OOG 

2. Raporling Company: Florlda Power Corporation 

3 .  Planl Name: Cryslal River 4 8. 5 

t " n i Y  REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QWALIN 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, TlUe and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Oala Submilled on lhls Farm 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalure or Olflclal Submlnlng Reporl 

QQ. 
ng - Regulated BaEk Ofice Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: September 11.2006 

Total 
Effectlve Trahspor- F.O.B. As Received Coal Quality 
Purchase tellon Planl 'Percent Blu Percent Percent 

I 
Transpor- 

Line Mlne Pumhese tallon Prlce Cast Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Locatlon Type Mode Tons ($"I) ($iron) (Won) (X) (Blullb) ("A) (%) 

(a) (b) (C) ( 4  (8) (0 (€0 (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) 
1 Alliance MC Mining 8. KY. 195 LTC UR $90.07 0.77 12.491 9.61 6.14 
2 Atnvesi Coal Sake 8.KY.67 S UR $89.42 0.71 12,515 11.02 5.60 
3 CAM-Kenluchy LLC 8. KY. 195 MTC UR $67.18 0.66 12,545 11.08 5.66 
4 Conskllallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 8.  KY, 193 S UR $87.61 0.75 12.526 11.00 5.41 
5 hlassey Ulilily Sales Company 8 .WV.5  MTC UR $94.64 0.73 12.658 11.79 5.38 
6 Translor Facillly NIA NIA GB $64.07 0.54 ll.,509 5.51 11.62 
7 Tmnsler Facilily NIA NIA GB : $75.99 0.67 12.000 7.78 9.90 

w 
M 

z 
? 

i 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZA 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DEUVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Report for fulo. July 2008 

2 Reporting Company. Florlda Power Corporatlon 

3 Plant Name: McDuflie Coal Termlnal SPEG\F\€D 
GONFIDENTI AL 

4. Name, TlHe and Telephone Numbsr of Conlacl 
Person Concemlny Data Submilled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(g19) 646-6368 

5. Slgnalure of Offlclal Submitllny Report 

4 3  x/ 
Ja@A. KfKg - Regulated Back Office Manager 

6. Date Compleled: September 11. 20013 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnel acllve Cluallly Effective 
Mlne 8 Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Clne Mlne PUmhaSe Prlce Charges Price Increase6 Prlce ments Price 
NO. Suppller Name LoceUon Type Tons (SrTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($rTon) ( I r o n )  (Won) 

(a) (b) (C) (d) (e) (I1 (9) (h) 0) ti) (k) (1) 

1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Cdc 999. IM. 45 MTC 40.821 !mi $0.00 i m j  $0.00 2- 

V 

Y 
0 
4 
+JI 
T 
0 
0 
0 
cn 
W 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZA 

1. Reporl for  Mo. July 2006 

2 .  fieporting Company: Floride Power Corporallon 

3 Plant Namo: Transfer Facllily - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIQIN, TONNAGE, DEUVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIM 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concemlng Dale Submilled on lhi6 Form 
Jon Putnam - Euslness Financlal Analyst 

(DID) 546-6368 

5. Slgnelure of ORiclal Submllllng Report 
h (le- 4.. Z U  

A. King - Regulated Back OWce Manager 

0. Dale Completed: September 1 1 ,  2006 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnal ecUve Quallly Erlecllve 
Mlne & Loadlng Invoke Price Base AdJusl- Purchase 

Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dsc) Price menls Price Cine 
No Supplier Name Type Tons (Won) ($/Ton) (Won) ($man) ($") ($man) (Tmon) 

(a) (b J (cl (d) ( e )  (f) (!4 (W (1) (I) (k) (1) 
1 Cenlral Coal Company 
2 Guasare Coal lnlornallonal NV 
3 Kanawha Rlver Terminals Inc. 

V 

Y 
0 
4 
Y 
t;' 
0 
0 
0 cn 
W 
t-' 

$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 

U . W V . 3 9  MTC 25.541 
1199. IM. 50 MTC 48.366 
8. WV.39 MTC 41.116 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Repon for: Mu July 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 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 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name,  Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlect 
Person Concerning Data Subrnltted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnem - Buslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) ~ 6 - 6 3 6 e  

5. Slgnature of Offlclal SubmltUng Reporl 

CkM@T17/ 
James@ Klng - Regulaled-Back Office Manager 

6. Dale Completed: September 11. 2006 

Ret%- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Odglnal acllve Quallly Effectlve 
Mlne & Loadlng lnvolce Price Base Adlust- Purchase 

Line Mlne Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Prlce ments Price 
No Supplier Name LocaUon Type Tons (Won) ($rTon) (5") (Won)  ($Ron) ($/Ton) (Won) 

( a )  
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
G 
7 
8 
9 

10 

(b) 
Alliance MC hllnlng 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
BBW Resources Inc 
8&W Resources Inc 
Consul Energy Inc. 
Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
hlassey Ullllly Sales Company 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
Transler Faclllly 

V 
M 
:T' 

r 
0 
..I 
w 

0 
0 
0 
Ln 
W 
la 

. .  . .  . .  . .  
O,KY,195 LTC 9.906 $0.00 $0.00 
a.m. 119 MTC 30,433 $0.00 $0.00 
a . K y . S i  MTC 10,015 $0.00 30.00 
0.KY.61 MTC 20.046 $0.00 $0 00 

n. KY. I I Y  MTC 5 9 ; ~  50.00 $0.00 
0,KY. 195 MTC 41.860 $0.00 $0.00 
n.wv.9 MTC 3.618 $0.00 $0.00 
0.WV.  01 M I C  9.909 $0.00 $0.00 
U,KY,95 MTC 31.811 $0.00 $0.00 

N/A NIA 6.962 $0.00 $0.00 



FPSC FORM r d o . 4 ~ 3 - 2 ~  

1. Reporl for: Mo. July 2006 

2. liepurling Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Name: Crystal River 4 E 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AN0 QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRLC PLANTS 
' ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECENED QUALITY 

SPEC I F / ED 
GOI\\F\DENT\AL 

4. Name. TIUe end Telephone Number of Conlect 
Person Concemlng Dala Submltled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6365 

5. Slgnalure of OMclal Submllllng Report 

6. Dale Compleled: Seplember 1 1 .  2006 

Retro- 
F.0.8. Short Haul Origlnal acUve Quality EHecUve 
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base AdJusl- Purchase 

Supplier Name L-Uan Type Tons (%/Ton) ( W o n )  ($man) ( w o n )  ($man) ($/Ton) ($non) 
Mlne Purchase Pdce Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Prlce Cine 

No 

(a)  (b) (c) (a (e )  (0 (8) (h) (1) (I) (k) (1) 
8. KY, 195 CTC 10.483 $0.00 $0.00 

CAM-Kenlucky LLC 0. KY. 195 MTC 21.408 $0.00 $0.00 
Conslellalion Energy Commodllics Gmup Inc 8.KY.193 S 11.162 $0.00 $0.00 

$0.00 $0.00 
Transfer Facilily NIA NIA 24.750 $0.00 $O.OD 
Transfer Facillly NIA N/A 225.774 $0.00 $0.00 

Alliance MC Mining 
Amvesl Coal Sales 8. KY. 67 MTC 11,057 $0.00 $Q;OO 

Massey Ulillly Sales Company 8. WV. 5-  MTC 15.847 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-28 

1 Reporl for: Mo. July 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon 

3 Plant Name McDuflie Coal Termlnal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAQE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concemlng Data Submltted on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(019) 546-8368 

5. Slgnalure of OMclal Submilllng Report 

!&----& % 
s A. Klng - Regulaled Back Office Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: September 11, 2006 

Additional 
Elfectke Shorthaul Olher River Trans- Ocean Olher Other Transpor- F . 0  U 

Transpor- Purchase & LOEdlnQ Rall Rall Barge loadlng Barge Waler Relaled lation Plant 
Llnc Mlne Shlpplng tation PdCe Charges Rate Charges Rate Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Pr ice 
No Suppller Name Locallon Polnl Mode Tons ( W o n )  ($Kon) ($noq) (9Non) (Won)  ($Ken) ( W o n )  ($man) ($Ken) (Snon)  (%/Ton) 

(a1 (b )  (c) (d) (e) (f) (9) (h) (i) 0) (k) (1) (m 1 (n) (0) ( P I  (4)  

1 l n l e l o ~ ~ ~ n  Coal Sales Ldc 999. IM. 45 Carlagona. S A .  OB 40.821 $2:- NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A NIA N/A ;!:::::- S53.95 

w 

7 
0 
-4 
Y r 
0 
0 
0 
L f l  
W 
-P 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1 .  Report lor: Clo. July 2006 

2 Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 Name: Transfer Facllily - IMT 

Llno 
N O .  Supplier Name 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concernlng Dab SubmlHed on h i s  Form 
Jon Putnam - Euslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Signature of Olflcial Submlltlng Repor3 

6. Date Completed: Seplember 11,  2006 

Addlllonal 
UTecllve Shwlhaul Oiher Rlver Trans. Oman Olher Ollior Transpor r 0 0 

Shlpplno bU0,n Prlce Chargas Rals Chsrpes -1s Rale Rale Charger Charges Chargos Ptko  

Trrp"SpW- Pbrchase LLuadhg Rall Rall Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled lalion Plan1 

Mode Tons (Sflon) l" ("1 (Won) (5") ( w o n )  (SITon) lSn-0") (SrTM) I f fTOn)  lsrr""l Poinl 

1 Cenlral Coal Company 8. WV. 39 Winlkede Dock. W V  B 25;541 :$: N/A NIA N/A N/A j i i i i j  $63.16 
NIA z2 NIA N/A !;;!;!!- $70.10 

NIA N/A !:::!!:- $73.12 
... :. . . __. . ... 2 Guasare Coal lnlernolional NV 999, IM. 60 Peso Dlablo, S.A. OB 48,366 !!ii N/A N/A N/A 

3 Kanawha Rlver Termlnal3 Inc. 0.  WV. 39 Marmel Dock. WV B 41.116 :iii :::: NIA NIA NIA NIA 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1 .  Report lor: Mo. July 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company. Florida Power Corporatlon 

3 Plan1 Name’ Crystal Rlver 1 & 2 

Supplier Name 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUAUTY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

SPEC I FI ED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Shlpplng 
Polnl 

ElleCUVB 

Purchase 
PdCe 

Tons (SKon) 

(b) 

hllianco hlC Minlng 

Alpha Coal Sales C o  CLC 
0hW R860UICBO Inc 

oaw RWSOUFCOS Inc 
Consol Energy Inc. 

Massey Ullllty Sales Company 
blasssy Ulility Sales Company 

rrlassey uririly sales company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
Translor Facllity 

(C) 

O.KY.195 
8. KY. 119 
8. KY. 51 
8. KY.51 

8 ,  KY, 119 
8.  KY. 195 
8.  W. 5 
8.WV. 81 
8.  KY. 95 

NIA 

(d 1 
Scolts Branch. KY 
Yellow Cresh, KY 
Resource. KY 
Resource. KY 
Mousle. KY 
Golf. KY 
Sylvester. WV 

Bardo. KY 
Plaguemlnes. Pa 

Goals. wv 

( 8 )  

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 

Addlllonal 
Shwlhnul 

L k d h g  
Charges 

(”) 

(h) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
tVA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

- 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Conoemlng Data Submined on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlai Analyst 
(919) 5466368 

5. Slgnaf_ure of Omclal Submlltlng Report 

q-4- TY- 
James A@g - Regulated Back Ofice Manager 

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA NIA 

(1) 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Ocean Vlher Vllrer 

Barge Waler Relaled 

Rale Charge6 Charges 

NIA NIA PUA 
NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 
W A  NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 

NIA NIA NIA 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1 Repoi l  lor M o  July 2006 

2 Reporling Company: Flonda Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Name Cryslal Rlver 4 8, 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUAUN 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Penon Concemlny Dala Submlllecl on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analysl 
p i g )  w ~ x m  

5. Slgnafure of Official Submlfflny Report 

5).@.74/ 
Jama A. Klng - Regulal6d Back Offlce Manager 

6. Dale Completed. September 1 1 .  2006 

AddlUonal 
Eliedvs Shorlhaul Olher River Trans- Ocoan Olher OUier Tianspo~.  F u n  

Line Mlne Shlpplng lalion Pike Charpes Rate Charges Rale Rale Kale Charges Charges Charges Prim 
N O  

Transpor- Purchase (LLoadlng Rall Rall Barge lading Barge Waler Rolalod lalion Plan1 

Supplier Namo Locallon Palnl Mcdo Tons W o n 1  (SlTon) (Won) (Won]  (SrTon) ( W o n )  (Won) (SrTon)  (anon) (5“) (6ilon) 

( a )  (b) (Cl (d) (e) (0 (h) (k) (1) (111) (n) (0) (P) (9 )  
1 Allianm MC Mlning 

2 AmVCSI  Coal Sales 

3 CAM-Kenlucky CLC 

4 Conslelalion Enelgy Commodllios 

5 M i l s ~ e y  Wilily Sals, Company 

6 T r a r i ~ l e i  Faailily 

Crc 

0. KY. 195 
8. KY. 67 

E ,  KY. 195 
8. KY. 193 
8. w, 5 

NIA 

Scous Branch. KY 
Fola. wv 
Damron Fork. KY 
Charlene. KY 
Sylvester. WV 
Moblle. AL 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 

10.483 
11.057 
21.408 
11.162 

24,750 
15.847 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 

7 Translef Facilily NIA Plaquemines. PA GB 225,774 iiw NIA NIA NIA 

V 
M 
:T‘ 

r;‘ 

0 
4 
-I 

NIA NIA N/A NIA 
NIA NIA N/A NIA 
NIA N/A N/A NIA 
NIA NIA NIA NIA 

590.07 
9 89 .‘I 2 

$87.5.1 
$Y4 G4 
%64 07  
575  98 

~ 6 7 . 1 ~  

0 
0 
0 
wl 
W 
4 M‘; 

d 
,-.. 
rt- 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Reporl lor' Mo. July 200B 

2 Repofling Company: Florida Power Corporatlon 

3 Plant Name: McDuflio Coal Termlnal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF GOAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECENED QUALITY 

SPECIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Nema. Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concemlng Data Submitted on tlils Form 
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of OMclal Subnilttlng Report 

#- /w 
Klng - Regulaled Back O f h e  Manager 

6. Date Compleled: September 11. 200G 

New 
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.O.D. 

Line Month Plant Generaling Une Volume Form Column Old New Plant 
No. Reported Name Plan1 Suppllar Number (tons) No. nile Value Value Price Revlslon 

Reason lor 

(4  (b) (C) (d) (e)  (3 (9)  (hl (1) U) (k) (1) (m) 
...... NONE- 

0 
0 
0 
vl 
w 
00 

c 
0 
v 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Report for: M o  July 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3.  Planl Name. Traiisler Facilily - IMT 

Form Intended 
Llne Monlh Planl Generallng 
No. Reporled Name Planl 

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 Concemlng Data Submitted on this Form 
Jon Putnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Siqnalure of OKiclal Submilling Repori 

6. Dale Completed: September 1 1 ,  2006 

New 
Orlginal Old F.O.B. 

Une Volume Form. Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
Suppller Number (Ions) No. * m e  Value Value Price Revlsion 

1 1/06 Transfer Facility - IMT Central Coal Company 
2 4/06 Transfer Facility - IMT Coal Msrkellng Company 
3 4/06 Transfer Facillly . IMT Guasare Coal InlernaUonal NV 
4 5/06 Transfer Facllily - IMT Coallrade 
5 5/06 Transfer Facillly - IMT Coallrade 

1 26,468 2 (QTons 
2 50.402 2 (f)Tons 
3 95.059 2 (OTons 

6.389 26.468 Correction Io Tons 
19.635 50.402 Correcllon lo Tons 
19,635 95.059 Correcllon Io Tons 

Correcllon lo Tons 
':'-S 47.40 Quality Prlco Adjuslmeiil 

2 3.522 2 (QTons 
2 3.522 2A (k) Qualily Adjuslmenls i;i . . , ._.... . .._ ___,.. 



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. July 2006 

2. Reporting Company: Florlda Power CorporaUon 

3. Planl Name. Crystal River 1 & 2 

SPECIFIED 
COMFID€NTtAL 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number o f  Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilted on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Official Submilling Roporl 

James Afing - Regulaled Back OMce Ivlanagar 

6. Dale Compleled: September 11,  2006 

New 
Form Intended Origlnal Old F.O.B. 

Cine Month Planl Generaling Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason lor 
No Reported Name Planl Supplier Number (tons) No. Tills Value Value Price Revlsion 

(a) 

1 
2 
3 

5 
ti 
7 
0 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 

13 

4 

(b) 

ZlOF 
2/06 
2/06 
2/06 
510G 
5/06 
5/06 
5/08 
5/06 
5/06 
Y0F 
5/06 
6/06 

0 
0 
0 
<n 

(C) 

CR 1az 
CR iaz 
CR iaz 
cq 182 
CR 38.2 
CR 162 
CR 18.2 
CR 182 
CR iaz 
CR iaz 
CR 162 
CR l&2 
CR 18.2 

(d) 

CR 162 
CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 

CR 1&2 
CR l&2 
CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 

CR 182 

CR iaz 
CR iaz 
CR 1&2 
CR la2 
CR iaz 

(e) 

Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Masrey Ullllly Sales Company 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLG 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
B&W Rerources Inc. 
B8W Resources Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Soquola Energy LLC 
Transfer Faclllly 

f 0  
3 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
11  
7 

(9) 

76.596 
76.596 
18.384 
40,426 
20,603 
9,910 

20.079 
21.123 
01,764 
29,146 
20,232 
20.062 
16.126 

(4 
2 
2A 
2A 
28 
2A 
2.4 
28 
28 
2A 
2A 
2A 
28 
2 c  

(1) 

0 )  Perceoi Sulfer 
(k) auallly Adjustmenis 
(k) Quallly Adjuslmenls 
(I) OIher Rall Charees 
(k) Qualily A d j o s h "  
(I() Qualily AdJuslmenls 
(I) OlherRell Charges 
(I) Other Rall Charges 
(k) Challly AdJurlmenls 
(k) Ouallly Adjuslmenta 
(k) Ouallly AdJushenls 
(I) OlherRall Charges 
(I) FOB Mlne P ~ C B  

(1) 

180.71 
580.76 
$75.61 
$70.95 
$69.09 
$77.55 
271.54 
579.72 
$81.72 
879.72 
$72.12 
553 11  

(m 1 
Quailry Ad1usImenl 
Qualily Prlce Adjuslinenl 
Qualily Prlce Adjuslinenl 
Correclion lo  Rale 
Qualily Price Atlluslmeiil 
Qualily Prlce Adjuslinenl 
Correcllon lo Rale 
Gorreclion lo Rute 
Qualily Prlce Adjuslmenl 
Qualily Prlcu Adiuslmenl 
Ouallly Prico Adjuslmenl 
Cormcliori lo Kale 
Correclion lo Gale 

- .  
P 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Report for Ma July2006 

2 Reporllng Company: Flonda Power CorporaUon 

3 Planl Name Cwslal Rlver 1 J 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A5 RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

SPECFED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concemlng Data Submilted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Officlal Submilling Repad 

74- 
A. King -Regulated Back OMlce Manager 

6. Date Completed: September 11, 2006 

New 
Form Intended Odglnal Old F.O.B. 

New Planl 
Value Value Prlce 

Reason lor 
Revlsion 

Line hlonlh Planl Generating Llne Volume Form Column Old 
No. Reported Name Planl Suppller Number (tons) No. Tltle __ 
(3) (b) (C) (d) (e) (0 (9) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) 

568.30 Correclion Io Rale 
583.60 Cluellly Price Adjuslinenl 

$89.24 Correclion lo Ram 

1 1/06 C R  18.6 CR 485 Translor Facllily 6 194,108 2A ( I )  FOB Mlne Prlce 
2 6106 CR 485 CR 485 Consleilalion Energy Commcdllies Group Inc 4 11.159 2A . [k) Quallly AdJuslmenls 
3 6/UG C R  485  CR 4 8 5  Massey Ucillly Sales Company 5 41.430 28 0) Olher Rail Charges 

z 
0 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1 Report lor. Mo. Auyusl2006 

2 Reporllng Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 Planl Name McDulfle Coal Tormlnal 

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 Conccrnlng Data Submllled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslnevs Flnanclal Analysl 
(819) 546-63ee 

5. Slgnalure or Offlclal Submllllng Reporl 

a- ?I@</ 

ogulalod Back drflco Manager 

6. Dale Complelecl: Oclober 10. 2008 

Total 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I As Received Coal Quality 1 

Trenspor- Purchase tallon Planl Percent Blu Percent Percent 
Mlne Purchase lallon Price Cost Prlce Sulfur Content Ash Molslure Llne 

No. Suppller Name Locallon Type Mode Tsns ($man) ($/Ton) ($man) (96) (~iuiib) (%) (%) 

(b) (d I (e )  (0 (g) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) ( a )  

1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 999. IM. 45 MTC OB 86.,908 i- $54.44 0.50 11.581 5.27 12.02 

. . .  . . . ... _ _  . . 

V 
m 
Y 

t;' 

0 
..I 
Y 

0 
0 
0 

. .  . . .  .. ... 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

I K<jpur l  lot .  rBic ,  ;WJVSI zoo6 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plant Naine- Cryslat River 1 B 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF'COAL FOR ELECTRIC P U N T S  
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE.AND AS RECEIVED Q U A L I N  

. .  . .. . 
. -  
. rl 4. Name, Title and Telephone Number or ConLacl 

. - Jon PUlnam - Business Flnancial Analysl 

.. Person Concerning Dala Sllhmllled on lhls Form 

(919) 5466360 

.. . .  

5. Slgnalure o l  Olllcial Subnllliing Report 

... .... .. ... . .. 
0. Date Coiiiololed: Oclohnr :U. ZOO6 

Tolal 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I As Recelvod Coal Qualily 
Purchase lallon Planl Percenl Blu Percenl Percent 

1 
Line Mlne Purchase lallon Frlce:, Cos1 Price Suilur 
No. Suppller Name Locallon Type Mode Tons- ($mQh) ($Ken) (srron) (YO) 

(a 1 ( b )  (c) (d) (9) (0 (9):: (h) (1) (I) 
, . .  

1 Alpha Coal S a l ~ s  Co. LLC 8,KY,  I 19  MTC UR 10,722 $ 7 1 ~ 3 6  0.80 
2 QBW Resources liic 0. KY.51 MTC UR 10.469 $82.15 0.90 
3 DBW Resuurces inc 0. KY.51 MTC UR . 10,8.00 $76.17 0.96 
4 Consoi Encryy Inc. i 3 . m . i i a  MTC UR 46.693 $86.36 0.98 
5 Conslellalion Energy Commodhles Inc. 8.VA. 105 9 UR 3.200 .$06.42 0.77 
6 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 0.WV.5 MTC UR 1.076 . .$03.25 0.75 
7 lvlasscy Ulilily Sales Company 8. WV. 01 MTC UR 10.161 $83.20 0.86 
8 Sequuia Enargy LCC 8.KY.95 MTC UR 19.030 $78.60 1.02 

. .  

I 
0 
0 
0 
L A  
P 
o\ 

Conlenl 
(Blullb) 

(k) 
12,700 
12,362 
12.318 
12.523 
12,029 
12.322 
12,952 
13.220 

Ash Molslure 

(Yo) (%) 

(1) (m) 
9.60 5.75 

11.57 '5.20 
11.70 4.81 
9.62 6.20 
7.34 5.95 

12.82 6.05 
9.60 6.02 
7.99 3.03 

z 
0 

I 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2 

1. Repod lor: Mo. August 2006 

2 Repocilng Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

7 Plan1 Name. Cryslal Rivcr 4 8 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Lliie 
No. Suppller Name 

Transpor- 

4 .  Name. Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlny Dala Submilled on h i s  Form 
Jon Pulnem - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgneture or OMclal Submllllng Report 

qh Q, 7l11- w' 
James A. I@ - Regulaled Back Orfdb Manager 

6. Dele Completed: Oclober 10. 2006 

Total 
As Recelved Coal Qualily EffecUve Transpor- F.O.B. 1 I 

Purchase lallon Plant Percent Blu Percenl Percenl 
Mine Purchase lallon Price Cos1 Price Sullur Conlenl 

Locallon Type Mode Tons ($lTon) ($/Ton) ($noon) ("A) (Blullb) 
(a) (bl (C) (d) (e) (0 (1) 0) (k) 

i Alliilnc'e MC Mlnlng 8.KY.195 LTC UR 48.940 $90.35 0.71 12,641 
.'21.686 $64.13 0.73 12.798 2 CAM-l<enlucky LLC 8. KY. 195 MTC UR 

3 Conslellalion Enorgy Cornniodllles Group Inc 8, WV, 45 S UR 10.933 $05.26 0.71 12.209 
$85.08 0.64 12.155 
586.02 0.77 12.829 5 Conslellallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 8. VA. 105 S UR 6,604 
$91.58 0.72 12.573 6 lvlassey Ullllly Salee Company 8 .WV.5  MTC UR 34.641 

141,687 $75.20 0.85 12.143 7 Trensfer Facllily NIA NIA G 0  
NIA G 0  103.~168 $62.81 0.52 11.568 0 Transler Facilily NIA 

4 Conslellalion Enorgy Commodlllcs Group Inc 8.  WV. 45 S UR a.9os 

"d 
M 
:T1 

t;' 

0 
4 
9 

0 
0 
0 
wl 
P 
4 

Ash Molslure 
(%) (%) 

(1) (m) 
9 04 6.60 
9.90 5.08 
11.64 6.51 
12.60 7.60 
7.34 5.95 
12.62 5.07 
0.10 9.30 
5.36 11.95 

z 
0 

e 

0 
v 



F P S C  FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 .  Report lor: Mo. August 2OOG 

2. Reporllng Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 .  Plaril Name: McDulfle Coal Ternilnal 

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 ol Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submllted on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Signature of OMclal Submittlng Reporl 

James A. /<I@- REgUlalQd Back WfCE Manager 

6. Date Compleled: Oclober 10, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.E. Short Haul Orlginal acllve Quallly Elfeclive 
Mlne & Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjusl- Purchase 

Line Mlne Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Increases Price menls Price 
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons ($0") ( W o n )  ($TTon) ($TTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) 

(3) (b) (c) (d) (e)-  (I) (9) . (h) (1) (I) (k) (1) . ~ .  ................ 
1 hilorocean Coal Sales Ldc 999. IM.45 MTC 06,888 $- $0.00 iiii-i 50.00 ' ' " '  ' . . .  _ . I . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  

. . . .  

. . .  . .  .,..- . .  



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 .  Report lor: Mo. Augusl 2006 

2. Reportlny Company. Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plonl Name: Transfer Faclllty - IMT , 

Line 
No. Supplier Namo 

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 Submilled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - BUSh8SS Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6360 

5. Slgnaluce or Offlcial Submilllng Report 

6. Date Completed: OclobBr 10, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnsl acllve Quality Elfeclive 
Mine &Loading lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 

Purchase Prlce Charges Price Inc(Dec) Prlce ments Prlce 
Type Tons ($ f lon)  ($man) ($rTon) ($Ron) (Wfon) ( W o n )  ($fron) 

Cenlral Coal Company 
Glencoro Lld. 
Guasare Coal Inlernallonal NV 
Kanawha Rlver Tormlnals Inc. 
Kanawha Rlver Termlnals Inc. 

8. WV. 39 MTC 24.562 $0.00 $0.00 
999. IM. 4 5  MTC 77,164 . . . $o.ao. $0.00 
999, IM. 50 MTC 86.241 $0.00 $0.00 
0. WV, 3W MTC 10,173 160.00 $0.00 
8. WV. 39 MTC 26.134 su.00 $0.00 

. -. 
.. . . .  0 

0 
0 
Ln 
n 
w 



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 Keporl lor. Mo. Auyusl2006 

2. Reporllng Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3. Plant Namo: Cryslal Rlver 1 8. 2 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
. .  . .  Person Concernlng Data Submllted on (his Form 

Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5, Slgnalure or Ollicial Submilling Report 

It? ,!f 
King - Regulated Backaffice Manager 

6. Date Completed: October I O .  2006 

Retro- . .  
F.O.B. Short Haul Orlglnal ecllve Qualily Elleclive 
Mine & Loading lnvolce Pdce Base AdJusl- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Price Cha.rges Prlcb Inc(Dec) Prlce menls Prlce 
No. Suppller Name Locallon Type Tons ($man) ' ,  ($mop) ($/Ton) (omon) ($/Ton) ($non) (smon) 

(a) (b) (4 (4 ( e )  (f) '. ' ( P h  (h) (1) . (I)  (k) (1) 

1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
2 BBW Resources Inc 
3 EIBW Resources lnc 
4 Consol Energy Inc. 
5 Constallalion Enorgy Commorlllles Inc 
6 Massey Ulillly Sales Company 
7 Masse). Ulllily Sales Company 
0 Sequola Energy CLC 

cd 
M 
:T1 
0 

8. KY, 119 
8. KY. 51 
8. KY,51 

8. KY, 119 
8. VA. 106 
8. WV. 5 
8. WV. 81 
8. KY. 96  

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 

S 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 

. .  ..* . \. . : ; ._ . ! ..I 

.- . .  .. . .  
'$0.00 $0.00 

$0.00 10,469 i: P9,90, 
10,800 ' pp.00 $0.00 
46,693 $0.00 $0.00 

3,230 '. . ... '$O;OO $0.00 
1,076 .$P.OO $0.00 

10,161 .: 3q.00 $0.00 
.: SQ.00 $0.00 

10,722 ' 

.. L 
. I  

19,830 

,:-: 1 ,  

0 
0 
0 
cn 
cn 
0 'L 

0 



F P S C  FORM NO. 42J-ZA 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Reporl lor. k lo  August 2006 

2 Reporting Company. Florida Power Corporation 

3. Plan1 Name Cwslal River 4 8, 5 

4. Name, Tilla and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submllled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalure of Official SubmiKin? Reporl 

led Back OIP(ce Manager 

6. Date Completed: October I O ,  2006 

Relro- 
F.0 8. Shorl tleul Orlglnal acllve Quality Eflecllve 
Mlne E. Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 

Line Mlne Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Prlce menb Price 
No Supplier Name Locallon Type Tons ($TTon) ($rTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($TTon) (Won) ($TTon) 

(4 (b) (4 (4 ( e )  (f) , (9) (h) (i) U) (k) (1) 

1 Alliance M C  Mlnlng 8. ICY, 195 LTC 49.940 ii 
2 CAM-l<enlucky LLC 0. KY. 195 MTC 21;606- ii  . . ,  
3 Conslollallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 8, wv, 45 
4 Conslellallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 8, wv. 45 
5 Conslellallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 8,VA. 105 S 
6 Massey Ulllily Salos Company 0. WV, 5 MTC 34.641 
7 Transfer Fsclllly NIA NIA 141.887 i 
0 Translor Facillly NIA 

0 

r r 
-.l 

b 
0 
0 
LA 
CA 

$U.OO fO.UO 
$0.00- $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00. $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
$0.00 $0.00 
96.00 30.00 



FPSC FORM NO. 425-28 

1 .  Report for. Mo. Auyusl 2006 

2 .  Reportlny Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Planl Name: McDulfle Coal Termlnal 

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 ol Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submilted on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slqnalure of Olliclal Submilllng Reporl 

6. Dale Compleled: OclOb6r 10. 2006 

Addltlonal 
Elleclive Sharthaul Olher River Trans- Ocean Olher Olller Transpor- l~.O.U 

Trenspor- Purchase & Loadlng Rail Rall Barge loadlng Barge Wsler Relaled lation Plan1 
Uno Mlne Shlpplng lallon Price Charges .Rate Charges Rate Rate Rete Charges Charges Charges Price 
No. Suppllcr Name Localion Point Mode Tons (snon) ($rTon) (!&Ton) ($Ken) ($TTon) (Won) ($Ron) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ( W o n )  ($/Ton) 

(a) (b) (c)  (dl ( e )  (f) (d _. (lit (1) 0) (k) (1) (nil (n) (0) (P) is1 
999. IM. 45 Carlagona. S A .  08 86.988 $!!- N M  NIA NIA N/A NIA NIA N/A ! i ; i : : [ ; ; m  S5.i 4 4  1 Inl@rocwan Coal Sales Ldc 

.. .. 

'd 
M 
7 
0 
..I 
Y 
!- 
0 
0 
0 

mr; 
d 
g.2 
w.  

CI 

I 0  



FPSC FORM NO. 423.20 

1. Reporl (or: Mo. Auyusl2006 

2. Reportiny Company: Florlda Power Corporation 

3 Plaiil Name. Trar is ler  Faclllty - IMT 

Ll"e 
No. Supplier Name 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A6 RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concernlng Data Submitled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalure of Olflcial SubmllllnO Report 

94- 9- 74 tly 
James A. K l n w g u l a t e d  Back Olfice'fianager 

6. Dalo Complelod: Oclober 10, 2006 

Addlllonsl 
ERecUve Shodhaul Olher Rlver Trans- Ocean Olher Olher .rranspo,- F a  0 

Pike Charges Rate Charges Role Role Rate Charges Charges Chargos Price 

Tronspor- Purchase 6 Losdlnp Roll Rall Barge loading Barge Water Rolaled lalion PlJ"l 

Shlpping lallon 

Polnl Mode Tons (Won) (Sffon) (STTON Ismon) (Won) (Smon) (Won) (SKon) ($/Ton) ($man) (mol l )  

5G3.05 1 Conlrsl Coal Company 8. WV. 39 Wlnllrede Uock. WV B 24,562 ' NIA NIA 
2 Glencore Lld. 999. IM. 45 La Jagua. S A  OB 77.164 . ..VIA .. . . . . MIA NIA NIA NIA $G6.13 
3 Guasare Coal lnlernalional NV 999, IM. 50 Peso Ulablo. S.A OB 96.241 M A  NIA NIA NIA 570.30 
4 Kanawha Rlver Tormlnals lnc, 8, Wv,  39 hlame1Uock. WV B 18.173 NIA NIA NIA NIA 572.92 

NIA NIA 

5 Kanawha Rlver Terrnlnals Inc. 8. WV. 39 Qulncy Ooch, WV B 25.134 NIA NIA NIA NIA $74 04 

'd 
M 
?I 

7 
0 
-4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
cn 
cn 
W 

. .  
9 % '  . . . .  



FPSC FORM NO. 425.28 

1 .  Report lot. blo. August 2006 

2. Reporllny Company: Florlda Power Corporalion 

3. Plant Name: Cryslal R l v o r  1 8 2 

Suppllei Name 

(b) 
Alplld Coal Sales Co LLC 
E&W Rosources Inc 
O&W Resources lnc 

Consol Energy t w .  

Conrlollalion Energy Commadillos 

Masrvy Ullllty S a l e s  Company 
Massey Ullli(y Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 

Mlne 
Locellon 

(C) 

0. KY. 119 
8.  KY. 51 
0. KY.51 

8 .  KY. 119 
Inc. 8 .  VA. 105 

8. WV. 5 
0 ,  wv. 01 
0. KY. 95 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

(d ) 
Yellow Cmek. KY 
Reeourco. KY 
Resource. KY 
Mousla. KY 
Mayllower. VA 

Goals. WV 
Eardo. KY 

SylVCl6lOr. w\' 

Transpor- 
Ldlon 
Modo 

(e) 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 

EffecUve 
Purchase 

PrlCB 

Tons ISiTon) 

Addillonal 
Shorlheul 

& Coadlng 
Charges 
(Won) 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Submllled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalure of Offlcldl Submilling Report 

Q&+# 4. r3i;MY 
James V I n g  - Regulated Back&lflce Manager 

6. Dele Completed: October .IO, 2006 

Olher 

Rall RaU 

Rale Charges 

(S" l") 

Rlvor 

Barge 
Rals 

(Smon) 

Trans- 

loading 
Rate 

(won)  

Olhor 

Walor 
Cliarger 
(SA04 

Oltier 

Rslaled 
Chargos 
(Srronl 

( h )  

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA' 
NIA 
NIA 

. .  

-d 
M 
7 

r 
0 
4 
crl 

0 
0 
0 
LJ1 
Ln * 

(k) 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 

(1) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

(m) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

(") 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

(0) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N I A  
NIA 

(4)  

:&76 36 
182  15 
576 1 7  
108.36 
305 42 
$03 25 
583.20 
570 G @  

z 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1. Report lor: Mo. August 2006 

2 .  Roporllng Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 .  Plan1 Name: Cryslal Rlver 4 8. 5 

Suppller Name 

b) 
Alllance M C  hllnlng 
CAM-Kenlucky LLC 
C ~ n ~ l ~ l l ~ l l o n  Energy Commadlliee Grc 
Conslolloilon Energy Commodllloe Grc 
Conslellailon Energy Commodiltes Grc 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 

Transkr Factllty 

Transler Facillly 

w 
M 

0 
0 
0 
LA 
wl 
wl 

Mlns 
Locallon 

(C) 

0. KY. 195 
8. KY. 195 
8. wv, 45 
0, wv, 45 
8. VA. 105 
0. WV. 5 

NIA 
NIA 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Shlpplng 
Polni 

(d ) 
Scolls Branch. If( 
Damrun Fork. KY 
Charlene. KY 
Charlene. KY 
Charlene. KY 
Sylvssler. WV 
Moblle. AC 
Plaquemlnes. PA 

Tfanspw- 

lallon 
Mode 

UR 
UR 
VR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GI3 

Elleclive 

Purchata 
Price 

Tons (%Ton) 

(0 (a 

Addlllonal 
Shodhaul 

(I Loadlng 
Char006 

("n) 

(h) 

NIA 

..NIA 
VIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 

_.?!A 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concornlng Dala Submllled on this Form 
Jon Pblnam - Buslness Financlal Analyst 
(919) 546-6360 

5. Slgnaturo fiOfflclal Subinilllng Report 

Jamos A. IClr - Regulated Back OMce Manager 

6. Dale Compleled: October 10, 2006 

. .  
NIA N/A 

Trans. 

loadlng 
Rslo 

("1 
(1) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NfA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

OC~JII Ollier 

Barge Wnior 
Raie Charges 

(.Won) (UJon) 

" (n) 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
N/A NIA 
N/A NIA 
NIA NIA 

Oillor 

Rolaled 
Chaiges 
Ismoll) 

(0) 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 

- 

1- 0 8 

PlJlll 

Prlco 

(4mon) 

((1) 

$90.33 
864 1 3  
585.26 
505.08 
$05.02 
$91 50 
$75.20 
$62 U I  



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZC 

1. l i epur l  for. Mo. August 200G 

2 .  Reporllng Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3 Planl  Name: McDulfie Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dala Subrnllled on lhls Form 
Jon Putnam - Business Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Slgnalure of Offlcial Submllling Report 

q& (2- -& c y /  

James A. Kin 

6. Dale Completed October 10, 2006 

Regulated Back O r k 6  Manager 

New 
Form Intended Orlglnal Old F.O.B. 

Clne Monlh Plant Generallng Clne Volume Form Column Old NEW Planl Reason for 
No Reported Name Plant Suppller Number (Ions) . No. Tille Value Value Prlce Revision 

(a) (b) (c) (d) ( e )  (f) (e) . (h) (1) (I) (IO (1) (111) 

1 3/06 Trans Fac - McDullle Inloroceaii Coal Sales ILDC 
7_ 3/06 Trans Fac - McDuHle lnlemcean Coal Sales LDC 
3 3/0fi Trans Fac - McDuUle Inlerocean Coal Sales LDC 
4 3/08 Trans Fac - McOullie lnlerocean Coal Soles LDC 

. .  
1 50,234 ' .  2 (I).Percent Sulfur 11,504 1 1.582 Uuallly AdJuslinonl 

12.34 12.37 Quallly AdJusbiiviil 1 58.234 .: ' 2 (I) Percenl Ash 
lluallly Adjiislmoiit 1 50.234 !. 2 (m)  Perconl Molslure 0.67 0.6G 

.. 1 .. 58.234, 2 ( h )  BTU Content 5.31 5.32 Quallly AdJuslmenl 

. .  

e 
0 
v 



FPSC FORM N O .  423-2C 

1 .  Report for: 1\40. August 2006 

2 Reporting Company. Florlda Power Corporatlon 

' 3 .  Pldnl Nanio.  Transfer Facility - IMl. 

Form Intended 
Line Monlh Planl Generailny 
N p .  Reported Name Planl Suppller 

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 Coniaci 
Person Concernlny Dala Submitted on this Form 
Jon Plllnam - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

OMclal Submllllng R ~ p o r t  

6 Q. yL4/ 
James A. KIW- Regulaled Back Ofli&MaiiarJer 

6. Dale Completed: October 10. 2006 

New 
Original Old F.O.B. 

Number (tons) No. Title Value Value Prlce Revlslon 
Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason for 

1 2/06 Transfer Facllily - IhlT Ibnawha River Tormlnals Inc 
2 2/06 Transler Facillly - IMT Guasare Coal lntematlonal NV 
3 610G Transfer Facility - IMT Gloncore Lid 

Qiialily AiIJusin)eni 

; ~ : ~ : ~ ~ : ~ . ~  .... I 42.25 Correcllon IO Rate 
.... ... .0.67 ._.... -om - 4 18,612 2 ( i )  Percenl Sulfur 

3 . 47.039 ._ ~ ZB . (1) Transloadlng RalR .:.:.:. . . .. ._ . . . . .  3 72.355 28 (I) TronsloadlnQ Rale $!$ , ,.,.:_:.:. ..:_.. ~ ...,_, . .:; .B 59.44 Correcllon io f l a k  

0 
0 
0 
cn 
cn 
4 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 .  Report lor: Mo. August 2006 

2. Reporllng Company: Florlda Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 Name: Cryslal River 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORLCIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name. Tllie and Talephone Number o l  Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submillsd on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analysl 

(919) 546-2670 

5. Signeluro of Offlclal Submitting Repofl 

6 .  Dale Compleled: Oclober 10, 200F 

New 
Form lnlended Orlglnal Old F 0 0. 

Llne Monlh Plant Gonorallng Llne Volume Form Column Old NBW Plant Reason lor 
No. Reporied Name Planl Suppllor Number (tons) NO. Tllle Value Value Prlce Revision 

(a) 
1 
2 
3 
1 
5 

7 
E 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1 3  
14 
15 
16 
17 
I D  
19 
20 
21 

0 

(b) 

1/06 
ZIOG 
Z O G  
3/06 
4lOG 
4/06 
4/06 
4/06 
5/06 
5/0G 
5/OG 
5/06 
GlOG 
6/06 
7/06 
7/0G 
7/06 
7 lOG 
7/06 
7/06 
7/06 

td 
M 
7 

t;“ 

0 
4 
crl 

0 
0 
0 
cn 
L n  
00 

CR iaz  

CR l a 2  
CR im 
CR l a 2  

CR 1az 
CR i w  

CR 182 
CR 182 

CR 182 
CR 182 

CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
Cli 1&2 
CR 162 

Id) 

CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 182  

CR 182 

CR 182 
CR 182 

CR 182 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 182 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 
CR l&2 
CR i az  
CR iaz  
CR la2 
CR 182 
CR la2 
CR 182 
CA 182 

( e )  
Massey Ulillly Sales Company 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 
Mosssy Ulillly Sales Company 
Maasey Ulillly Sales Company 
Massoy Ullllly Sales Company 
Massey Uilllty Sales Company 
BaLW Resources Inc. 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 
Masswy Ucillly Sales Company 
Massey Utlllly Sales Company 
Massey Ulillly Sales ComIJany 
Transfer Faclllly 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
Massoy Ulllily Sales Company 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Soquola Energy LLC 
Curisol Enorgy Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 

(0 
6 
5 
6 
5 
6 
7 
4 
6 
0 
9 
10 
12 
5 
6 
2 
2 
2 
2 
9 
2 
3 

(9) (h) 
49.003 2A 
48.426 ZA 

3.204 2A 
60.663 2A 
60.376 24 

8.850 ’ ZA 
31.711 28 
50,376 - ‘  ZB 
39,989 2A 

19.068 2A 
23.294 2A 
30,607 2A 

9.259 2A 
30,433 2 
30.433 2 
30.433 2 
30,433 2 
31,811 28 
76.096 2C 
19,304 2C 

9.993 . 2A 

(k) Oualily AdJuslrnenls 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
[k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quallty Rdjustmenls 
(K) Quolily Adjuslmenls 
(k) Oualily Adjuslmenls 
(1) Ollier Hall Charges 
(1) Other Rall Charges 
[k) Quallly Adjuslmenls 
(k) Ouallly Adjuslmenls 
(k) Qimllly Adjuslmenls 
(I) FOB Mlne Prlco 
(k) Quallly Adjuslnionls 
(k) Quallly Adluslmenls 
(I) Percenl Sulrur 
(k) DTU Conlenl 12.760 12.717 

$75.26 
575,ZO 
$77.71 
$76.12 
$77.02 
$04.99 
$72.05 
977.02 
$77.49 
1600.76 
SM.15 
569.72 
379.09 
$82.0(3 

Qunllly Price AdJusliiieiil 
atiallly Prico Adjuslincni 
Ounllly Prlce Adjuslnieiil 
Quailly Prlce Adjuslriienl 
Oiiallly Prlcr! Adjuslmanl 

Quallly Price AdJvsIi i icnl 
Corrcclion Io Ralo 
Correclion Io Rale 
Ouallly Price Acljuslinenl 
Quallly Prico ArIJusltnclil 
Quailly Price Atljuslmenl 
Corrcciiuri 10 Prlce 
Uualliy rr lco Adjuslmenl 
Quallly Prlce Adjuslrnciil 
Quallly Adluslmenl 
Qualily Adjuslmenl 

I” ”\ a - 
II) Percenl Ash 9.90 9.91 Quallly Adlvs lmenl  . - - 7 G  .. - W G ” ”  w w r z  Quallly hdluslmenl 

575.35 Correcllon lo Rale 
(m) Percent Moislure 
0)  OUior Rall Charges ~ j ~ $ # $ ~ , ~  $80.16 Qirallly Price Adjuslmenl 

(k1,QualllyAdjuslmeiils !I;:: . . . .  . . . .  .:.:.!.. 500.21 Qllalliy Price Adjuslincm 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls iiiz-.. 

5.37 7.16 . .. 

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



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Report lor MO AUQUSI 2006 

2 Reporling Company. Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 I’lanl Name Crystal Rlver 4 & 5 

C[Jlai-i[ ;‘, 
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 Concernlng Data Subbllted on Ihls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of Offlclal SubmllUng Reporl 
n 7 ,  
$)..tu 9. /h-f 

James A. $hg - Hegulaled Back Office Manager 

6. Dale Completed: Oclober 10,  2006 

(a) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
0 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1 3  
14 
15 
16 
17 

New 
Form lnlended Original Old F.O.B. 

Llne Monlh Plant Generellng Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Number (Ions) No. Tllle Value Value Price Revlslon 

(d) (f) (9) . (h) (1) (I) (k) (1) (m) 
1/06 
l l O G  
3/OG 
3/06 
dl06 
4/06 
4/06 
4/06 
4/06 
5/0G 
5/06 
G / O G  
6/06 
G106 
7/06 
7 lOG 
7/06 

td 
M 
? 

T 

0 
-1 
+r! 

0 
0 
0 
vl 
vl 
W 

(C) 

CR 485 
CR 48.5 
CR 4&5 
CR 485 
CR 4a5 
CR 48.5 
CR 4&5 
CR 485 
CR 4&9 
CR 465  

CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 4a5 

CR 485 

c i i  485 

CR 4a5 

CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 4a5 
CR 485 
CR 485 
CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 4a5 
CR 465 
CR 185 
CR 4a5 

CR 4a5 

CR 485 

CR 1&5 

CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 

CR 185 

CR 4B5 

(e) 

CAM-Konlucky LLC 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 
lvlassey Ulillly Sales Company 
Massey Ulillly Sales Company 
Ma66oy Ulillly Sales Company 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 
MaS6Qy Ullllly Sales Company 
Masssy Ullllty Sales Company 
Translsr Foclilly 
Massoy Ullllly Sales Company 
Transfer Faclllly 
lvlassey Ullllly Sales Company 
Massey Ullllly Sales Company 
Transfer Facllily 
Amvosl Coal Sales 
Conslollallon Energy Commodllles Group Inc 
Massey Ullllty Sales Comliariy 

2 
5 
8 
9 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
3 
5 
5 
6 
7 
2 
1 

5 

39.923 2A 
26.057 2A 
19.863 ~ 2A- 
10.623 2A 
77.9s7 2 
77.967 . ’ ’ 2 
77,957 2 
77.957 2A 
53.566 ’ 28 
20.252 ‘ 2A 

169.548 2A 
41.430 2A 
10.241 2A 

177.663 2A 
11.057 28 
l l . l F 2  26 
15,047 20 

(m) Percenl Molsluro 
(k) Quallly MJuslmonls 
(n) 0llicr.Waler Charges 
(kl Qualily Adluslnienls 
(I) FOD Mlne Price 
(k) Qualily Adluslmenls 
(k) Quallly Adluslmenb 
(f) FOB Mlne Prlce 
(I) Rall Rate 

(I) Ollier Rall Chargos 
0 )  Olher Roil C h W Q O S  

7.13 7.49 
$90.68 
$64.45 
593.14 
$68.79 
$81 5 8  
$93.19 
s75.94 
591.26 
$87.56 
894.60 

Ctuallly Adiuslmenl 
Qualily PIICE Atljufilnicni 
Correcllon lo Rale 
Qualily t’rlce Adjiisbnenl 
Correclioii lo Price 
QuJllly PrlCr! Adjusliiienl 
Quallly Prlce Adjuslnieni 
Correclion lo Price 
Correction lo l ia lo  
Corrcclion Io Role 
Correclion lo  R a l ~  
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FPSC F O R M  N O .  423-2 

Line 
No.  

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 Concernlng Dale Subinkled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal AnAysl 
(819) 546-6368 

Jennjf r Ellls - fd$nager Rcgulalod Conlracls and Fuel Accounliny 

Tola1 
As Received Coal Uualily EHecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I I 

Transpor- Purchase lalion Plan1 Percent Blu Percent Percent 
Mine Purchase lallon Price Cos1 Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash Moisluro 

Supplier Name Localion Type Mods Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (%) (Biullb) (Yo) (%) 

V 

? 
0 

0 
0 
0 
U1 
m 
W 

8. KY, 119 
8. KY. 51 
8.  KY.51 

8.  KY. 119 
8. wv. 5 
0. KY. 195 
8. KY. 95 

MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
fim c 

UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 

10.7U1 $73.lY 
10.526 $79.84 
20.162 $73.83 
70.391 982.50 
10.353 $80.71 
10.004 S78.21 
30.G3.7 87G.00 

0.73 
0.08 
0.87 
1.00 
0.75 
0.99 
1.08 

12,476 0 3 9  
11,928 12.37 
12.061 1 2 4 8  
12,552 8.07 
12.414 12.53 
11,976 1 2 1 1  
13.150 6 75 

7.19 
7.21 
5.99 
6.73 
5.43 
7.55 
5 76 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Hepod lor ).lo Seplember 2006 

:! Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Nanio  Crystal River 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALlfY 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concemlng Dala Submitled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Signalure of Official Submllling Report 
I 

I f .  .J@w c k w d  d 

Jennlfer/3 is - Manaber RecJulaled Conlracls and Fuol Accounting 

6. Dele Compleled: November 9. 2008 

Relro- 
F.0 8. Sliorl Haul Orlginal active Qualily Efleclive 
Mine B Loading Invoice Prlcs Base Adjusl- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Prlce ments Price 
N O  Supplier Name Localion Type Tons (Won)  ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (onon) ($Ken) ( W o n )  ($man) 

( a )  (b) (C) (d 1 (e )  (9) (i) 
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8. KY. 119 MTC 10,781 $0.00 $0.00 
2 ASVV liosources Inc 8. KY. 51 MTC 10.526 $0.00 $0.00 
3 UK'N Resources Inc 8. KY.51 MTC 20.162 50.00 $0.00 
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8. ICY, 119 MTC 78.391 $0.00 $0.00 
5 Massey Ulllily Salas Company 8 . W V . 5  MTC 10.353 sp.00 $0.00 

7 Svquoia Energy cLC 8. KY. 95 MTC 30.633 $0.00 so 00 
6 Massey Ulilily SJles Company 8.KY.  195 MTC 10.884 $o:oo 50.00 

7, 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1. Reporl lor. blo. Sepleiriher 200F 

2 Reporling Company. Florirla Powor Corporation 

3 F I J ~  N J , ~ O  C V , S I ~ I  n h o r  1 a 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALlM OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

I .  Name. Title and Telephone Number of Conlact 
Person Concerning Data Submilled or1 this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Anolysl 
(919) 546-6368 

Je nller €Ill$ Manager Regtllaled Contracts and Fuel Accounling 
\ 

6. Dale Complsted: November 9. 2006 

Alldillonal 
Ellecllvo Shorlhaul Ollwr River Trans- Ocean Olhel Olher Transiior- F . 0  Q 

PlJ,,, 

Line Mine Shipplny lalion Prim Charpes Rale Charges Rale Rale Rule Charpws Chargcs Cllaryes P r ~ c e  
NO. Supflller Na">B Locallon Poinl Modo Tons (Snon) W o n 1  W o n 1  (Won) (Won)  ( W o n )  (Smon) (Smon) (5nonl 1SrTon) Wren) 

1ranspor- Purchoss B Loadlng Rall Rall aarge loadlog ~ a r g o  Waler Helaled laliun 

(a ) (b) (C) (d) (e )  (0 W) (1) ci) ik) (11 (m) (n)  (0) (PI  (4: 

s i 3  IlJ 
57!XO.l 

1 Alpha Coal Salos Co.  ccc 8. KY. 1 19 Yellow Creek. KY UR 10.781 NIA ; NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 
N I A  NIA 2 R L W  Rosources  Inc 8. KY.  51 Resource. KY UR 10.526 NIA NIA NIA NIA 

4 Consol Enurgy In=. 0. hT, 11 9 klousie. KY 
5 hlassay Ulilily Sales Company 8. WV. 5 Sylvester. WV UR 10,353 
B I.1ssrey Ullllly Sales compan./ 0.  I<Y. 195 Goll. KY UR 10.884 NIA NIA NIA NIA 
7 seavuia Enorgy c c c  8.  KY. 95 mardo. KY UR 30.633 NIA NIA NIA  N IA  

UR 20.162 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIJ j  N IA 573 83 
UR 78.381 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $02.50 

D Daw nelources inC 8. KY.51 RnsOUrCe. I<Y 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA  S90 71  

NIA NIA s79 2 1  
NIA NIA  ,576 0 0  

0 
0 
0 cn 
m 
LA 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 Repurl  lur IAo. Seplernber 200G 

Z Reporting Company. Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plani Nania’ Cryslal River 1 B 2 

Cinc 
No. 

Form 
Monlh Plan1 

Ueported Name 

0 
0 
0 
CA 
a 
cr\ 

Inlendod 
Generaling 

Plan[ 

(d) 
CR 162  
CR 162 
CR 197 

CR 182  
CR la2 

CR 182 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Nuniber o l  Conlacl 
Person Concorning Data Submilled on [his IForrn 
Jon Puinam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure or Official Subniilling Rcpor i  

6. Dale Compleied: November 9, 2006 

Now 
Original Old F.O.B. 

Line Volume Form Column Old New rlanl Reason rur 
Supplier Number (lons) No. Tille Value Value Price Revislon 

(e) (f) (9) (h) (1) ti) (k) (1) (n’) 

Conslollallon Energy Coininodllies GroulJ Inc 5 9.444 28 0 )  Ollicr Rail Charpes 586.43 Correction Iu Rzle 

Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 2 30.433 2A (It) Qualily Adluslmenls 
BSW Resources Inc. 4 20,045 28  (I) Olher R ~ l l  Charges 
lvlassfly Ulillly Sales Company 6 13.076 2 (IITons 
Alplia Coal Sales Co. CLC 1 10.722 2A (k) Qualily Adjwlmenia S74.76 Otialily I’rici: iWluslinwi1 

Consol Enoruy Inc. J 51.675 2A (h) Quallly Adluslnienls sa2.03 ( ~ u a ~ i i y  Prici? hdiuslinai;l 

S77.23 Qualily Price Adluslineni 
573.19 Correcliori la Riill? 

Tyr,opraohical Flror 

z 
0 



F P S C  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: blo Seplomber 2006 

2 .  Heporling Cotlipany- Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 l.'lanl CIaiiie. Cryslol  Rivor 4 S 5 

Transpor- 

4. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Sianelure o l  OMola\ Submllllng Report 

) Jy PL!+ 
Jehfilfer Ellls' 'flen$ger RegJaled Contracls and Fuel Accounllng 

6. Dale Complwled: November 9. 2006 

. ".-. 
As Received Coal Uualily Elfecllve Transpor F.O.B. I J 

Purchase lalion Plan[ percenl Dlu Percenl Porcenl 
L i w  Mine Purchase lalion Prlce Cost Price Sullur Conlenl 
No Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ($fTon) (Won)  ($Fori) (%) (Blullb) 

(J) (b) ( C )  (4 (e) (0 (g 1 Vl) ' 4) 0) (k) 
1 Alliancl? LIC M n h g  8. ICY, -1 95 LTC un 28.796 $oa,Bi- 0.72 12,501 

8,KY. 119 MTC UR 10.088 $72.12 0.69 12.632 2 Alpha C o d  Sdlfls C o  CLC 
3 CAM-ICenluchy LLC 8, KY. 195 PATC un 12,687 $12.12 0.62 12.57'3 
4 Cotistellauon EnerDy Coninlodllies Group Inc 0; WV. 39 S UR 11,040 $62.29 0.72 12,206 
5 hlassey Ulilily 5:iltls Company 8.WV.5 MTC UR 51.026 $80.19 0.70 12,762 
6 hlii%ey I.JI#hly Sales Company 8. WV. 5 1vfTC UR 21.351 $89.56 0.68 11.990 

$89.55 0.63 12.491 7 PIRG 13'ower E:litrt.eling Inc 0. wv. 39 s UR 9.421 
8 rrmsler Faciltly N I A  N IA  GB 112,194 $83.57 0.55 11.644 

461.26 0.64 12.238 9 rr;lnslcr FaciltCv NIA NIA  GE 177.051 

0 
0 
0 
vl 
cn 

Ash Molslure 
("10) (%) 

(11 " 
0.98 7.45 
0.98 G 4 1  
10.85 5.79 
12.72 6.18 
12.18 4.53 
13.32 6.07 

0.64 6.72 
5 24 11.58 
8.72 8.76 



FPSC FORhl NO. 423-ZA 

I Repori lur: hlo. Seplernber 2006 

2 .  Reporling Conipany. Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plalit Namc: Crystal Rlver J 8 5 

Line 
No. 

(J)  

1 
2 
3 
1 
5 
6 
7 
0 
9 

- Suppller Name 

M O N T H L Y  REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Mine Purchase 
Locallon Type 

F.O.B. 
Mlna 
Price 

Tons ($fTon) 

Allisncw hlG lvlinlng 
Alpha Coal Sals5 Co LLC 
CAlvl-Kentucky LLC 
Conslcllalion Energy Commodilies Group Inc 
Masse., Ulllily Salos Company 
kAlassey Utllily Sales Company 
NRG Power klarhwling Inc 
Transfer F acllily 
rransler Facllily 

I 
0 
0 
0 
wl 
a 
00 

0. I<Y. 195 
8. KY. 119 
0. KY, 195 
0. wv. 39 
0. wv. 5 
0. wv. 5 

0, wv. 39 
NfA 
NIA 

LTG 
MTC 
MTC 

S 
MTC 
MTC 

S 
NIA 
NfA 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number ol Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submitted on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financlal Analyst 
(919) 546-6360 

6. Date Compleled: November 9. 2006 

Retro- 
Short Haul Qrlglnal aclive Qualily Elfeclrve 
B Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 
Charuas Prlce Inc(Dec) Price menls Price 
($non) ($fTon) ($/Ton) ($fTpn) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  

(a) (111 (1) ti) (k) (1) ._. .. 
$0.00 
$0.00 
50.00 
60.00 
$0.00 
50.00 
s0.00 
$0.00 
so.00 

7, 
0 



F P S C  FORhl NO.  4 2 3 - 2 8  

1. I7eporl fur- tJo. Soplember ZOO6 

2 .  lieporlinp Company. Florlda Power Corporallon 

3 Plan1 Name: CryslaI River 4 & 5 

LO"" 
N O .  
I 

( ? I )  

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

nllianco 1.K hlinlng 

Alpha Coa l  Solos Co L C C  

Car4-Uenlucky LCC 

Co~1slollalion Eneroy Commodllies Grc 
hhs.so., Ulilily Sdus Compaiiy 

M;isrey Uli111y Salcs Conipariy 

NRG Power I.lathoriny Inc 

Tcanrler Facilily 

Tianslcr Fpcillly 

8 .  KY. 195 
0.  KY, 1 1 9  
0.  KY. 105 
8. wv. 39 
8. wv. 5 
8. wv. 5 

8. wv, 39 
NIA 
NIA 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
O R I G I N ,  T O N N A G E ,  DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Shipplno 
Polnl 

(d) 
Scolls Bronch. KY 
Yellow Creeh. KY 
Damron Fork. KY 
Tonis Fork 
Sylvosler. W ' J  
I lulchinson. \n/V 
Hubel 
Mobile. AL 
Plaquern ines .  Pa 

Transpor. 

lallon 

hloda 

(e 1 
VR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 
GR 

Addllional 
Shorihavl 

6. Loodho 
Charpas 
(s/Ton) 

(h) 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

4. Name. Tille and Telephone Number o( Conlacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slqnalure of OMcial Sul$o!(llng Repor( 

iler.Ellls Manager Regulabd Conlracls and Fuel Accounling 

L./ 
6. Dale Compleled: November 9. 2006 

Olher Rlver 
Rall Rall Barge 

Charges Rale Rale 
($/Ton) (%Ton) (SITon) 

(I1 (1 ) (k) .. 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NiA 

MIA NIA NIA 
NIA Nlh  NIA 

Trans- 

loadin0 
Rale 

(srron) 

(1) 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NlA 
NIA 

O C C J ~  Olher Olller 

Barge Walcr Relaled 

Ralo Charges Charqes 
(SITon) ( W o n )  (Smar~) 

(m ) (n) (0) 

NIA N I A  NIA 
NIA NiA NIA 

NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIH 
NIA NiA NIA 

NIA NIA NIA 

NIA . . . . . . . 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 I7eporl lor. Mo. Sepleinher 2006 

2 .  Roponing Coniuany: Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Plnnt Idnriie i;r/slal Rivcr 4 B 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT/ 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Oala Submilled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signalure of OHiclal 

Je.ri6pr Ellis - t q i a g e r  Regulaled Conlracls and Fuel Accounlinc; 
.L,- 

5. Siqnalure of OHiclal Submilflng,Repoll - 

6.  Date Completed: November 8.  2006 

New 
Form Iiilended Origlnal Old F.O.U. 

Value Value Price 

Line Monlti I’lanl Genoraling Line Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason lor 
No. Reporled Name Planl Suppller Number (Ions) No. Tille Revision 

- 
( a )  (b) (C) (d) (0 ) (0 (4) (h) (1) (i) ( k l  (1) (n’) 

933. 1.1 Q u a l q  P r w  t\tljiislnwnl 
, , . , . . . . 

1 5 / W  Cr i  l & 5  C k  4K5 hlasssy ulillty Sales Company 3 20.252 x (k) Ouallly Atljustmenls id. . . ... . .!.:. ._...._ . 

0 
0 
0 
ch 
-1 
0 



FPSC F O R M  N O .  123-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PIANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Repurl lor Mo Scplember ZOOF 

2 Reporling Company rlorlrla Power Corporalion 

3 I’idinl N D I ~ I C  P.lc@ullm Coal Ternilnal 

4. Namo, Tille and Tolephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concerning Data Submilted on (his Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

5 .  Signature o l  Offlclal Sybqilling Report 

Ellis - MGnger Regulaled Conlracls and Fuel Accoun(ing 

6. Dale Compleled: November 9. 2006 

Tolal 
EMeclive Transpor- F.0.B 1 As Received Coal Qualily I 

Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percenl Blu Percent Percenl 
Cine bllne Purchase talion Prlce Cost Price Sulfur Contenl Ash Molslure 
No Supplier Name Localion Type Mode Tons ( W o n )  ($/Ton) (Won) (%) (Dtu/lb) (“A) (“A) 

IC’) W) (d) (e) (1) Is) (h) (1) (i) (k) (1) (m) 
1 lnicrornan Coal Sair-, Lor 9YY. IM. 45 MTC OB 1 1 1 . 1 0 6 ~  $5473  054 11,644 521 1150 

+d 
M 
7 
0 

0 
0 
0 
Ln 



FPSC FORFA NO. 423-ZA 

1 Erporl  lor klo Seplember 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florlda Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Name McDullle Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALISY 

4.  Name, Title and Telephone Number ol Conlocl 
Person Concernlng Uala Submilled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 596-6368 

5 Signature ul Olliclal Submllllng Rep h ,f( 

Conlracls and Fuel Accounting 

6. Uale Compleled: November 9. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Shorl Haul Original active Ouallly EHeclive 
Mine B Loading Invoice Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Line Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Increases Price menls Price 
No Supplior Name Location Type Tons (IITon) [$/Ton) ($fTon) ($man) ($/Ton) ($man) (Won) 

(a) (b) (C) (d 1 (e) (0 (g) (h) (1) U) (1) 

1 Inletocean Coal Sales Lcfc 999. IM. 4S MTC 111,106 50.00 jlii-i $0.00 



FPSC FORPA NO. 423-28 

I Reporl lor klo. Seplembar 2006 

2 .  Reporting Company: 

3 .  Plant Name' McOuflie Coal Terminal 

Florida Power Corporation 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST A N D  QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE A N D  AS RECEIVED Q U A L l N  

I .  Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlny Dala Submitted on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

5. Slynalure or Offlclal Sybmilling Raparl I 

6. Date Compieled: November 9. 2006 

Addltlonal 
Efleclive Shorthaul Olher River Trans- Ocean . Other Olhor ltanspor- F 0 @ 

Transpor- Purchase d Loadlng Rail Rall Barge loading Barge Waler Related lation Plan( 

Rele Charges Rate Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Prlcc- Line Mine Shipping lallon Price Charges 
No. Supplier Nanie Localion Poinl Mode Tons ($Ron) (SfTon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($Tron) (%Ron) ($TTon) ($TTon) (WTon) (5mon) (CIITorlJ 

55.1 73 
(P 1 Iq) (n) (0) (m) (a) (b 1 @I (d 1 (e) (r) (9) (h) (i) li) (K) (1) 

OD 111.106 ! i r""dy NIA NIA NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA : 1 liileio~oan Coal Salos Cdc 899. IM. 45 CarlacJerla. SA.  



FPSC FORM NO.  423.2C 

1 .  Report lor. hlo. Seplembar 2006 

2 .  Reponing Company. 

?, Flanl INanie I4cOuIfie Coal 1 elminill 

Florida Power Corporalion 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT( 

4. Name. Tille and Telcphone Number 01 Conlac1 
Person Concernlng Dala Submilled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 
(919) 546-2678 

fer Ellisb Manager Regulaled Conlracls and F I J ~  Accourl(il1g 
.... . 
6. Dale Compleled: November 9. 200G 

New 
F.O.O. Orlginal Old 

Column 
Number (tons) No. Title Value Value Price 

New Planl Reasoli lor Old 
Rovision 

Form Intended 
Line Volume Form Line Ivlonlli Planl Gensraling 

1'10. Reporled Name Planl Suppllor 
(i) (10 (1) (m) (') (9) (h) (i) ia)  W )  (C) (d)  ( e )  

c 

v 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-Z 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERFl) PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1. Report lor. hi0 Seplernber 2306 

2 .  Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

J ~ h n i  b l a n i o  Transler Facil i ly - Ih.1.r 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Coilcerning Dala Subnlilted on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Financlal Analysl 
(919) 546-6368 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

Transpor- 

8. Dale Completed: Novomber 9. 2006 

Tolal 
Elfeclive Transpor- F.O.B. I As Recelved Coal Qualily 
Purchase lallon Plan1 Percenl 8lu Perconl Percsnl 

I 
Mine Purchase tatlon Prlce Cost Price Sulfur Conlenl Ash tvloislure 

Locellon Type Mode Tons (%man) ($/Ton) (omon) ("A) (Blullb) ("A) (5'9) 

'd 
M 
?, 
0, 
r w 

0 
0 
0 
L n  

a.wv. 39 MTC 0 22.125 $ 0.72 12.487 11.02 6.16  
999, IM. 45 MTC 0 0  76.397 il $65.44 0.63 12.002 8.48 10.36 

8 .WV.39  MTC 0 14.632 if $74.20 0 . ~ 2  12,550 i o . a i  6.86 
999. IM. 50 MTC OB 109.288 ( j  $T0.55 0.50 13,079 5.99 6.67 

8. WV, 39 MTC 0 44.016 ii $73.81 0.64 12.458 I 1  17 6.91 

z 
? 

I 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 Reporl lor klo Seplernber 2006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporairon 

3 Plan( Nanlc l rdns le t  Facilily - IblT 

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 Submllled on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-6368 

6 .  Date Completed: Novomber 9. 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Origlnal active Qualily Effeclivo 

Mine & Loading Invoice Prlce Base AdJusl- Purchase 
Line Purchase Prlce Charges Prlce Inc(Dec) Price menls Price 
No. Supplier Namo Type Tons ($fion) (Sfion) ($man) (Won) (s f ion)  (sfion) (sfion) 

(11) (i 1 0) (k) (! ) (C) (d 1 (e) (1) (9) la1 (b)  

$0.00 90.00 
$0.00 50.00 
50.00 $0.00 
$0.00 50.00 
$0.00 BO 00 

1 Central Coal Company a. wv. 39 MTC 22.125 

3 Guaaare Coal Inlernalional NV 999, IM. 50 MTC iog.2aa 
2 Glcncore Lld. 999. IM, 45 MTC 76.397 

4 Kanawha River Terminals Inc 0. WV.39 MTC 14,632 
5 Knnawha River T e t d n a l s  Inc 8. W V - 3 9  MTC 14,016 

V 
M 
+? 

z 
0 
4 

I I 
0 
0 
0 
wl 
..I m 



F P S C  FORh? NO. 4 2 3 - 2 0  

i Report lor. tvlo Sepkmber  2006 

2 .  Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plant Name: 1 ransfer Facility - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A S  RECEIVED Q U A L l r Y  

I. Name, Title and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Oala Submilled on this Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analysl 

(919) 5464368 

Je!y,ller Ellls - qpnager Regulated Contracts and Fuel Accounliily 

6. Date Completed: November 9. 2006 

Addllional 

Rlvcr Tram- Ocean Olhrr Olhor T ~ a n s p o ,  F O D  
0IJ"I 

Chsrges Rale Rala Rsls Chargos Chafges CIlarpcn PI LC 

Etleclive Shorthaul Olher 

Transpoi- Purchase B Coadlno Rsll Uall Barge loadlng Barge Wale, Rainled lalooil 

Shlpplng lslion Price Charges Raln 
Mode Tons ( W o n )  (Sfronl (Won) WTon) (Won) (Won) (SITon) ("I] (Snolt) (Sflon) (:florrl Poinl 

w 
M 
:T' 

r 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
cn 

z 
P 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-20 

Line 
No. 

Form Inlended 
Monlli Planl Generallng 

Reporled Name Plant 

(b) 

2/05 
2'06 
Y O 6  
6!U6 
G!OF 
6/05 
G K r 6  
GlOG 
8/06 

T i m s l e r  Facillly - IMT 
Trniisler Factlily. IMT 
Transfer Facilily - IMT 
Tranrfer Facillly - IMT 
.I <atislei Fscilily - ILIT 
Translei F-acillly . IMT 
Tinnslpr  Facilily - IMT 
Trsrrsler Facilily - IlvlT 
1r;liisler Facility - IblT 

'd m 
? 

r 

0 
4 
'71 

Suppllor 

(9) 

Guasare Coal Inlernalional NV 
Guasare Coal lnlernalional NV 
Guasare Coal Inlernaiional NV 
Coal Markellng Coinpeny 
Coal Marketing Company 
Coal blarkeling Company 
Coal Marhollny Company 
Coal Marheling Company 
Cenlral Coal Company 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AN0 AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

Orlglnal 
Line 

Number 

(0 
3 
3 
2 
2 
z 
2 
2 
2 
1 

Old 

(Ions) 

(g 

Volume 

47.039 
17,039 
46.748 
77,707 
77.737 
77.707 
77.707 
77.787 
23.007 

Form 
No. 

2A 
20 
2A 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2A 
28 

Column 
miis 

(1) 

( I )  FOB Mlne Price 
(I) Transloadiny Rale 
(I) FOB Mlne Prlcfl 
(j) Percenl Sullur 
(k) OW Conleni 
(I) Persenl Ash 
(in) Percenl Molslurs 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(I) Transloadiny IWle 

4. "E. Tllle and Telepliono Number of Conlac1 
Person Concerning Oala Submllled on [his Forin 
Jon Pulnain - Business Flnancial Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

and fuel A c c G X j  

6 .  Oale Compleled: Noveinbar 9. 2006 

New 
F.O.E. 

Old New Pian1 
Value Value Prlce Revision 

Reason lo! 

0 
0 
0 
Ln 
4 
00 z 

I0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1 .  Report for: Mo. October 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plant Name. Cryslal River 4 8 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF'COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALlN 

4. Name, Tltle and Telephone Number of Conlecl 
Person Concernlng Data Submltted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - BU6ineBS Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2878 

5. Slgnaluraof OAlclal Submlltlng Report 

q L + 3  Q yrk-2 ',A 3L- 
Jennifer Ell Manager Regulated Conlra%s and Fuel Accounllng 

Y 

6. Data Completed: December 13, 2006 

New 
Form Mended Orlglnal Old F.O.B. 

TlllE Value Value Price 
New Plant Reason for Llne MonUi Planl Generallng Llne Volume Form Column Old Revlslon 

No. Reported Neme Plenl Suppller Number (Ions) No, 
(a) (b) (C) (d) (4 (0 (a) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) 

. .  
I $73.61 Qtinllly Prlco Adjuslmcnl 

.:.. 1 9/06 CR4BS CR 4&5 AlphaCoalSoles Co.LLC 2 1 o . u ~ ~  ZA (k) Quelily Adluslmenls ; ; i i ; e . l t - c . . .  . . .  -:.....- . . 

w 
M 
7 
0 
4 w 
T 
0 
0 
0 
(n 
u3 
4 

I. 

n 
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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. October 2UU6 

2. Repofling Company: 

3 Plant Name- Transler Facilily - IMT 

Florlda Power Corporation 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Contact 
Pernon Concernlny Dsta Submined on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclal Analyst 
(91 9) 546-6368 

5.  Slgnelure of Offlclal Submllllng Report 
-pjj q,h 12- 7 h . d  / p  

neger Reyulaled Cunlrficls and Fuel Accounllng 

6. Dale Compleled: December 13, 2006 

Total. 
Effaollve Trenspor- F.O.B. I As Received Coal Quality 
Purchase lallon Plan1 Percenl Blu Percent Percenl 

Clne Mlne Purchase lallon Price Cost Price Sullur Content Ash Molslure 
No. Suppller Nsme Localion Type Mode Tons (Won) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (“h) (Bldb) [%) 

I 
Transpor- 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e )  (0 k4) [h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (W 
B $63.12 0.71 12,342 11.79 6.63 

08 $67.36 0.59 11,330 8.17 12.75 2 Coal Marhellng Cornparty Lid 809, IM. 45 MTC 

4 Kcmewhe River Torntlnels Inc. a. wv. 39 RITC B $73.86 0.83 12.468 11.39 6.76 

1 Cenlral Coal Company a.wv.m MTC 

3 Icanawhe Rlver Termlnals IIIC. e. wv. 39 RITC 0 $73.18 0.64 12.357 11.59 7.18 

I 
0 
0 
0 
cn 
00 
w 



FPSC FORM NO. 425-2 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND Q U A L l t Y  OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIT" 

I. Rqirlil Iw' hlcr Ch:li~lx!r ZOLlC, 

2 .  Reporling Company. Florlda Power Corporellon 

3. Plant Neme. Cryslal River 1 8 2 

Transpor- 

4. Nemo. Tllle end lolophone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dale Submlned on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnsm - Buslness Flnencial Analysl 
(91Q) 546-6388 

5. Slgnaluro of Olflclal Submiltlng Reporl 

Y E  
11s'- Menoger Regul@ Conkdcts and Fucl Accounltny 

6 .  Ualu Cuiiiplwlod. Uccornbcr 13, 2UUG 

Tole1 
Effecllve Trenspor- F.O.B. As Received Coal Qualily 
Purchase tallon Plant 'Perceht Blu Percent Percent 

I 
Line Mlne Purchase latlon Prlce Cost Prlce. Sulfur Conlenl Ash Molslure 
No. Supplier Name Locallon Type Mode Tons (Won)  ($mort) ($/Ton) (%) $Nulib) (%) (YO) 

(al (b) (C) (dl (4 (0 (g ) (h) (I) 01 (k) (1) " 
1 Alpho Coal Soles Co. LCC 0. KY. 133 MTC UR 10,192 $72,07 0.86 12,763 9.51 5.G5 

3 OBW Resources Iiic 0. KY.51 MTC UR 1 1,002 $77.99 0.82 12,209 12.69 4.97 
4 B&W Resources Inc O,KY,51 MTC UR 10.51 7 $71.90 0.84. 12,436 11.35 5.09 
5 Consol Eneryy Inc. O.KY, 119 MTC UR 43,224 $80.65 1.12 12.079 8.39 6.56 
6 lV:assey Ulillly Sales Conipsny O.KY,195 MTC UR 10.204 $77.36 1.02 12,218 11.04 6.29 
7 Sequola Eiiorgy LLC O.KY.95 MTC UR 30.925 $74-.24 1.OE 13,171 7.38 4.52 

2 Alglre Coal Sales Co. LCC 8.KY.119 MTC UR 21.535 $TI..ZO. 0.84 12,332 10.14 8.09 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2 

1 .  Report lor: Ma. Oclober 2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florlda Power Coworallon 

3.  Pian1 Name: C r y s l ~ i  Rlver 4 B 5 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIQIN, TONNAG+ DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Neme. Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concornin0 D a b  SubmlRed on IhIs Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclel Analysl 
(919) 648-6368 

5. Slanelure ol Olflclal Submllllnn Repofl 

3.2. 
Manager Regulated Cohlracls anyfuel  Accounling 

G. Dele Compleled: December 13.2006 

Totel 
Effecllve Transpor- F.O.B. I As RecGlved CoelXlualily 1 

Transpor- Purchase latlon Plant Percenl Blu Percenl Percent 
Line Mine Purchese latlon Prlce Cost Prlce Sulfur Conlent Ash Molslure 
No. Suppller Name Cocallon Type Made Tons (&Ton) ($/Ton) ($Ken) [%) (Blullb) (%) (%) 

(3) (b) (C) (d) (e) (f) (Q) (h) (1) 0') (k) (1) . (m) 
1 Alllsnce MC Mlnlny 8, KY. 105 LTC VR j 5a7.84 0.73 12.ciz7 . 0.31 6.48 
2 Conslellallotr Energy Comniodilies Qmup Inc 8. WV. 39 S UR i $81.17 0.77 12,023 10.83. 4.69 
3 Idessey Ulility Snles Compony 0 .WV.5  MTC UR . $81.17 0.71 12,741 11.85 4.06 
4 NAG Power Markollng Inc 8 ,  wv.39 s UR $07.91 0.72 12.934 9.00 4.60 

NIA GB $83.85 0.55 11,676 4.76 11.72 5 Transfer Faclbly N14 
6 Translar Facilibi NIA NIA GB ,. $67.29 0.62 12,350 8.29 8.73 

b 

r 
4 w 
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FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 

1 ,  Report lor. Mo. Oclober ZOOG 

2 .  Repurllng Company: Flurlda Power Curporellon 

3. Plant Name: Transfer Faclllty - IMT 

Line 
N O .  Supplier Name 

MONTHLY REPQRT 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 
Porson Concernlng Data SubmiNed on lhls Form 
Jon Putnam - Buslness Flnanclal Anelysl 
(g10) 548-8388 

5.  Signelura or Official Submllllng Reporl 

W 
6. Dale Completed: December 13, 2006 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Origlnel acllve Quality Ellectlve 

Mlne & Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Base Adjust- Purchase 
Purchase Pdca Charges Price Inc(Dec) Pnce menls Prlce 

Type Tons ($moon) [$/Ton) ($/Tan) ($/Ton) W o n )  (STTon) (snon) 

1 Conlrel Coal Compeny 
2 Coal Markefhg Company Lfd 
3 Kanswhs RlverTemlnals Inc. 
4 Kenawha River Ternilneb Inc. 

_._. -. . - -  
8. WV.39 MTC 7,340 ii 



FPSC F O R M  NO. 423-ZA 

1 Kepori lor. Mo. October ZOO6 

2 .  Reporkg Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 Nema: Cryslal River 1 8 2 

MONTHLY REPORT VF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name. Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlac\ 
Person Concerning Dale Submllled on lhis Form 
Jon Pulnam - Buslness Flnanclel Analyst 
(019) 546-6368 

5. Slgnalureof Offlclal Submllllng Reporl 

6. Del6 Compleled: Doccmber 13, ZOO6 

Relro- 
Quellly Effecllve F.0 8. Shorl Haul Orlglnal ecllve 

Mlne (L Loedlng lnvolce Prlce Base AdJust- Purchase 
Line Mine Purchase Prlce Charges Price Inc(Dsc) Price menls Prlce 
N o  Suppller Name Locallon Type Tons ($TTon) ($Ron) ($Ron) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($man) 

(4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

(b) 

Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Alpha Coel Sales Co. LLC 
8BW Rosourcea Inc 
BBW Resources Inc 
Consul Energy Inc. 
Meassy Ulillly Seles Company 
Sequoia Energy LCC 

'd 
M 

b 
0 
0 
v1 
00 
00 

. .  
0. IO'. 133 MTC 10,192 $0.00 $0.00 
0.KY. 119 M l C  21.635 $0.00 $0.00 
0. KY.51 MTC 11.002 $0.00 $0.00 
0,KY,51 MTC 10.517 $0.00 $0.00 

~ . K Y .  118 MTC 43.224 10.00 $0.00 
O.KY. 19G MrC 10,204 10.00 su.00 
O . K Y .  95 MTC 30.026 $0.00, 50.00 

c 

0 
v 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR BL6CTRlC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Repor( lur Mo October 2006 

2 Reporllng Company. Floride Power Corporalion 

3 Plan1 Neme. Crvslal Rlver 4 & 5 

4. Name, Tllle end Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submllled on thls Form 
Jon Pulnem - Buslneas Flnanclsl Analysl 
(918) 546-6368 

5. Slaneture of Offlclal Submltllng R~por l  

6. Dele Compleled: December 13.2006 

Relro- 
F.O.E. Short Haul Original acUva Qualily EMecllve 

Mlne & Loadlng lnvolce Prlce Ease Adjust- Purchase 
Line Ulne Purchase Prlce Charges ~Prlce Inc(Dec) Price menls Prlce 
No. Suppller Nemw Location Type Tons ($/Ton) (Won) (Snort) ( W o n )  ($no4  ($/Ton) ($rTon) 

(4 (b )  (c ) (d) (4 ( f )  (g) (ti) (1) U) (k) (1) 

1 Alllance MC Mlnlng 8 . K Y .  195 LTC 62.883 xo.00 $0.00 
2 Conelellelin Energy Commodllks Gmup Inc 8. wv. 39 S 10.528 $O..OO $0.00 
3 Massey Ulllity S ~ k r s  Compeny 8.  W V . 5  MTC 51,683 $0.00 00.00 
4 NAG Power Marheling Inc B.WV.39 S 10,691 $0.00 $0.00 
5 Trsnsler Fecllity NIA NIA 12.459 NIA NIA 
6 Transler Facllily NIA NtA 191,058 NIA NIA 

+d 
M 
+? 

t;' 

0 
4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
wl 

Z 
? 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-20 

1,  Reporl for. Mo. October 2006 

2. Repoding Company: Florlda Power Corporatlon 

3. Plant Neme: McDuIne Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE. DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALW 

4. Neme, Tille and Telephone Number of Contact 
Person Concernlng Data Submilled on Ihls Form 
Jon Pulnem - Business Flnencial Analysl 
(919). 546-6368 

Slonalum of Olllclal Submllllno Reoorl 

6. Date Completed: December 13. 2006 

Addlllonal 
Errecttve Shorthaul Olher Rlver Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpor- F.O.0 

Transpor- Purch86e B Loading. Rall Rail Barge loadlng Barge Water Related latlon Plant 
Cine Mine Shlpplng (ellon Prlce Charges Rsle Charges Rate Rale Rate Charges Charges Charges Prlce 
No. Supplier Name Locellon Poinl Mode Tons (Won)  (Won) ($/T'on) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ($fron) ($/Ton) (Won) (Won) (snon) (5monl 

1 Inle'ocea" Coal Ssle. Cdc 999. IM. 45 Camgene. S.A. 08 12.333 :!- .,, . N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA !\;- 954 OY 

(a) (b) (C) (d) (e )  (1) (Q) (h) (1) U) (k) (I) (m) (n) (0) ( P )  (rl) 

V 
M 
7' 

t;' 

0 
4 
trl 

0 
0 
0 
ul 
\o 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-20 

1 ,  Reporl lor. Mo. October 2006 

2 .  Reporting Comriany: Florida Power Corporallon 

3.  Plan1 N a m e :  Transfer Facilily - IMT 

Clne 
NO. Supplier Ne" 

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 Concemlng Dala Submllted on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Euslness Flnencial Analyst 

(91 9) 546-6360 

5. Slgnalure of OHlclal Submlning Report 

Jenniler El Manager Regulsled Conlracls end Fuel Accounling 

V 
6. Date Completed: December 13! 2006 

NIA NIA NIA NIA $63.12 
$67.36 

NIA NIA NIA NIA $73.16 
NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA E73.8G 

1 Central Coal Company 0,  Wv. 30 Winllreds Dock. WV 6 27.852 NIA NIA 
2 Goal MarkeUng Company Lid QgQ, IM. 45 Le Jnglre. S.A. OB 81.104 NIA NIA NIA 
3 Kenawhe River Terrnlnals Inc. 0, wv, 39 Pus0 Dleblo. S A .  B 48.861 NIA NIA 

NlA NIA NIA 

4 Kanawlra Rker Temnlnels Inc. 0. Wv. 39 Quincy Doch. WV a 7.340 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-28 

1.  Reporl lor. Mo. Vcluber 200G 

2. Reporting Company: Florida Power Corpotelion 

3. Plan1 Nsme: Crystal Rlver 1 B. 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
OR161N. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, Tllle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submllted on lhls Form 
Jon Putnam - BUdflB63 Flnenclal Analyst 
(919) 548-6368 

5. Slgnalure of Ofllclal Submining Reporl 

B. Date Completed: December 13, 2006 

1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
2 ~bpha Coal Sales CO. CLC 
3 aaw RWWXITCOS I ~ C  

4 w w  R B S G V C ~ ~  inc 
5 COrClOl Energy Inn. 

6 hlessey LJl~llly a l e s  Company 

1 Seauola E n o w  CLC 

w 
M r 

0. KY. 133 
0. KY. 119 
8. KY.51 
0.  KY. 51 

8. KY. 110 
0. KY. 195 
0. KY. 95 

Roxsna. KY 
Yollow Creek. 
Remurce. KY 
Resource. I(Y 
Mousle. KY 
QoR. KY 
Bardo. KY 

KY 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
Ut7 

10,192 
21,535 
11,002 
10,517 
43.224 
10,204 
30.925 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N I A  
NIA 

572.07 
$71.20 
S7IT.SS 
$71.99 
$80.65 
$77.36 
$74.74 

7, 
0 



:i VlN VlN WN WIN VIN 

W/?d 
V/N 
WIN 
WIN 
WIN 
WIN 

WIN 
WIN 

6E 'AM 'B 

6E 'AM% 
961 'AM '0 

9 'AM 'e 

AlIWnD ClEIAl393M 6V QNV 331Md 03XlN730 %9V/"OI 'NIOI210 
SlNVld 312113313 MOA lWO3 d0 ALllWn13 ONif 1503 dO UOd3t) AlHWOW 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Reporl lor: Mu. Oclober 2UU6 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Gorporelion 

3. Plan! Name: McDullle Coal Terminal 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Neme, Tille end Telephone Number 01 Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Data Submilled on lhls Form 
Jon PuInam - Buslness Flnanclal Analysl 
(919) 546-2670 

5 .  SlgnaIure,o~OffklaI Submltllng Rsporl 

6. Dale Completed: December 13.2006 

New 
Form lnlended Orlglnal Old F . 0 . 0 .  

Value Value Prlco 

Line Monlh Plant Generaling Llne Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason '01 
Revislon No. Reported Name Planl Supplier Number (Ions) No. ntis 

(a) (b) (c )  (d) (e) (0 (e) (h) (1) 0) (k) (1) (m) 

-NONE- 

'd 
tr, 
+? 
0 
4 n 

0 
0 
0 

t;" 

Lh 
v3 
P 

z 
0 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-ZC 

1. Rap01I lor: Mo. Oclober 2006 

2 .  Repodlng Company: 

3. I'lanl Name: Trandor Facillly - IMT 

Flotlde Power Corporallon 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. Name, ncle and Telephone Number of Conlacl 
Person Concernlng Dale Submllled on lhls Form 
Jon Pulnam - Business Financial Analyst 
p i e )  546-267a 

6. Dale Compleled: December 13. ZOO6 

New 
Form lnlendad Origlnal Old F.O.B. 

Llne Monlh Planl Generallng Value Value Prlce 
No. Reporled Name Plant Supplier Number (Ions) No. nile 

Une Volume Form Column Old New Planl Reason for 
Revision 

(4 (a (0) (1) (hl (1) U) (W (1) (m) 

$ 74.13 Corrccllon lo Rate 
. . . . .  

(a) (b) 

1 91OG Transfer Fecilily - IMT Kanewha River Terminals Inc. 4 44,016 28  (I) Trawloadlng Rale 



FPSC FORM NO. 423-2C 

1. Reporl lor: Mo. Otilobor 2008 

2. Roporllng Company. Florlda Power Corporellon 

3.  Plant Name: Cryslel Rlver 1 & 2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECENED QUALlrY 

4. Name, Tille and Telephone Number of Contacl 
Person Concerning Dala Submllled on Iliis Form 
Jon Putnam - Buelness Flnanclal Analyst 
(919) 546-2678 

5. Signgure 01 OHlclal SubmltOng Reporl 

6. Dele Complebd: December 13. 2006 

New 
Form Intended Orlglnal Old F.O.B. 

Llne Monlh Plant Qenerallng Une Voluha Form Column Old N e w  Plant Reason for 
No. Reported Name Plant Suppller Number (tons) No; Tllle Value Value Price Revision 

-. 
(a) (b) (C) (d) (4 (f) (d (h) (1) U) (k) (1) (m) 

:::::j:: 

,;;;:;: 
1 9/06 CR 1 B2 CR 1 B2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. CLC 1 10,781 2A (k) Puallty AdJuslments $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , . . , . ~ i  .:.:.: S74.G5 auallly Prlco Adjuslment 

572.91 Quellly Prlcc Adjiislmenl 
.:.:. 

2 3/06 C A  1&2 CR 1 & Z  Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 3 30.433 2c (k)Quellly AdJuslmanls i i i i i i  .: ....... 
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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 Reportfor Mu 1 112006 

2 Reporllng Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plant Name. Crystal River 1 & 2 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon putnarn, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368 

5 Signature of Official Submitting Report : 
- Lead Business Financial Analyst 

6. DATE COMPLETED: , 1/15/2007 

Total 
Effeclive Transpor- F.O.B. As Received Coal Quality tltu Percenl P e r c a -  I 

Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent 
Sulfur Content Ash Molsture Line Mine Purchas tation Price cost Price 

No. Supplier Nanie Location Type Mode Tons !$/Ton) ($TTon) ($non) (%) (Btullb) (%) W )  

( a )  ( 6 )  (e) (d) (e )  (hl ( i )  (i) (IC) (1) b1) 

1 88W Resources Inc 8. KY, 51 MTC UR $79.59 12.19 5.70 
2 D&W Resources Inc. 8. KY. 51 MTC UR $73.75 0.87 12.368 11.12 5 52, 

4 Consol Energy lnc. 8, KY. 133 MTC UR $81.13 1.11 12,360 12.25 5 04 
5 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 8. KY. 185 MTC UR $79.01 1.01 12.140 11 -43 '7 39 

1.03 12,189 

3 Consol Energy Inc. 8. KY. 119 MTC UR $8.1.13 1.25 12.702 7 . 7 8  6 70 

+-d 
M w 
I 
0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
0 
P 
L 

t7 



FPSC FORM 423-2 

Effective Transpor- F.0.B 

1 Report for Mo. 

2 Repoiling Company 

3 Plant Name 

As Recolvcd Coal Quality 

Line 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FU,RM: Jon Pulnam, Business Financial Analysl, (919) 546-6368 

1112006 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Crystal Rlver 4 ll 5 5 Signature af Official Submitting Report )+QK&& ,G'- 
ad Business Financial Analysl 

6 DATE COMPLETED. 1/15/2007 

No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons @/Ton) ($TTon) W o n )  (%) (Btullb) ('10) ( "/o ) 

(1) li) (k) (1) (m) (a)  (b) (c) (dl (e) (r) 

3 Constellalion Energy Commodities Group Inc 8, WV, 39 S UR 11,255 $79.46 0.72 12.253 12 41 6.27 
4 Massey Utility Sales Company 8 ; w ,  5 M TC UR 43.565 608.62 0.69 12,597 11.34 5 92 
5 NRG Power Marketing Inc 8. wv, 39 S UR 10,227 $61.90 0.69 12.325 12.34 5.63 

7 Transfer Facility NIA N/A GB 174,048 $77.82 0.64 12.235 0 48 9 00 

0.31 6.41 1 Alliance MC Mining 8. KY, 195 LTC UR 32,704 
2 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8. KY, 119 MTC UR 10,094 $7 1.37 0.70 12.345 10.47 6.83 

$88.24 0.72 12.600 

G Transfer Facilily NIA NIA G 0  47,385 $61.22 0.48 11.512 4.99 12.G9 

w 
M 
?1 
0 
4 
+d 
t- 
o 
0 
0 
0 
P 
wl 



FPSC FORM 423-2 

1 Report lor Mo 

2 Reporling Company 

3 Plant Name 

Line 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, OELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1112006 

Florida Power Corporation 

McDuffie Coal Terminal 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPH.0NE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam. Business Finjmcial Analyst. (919) 546-G368 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report : -&& jL.J+y 
"Joel Rutledge - L&d Business Financial Analyst 

6.  DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007 

Total 
Effective Transpor- F.0.B As Received Coal  Quality 1 

Transpor- Purchase tatron Plant Percent I3 tu Percent V elcent 
Mine Purchas tation Price Cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moislurc 

No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($non) ( W o n )  (Srron) (Yo) (Blullb) (%) (76) 

(a, (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f) (9 )  (h) (1) (1) (k) (1) (In) 
1 Inkrocean Coal Sales Ldc 999. IM.45 MTC OB 46.712 $54.1 1 0 4 8  11.511 5 00 12 b'J 

0 
4 
w 

0 
0 
0 
0 
P 
o\ 

7 



FPSC FOKM 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 1 112006 

2 Reporlmg Company 

3 Plant Name Transfer Factilly - IMT 

Florida Power Corporatlon 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

Mine 
Location 

__ 
(a) (b) 
1 Central Coal Company 
2 Glencora Lld. 
3 Guasare Coal lnlernational NV 
4 lianawha River Terminals Inc. 
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 

(d 
8. w. 39 
999, IM, 45 
999. IM. 50 

8. W, 39 
8. w. 39 

4 NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM. Jon Putnam. Busmess 

5 Slgnature of Officlel Submllttlng Report 
bdel Rutledge - Lea Business Financial Analyst 

6. QATE COMPLETED: 111512007 

Total 

Transpor- Purchase tation 
Effective Transpor- 

Price cost Purchas tation 
Type Mode. Tons ($TTon) ($non) 

(d) (e) 
MTC B 
MTC OB 
MTC OB 
MTC B 
MTC B 

-- 
As ReLeived Coal Quality _ I  F O.B. 

Plant Percent BtU Percent P m 
Price Sulfur Content Ash lvioislurc 

("/. ) ($TTon) (Yo) (BlWlb) ("10) 
-~ 

(i) (i) (k) (1) (171) 

$63.06 0.99 12,204 12 20 
$65.50 0.65 12,022 6.58 10 5s 

0.69 12.415 1 1.27 'j 33  

7 1'9 

$72.38 0.58 13,233 5.69 G 4 5  
$73.26 0.62 12.375 1 I .04 i . 7 5  

$73.1 1 



FPSC FORM 423-2A 

1 Reportfor Mo 

2 Reporting Company 

3 Plant Name 

Line 
No 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1112006 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Crystal River 1 L7 2 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam. B 

5. Signalure of Official Subinitling Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007 

Ketro- 
F 0.8. Short Haul Original active 
Mine & Loading Invoice Price Base 

Quality Crfecilvc 
Adjust- Purchdse 

Mine Purchas Price ' Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price menk Pricc 

Suppller Name Localion Type Tons ($non)  ($non) 
(a)  
1 
2 
3 
4 

5 

(b) 
B&W Resources Inc 
ObW Resources Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Massey Utility Sales Company 

M r 
0 

r 
-4 
-I 

(c) 
8, KY, 51 
8. KY. 51 

8.  KY. 133 
0. KY. 195 

8. KY. 119 

(a 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 

[el rn .-, 
10,857 
10,729 
32.248 
11,002. 
21,489 

(9) 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N IA 
NIA 

( W o n )  

(0 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

(sfion) ($non) ($/Ton) 

0 
0 
0 
0 



1 Reporl lor. M u  1112006 

2 Reporting Company. 

3. Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporation 

Crvslal River 4 & 5 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007 

FPSC FORM 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A.S RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPH:ONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FCibM: Jon Putnam. Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6360 

._A- e? 
5. Signature of Olilcial Submitting Report: \Z&Qx >&,, 

Joel Rutledgg- Lead Business Financial Analyst 

Line 
No. 

(a) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Retro- 
F.O.B. , Short Haul Original active Quality Elleclive 
Mine ' &Loading lnvolce Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Price Inc(Dec) Price menls Price Mine Purchas Price Charges 
Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) ($"on) (Sflon) ($rron) (sfion) ($/Ton) w o n )  

(b) 
Alliance MC Mining 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
Constellation Energy Cornmoditio 
Massey Utility Sales Company 
NRG Power Marketing Inc 
Transfer Facility 
Transfer Facility 

b 
0 
0 
0 

8s GI Inc 

(c )  
8. IW. 195 
8. KY, 119 
8. WV. 39 
8. WV. 5 
8. w. 39 

NIA 
NIA 

(d) 
LTC 
MTC 

S 
MTC 

S 
NIA 
NIA 

(e) 
32.704 
10,094 
11,255 
43.565 
10,227 
47.385 

174,048 

(9) 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 

(0 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

P 
W 

z 
? 



J
 

n
 

E 0
 

V
 

Lo 

e 
? 

6
 

n
 

c 
a, .2 
z

:
 

_
C
m
 

J
 [ 

i 

W
 

C
 

.- J
:

 

D
ocket N

o. 07000 1-E1 
R

obert L. Sansom
 Exhibit N

o.-(RLS- 
10) 

2006 423 Form
s 

Page 181 of 206 

PEF-07FL-00005 0 



FPSC FOHM 423-ZA 

1 Repori lor. MO 

2 Repoding Company. 

3. Plant Name 

Cine 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND RECEIVED QUALITY 

1112006 

Florida Power Corporation 

Transfer Facility - IMT 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FQRM: Jon Putnam. B 

5. Signature of Official Sutjmilting Report : 
'--%el RuUedge - efBus iness  Financial Analyst 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 111512007 

Retro- 
F.O.B. f Short Haul Original aclive Qualijy Elfenlive 

P u rclia s e Adj us 1- Mine f B Loading Invoice Price Base 
Mine Purchas Price Charges Price I nc( Decl Price ments Price 

. I  

No. Supplier Name Location Type Tons ($/Ton) .j (Won) ($non) ($Ron) (%/Ton) (9;non) ( $ r r O i I )  

(a)  (b) (c) ( 4  (e) (0 
1 Central Coal Company 8,WV,39 MTC 22.987 $0.00 
2 Glencore Ltd. 999, IM. 45 MTC 37,800 $0.00 
3 Guasare Coal International NV 999. IM. 50 MTC 48,220 $0.00 
4 I<anawha River Terminals Inc. 8 , W V , 3 9  MTC 16.536 $0.00 
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 8,!NV.39 MTC 26,099 $0.00 

0 
0 
0 
0 
LA 
u 



FPSC FORM 423-28 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND A'S RECEIVED QUALITY 

4 .  NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FO:RM: Jon Pulnam. Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368 

5. Signature ot Official Su4,mlNing Report: 

6. DATE COMPLETED: ' 1/15/2007 

\dE&Q * 
G e l  Rutledge - LoaB\pusiness Financial Analyst 

L 

!: 

1 Repod lor Mo 1 112006 

2 Reporhng Company 

3 Planl Nome Crystal River 4 & 5 

Florida Power Corporal ion 

Adcpllonai 
Elleclive Shorthaul Olher River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpotl F 0 8 

Line 
No .  - 
(a) 
1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

Mine 
Supplier Name Coca(ion 

(b) (C) 

Alliancc MC Mining 
Alpha Coal Sales Go.  CCG 
Conslellalion Energy CommodiUes Group 

E, KY. 185 
8. KY. 110 
0. WV. 30 
8, w, 5 

8. wv. 39 
Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
NRG Power Markeling Inc 
Transler Facillly NIA 
Transler Facilily NIA 

Transpor- 
Shlpplng lalion 

Polnl Mode 

(d) (e) 
Scolls Branch, K UR 
Yellow Creek. KS UR 
Toms Fork UR 
Sylvester. WV UR 
Hobel UR 
Mobile. AI GB 
Plaquemines. Pa GB 

Purchase 8 Cbadlng 
Prlce Ghsrges 

Tons ( W o n )  ($$on) 

(9) 
32,704 ';'/A 
10.094 dlA 
11.255 $A 

10.227 NIA 

174,048 HIA 

43,565 Ij'A 

47,385 NIA 

k 

Rail Rail Barge 
Rale Charges Rale 

(Smon) ($/Ton) (Won)  

loading 
Kale 

($/Ton1 

NIA NIA NIA 
NIA NIA NIA 

(1) 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NlA 
NIA 

Barge Waler Relaled lalioii 
Rale Charges Charges Charges 

( W o n ]  (16non) (Snon)  ( S f l o n )  

Planl 

Price 

($ITOil) 

(9) 
soa.z.i 
s71.37 

$79 46 

$ B O  52 

$61 2 2  
577 82 

sa1.x 

3 
v 



FPSC FORM 423-26 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Report lor Mo. 1112006 

2 Reporling Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 Plan1 Nama McDufRe Coal Termlnal 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMlTrED ON THIS FO.:RM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6366 

5. Signature of Official Sutjimitting Report : \.Jk*-. I .  *. , --- 9 

ad Business Financial Analysl  

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007 

Addillonal 
EHecllve Sl,$lhaul Olher River Trans-  Ocean Olher Olher Transporl F.0.B 

Transpor- Purchase 8, L&ding Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Wale, Relaled la l io i i  P lan '  
Line Mine Shlpplng lalion Price Ch$rges Ralo Charges Rale Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 
No. Supplier Name Location Polnl Modo Tons ($Kon) ($@on) (5Kon) ( W o n )  (.Won) ( W o n )  ( W o n )  (anon) (Sfl-on) ( E n o i ~ )  ( W o n )  

15) (b) 
1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Cdc 

0 
0 
0 
0 
ch 
W z 

0 



FPSC FORM 423-20 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COhL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAQE, DELIVERED PRICE AND &? RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 Repoit lor Mo 111200G 

2 Reporling Company 

3 Plan1 Name Transfer Facility - IMT 

Florida Power Corporation 
4 .  NAME. TITLE, TELEPH~NE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMlTlFO ON THIS FOPM: Jon Pulnam, Business Finapcial Analyst, (919) 546-6368 

5. Signature of Official Su&nitting Report : -\L G. =-- <r. 

f %‘&I Rutledge - L e a y i i n t l s s  Financial Analysl 

6. DATE COMPLETED: .’ 1/15/2007 

Llne 
N O .  Supplier Name 

Addillonal 
Eflecllve Shoflhaul Olher River Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transpod t 0 B 

Transpor- Purchase 8. Ldading Rail Rall Barge loadlng Barge Water Relaied lalion Plant 
Mine Shlpplng lation Prlce Ch2rges Rale Charges Rale Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price 

Localion Polnl Mode Tons ($/Ton) (SBon)  ( W o n )  (5KOn)  ( W o n )  ($lTon) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ( W o n )  ( ~ m o n j  ( s f i o n )  

(a )  (b) 
1 Ccnlral Coal Company 

3 Guasare Coal lniernallonal NV 
4 Kenawha River Terminals Inc. 
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 

’ 2 Glencore Lld. 

( C )  

8. w. 39 
899. IM. 45 
999. IM. 50 
8. wv. 39 
0. WV. 39 

(d) 
WinlCedo Dock. 1 

La Jagua. S.A. 
Paso Diablo. S.A 
Marmet Dock, W 
Qulncy Dock. W 

(r) 
22.087 
37,800 
4a.2z.o 
16.536 
26.099 

(1) 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

0) 
t4A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

(n) 
N/A 
NIA 
NiA 

NIA 
NIA 

(0) 

N/A 
NIA 
N/A 

NIA 
NIA 

(9) 
5F3 06 
965 50 
S 7 2  30 
573 20 
573 I 1  

I. 

, z 
? 



F P S C  FORM 423-2C 

1. Reporl lor: Ido 1 112006 

2.  Reporling Compally: 

3 .  Planl Name: 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Cryslal River 1 8 2 

(a I 
1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
1 4  
15 
1G 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2 4 
25 

a 

0 211 
4 
Y 

0 
0 
0 
0 
wl 
wl 

7 

. .  
1/06 
2/06 
3/06 
4/06 
5/06 
610G 
7/06 
7/06 
7/06 
710F 
7/06 
W O G  
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
1 0106 
10/06 
1 OlOG 
1 O/OG 
10106 
lO /Oc i  
1 O / O G  
10/06 

Form 
Line Monlh Planl 
No. Reporled Name 

( b )  (C) 
CR 1a2 
CA 1a2 
CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 

CR 182 
CR iaz 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN. TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHbNE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FOQM: Jon Pulnam. Business Financlal AnalysL-(SlS) 546-6368 

5. Signalure of Officlal Submilllng Reporl: __ 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 111512007 

Business Financial Analysl 

New 
Intended Orlginal Old F.O.B. 

Generaling Line Volume Ford  Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
TlUo Value Value Price Revislon Planl Supplier Name Number (Ions) No.;: 

(a ( e )  (1) (9) (h) 1. (0 (1) (m ) 
$68.35 Quality Price Adjuslment CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 1 20.235 2A i. (h) Quality Adjuslmenls 

1-9.687 2A i: [k) Quallty Adjuslmenls $68.23 Quality Price Adjuslment CR 182 E&W Resources Inc 2 
CR 182 B8W Resources Inc 2 30,206 2A i'. (k] Quallly Adjuslmenls -570.82 Quality Price Adjuslmenl 

31.71 1 2A :; (k) Quality Adjustments $71.07 -Quality Prim Adluslmenl CR 1 &2 BSW Resources Inc 4 
CR l a 2  BBW Resources Inc 4 22.123 2A fi. (K) Quality Adjuslmanls $70.87 Qualily Price AdJuslmenl 
CR 1B2 B&W Resources Inc 3 10.106 2A (k) Qualily AdJustmenls $7465 Quailly Price Adjustment 
CR l a 2  BBW Resources Inc 4 20.845 2 .I (i)  Percent Sulfur 1.04 0.97 .Quality Adjuslmenl 

CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 
CR 182 
CR 182 

CR l a 2  
CR l a 2  
CR 182 

CR iaz 

CR 1&2 

CR 1&2 

CR 18.2 
CR 182 
CR 1&2 

CR 1812 

CR 162 
CR 182 
CR 18.2 

CR 1a2 

CR ia2 

CR 182 
CR 1&2 

GR 182 
CR 182 
CR 1132 
CR 1a2 
CR 1a2 
CR 1.52 

CR 182 
CR 182 

CR i a z  
CR 1a2 
CR l a 2  

CR 1a2 
CR 182 

CH 182 
CR 182 

CR 182 

CR 152 

CR 162 
CR 182 

CR 182 
CR le2 

8BW Resources Inc 
8&W Resources Inc 
B&W Resources Inc 
BBW Rosources Inc 
B&W Resources Inc 
B&W Resources Inc 
Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 
E&W Resources Inc 
EBW Resources Inc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
Soquola Energy LLC 
B8W Resources Inc 
Alpha Goal Sale6 Go LLC 
Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 
8&W Resources liic 
BBW Resources lnc 
Consol Energy Inc 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 

4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

20.W5 
20.845 
20,845 
20.845 
10.800 
20.162 
10.781 
10,526 
20,162 
78.391 
10,353 
10.884 
30,663 
10.517 
10,192 
21,535 
11,002 
10.517 
43.224 
10,204 
30.925 

(k) Blu Content 12,408 12,412 
(I )  Percenl Ash li.O1 10.88 
(m) Percent Moislure 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 
(k). Quallly Adjuslmants 
(k) Quality Adjuslments 
(I) Rall Rate 
(I) Rall Rate 
( I )  Rail Rate 
(i) Rail Rale 
(I) Rall Rate 
(I) Rall Rate 
(I) Rall Rale 
(k) Qualily Adjuslmenls 
(i) Rall Rale 
(I) Rall Rate 
(I) Rail Rale 
(I) Rail Rale 
[i) Rail Rale 
(i) Rail Rale 
(I) Rail Kale 

Quality Adjuslmenl 
Quality Adjuslmenl 
Quality Adiuslmenl 

$!3.60 Qualily Price Adjuslmenl 
$76.05 Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
$71 3 7  Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
$72.51 Revised Rale 
$79;28 Revised Rale 
$71.37: Revised Rale 
$81.95. Revlsed Rale 
$80.30 Revised Rale 
$78.6.6 Revised Rate 
$75.44 Revised Rale 
.$70.54 Quality Price Adjuslmeril 
071.19 Revised Kale 
$70.32 Revised Rale 
$77.02 Revised Rate 
$70.54 Rcvised Rate 
$79.70 Revised Rate 
$76.00 Revised Rale 
573.27 Revised Rale 

0 

5 
7, 
? 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 



FPSC FORM 423-ZC 

1. Reporl for: Mo. 1112006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3 .  Plan1 Name: Ccystal Rlver 4 8 5 

4 N A h E  TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUOMITTED ON THIS FORM, Jon Putnam. Buslncss 

5 Slgnalure of Official Submllling Repori. 

6 DATE COMPLETED, 111 512007 

__ 
( a )  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

(J 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
1 4  
15 
16 

New 

Cine Monlh Plant Generallng Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plan1 
No, Reporled Name Plant Supplier Name Numbet (Ions) No.: Tille Value Value Prlce Revision 

Form lnlended Orlginal Old F.O.B. 
Rcason lor 

(b) (c) (d ) ( e )  (0 (gl (hl'  0) F) (k) (1) (n1) 
8/06 
0106 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/OG 
9/OF 
9/06 
'306 
9/06 
10106 
10106 
1 Ot06 
10106 

w 
M 
+? 

t;' 

0 
4 w 

0 
0 
0 
0 
wl cn 

CR 465 

CR 465 
CR 4 8 5  
CR 485 
CR 485 

CR 4a5 

CR 485 

CR 4 8 5  

CR 485 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 
CR 485 
CR 4&5 

C l i  465 
CR 485 

. .  
CR 485 

CR 465 

CR 4&5 
CR 4845 

CR 4&5 
CR 4845 
CR 4a5 
CR 485 
CR 4a5 
CR 495 
CR 485 
CR 4a5 

CR 485 
CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 4&5 

Alllance blC Mlnlng 
Alliance MC Mining 
Alliance MC Mining 
Alliance MC Mining 
Alllance MC Mining 
Alliance MC Mining 
Alpha Coal Sales Co LLC 
CAM-Kentucky LLC 
Constellallon Energy Commodilles 
blassey Ulillly Sales Company 
Massey Ulility Sales Company 
NRG Power Marketing Inc 
Alliance MC Mining 
Constellallon Energy Commodilies 
Massey UIllily Sales Company 
NRG Power Markeling Inc 

Group Inc 

Group InC 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
1 
2 
3 
4 

4K940 
49.940 
49,940 
49.940 
49.940 
20.796 
10.088 
22.687 
11,040 
21.351 
5 1.026 

9,424 
62.883 
10.529 
51,693 
10.691 

.2 0) Percenk Sulfur 
2 (k) BIu Content 
2 i: (I) Percenl Ash 
2 g (m) Percent Mo1slur.e. 
24'- (k) Quallly Adlustmenls 
ZB: (i) Rail.Rate 
2B ( I )  Rall Rate 
28 '! (I) Rail-RBle 
2.8 !F (I) Rall-Rale 
28 f [I) Rail Rate 
20 i (I) Rall Rale 
28 I (I) Rail. Rale 
28 ? (I) Rail Rale 
20 $ (I).Rall Rale 
28 i. (i) Rail Rale 
28 :. (I) Rail R a b  

Qualily Adjuslmenl 0.71 0.68 
12.641 12.632 Quallly Adjuslineiil 

9.04 9.05 Quality Adjuslmenl 
Qualib Adiuslmcnl 



FPSC FORM 423-2C 

I Reporl  lor PA0 111200G 

7 Reporbng Company Florida Power Corporation 

3 I'lanl Name McDulfie Coal Termlnal 

4. NAME. TITLE. TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMInEO ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam. 

5. Slgnakm or Oflidal Submilling Reporl: 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 1/15/2007 

NEW 

Form lnlonded Original Old F.O.B. 
Old New Planl 

Value Value Prlce 
Reason [or 

Revision 
Cine Monlh Plan( GerieraUng Cino Volume Form Column 
No. Reported Name Plan\ Supplier Name Number (Ions) No.: Title 

(a)  (b) (61 (d) ( e )  vi (e) (h) (i) U) (k) (1) ( m )  

NONE 

w 
M 
?I 
0 
4 w 
t+ 
I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
L A  

z 
I0 



FPSC FORM 423-2C 

1 Reporl lor h.10 1 I I Z O O G  

2 Reporling Company. Florida Power Corporalion 

3 Planl Name Transler Facillly - IMT 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF CQAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND $3 RECEJVED QUALITY 

4. NAME. TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FOFM: Jon Pulnam. Business 

5. Signalure of Orficlal Submilling Report: _- 

6 .  DATE COMPLETED: 111512007 

New 
Form Intended Original Old F.O.B. 

Old New Plant Reason lor Line Munlli Planl Generating Llne Vulumo Form Column 
No. Reported Name Plan\ Supplier Name Number (Ions) Nu.. Tillc Value Value Price Revisjon 

(a l  (b l  ( C )  (d) ( e )  (0 (9) (h) ( i )  f i )  (k) 0 1 (m)  
__ 

NONE 
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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, Report for: Mo. 12i2006 

2. Reporting Company: 

3. Plan1 Name: 

Florida Power Corporation 

McDuffie Coal Terminal 

4. NAME. TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Bus1 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2O07 

Total 
Effective Transpor- F.O.B. As Received Coal Quality 

Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent Btu Percent Percent 
Line Mine Purchase tation Price cost Price Sulfur Content Ash Moisture 
No. Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($man) ($ITon) ( W o n )  (“/I (6 lull b) (“h) 

(a) (b) 
1 lnlerocean Coal Sales Ldc 

0 
0 
0 
0 w 
u l  

z 
? 
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FPSC F O R M  423-2 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVEAED PRLCE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1 ,  Report for: Mo. 

2. Reporting Company: 

3. Plant Name: 

1 Z2006 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Cryslal River 1 & 2 ' 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SWBMITI'ED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Total 

Transpor- Purchase tation Plant Percent btu 

A s  Received Coal Quality I 

Effective Transpor- F.O.B. I Percent Percenl J 
Sulfur Content Ash Moisture Line Mine Purchase tation Price cost Price 

No Supplier Name Location Type Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($nbn) (Won)  ("/I (Btull b) ( % 1 ( % ) 

cd Mn 
b 
4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
N 

(b) 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
B&W Resources Inc 
B&W Resources Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Massey Utility Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
Transfer Facility 

(c) 
8. KY, 119 
8. KY, 51 
0,  KY. 51 

8. KY. 119 
0. KY, 133 
8 ,  KY, 195 
8 ,  KY, 95 

N/A 

(d) 
MTC 
MTG 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
NIA 

(e) 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
UR 
GB 

(9 
20,463 
10,600 8@@ 
21,805 Ls 

22,072 
31,726 

7,098 km 

(0 
$70.18 
$77.51 
$72.50 
$78.55 
$78.55 
$77.62 
$73.67 
$62.57 

0.85 
1.06 
0.96 
1.22 
1.15 
1.02 
0.96 
0.73 

ci) (k) 
12,450 
12,142 
12,512 
12,651 
12,380 
12,341 
13,119 
12,222 

0) 
11.61 
12.GS 
10.20 

u 37 
13.00 
11.08 
7.49 

11  05 

(n 

4 
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FPSC FORM 423-2A 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRlCE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

I .  Report for: Mo. 12/2006 

7. Reporting Company: 

3. Plan1 Name: 

Florida Power Corporation 

Transfer Facility - IMT 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMIITED ON THIS FORM; Jon Pulnam, 6-6368 

5. Signature of Offlclal Submitting Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Relro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original active Quality F M ec ti ve 

Mine & Loading Invoice Pnce Base Adjusl- Purchase 
Line Mine Purchase Price Charges Price Price ments Price Inc(Dec) 
No. Suppller Name Location Type Tons ($/-roo) ($fl-on) (Won) ($/Ton) ( W o n )  ($TTon) W o n )  

(a) (b) (C) (d ) (e) (9) (i) 
1 Cenlral Coal Company 8, wv, 39 MTC 25.201 N/A $0.00 
2 Coal Marketing Company Ltd 999, IM. 45 MTC 80,056 NIA $0.00 
3 Glencore Lld. 999, IM, 45 MTC 46,895 NIA $0.00 
4 Guasare Coal Intsrnalional N V  999, IM, 50 MTC 61.394 NIA $0.00 
5 Kanawha River Terminals Inc. 0. wv. 39 MTC 53,335 NIA $0.00 
G Keystone lnduslriss LLC 0. wv, 39 MTC 15.233 NIA $0.00 

0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
0 



FPSC FORM 423-ZA 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALIN 

1. Report for: Mo. 12/2006 

2. Reporting Company: 

3 .  Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporatlon 

Crystal River 1 & 2 

Line 
N o .  

(4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
0 

Supplier Name 

(b) 
Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 
BBW Resources Inc 
B&W Resources Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Consol Energy Inc. 
Massey Utility Sales Company 
Sequoia Energy LLC 
Transfer Facility 

Mine 
Location 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Business Financial Analyst, (919) 546-6368 

5. Signature of Ofiiclal Submining Rep ’ rt ’ u%u+Business Financial Analyst 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 211 3/2007 

F.O.B. Short Haul 
Mine & Loading 

Purchase Prlce Charges 
Type Tons ($flon) (Won) 

(c) 
8. KY, 119 
8, KY, 51 
8, KY, 51 
8. KY, 119 
8. KY, 133 
8. KY. 195 
8. KY, 95 

NIA 

(4 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
MTC 
N IA 

20,463 
10,680 
21.805 
21,472 
21,120 
22.072 
31,726 

7.098 

(9) 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Original 
Invoice 
Price 

($rTon) 

Retro- 
active 
Prlce 

Inc(Dec) 
($non) 

(i) 
$0.00 
$O,OO 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

Quality Effecbve 

Base Adjust- Pu 1 ch d s e 
Pnce menls Piice 

($iron) ( W o n )  ($/Ton) 

-4 w r 
0 
0 
0 
0 
w 



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 lor: Mo. 1212006 

2. Reporting Company: 

3. Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporatlon 

Crystal River 4 & 5 

Line 
No. Supplier Name 

Mine 
Locatlon 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon 

5. Signature of Official Submiling Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Retro- 
F.O.B. Short Haul Original active Quality Effective 
Mine & Loading lnvolce Price Base Adjust- Purchase 

Type Tons (Won) ($/Ton) (Ifion) ($U0n)  ($flon) ($rTon) ( W o n )  
Purchase Price Charges Price Inc(Dec) Price ments Price 

(a) (b) (4 (4 (e) (€l) (1) 
1 Alliance MC Mining 0, KY, 195 LTC 42,596 NIA $0.00 
2 Massey Utilily Sales Company 8. WV, 5 MTC 42,246 N/A $0.00 
3 NRG Power Markeling Inc a. w. 39 S 10,895 NIA $0.00 
4 Transfer Facilily NIA NIA 30,963 NIA $0 00 
5 Transfer 1-acilily N /A NIA 147,933 NIA $0 00 

0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
h, 



FPSC FORM 423-28 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED Q U A L l n  

1. Reporl lor: Mo. 12/2OOG 

2.  Reporting Company: 

3 .  Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporation 

McDuHie Coal Terminal 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, Bus! 

5. Signature of OHiclal Submitting Reporl: 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Additional 
Effective Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Olher Olher Transport F . 0  I1 

Transpor- Purchase &Loading Rail Rail Barge loadlng Barge WaIcr Related lallvn Pldnt 
Line Mlne Shipping talion Price Charges Rate Charges Rate Rate Rate Charges Charges Charges Price 

No Supplier Name Cocallon Poinl Mode Tons ($non)  ($Ron) ($/Ton) (Won)  (Snon) (Sf ion)  ($non) ($Uon) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (anon) 

(4 (b) ( c )  (a (e) (0 (9) (h) (0 0) (k) (1) (4 (n) (0) (P) ((1) 
1 Interocean Coal Sales Cdc 999. IM. 45 Cartagena. S A 00 45.834 E " ,  NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A NIA 5.- $54 00 

'd 
M 
76 
0 

;;; r 
0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
W 



FPSC FORM 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. 12/2006 

2. Repoiling Company: 

3. Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporalion 

Transfer Facility - IMT 

4. NAME, TITLE. TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMlnED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam, 

5. Slgnalure of Offlcial Submitting Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Addillonal 
Effecllve Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Olher Olhsr Transport- I- 0 . U  

Transpor- Purchase &Loadlng Rail Rail Barge loading Barge Waler Relaled talion Plant 

Line Mine Shlpplng (allon Prlce Charges Rare Charges Rale Rale Rate Charges Charges Charges PIKC 

No. Supplier Name Locallon Poinl Mode Tons ($”) ($/Ton) [$“) ($Ken) ($noon) ($”) ($mort) (anon) (Snon) (Won)  (5non) 
__ 

(a ) (bl (C) @ ) (e) (r) (h) (i) 0) (n) (0) (P 1 (9) 

SG3.00 1 Cenlral Coal Company 
2 Coal Marhellng Company Lld 999, IM. 45 Colombia. S.A. OB 80.05 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 564 22 

NIA NIA NIA 8. WV. 39 Winilrede D d ,  B 25,ZO N/A NIA NIA .... . 
3 Glencore Lid. 999. IM, 45 LEI Jagua. SA.  06 46.89 NIA NIA NIA NIA NJA NIA $65.43 
4 Guasare Coal lntemalional NV 899. IM. 50 Paw Dlablo. SA .  OB 61.39 IVA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $71.12 

s r 2  Y O  
6 Keyslone Induskles LLC 0. WV. 39 New Orleans. LA OB 16.23 N I A  NIA NIA N I A  NIA NIA 553 00 

NIA NiA NIA N I A  NIA 5 Kanawha River Termlnals lnc. a. WV, 39 Oulncy Dock.WV 0 6333 NiA 

0 
0 
0 
0 
W 
P 

2 
0 



FPSC FORM 423-ZB 
MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 

ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

1. Report lor: Mo. 12/2006 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plant Name: 

Florida Power Corporation 

Crystal Rlver 1 & 2 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMllTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam 

5. Signature of Official Submitting Report : 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 211312007 

Addlllonal 

Effecllve Shorthaul Other River Trans- Ocean Other Other Transpon F O.U. 
Transpor- Purchase &Loading Rall Rail Barge loadlng Barge Water Relaled lallon Plarll 

Line Mine Shlpping lalion Price Charges Rale Charges Rat0 Rale Rate Charges Charges Charges P r m  
No. Supplier Name Locallon Point Mode Tons ($rTon) ($rTon) (rnon) ($rTon) ($rTon) ($flon) ($man) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) (Snon)  (S ro i i )  

(a) (b ) (d (d) (e) (0 (h) (k) (1) (m) (11) (0) [P) ( Q )  
1 Alpha Coal Sales Co. LLC 8, KY, I19 Yellow Creek, KY UR 20,463 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 570.10 
2 B B W  Resources Inc 8.  KY. 51 Resource, KY UR 10,680 NIA NIA NlA NIA NIA NIA $77 51 
3 BBW Resourcas Inc. 6. KY, 51 Resource, KY UR 21,805 NIA NIA  NIA NIA NIA NIA 372 SO 
4 Consol Energy Inc. 8. KY. 119 Mousie, KY UR 21,472 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 570 55 
5 Consol Energy Inc. 8 ,  KY. 133 Rapid Loader, KY UR 21,120 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA $70.55 

7 Sequoia Energy LLC 8, KY. 95 Bardo, KY UR 31,726 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 573 67 
G Massey Utilily Sales Company 8. KY. 195 Goff. KY UR 22,072 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 577.62 

0 Transfer Faclllly NIA Plaquemines. Pa GB 7,098 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA :.-:@! NIA SG2 57 

0 
0 
0 
0 
w 



FPSC FORM 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. 

2. Reporling Company; 

3. Planl Name: 

1 a2006 

Florida Power Corporallon 

Crystal Rlver 4 & 5  

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITf'ED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam, 

5. Signature of OMcial Submitting Report. u Joel Rulledge - L d d  Business Financial Analyst 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/13/2007 

Addillonal 
Effeclive Shorthaul Other Rlver 

Transpor- Purchase & Coadlng Rail Rail Barge 
Cine Mine Shipping talion Price Charges Rate Charges Rale 
No Suppller Name Locellon Polnl Mode Tons ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) ($/Ton) 

(a) (b) (c) ( 4  (e) (9 (h) (k) 
1 Alliance MG Mining 8. KY. 195 Scotts Branch. KY UR 42,596 NIA NIA 
2 Massey Uhlrly Sales Company 8.  WV. 5 Sylvesler. WV UR 42.246 NIA NIA 
3 NRG Power Msrkeling Inc 8 . W .  39 Hobel UR 10,895 NIA NIA 
4 Transfer racillly NIA Moblle. AI GB 30,963 NIA NIA 
5 Transfer Facllily NIA Plaquemlhes. Pa GB 147,933 NIA NIA NIA NIA 

td 
M 
? 
0 

Trans- Ocean Other Ollior Trarisporl E O  0 

loading Barge Water Related tallon Plan l  

Rale Rale Charges Charges Charges Price 
($iTon) (SiTon) (Won)  ( W o n )  (Snon)  (%/ran) 

(1) (m) (n) (0) (P) (Cll  
NIA NIA NIA NIA $ O H . ? Z  
NIA NIA NIA NIA O Y 2  22 

$82.76 
5~64 80 

577 2Y 

0 
0 
0 
0 
W 
a 



FPSC FORM 423-2C 

1 .  Repori lor: Mo. 1212006 

2 .  Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporallon 

3. Plan1 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, TELEPHONE NUtvIBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM; Jon Putnam. Buslness 

5. Signature or OMCIEI Submitting Report: 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/1212007 

New 
Form lnlended Orlglnal Old F.O.0. 

Line Monlh Plant Generatlng Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
No. Reporled Name Plant Suppller Name Number (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision 

la )  (b)  (C) (d) ( e )  ( f) (d (h) (0 0) (k) (1) (In) 

NONE 



FPSC FORM 4Z3-ZC 

I .  Report lor: Mo. 1 Z/ZOOG 

2. Reporling Company: 

3. Plant Name: 

Florida Power CorporaUon 

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, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMllTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Putnam. Business 

5. Signature of Official Submltting Report: 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/12/2007 

New 
Forin Intended Orlglnal Old F.O.B. 

Line Month Planl GeneraUng Llne Volume Form Column Old New Plant Reason lor 
No. Reported Name Plant Supplier Name Number (tons) No. Title Value Value Price Revision 

(a) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

9 
i o  
11 
12 
13 

a 

+G 
M 
+? 

t7 
0 
-1 
‘11 

0 
0 
0 
0 
w 
00 

4/06 
5/06 

6/06 
7/06 
7/06 
0106 
9IOG 
1 O/OG 
1 OlO6 
11/06 
11/06 

6/08 

IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
I MT 
I MT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 

IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
I MT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 
IMT 

(e) 
Cenkal Coal Company 
Cenlral Coal Company 
Genhl  Coal Company 
Central Coal Company 
Guasare Coal International NV 
Cenlral Coal Company 
Guasare Coal International NV 
Cenlral Coal Company 
Cenkal Coal Company 
Cenfral Coal Company 
Coal Marketing Company Lld 
Central Coal Company 
Kanawha River Termlnals Inc 

(0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
5 

(9) 

2e.468 
26.774 

25.287 
21.272 
42,525 
25,541 
40.366 
24.562 
22,125 
27.852 
81.104 
22.907 
26,099 

ti) 
(k) Quality AdjustInents 
(k) Quality Adjustments 
(k) PualityAdjustmeots 
(k) Quallty Adjustments 
(k) Quality Adjustments 
(k) Quailly Adjustments 
(k) Quallly AdJuslmenls 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quallty AdJustmenls 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quality Adjustments 
(I) Transloadlng Rale 

(1) 
$63.51 
$60.78 
$62.77 
$62.07 
$72.85 
$63.32 
$70.50 

$63.91 
$63.38 
$65.50 
$62.31 
$73.21 

$ ~ 3 . e 7  

(4 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quallly Prlce AdJusltnenl 
Quallty Prim Adjuslment 
Quality Price Adjustmenl 
Quality Price Adjustmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
Quality Prlce Adjuslment 
Quailty-Pdce Adjustment 
Cluallty Price Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quallty Price Adjuslmenl 
Revision lo Rate 

M‘ 

d 
I. 



FPSC FORM 423-2C 

I .  Keporl for: Mo. 12/2006 

2. Reporling Company: Florida Power Corporation 

3. Plant Name. Cryslal River 1 & 2 

+d 

7 
0 
4 n 
T 
0 
0 
0 
0 
W 
\D 

Form Intended 
Clne Monlh Plan1 GeneraUng 
No. Reporled Name Plant 
- ~ 

( a )  
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
0 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
10 
19 
20 
21 
22 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALITY OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED. PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jon Pulnam. Buslness Fin 

5. Signature of OAlclal Submlttlng Report: 
Joel Rulledge !I ead Business Financlal Analyst 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/12/2007 

New 
Orlglnal Old F.0.B 

Old New Plant 
Value Value Price 

Line Volume Form Column 
Supplier Name Number (tons) No. TlUe 

Reason loi 
Revision 

(b) 
4/06 
5/06 
6/06 
7/06 
7/06 
7/06 
7/06 
0106 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
8/06 
9/06 
9/06 
9/06 
10106 
10106 
1 1/06 
11/06 

( c )  
CR 182 
CR 182 
CK 182 
CR l a 2  
CR 18.2 
CR 182 
CR 182 
CR iaz  
CR iaz 

CR 182 
CR 182 

CR iaz 
CK i a z  
CK iaz 
CR 1a2 
CR $ 8 2  
CR 1a2 

CR 182 
CK 18.2 

CR 1&2 
CR 1&2 

CK 182 

(d) (8 )  
CR 1&2 BbW Resources Inc 
CR 182 B8W Resources Inc 
CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 
CR 1B2 B&W Resources Inc 
CR 182 Massey UlilNy Sales Company 
CR 18.2 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CK 1 &2 Massey Utillly Sales Company 
CR 18.2 B&W Resources Inc 
CK 18.2 Massey Utility Sales Company 
CR 182 Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
CR 1 B 2  Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
CR 1&2 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CR 182 Massay Ulllily Sales Company 
CR 182 Massey Ulilily Seles Cwnpany 
CR 1 &2 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CR 18-2 B&W Resources Inc 
CR 1 B2 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CR 1 82 Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CR 182 B&W Resources Inc 
CR 18.2 Massey Ulllity Sales Company 
CR 182 E&W RQSOUrO3S Inc 
CR 18.2 Massey Utility Sales Company 

(9 
3 
3 
2 
3 
6 
7 

2 
6 
7 
4 
6 
9 
10 
11 
2 
5 
6 
3 
6 
1 
5 

a 

(91 
10,794 
20,079 
10,943 
10,015 
4 1.868 

3.618 
9,909 

10.489 
13,076 
10,161 
60,663 

8.850 
39,989 

9;993 
19.068 
10.526 
13,076 
10,161 
11.002 
10,204 
10,857 
21,409 

(h) 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2.4 
2A 
2c 
2 c  
2C 
2c 
zc 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
ZA 

(1) 
$77.92 
$77.42 
$79.76 

$78.39 
$91.62 
$82.49 
$82.03 
$03.70 
$86.79 
$75.65 
$86.08 
977.56 
$87.73 
$85.16 
$79.15 
$77.71 
$81.21 
$76.90 
$76.48 
$79.50 
$78.05 

m . 0 8  

(m 1 
Quality Price Adjuslrnenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quality Prlce Adjuslment 
Quality Price Adjushenl 
Quality Price Adjustmen\ 
Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
Qualily Price Ad].uslmenl 
Quality Prlce Adjuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Qualily Price Adjuslmenl 
Qualig Prlce AdJuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Qualily Price AdJuslmenl 
Qualily Prlce AdJuslmenl 
Qualily Prim Adjuslmonl 
Quality Price Adjustmenl 
Quality Price AdJustmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjustmenl 
Quality Price Adjustment 



FPSC FORM 423-2C 

1. Report lor: Mo. 1212006 

2 .  Reporting Company: Florida Power Corporalion 

3. Planl Name: Cryslal River 4 I3 5 

Form Intended 
Llne Monlh Planl Generating 
No. Reporled Name Plant 

MONTHLY REPORT OF COST AND QUALIN OF COAL FOR ELECTRIC PLANTS 
ORIGIN, TONNAGE, DELIVERED PRICE AND AS RECEIVED QUALITY 

4. NAME, TITLE, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF CONTACT PERSON CONCERNING DATA 
SUBMITTED ON THIS FORM: Jbn Pulnam, Buslness Flnanclal Analyst, (919) 546-6365 

New 
Orlginal Old F.O.B. 

Line Volume Form Column Old New Plant 
Supplier Name Number (lons) No. TiUe Value Value Price - 

(a) 
1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
0 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

(b) 
7/06 
7/06 
8/06 
0106 
8106 
8106 
0106 
0106 
9/06 
9106 
9/06 
10106 
11\06 

(4 
CR 485 
CR 485 
CR 485 
CR 4a5 
CR 4a5 

CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 485 

CR 4&5 

CR 485 

CR 4&5 
CR 485 

(d) 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 
GR 4&5 
CR 485 
CR 485 
CR 4&6 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 
CR 4&5 

CR 4&5 
CR 48.5 

CR 4a5 

CR 4a5 

6. DATE COMPLETED: 2/12/2007 v 

(e 1 
CAM Kenlucky LCC 
Massey Ulilily Sales Company 
CAM Kenlucky LLG 
Massey Ulillly Sales Company 
Massey Utrlity Sales Company 
Massey Utilky Sales Company 
Massey Ulillty Sales Company 
Massey Utility Sales Company 
CAM Kenlucky LLC 
Massey Utilily Sales Company 
Massey Utiltty Sales Company 
Massey Ulllily Sales Company 
Massey Utility Sales Company 

(fl 
3 
5 
2 
6 
2 
8 
12 
13 
3 
5 
6 
3 
4 

. .  
(e 1 

21.406 
15,847 
21,686 
34.641 
26,067 
77,957 
41,430 
10.241 
22.687 
21.351 
51,026 
51,693 
43,565 

- 
(h I 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2A 
2 c  
2C 
2 c  
2 c  
2A 
2A 
2A 
ZA 
2A 

(1) 
(k) Quality Adjustments 
(k] Quality AdJuslments 
(k) Quellty Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quality Adjuslments 
(k) New Value 
(k) New Value 
(k) New Value 
(k) New Value 
(k) Qual[tyAd]ustmenls 
(k) Quality Adlustmenk 
(k) Quality Adjuslmenls 
(k) Quallty Adjustments 
(k) Quallty Adjustmenls 

(1) 
$67.31 
$97.68 
$64.83 
$93.98 
$90.99 
$90.81 
$91.73 
$93.75 
$61.96 
$88.34 
$92.51 
$90.31 
$91.22 

Reason lor 
Revision 

(m) 
Quality Price Adjustmenl 
Quality Prlce Adjuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjbslment 
-Qualily Prlce-Adluslmenl 
Quallty Price Adjuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjuslment 
Quality Price Adjustment 
Qualily Prlce Adjustment 
Quallly Price Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
Quality Prlce Adjustment 
Quality Price Adjuslmenl 
Quality Price Adjushenl 



Docket No. 070001 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. (RLS-11) 

2006 WATER CONTRACTS 



. . .  



Docket No. 070001 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. (US-12)  

RFP BITUMINOUS COAL PRICES 



Docket No. 07000 1-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(US- 12) 
RFP Bituminous Coal Prices 
Page 1 of 1 

CONTRACTS FOR B I T L I O U S  COAL AWARDED IN PEP’S 2004 RFP 

I Dlvd to CR4/5 1 



Docket No. 07000 1 -E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-13) 

COMPONENTS OF SPRING CREEK BID 



Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(lUS- 13) 
Components of Spring Creek Bid 
Page 1 of 1 

BREAKDOWN OF SPRING CREEK BID PRICE 

I $/Ton I _. - _ -  
FOB Mine 
Rail to Dock Transload and Rail 



Docket No. 070001-E1 

EXHIBIT NO. - (RLS-14) 

COMPONENTS OF ARCH PNCE PER TON 



Docket No. 070001-E1 
Robert L. Sansom Exhibit No.-(RLS-14) 
Components of Arch Price Per Ton 
Page 1 of 1 

I 

BREAKDOWN OF PEF’S COST OF ARCH BLACK THUNDER PRB COAL 
BASED ON 2004 BID FOR DELrVERY IN 2006 

$/Ton 

_ _  - 

River Barge (includes blending) 
Ocean Barge 

FOB Mine 
Rail and Rail Cars 
Dock - 

The River Barge charge in May 2006 incurred by PEF for a PRJ3 test bum coal movement according to 
However, this charge includes a dock charge, estimated at the May 2006 FPSC 423 was $9.74/ton. 

$l.lO/ton which, due to the fact that PRB bids are FOB barge, is deducted from the FPSC 423 river rate. 
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Tier Price 
Tier 1 $2.40/MMf3tu 

DETAIL SUPPORTING TIERED CALCULATION 
OF EFFECTIVE PRB BID PRICES 

Notes 
For the first 500,000 tons or 9,350,000 x 10’ 

Tier 2 $2.33/MMBtu 
Btu’s 
For the second 500,000 or 8,800,000 x lo6 
Btu’s 
For any additional Btu’s above the Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 total of 18,150,000 x lo6 Btu’s 

Tier 3 $2,3S/MMBtu 
1 
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Displaced PRB A 
$ m t u  $/MMBtu $/MMBtu lo6 Btu's 
3.30/KRT 2.40 0.87 9,350,000 

2.33 0.94 3,904,093 3.30/KRT 
0.54 899,000 2.90/CCod 2.33 

Total 14,153,093 

DETAIL SUPPORTING CALCULATION OF OVERCHARGES 
ASSUMING 20% PRB BLEND IN 2006 

$'S 
8,134,500 
3,669,847 

485,460 
12,289,807 
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DERIVATION OF OVERCHARGES FOR 2006 EXCESS SO2 ALLOWANCES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Ibs. SO2/MMBtu of KRT and Central IMT Tons 

Percent Removed Bit Coal 

Bit Coal S02/MMBtu 

PFU3 Ibs/MMBtu SO2 

Removed Percent From PlU3 

PRB SO2 lbs/MMBtu 

Difference 

MMBtu PRB Coal 20% Blend 

MMBtu PRB Coal 30% Blend 

A Ibs. SO2 

A Tons SO2 

Average 2006 SO2 Allowance Pirce ($/Ton) 

Ratepayer Overpayments 

1.09 

6.0 

1.0246 

0.795 

18.3 

0.6495 

0.375 1 

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 
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Sources: 
1. 
2. 
3. 95%of 1 
4. 
5. 
6. See2. 
7. 81.7% of4. 
8. 3 minus6. 
9. See text. 
10. Seetext. 
1 1. Calculation. 
12. Calculation. 
13. Cantor Fitzgerald 12 month average for 2006. 
14. Calculation. 

Calculation from FPSC 2006 423 data. 
See RS Reply Exhibit RS-44. 

FPSC Form 423 June 2006 for Peabody PRB Coal. 


