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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF TIMOTHY C. SEXTON

DOCKET NO. 090172-E1

JULY 2, 2009

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Timothy C. Sexton. I am Vice President of Gas Supply Consulting,

Inc. My business address is 14811 St. Mary’s, Suite 175, Houston, TX 77079.

Did you previously submit direct testimony in this proceeding?

Yes.

Are you sponsoring any rebuttal exhibits in this case?

Yes. I am sponsoring the following rebuttal exhibits:

TCS-8

TCS-9

TCS-10

TCS-11

TCS-12

TCS-13

Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis

Illustrative Map of Pipeline Facilities

Capacity Holders on Pipelines Upstream of Transco Station
85

Marginal Cost to Transport to Transco Station 85

Capacity Holders on Southeast Supply Header

Total Cost to Transport from Perryville to FGT Mobile Bay

Area
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to comment on the testimony of Florida

Gas Transmission Company, LLC (“FGT”) witnesses Michael T. Langston and

Benjamin Schlesinger. Specifically, I will address the following issues:

e Economic Analysis update incorporating FGT’s March 18, 2009 proposal

o  FPL’s methodology for developing its long range forecast of natural gas
prices

e Liquidity of Perryville Hub natural gas supplies available to FGT versus
those available to Transco Station 85 and the Florida EnergySecure Line
project; and

e  Appropriate cost for FGT shippers to directly access supplies at Transco

Station 85.

SUMMARY

Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.

With respect to FGT’s updated March 18, 2009 proposal, an Updated Gas Cost
Savings Analysis reveals that the Florida EnergySecure Line project has superior
economic results for FPL’s customers when compared with the FGT (Company

B) project alternative based upon FGT’s proposal.

Next, as to the liquidity of supplies at Transco Station 85 versus supplies into

FGT near Mobile Bay, it is an important fact that producers have made substantial




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

investments over the past several years supporting the construction of pipelines to
Transco Station 85. In contrast, these producers have not made these same
investment decisions with respect to pipeline capacity from unconventional
supply sources to FGT or Gulfstream near Mobile Bay. This allocation of
investment dollars clearly indicates that producers have expressed a preference for
making unconventional supplies available at Transco Station 85 versus making

them available into FGT and/or Gulfstream near Mobile Bay.

With respect to capacity from Transco Station 85 to FGT near Mobile Bay,
existing low-cost capacity is scarce and is not likely to be available to support
FPL’s Modernization projects. As a result, FPL appropriately utilized new
construction costs as a proxy to develop a $0.20 per MMBtu rate applicable to

transporting gas supplies from Transco Station 85 to the FGT/Company B project.

Finally, with respect to FPL’s projection of fuel prices and with respect to futures
prices and rates of escalation, the forecast relies upon third party projections from

highly reputable sources and is a reasonable tool for planning purposes.
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UPDATED GAS COST SAVINGS ANALYSES

On Pages 10 and 11 of his testimony, FGT witness Langsto.n states that FGT
provided an updated response to FPL’s Solicitation on March 18, 2009.
Witness Langston further states that FPL did not analyze the improved cost
information included in this March 18, 2009 response. Did you include an
analysis of the March 18, 2009 proposal in your Direct Testimony?

No I did not. The March 18, 2009 proposal received from FGT was the fourth
proposal received by FPL from FGT and was received after my direct testimony
and associated exhibits were substantially completed. As this proposal was
unsolicited as well as the fourth response submitted by FGT, FPL had no way of
knowing if additional unsolicited responses would be forthcoming from FGT
prior to the date that the testimony was to be filed. As such, FPL made the
decision to complete the testimony and exhibits as substantially drafted based
upon the prior (January 12, 2009) proposal received from FGT. Consequently,
prior to filing my direct testimony in this proceeding, I did not examine the March
18, 2009 proposal as a part of my direct testimony and it was not included in the
Gas Cost Savings Analysis therein.

Have you now developed an Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis
incorporating the March 18, 2009 proposal frem FGT?

Yes. I have developed an Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis incorporating the
March 18, 2009 proposal from FGT. The detailed analysis is attached as Exhibit

TCS-8.
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In addition to updating the analysis to incorporate FGT’s March 18, 2009

proposal rather than the January 12, 2009 proposal, did you make any other

adjustments in the Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis versus the Gas Cost

Savings Analysis filed with your Direct Testimony?

Yes. In order to account for changes in market conditions from the time of the

evaluation presented in my direct testimony to the present time, I have made

various other adjustments to the analysis including:

As discussed in detail in the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Enjamio,
FPL has updated the revenue requirements associated with the Florida
EnergySecure Line project to current market conditions. I have utilized
these updated revenue requirements in my Updated Gas Cost Savings
Analysis;

As discussed in the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Enjamio, the cost
estimate and associated revenue requirements associated with the Florida
EnergySecure Line project as well as the proposed rates for the Company
E and FGT (formerly Company B) proposals have been adjusted to reflect
current costs of steel. I have adopted these updated revenue requirements
and rates in my updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis.

In order to be consistent with the weighted average cost of capital in
FPL’s filed rate case; 1 utilized an updated discount rate of 8.89% to

represent the discount rate applicable to FPL’s customers in this analysis.
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Did you incorporate any assumptions with respect to the value of any excess
pipeline capacity not utilized to support FPL demand requirements?

Yes. Consistent with my original Gas Cost Savings Analysis, I have included
three revenue assumptions associated with off system capacity sales based upon
capacity valuations consistent with those supporting the original Gas Cost Savings
Analysis. As such, the Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis identified as Case A
incorporates an assumption that FPL receives revenues from the off system sale of
excess capacity equal to the average value paid for capacity on the secondary
market by FPL during 2008. The Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis identified
as Case B incorporates an assumption that FPL receives revenues associated with
the off systern sale of excess capacity equal to the maximum tariff rate associated
with the transportation capacity in FPL’s portfolio that has the highest
corresponding tariff rate (FGT’s proposed Phase VIII expansion maximum tariff
recourse rate). Finally, as a worst case assumption, the Updated Gas Cost Savings
Analysis identified as Case C incorporates an assumption that there is no revenue
associated with the off system sale of excess capacity.

Did the results of the Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis favor the Florida
EnergySecure Line or FGT’s March 18, 2009 expansion proposal?

The results of the Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis still favor the Florida
EnergySecure Line alternative. These results are illustrated on Page 1 of Exhibit

TCS-8.
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What were the results of the Updated Gas Cost Savings Analyses set forth in
Exhibit TCS-8?

As depicted on Exhibit TCS-8, in all three cases the Updated Gas Cost Savings
Analysis favors the Florida EnergySecure Line project alternative. In fact, the
Net Present Value of savings utilizing the Florida EnergySecure Line project
alternative versus the Company B alternative range from $123 million to $757
million,

On Page 12 of his testimony, FGT witness Langston states that FGT’s cost
would have been reduced by an approximate $132 million if FGT had known
of the availability of the FPL-owned dual-fuel pipeline from the Martin Plant
to the 45™ Street Terminal near the Riviera Plant. Do you agree with this
statement?

No. As discussed in the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Sharra, in order to
utilize this existing pipeline to meet its needs at the Riviera Beach Energy Center
(RBEC), FPL will have to incur approximately $86 million in capital cost to
upgrade this pipeline system as necessary to make deliveries to the RBEC. Thus,
FGT’s projected $132 million savings associated with the use of this line would
have to be reduced by the approximately $86 million upgrade cost in order to

make an apples to apples comparison to the Florida EnergySecure Line project.
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Have you analyzed the economics of FGT's March 18, 2009 proposal taking
into account both FGT's alleged costs savings and FPL's costs associated
with potential use of the existing FPL-owned dual-fuel pipeline?

Yes. I conducted such an analysis using the same approach discussed in my
direct testimony. Consistent with the results cited by FPL witness Enjamio in his
rebuttal testimony, the results of my analysis continue to favor the Florida

EnergySecure Line alternative versus the FGT proposed alternative.

NATURAL GAS PRICE FORECASTING METHODOLOGY

Do you agree with FGT witness Schlesinger’s assertion on Page 9 of his
testimony that FPL’s economic assumptions as to future gas supply prices
are not reasonable for planning purposes?

No. I do not. As explained in detail in the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness
Sharra, the economic assumptions utilized by FPL in developing forecasts of
future gas supply prices were based upon market conditions at the time that the
forecast was developed. Further, with respect to futures prices and rates of
escalation, the forecast took into account third party projections from highly
reputable sources (the PIRA Energy Group, the Energy Information
Administration of the US Department of Energy and NYMEX forward price
curves). As such, I believe that the forecast is reasonable for planning purposes in

this proceeding.
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LIQUIDITY AT FGT - MOBILE BAY AREA

VERSUS TRANSCO STATION 85

FGT witnesses Schlesinger and Langston assert in their testimony that
FGT’s proposal, with receipts in and around Mobile Bay is superior to the
Florida EnergySecure Line/Company E project with receipts at Transco
Station 85. Based upon this assertion, the FGT witnesses contend that FGT’s
system in the Mobile Bay area rather than FPL’s selection of Transco Station
85 would be a superior location for the commencement of the proposed
facilities. Do you agree with this contention?

No. T do not. In addition to providing a superior economic result for FPL’s
customers than the FGT proposal, the Florida EnergySecure Line project also
meets FPL’s goal of increasing supply diversity in its portfolio whereas the FGT

proposal does not provide this diversification in the supply base.

As described in detail on Page 20 of my direct testimony, with the initiation of its
capacity contract on FGT’s Phase VIII project, approximately 1.4 Bcef/day of
FPL’s 2.0 Bef/day of firm natural gas transportation capacity will be sourced from
FGT and Gulfstream points in the Mobile Bay Area. Recognizing that traditional
supply sources into the Mobile Bay area are in decline, FPL has been active in
diversifying its supply sourcing in this area. In fact, FPL has entered into a

capacity contract with Southeast Supply Header (SESH) providing for

0.5 Bcef/day of pipeline capacity from Perryville into its capacity on FGT and
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Gulfstream. Further, FPL has been actively discussing potential additio_nal
capacity alternatives upstream of FGT and Gulfstream in support of both its

existing capacity and its Phase VIII capacity rights.

With this said, as current transportation contracts will require FPL to source
approximately 70% of its gas supplies in the Mobile Bay area (1.4 Bei/day out of
about 2.0 Bcef/day), sourcing additional supplies at this location via the FGT
system would be contrary to FPL’s goal of diversifying its natural gas supply
portfolio. In contrast, sourcing incremental gas supply needs at the Transco
Station 85 location will enable FPL to diversify its portfolio of natural gas supply

beyond the current concentration in the Mobile Bay area.

Consequently, I believe that FPL has made the correct decision in targeting
Transco Station 85 as the supply source to meet its incremental natural gas
demand requirements.

On Pages 25 and 26 of his direct testimony, FGT witness Langston states that
“the market prices for gas at the Perryville Hub would provide better
netbacks to producers as compared to the expected pricing at Transco
Station 85.” Witness Langston further states that “once all gas demand at
this location is met, then gas would move to other markets, such as to
planned interconnects at Transco Station 85.” Do you agree with witness
Langston’s assertion that producers will have a preference to deliver gas to

markets at the Perryville Hub versus delivering to Transco Station 85?

10
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No. I do not. As mentioned on Pages 21 through 24 of my direct testimony, in the
past year three new pipeline alternatives designed to transport unconventional
supplies to the Perryville area and beyond to Transco Station 85 have been placed
into service. These pipelines include the (i) MidContinent Express Pipeline
(MEP); (ii) Gulf South East Texas to Mississippi and Southeast Expansion
Projects and (iii) Gulf Crossing Pipeline which, utilizing Gulf Crossing’s
Capacity Lease on the Gulf South system, provides direct access to Transco
Station 85. As an illustration of the location of these facilities, attached as Exhibit
TCS-9 is a map depicting the locations of these pipelines to Transco Station 85

with respect to the Florida natural gas infrastructure.

It is important to note that the bulk of the new transportation capacity on these
pipelines is held by natural gas producers and aggregators (collectively, I will
refer to them as “producers™) in the form of firm gas transportation agreements
with primary delivery point rights to Transco Station 85. In fact, as illustrated in
Exhibit TCS-10, about 2.5 Bcf/day of the approximate 3.0 Bef/day of capacity on
these three systems is held under firm transportation agreements by producers
with primary delivery point rights to Transco near its Compressor Station 85. The
simple fact that these producers have entered long term firm transportation

contracts to transport unconventional supplies to Transco Station 85 indicates that

-these producers will be ready, willing and able to deliver and sell supplies to this

location.

11
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Do you agree with FGT witness Langston’s assertion on Pages 25 and 26 of
his testimony that “given the transportation cost from the Perryville area to
Transco Station 85, it appears that the market prices for gas at the Perryville
Hub would provide better netbacks to producers as compared to the
expected pricing at Transco Station 85”7

No. Ido not. In his analysis, FGT witness Langston commits a basic error with
respect to the treatment of sunk costs. That is, he includes the impact of sunk
costs in his analysis of the netback value to producers of gas sold at the Perryville
Hub versus gas sold at Transco Station 85. This assumption is not valid and sunk
costs must be ignored in properly evaluating the marginal netback available to the
producers associated with sales of gas at the Perryville Hub versus at Transco

Station 85.

More specifically, the fixed reservation fee costs of the transportation capacity
held by the producers from the unconventional supply sources to Transco Station
85 will be paid regardless of whether the producers utilize this capacity to move
the unconventional supplies to Perryville or to the primary contract delivery point
of Transco Station 85. As such, these fixed reservation fees are “sunk costs” and
will typically be set aside by the producers in making comparisons of netback
calculations for sales to a given location. In other words, if a producer is
committed to paying a fixed reservation fee for pipeline capacity to Transco
Station 85, that cost cannot be considered in a marginal netback analysis in

determining the best location to sell gas.

12
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If, as witness Langston claims on lines 15 to 18 of Page 25 of his testimony, the
value of gas at Transco Station 85 carries a $0.0567 to $0.1067 per MMBtu
premium over the value of gas at Perryville, even if this premium is not as large
as the sunk cost of capacity, as long as this premium exceeds the marginal
variable cost to access this market, the producer will still have a preference to sell
the gas at Transco Station 85 rather than at Perryville to take advantage of this
premium. To summarize, the producer will not forgo the incremental revenue
associated with the higher value Transco Station 85 market simply because it is
not sufficient to cover the sunk costs paid regardless of where the gas is sold.
Have you developed a marginal netback analysis that can be utilized to
illustrate the value to a producer holding capacity on.the aforementioned
three pipelines of selling gas supplies at Transco Station 85 versus doing so at
Perryville?

Yes. | have. As discussed, the only costs relevant to a producer in determining
the marginal netback value of gas sales to a given location are (a) the sales price
of the gas and (b) the marginal costs incurred by the producer in accessing the
given market. As illustrated in Exhibit TCS-11, the marginal cost difference to
transport gas supplies from field area locations to Transco Station 85 versus to the
Perryville Hub is only about $0.0122 per MMBtu on the MEP system, $0.0022
per MMBtu on the Gulf South System and $0.0518 per MMBtu on the Gulf

Crossing system.

13
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Next, on Page 25 of his testimony, FGT witness Langston states that basis swap
prices indicate that the value of gas sold at Perryville over the next 42 month
period is approximately $0.09 to $0.14 per MMBtu below the Henry Hub price
whereas gas at Transco Station 85 during this timeframe is currently priced at
approximately $0.0333 below the Henry Hub price. As such, per FGT witness
Langston’s testimony, the market value of gas at Perryville is approximately
$0.0567 per MMBtu to $0.1067 per MMBtu below the market value for gas at

Transco Station 85.

The following table illustrates the results of a simple netback analysis, as viewed
from the producer’s perspective based upon these price differentials and marginal

cost difference to transport supplies to Perryville versus to Transco Station 85.

Gulf Gulf
MEP Crossing South
Basis to Perryville (30.09) — (30.14) {$0.09) - (50.14) {30.09) - (30.14)
Basis to Transco St 85 ($0.0333) ($0.0333) ($0.0333)
Incremental Value at 85 (80.0567) — ($0.1067)  ($0.0567) — (30.1067) ($0.0567) — ($0.1067)
Marginal Cost to St 85 $0.0122 $0.0518 $0.0022
Netback Premium at St 85 $0.0445 - $0.0945 $0.06049 - $0.0549 50.0545 - $0.1045

As illustrated in the table, in every situation, when sunk costs are properly ignored
in the netback analysis, the producers will obtain a netback premium by
delivering to Transco Station 85 versus Perryville on these pipelines. As such,
with marginal netbacks for shippers on the MEP, Gulf Crossing and Gulf South

systems higher at Transco Station 85 than at Perryville, these producer shippers

14
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will have an economic incentive to sell supplies at Transco Station 85 before
making sales into the Perryville Hub market.

On pages 26 and 27 of his testimony, FGT witness Langston concludes that
access to the Perryville Hub via the existing FGT and Gulfstream systems
will provide superior natural gas supply access to unconventional supply
sources than the Florida Energy Secure Line project. Do you agree with this
conclusion?

No. I do not. As stated in FGT witness Langston’s testimony, the FGT and
Gulfstream pipeline systems can receive supplies from the Perryville Hub either
(a) through SESH or (b) via the Gulf South capacity lease on the Destin Pipeline
system. FGT witness Langston fails to provide the whole story however, with
respect to the quantity of this capacity that is potentially available to serve FPL

markets.

First, the Gulf South capacity lease is for 2 maximum capacity of only 260,000
MMBtu/day. Perhaps more importantly, while SESH has a maximum capacity of
1 Bef/day, as illustrated in Exhibit TCS-12, approximately 90% of the capacity on
SESH is under contract to end use markets with about 5% under contract to a
producer and about 5% as of yet unsold. These end use capacity holders, such as
FPL, have contracted for this capacity to serve their existing firm markets under
peak day conditions. Thus, this capacity will not be available to provide supply to
incremental FPL markets under peak day conditions. If one excludes this “end

use held” SESH capacity from the total capacity available to deliver Perryville

15




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

supplies to FGT and Gulfstream in the Mobile Bay area, a total of only about
360,000 MMBtu/day of capacity (260,000 MMBtu/day held by producers on Gulf
South’s capacity lease of Destin Pipeline, 50,000 MMBtu/day held by producers
on SESH and 50,000 MMBtu/day unsold on SESH) is available to meet the
demands of end use markets. In comparison to this total available capacity to
access Perryville sources from FGT/Gulfstream near Mobile Bay of 360,000
MMBtw/day, the combined capacity available via the three pipeline routes to
Transco Station 85 (MEP, Gulf Crossing and Boardwalk’s Southeast Expansion)
is approximately 3 Bcf/day with the vast majority of this capacity held by

producer shippers.

It is also important to consider that, as pointed out in my direct testimony, FGT’s
Phase VIII project is designed to source an incremental 821,000 MMBtuw/day from
Mobile Bay area supply sources. In addition, Gulfstream’s recent Phases 3 and 4
expansion projects also were designed to source supplies from the Mobile Bay
Area. In the aggregate, after the installation of FGT’s Phase VIII project,
Gulfstream’s and FGT’s shippers will rely upon approximately 3.0 Bcf/day of

receipts in and around the Mobile Bay Area.

Recognizing that traditional Mobile Bay supply sources are in decline coupled
with the fact that FGT’s Phase VIII shippers will need to obtain supplies in this
same area sufficient to meet 821,000 MMBtu/day of incremental Phase VIII

demand indicates that the 360,000 MMBtu/day of potentially available supplies

16
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on the SESH system and Gulf South’s Destin leased capacity will likely be fully

utilized prior to initiation of a proposed FGT/Company B project.

Consequently, it is clear that in the current environment, Transco Station 85 will
provide FPL with superior access to Perryville supply sources to support future
natural gas needs than will the FGT/Gulfstream pipelines sourcing gas from the
Mobile Bay area.

Do the investment decisions made by producers over the past several years
provide any indication of the potential liquidity of Perryville supplies at
Transco Station 835 versus at Mobile Bay via the FGT and/or Gulfstream
Systems?

Yes. As mentioned previously in my rebuttal testimony, three new pipelines with
a combined capacity of about 3 Bcf/day have recently been constructed from
unconventional sources to the Transco Station 85 location. As also discussed, and
as illustrated in Exhibit TCS-10, the capacity on these three pipelines is primarily
held by producers with primary delivery point rights to the Transco Station 85
area. The simple fact that the producers have seen fit to make the substantial
investment required, through the execution of long term capacity contracts, to
support the construction of these pipelines from unconventional sources to
Transco Station 85 provides a strong indication that these producers view the
Transco Station 85 market as a desirable high value liquid market for

unconventional supplies.
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As a result of this view of the market at Transco Station 85, the producers have
made the investment required to make 3 Bef of unconventional supplies available
at this location. This is not the case with respect to Mobile Bay. In contrast to
Transco Station 85, the producers have not made substantial investments to
transport unconventional supplies to FGT and Gulfstream in the Mobile Bay area.
In fact, the one large scale pipeline that was built to transport unconventional
supplies to the Mobile Bay area in the past few years, the SESH pipeline, was
constructed based upon capacity contracts entered into primarily by the end use
market, including FPL who was the anchor shipper for the SESH project. These
investment decisions provide a clear indication that the producers view the
Transco Station 85 market as a more liquid and desirable market than the FGT /

Gulfstream market in and around Mobile Bay.

It is important to recognize that, in order to attract unconventional supplies to
FGT and Gulfstream near Mobile Bay, the end use market has had to make
substantial investments in upstream capacity whereas the producers have been
willing to make the investments required to make these supplies available at
Transco Station 85. In contrast to the producers willingness to make the
investments required to make supplies available at Transco Station 85, past
history suggests that if FPL were to contract for additional capacity on FGT with
receipt point rights at Mobile Bay, it is very likely that FPL will be forced to
make the incremental capacity investment required to solve supply issues at

Mobile Bay.

18
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What impact would the apparent lack of available capacity between
Perryville and the FGT system have on the price of incremental Perryville
supplies delivered into FGT?

As stated previously, sufficient capacity does not appear to exist upstream of the
FGT/Gulfstream systems to provide FPL with direct access to incremental
supplies at the Perryville Hub via FGT. Thus, in order to obtain access to
Perryville supplies via the existing FGT and/or Gulfstream systems, FPL would
need to support an incremental pipeline expansion from Perryville to the FGT

and/or Gulfstream systems.

Unlike the analysis developed above with respect to producer “sunk costs”
associated with transportation capacity to Transco Station 85, costs associated
with a new expansion from Perryville to FGT would require new capital
investment that must be considered in the evaluation of the overall cost associated

with the decision of whether or not to pursue such an expansion option.

Consequently, an analysis of the cost for FPL to obtain incremental gas supplies
into the FGT system from Perryville would have to include the total all-in cost of
expansion capacity from Perryville to FGT. These costs will include (a) the value
of gas supplies at Perryville; (b) fixed costs associated with incremental capacity

contracts; and (c) variable costs associated with the incremental capacity.
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In discussions concerning possible future expansion opportunities, as described in
FPL witness Sharra‘s rebuttal testimony, SESH representatives have provided
indications to FPL that future expansion rates would be higher in cost than the
transportation rates paid by FPL for its existing SESH capacity. With this said, in
order to be conservative in assumptions, the evaluation includes potential fixed
and variable costs of capacity from Perryville to FGT based upon FPL’s current

SESH negotiated rate agreement cost structure.

As illustrated in Exhibit TCS-13, the total transportation costs (fixed plus
variable) to transport gas supplies from Perryville to FGT is approximately $0.34
per MMBtu. Thus, adding this transport cost to FGT witness Langston’s quoted
market value of gas at Perryville of Henry Hub less $0.09 to $0.14 per MMBtu
reveals that the projected “all-in” delivered cost of this supply into FGT near
Mobile Bay would be approximately $0.20 to $0.25 per MMBtu above Henry

Hub prices.

As mentioned previously, the current market for gas supplies at Transco Station
85 is approximately $0.0333 below the Henry Hub price reflecting an
approximate $0.23 to $0.28 per MMBtu discount versus the all in costs to obtain
Perryville supplies via upstream expansions to FGT. Consequently, it is clear that
in analyzing incremental supply requirements, the Transco Station 85 location
will provide superior access to Perryville Hub supplies at lower delivered costs

than access to Perryville supplies via the FGT system.
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APPROPRIATE COST TO PROVIDE FGT SYSTEM WITH DIRECT

ACCESS TO SUPPLIES AT TRANSCO STATION 83

FGT witness Schlesinger on Page 15 of his direct testimony and FGT witness
Langston on Pages 20 and 21 of his direct testimony reference capacity made
available via an open season solicitation by Transco from Transco Station 85
to FGT and/or Gulfstream at a current tariff recourse rate of approximately
$0.09 per MMBtu. Is this $0.09 per MMBtu rate quoted by the witnesses a
predetermined fixed rate?
No. With respect to rates in its open season process, Transco did not provide a
guarantee that the ultimate contract rate would be $0.09 per MMBtu. Rather, the
language in the open season documents (documents attached as Exhibit BSA-4 to
FGT witness Schlesinger’s testimony) was as follows:

“the maximum rates applicable to the Expansion will be the

maximum daily firm reservation and commodity rate under

Rate Schedule FT for Zone 4A to 4A transportation, as such

rates may change from time to time. However, if the

calculated maximum rates for the Expansion, based on the

final design and cost of the Expansion facilities, exceed the

maximum rates for Zone 4A to 4A transportation under Rate

Schedule FT, then the maximum rates will be based on the
incremental cost of the Expansion”

Thus, as outlined in Transco’s open season documents, there is no certainty as to a
fixed $0.09 per MMBtu rate referenced in the FGT witness testimonies. Rather,
statements are made in Transco’s open season documents that the capacity will be
sold at the maximum tariff rate as such rate may change from time to time, and
that if final design and cost of the Expansion exceeds the maximum tariff rate for

this haul, then the maximum rates will be based upon the incremental cost of the
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Expansion (emphasis added). As such, there is no certainty that the ultimate rate
for this capacity will be the current tariff rate of $0.09 per MMBtu.

Is the capacity on Transco’s system from Transco Station 85 to FGT and
Gulfstream (quoted by FGT witnesses Langston and Schlesinger as $0.09 per
MMBtu capacity) likely to be available to serve the FPL Modernizations?
No. Perhaps more important than the rate uncertainty associated with this
capacity, as noted in the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Sharra, as a result of
the recent Transco open season, Transco has indicated that they have interested
parties in negotiations for the remaining 550,000 MMBtu per day of capacity on
this line. As such, the existing lateral capacity likely will not be available to serve
the Modernization Projects.

Do you believe that the $0.20 per MMBtu rate that you developed as a proxy
to represent the cost to transport gas from Transco Station 85 to FGT near
Mobile Bay in your direct testimony is still appropriate?

Yes. In light of the fact that the Transco capacity is likely to be fully subscribed
as a result of its open season process, any new capacity from Transco Station 85
to FGT used to serve FPL’s Modemization Projects will likely be priced based
upon the cost to install new facilities required to transport this gas. As such, the
$0.20 per MMBtu rate, developed based upon the cost of new facilities from
Transco Station 85 to FGT near Mobile Bay remains an appropriate proxy to
represent the cost to transport gas from Transco Station 85 to FGT near Mobile

Bay.
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1 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

2 Al Yes.
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Life Cycle Net Savings of Upstream Pipeline Project / Florida EnerqySecure Line Project vs. Company B Proposal

NPV of
Savings at
8.89%
Discount
Net Savings Factor
[iCase Excess Capacity Value Assumptions {$MM) ($MM)
f () Excess capacity sold at current market values for secondary capacity.
Case A ___Lib) Undernutitized capaity sconomically dispatched by FPL to FPL Plants, ¥7,484 —
(2} Excess capacity sold at FGT Proposed Phase Vill Project Recourse Rate.
Hcase B |(b) Undenutilized capacity economically dispatched by FPL to FPL Plants, $5.644 757
{(a) Excess capacity retained by FPL,
Case C (b) Excess and Underutilized capacity economicallly dispatched by FPL to FPL $6,672 $123
Plants. .
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Attachment |

Year
Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year 1/2/
Rate for Potential Pipeline from Transce 85 ta Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/
FPL Demand (MMBtu/day)

2012
1.627
N/A]

$

2013
1.627
0.200

2014
1.646
0.202
400,000

©“ &

2015
1.687
0.207
400,000

2016
1.729
0.212
400,000

2017
1772
0.217
400,000

2018
1.816
0.223
400,000

Company B Base Proposal
Company B MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Company B Res, Fee ($/MMBtu)
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel)
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

50,000
1.627

$

400,000
1.627
413,479
0.200

400,000
1.627
413,479
0.200

400,000
1.627
413,479
0.200

$
5

400,000
1,627
413,479
0.200

400,000
1.627
413,479
0,200

400,000
1.627
413,479
0.200

Capacity Addition 1

MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

MDQ on Transca BS to Campany B ($MMB1u) (grossed up for Company B Fuel}
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 2

MDQ (MMBlu/iday)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel)
Transco 85 te Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBLu)

Capacity Addition 3
MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Reservation Charge ($MMBtu)
MDQ on Transce 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu} (grossed up for Company B Fuel)
Transco 85 ta Company B Reservaticn Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 4

MDQ (MMBiu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBiwW)

MDQ on Transco 85 ta Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuef)
} Transco 85 to Company B Reservatian Charge ($/MMBtu}

Capacity Addition 5

MDQ (MMBiu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtw)

MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel)
Transce 85 1o Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu)

Capacity Addition 6

MDQ (MMBtuw/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu})

MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B (3/MMB1u) (grossed up for Company B Fuel)
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

1 Annual Cost of Reservation Charges

$

9,924,700

$

109,254,548

267,725,988

$

267,725,998

$

268,459,494

$

267,725,998

$

267,725,998

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company B proposal rate has been set as equal

to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBtu quoted in Company B's March 18, 2009 proposal

less a steel price tracker adjusiment of $0.0085/MMBtu per $100 per tan of steel cost change.
based upon a quated steel cost of $1975A/0n and a current steel cost of $1,35C/on.

2/ In support of fulure (beyond proposal capacity) natural ges demand, the Coempany B proposal
rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included

50 000 MMBiu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 350,000 in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escalation of 12.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for sixteen months and
the remaining 87.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for four months.

3/ Assumes lateral to Transco St 85 placed in service in Sept. 2013.
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Year 2018 ZOZED 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year 1/ 2/ $ 1862 | $ 1908 | $ 1956 | & 2005| § 205518 2107 [ & 2.159
Rate for Potential Pipeline from Transco 85 to Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/ $ 022818 02343 0240 | & 0.246 | § 0.252{% 0258 % 0.265
FPL Demand (MMBtw/day) 400,000 400,008 487,500 575,000 750,600 837,500 1,012,500
Company B Base Proposal

Cornpany B MDQ (MMBiwday) 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Company B Res. Fee ($3/MMB1u} $ 1627 [ & 162718 1627 | § 1627 (% 1627 | & 1627 | § 1.627
MDQ on Transce 85 to Company B ($/MMB1U) (gressed up for Company B Fuel) 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu} $ 0.200 | § 0.200 | § 0200} § 0200 [ $ 0200 % 0200 % 0.200
[Capacity Addition 1

MDQ {MMBtu/day) - - 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87.500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ - $ - $ 1.956 | § 1.956 | § 1956  § 1956 | § 1.956
MDQ on Transce B5 to Company B ($/MMBtu) {grassed up for Company B Fuel) = o 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco B5 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) % o $ o 3 0240 | § 0240 | § 0240 | § 02401 § 0.240
Capacity Addition 2

MDG (MMBtu/day) - - - 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtwu) 3 o $ o 3 o $ 2.005| % 20051% 2.005| % 2.005
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) - - - 90,449 90,449 90 449 94 449
Transco 85 to Compaiy B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ - ] - § - $ D246 | § 02461 % 0248 [ 3 0.248
Capacity Addition 3

MDQ (MMBtu/day) - - - - 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 - $ - $ - 3 - $ 2055 (% 2055 (% 2.055
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) - - - - 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBlu) ] - 3 - $ - 3 - $ 0252 (% 0252 (% 0,252
Capacity Addition 4

MDQ {MMBtuday) o o 5 = = 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ - 5 - - o ] - $ - $ 2107 1% 2107
M€ on Transco 85 ta Company B ($/MMB1W) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) - - - - - 90,449 90,449
Transto 85 to Company B Reservation Charge {($/MMBtu} $ - $ - 5 - 5 - $ - $ 0.258 [ & 0.258
Capacity Addition 5

MDQ (MMBlu/day} o s o S - - 175,000
Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - § - $ 2,159
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B {$/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) - - - - o o 180,897
Transco B5 o Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 0.265
Capacity Addition &
MDQ (MMBtu/day) - - - - - - -
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 - 3 - $ - $ - $ - 3 . 3 -
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) - - - - - - -
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 - $ - $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3 -
i Annual Cost of Reservation Charges $ 267725998 |% 268459494 |§ 338114604 |$ 410262924 |% 558166981 |$ 635,704,708 | § 789,358,510

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company B propesal rate has been set as equal

to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMB1u quoted in Company B's March 18, 2009 proposal

less a steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0085/MMBIu per $100 per ton of steel cost change.
based upon a quoted steel cost of $1975/ton and a cumrent steel cost of $1,350/an.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company B proposaf
rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included
50,000 MMBtu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 350,800 in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escatation of 12.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for sixteen months and
the remaining 87.5% of the cost at 2,5% per year for four months,

3/ Assumes |ateral to Transce St 85 placed in service in Sept. 2013,
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Yaar 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Company 8B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year 1/ 2/ § 2.213 2269 (% 2325(% 23831 % 2443 2504} % 2.587
Rate for Potential Pipeline from Transco 85 to Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/ $ 0.271 0.278 | 0.285 | $ 0292 % 0.208 0307 % 0.315
FPL Demand (MMBtu/day} 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500
Company B Base Proposal
Company B MDQ {MMBtu/day) 404,600 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Company B Res. Fee ($/MMBtu)} $ 1.627 1627 | % 1.627 | 8 1627 | $ 1.627 1627 | § 1.627
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grassed up for Company & Fuel) 413,478 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479
Transco 85 ta Company 8 Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 0.200 0.200 | $ 0.200 | § 0.200 | $ 0.200 0.200 | % 0.200
Capacity Addition 1
MDQ (MMBiwday) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 B7,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu) $ 1.956 1.856 | § 1.956 | § 1.956 | § 1.956 1856 § 1.956
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 50,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,442 50,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 0.240 0240 | § 0.240 | § 0240 [ § 0.240 0240 | % 0.240
Capacijty Addition 2
MDQ {MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87.500 87.500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 2.005 2.005 | $ 2005 $ 2005 (% 2.005 2005 % 2.005
MDQ on Transco 85 to Campany B ($/MMBtu) (grassed up for Company 8 Fuel 90,448 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,448
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBty) 3 0,246 0.246 | § 0,246 | § 0246 | & 0.246 0.246 [ § 0.246
fCapacity Addition 3
MDGC (MMBiu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 2.055 2055 | % 2055 | % 2055 | % 2.055 2055( 8 2,055
MDQ en Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 0.252 0252)% 0252 (§ 0.252 | § 0.252 0252 % 0.252
Capacity Addition 4
MOQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation: Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 2.107 2107 | § 2107} 8 2107 | § 2.107 2107 | $ 2.107
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company 8 ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90.449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) $ 0.258 0258 [ § 0258 | % 0.258 | § 0.258 0258 | % 0.258
Capacity Addition 5
MDQ (MMBtw/day} 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu) 3 2.159 21591 % 2159 | % 2159 | & 2.159 2159 (% 2.159
MGCQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($MMBlu) (grassed up for Company B Fusl) 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 18C.897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMB1u} $ 0.265 0.265 | $ 0265 ¢ 0.265 | § 0.265 0.265 | 8 0.285
Capacity Addition 6
MDG (MMBiu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,600 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 2213 2213 % 2213 |8 2213 | § 2.213 2213 | % 2.213
MDQ en Transco 85 ta Company B ($/MMB81u) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,857 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge {$/MMBiu) $ 0.271 0271 % 027178 0.371 3 0371 405:‘1 $ 0.271
Annual Cost of Reservation Charges $ 948,636,002 948,636,002 | $ 951235004 | $ 9486360021 % 948,636,002 948,636,002 | § 951,235,004

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Campany B proposal rate has been set as equal
to the quoted rate of $1.58 per MMB1u quoted in Company B's March 18, 2009 proposal
less a steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0085/MMBiu per $100 per ton of steel cost change.

based upen a quoted steel cost of $1975/0n and a current steel cost of $1,350/ton.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company B proposal
raie has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As inithal proposal inclsded
50,000 MMBtu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 350,400 in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escalation of 12.5% of the cost at 2,5% per year for sixteéen months and

the remaining B87.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for four months.,

3/ Assumes lateral to Transco St 85 placed in service in Sepi. 2013.
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Year 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039

Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year t/ 2/ $ 2631 2697 & 2764 | § 2833 % 2904t $ 2977 % 3.051
Rate for Potential Pipeline from Transco 85 o Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/ $ 0.322 0330 | § 0338 | % 0347 | § 0356 | § 0.365 | § 0374
FPL Demand (MMBtu/day) 1,187 500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187.500 1,187,500 1.187.500
[Company B Base Propogal

Company B MDQ (MMBiu/day)} 400,000 400,000 440,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Company B Res. Fee ($/MMBtu) $ 1.627 1.627 [ 1627 | § 1627 | $ 18278 1.627 | § 1.627
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu} (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413479 413,479 413,479
Transeo 85 to Cormpany B Reservation Charge [$/MMB1L} $ 0.200 0200 | § D.200 [ § 0.200 | % 0200 % 0200 | % 0.200
Capacity Addition 1

MDQ {MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 1.856 1856 | § 1956 1 § 1.956 | § 1,956 | & 1.956 | $ 1.956
MDQ on Transce 85 to Company B ($/MMBU) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge (3/MMBtu} $ 0.240 D240 [ § 02401 % 0.240 | $ 0240 $ 02401 § 0.240
[Capac ity Addition 2

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu} 5 2005 2005 § 2005[ % 2.005| % 2.005($ 2.005 (% 2.005
MD{Q on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Gompany B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 0.246 02461 % 0246 | § 0246 [ § 0246 | $ 0,246 | § 0.246
Capacity Addition 3

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 2.055 205518 2055 % 20551 % 2055 |% 2055 | % 2.055
MDQ on Transce 85 to Company B ($/MMBiu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Resarvation Charge ($/MMBtu) ] 0.252 0252 % 0252 | § 0.252 1§ 0252 % 0.252 | § 0.252
Capacity Addition 4

MDGQ (MMBiw/day) 87.500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87.50¢ 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 2,107 2107 | § 2107 [ & 2107 | % 2107 { % 2107 | & 2.107
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (gressed up for Company B Fuel) 80,449 60,449 90,448 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 te Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 5 0.258 0258 | § 0,258 | § 0.258 | § 0.258 | § 0.258 | § 0.258
Capacity Addition §

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 2.159 2.159 (8 2159 | % 2159 | 8 2,159 | § 2159 § 2,158
MDQ on Transcoe B5 to Company B {$MMBtu) (prossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco B5 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) $ 0.265 0.265{8 0265 § 0.265 | § 0.265 [ § 0.265 | & 0.265
Capacity Addition 6

MDGQ (MMBiu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 115,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu) $ 2213 2213 8 2213 (% 2213 | % 2213 % 2213 | $ 2.213
MDQ eon Transco 85 to Cempany B ($/MMBiu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,867 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 3 0.271 0271 & 0271(% 0271) % 02711 % 02711 8% 0.271
Annual Cost of Reservation Charges 3 948,636,002 948,636,002 | § 948,636,002 | $ 951,235,004 | § 943,636,002 | § 948,636,002 | § 948,636,002

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company B proposal rate has been set as equal
to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBtu quoted in Company B's March 18, 2009 proposal

less a stee) price tracker adjustment of $0.0085/MMBtu per $100 per ton of sieel cost change.
based upon a guoted steel cost of $1975M0n and a current steel cast of $1,350MHon.

2/ In support of future (beyond propasal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company B proposat
rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included
50,000 MMBlu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 350,00C in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escalation of 12.5% of the cost at 2,5% per year for sixteen months and
the remaining 87.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for four months,

3/ Assumes lateral to Transco St 85 placed in service in Sept. 2013.
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Year 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046

Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year 1/ 2/ 31271 % 3205 % 3286 (3 33683 3452 | % 3538 | % 3.627
Rate for Petential Pipeline frorm Transco 85 to Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/ 03831 % 0333[ § 0403 ( % 0413 5 0423 § 0434 § D.444
FPL Demand (MMBtu/day) 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187 500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187.500 1.187.500
Company B Base Proposal

Company B MDQ {MMBtu/day) 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Company B Res, Fee ($/MMBiu) 1627 [ % 1627 | & 1627 | 8 1627 | % 1627 | & 1627 | & 1.827
MDQ on Transco 85 ta Company B ($/MMB1u) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 413,479 413,479 413,475 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479
Transco 85 to Company B Resarvation Charge (3/MMBtu} 0200 § 0.200 | § 0200 (% 0200 0.200(§ 0200 % 0.200
[Capacity Addition 1

MOQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservalion Charge ($/MMBiu) 1.956 | $ 1956 | 1956 | $ 1.956 | 3 1956 | $ 1.956 | § 1.556
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 50,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco BS to Company B Resesvation Charge ($/MMBtu) 0.240 [ $ 0240 [ % 0240 | § 0.240 [ § 0240 | 8 0,240 | § C.240
Capacity Addition 2

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 2.005 (% 2005 | § 20051% 2.005 | $ 20055 2005 § 2.005
MDCQ on Transca 85 te Company B ($/MMBtu} (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 60,449
Transco B85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 0.246 | $ 0246 % 0.246 | § 0.246 | § 0246 | § 0246 [ § 0.246
Capacity Addition 3

MDQ {MMBtu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu} 2055 | % 20851 % 2.065|8% 2.055) % 205518 2.055 | § 2.058
MGG on Transco 85 to Campany B ($/MMBHtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,867 180,867 180.897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Cempany B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu} 0.252 (3 0.252 [ $ 0.252 | § 025218 6252 ] § 0252 1% 0.252

§Capacity Addition 4

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 87.500 87,500 87,500 87,500 7,500 87.500 87.500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) 2107 | 5 2107 | § 2107 | & 2107t § 2107 | § 2107 | § 2107
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 ta Company B Resesvation Charge {($/MMBiu) 0258 | § 0.258 | $ 0258 [ § 0258 | & 0258 | § 0.258{% 0.258
Capacity Addition §

MDG (MMBlWday} 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge {$MMBtu) 2159 % 2159 % 2159 (% 2159 $ 2159 | % 215913 2.159
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu} (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,857 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($MMBtu) 0265 8% 0265]8% 0.265 ] § 0.265 | § 0.265(§ 0.265 | § 0,285
Capacity Addition 6

MDQ {(MMBtu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) 2213 § 2213 2213 (% 2213 | § 2213 % 2213 (% 2.213
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 180,887 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu} 0£.0'1 $ D271 18 02711 % 02711 % 027113 0271(§ Oﬂl
Annual Cost of Reservation Charges 951,235,004 | § 948,636,002 |$ 948,636,002 [§ 948,635,002 [ § 351@004 $ 948,636,002 | § 948,636,002

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company B proposal rate has been set as equal

to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBtu quoted in Company B's March 18, 2¢09 proposal

less a steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0085/MMBtu per $100 per ton of steel cost change.
based upan a quoted steel cost of $1575/ton and a current steel cost of $1,350/0n,

2 In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company B propasal
rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included
50,000 MMBtu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 350,000 in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escalation of 12.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for sixieen months and
the remaining B7.5% aof the cost at 2.5% per year for four manths,

3/ Assumes laterafl to Transca St 85 placed in service in Sept. 2013.
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Year 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053
Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year 1/ 2/ amnT| s 38101 8 3905 (% 4003 | § 4103 | & 4,206 | 3 4311
Rate for Potential Pipsline from Transco 85 to Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 3/ 0456 | $ 0.467 | § 0479 | § 0491 8 0.503 | § 0.515 | § 0.528
FPL Demand (MMBlu/day) 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,167,500 1,187,500 1,187.500 1,187,500 1,187,500
§Company B Base Proposal
Company B MDQ {MMBtwday) 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Company B Res. Fee ($/MMBtu) 1627 | % 1.627 | $ 1627 | $ 1627 | § 1627 | 8 1627 1.627
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B ($/MMB1u) {(gressed up for Company B Fuel) 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479 413,479
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) D200 ]% D.200 | § 0.200 | § 0.200 | § 0.200 | § 0200 (% 0.200
Capacity Addition 1
MDQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87,500 87.500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge (3MMBtu)} 1956 | § 1956 | $ 1.956 | § 1956 | % 1956 | § 1.956 | § 1.956
MEBQ on Transca 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) {grassed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,448 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 0.240 | § 0240 | & 0.240 [ § 0240 (% 0243 | $ 0240 | § 0.240
Capacity Addition 2
MDQ (MMBtuwday) 87,500 87,500 47,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 2.005 | % 2.005| % 2005 % 2.005 (% 20051 % 2.005! § 2.005
MDQ on Transce 85 to Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 20,449 90,449 90,449 80,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco B5 to Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 0.245 | § 0.246 | § 0246 | § 0.246 | § 0246 | 8 0246 | § 0.246
Capacity Addition 3
MDQ (MMBtu/day} 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($MMBtu) 2.055 [ 2055 | % 2055 (8 2055 (8§ 2055 % 2.055(§ 2,055
MDQ on Transco &5 te Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel} 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,887 180,897 180,857 180,897
Transco 85 o Company B Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) 0.252 | § 0.252 | $ 0.252|% 0.252 | § 0252 § 0.252 | § 0.262
[Capacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBtu/day) 87,500 87.500 87,500 B7,500 87 500 87,500 87,500
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu}) 2.1071% 2107{$ 2107 | § 2107 | % 2107 | $ 2107 | & 2.107
MDQ on Transco 85 ta Campany B ($/MMB1u} (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449
Transco 85 to Company B Reservation Charge ($MMBtu) 0.258 | $ 0.258 ( $ 0.258 [ § 0258 | § 0258 | § 0.258 [ § D.258
Capacity Addition 5
MDQ (MMBtu/day) 175,000 176,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 2159 § 2159 | $ 2159 | § 2159 | § 2.159 [ § 2159 | § 2.159
MDQ on Transco 85 to Company B {$/MMBtu) (gressed up for Cempany B Fuel) 180,8¢7 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco 85 to Company B Resenvation Charge (3/MMB1u) 02658 0265 |8 02651 % 0.265| § 0266 |8 0.265 | § 0.265
Capacity Addition 6
MDGQ (MMBtu/day) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 75,000 175,000 175,000
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) 22131 % 2213 |8 2213 % 2213 | § 2213 % 2,213 % 2213
MDAQ on Transco 85 ta Company B ($/MMBtu) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 180,897 180,897 18C,897 180,897 180,897 180,897 180,897
Transco B5 to Compeny B Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu} 0271]% 027118% 0271 % 02711 % 0271] % 0,271 | 3 0.271
Annual Cost of Reservation Charges 948,636,002 | § 8512350046 948636002 (% 948635002|% 048636002 |§ 951,235,004 $ 948,636,002

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company B preposal rate has been set as equal
to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBtu quoted in Company B's March 18, 2009 proposal
less a steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0085/MMBtu per $100 per ton of steel cost change,

based upon a quoted steel cost of $1975/ton and a current stee! cost of $1,350/on.

2/ In suppeort of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company B proposal
rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included
50,000 MMBiu/day in service Sept 1, 2012 and 250,000 in service Sept 1, 2013, the escalated
rate in 2014 includes an escalation of 12.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for sixteen manths and

the remaining 87.5% of the cost at 2.5% per year for four months.

3/ Assumes lateral to Transco St 85 placed in service in Sept. 2013.
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Attachment I
Projected Usage / Commeodity Charges incurred by FPL with Company B Offer
Fuel Gas Retained on Company B System Fusl Gas ined on Lateral from Transco 85 to Company B Calculated Cost of Fuel Gas
Proposed Average Annual Contract
FPL Natural { Contract Load Throughput | Cempany B | Company B MDQ Annual Projected Lateral Basis to Annual
Gas D d| MDQon Factor for on Fuel Fuel Gas Lateral Throughput Lateral Fuel Gas Henary Hub Transco Unit Cost Cost of
Served Company B | New Capacity| Company B Rate Retained Extension on Lateral | Fuel Rate| Retained Cost of Gas Zone4  of FuelGas  Fuel Gas
Year | [MMBtwday) | (MMBtu/day) (%} 1/ {MMBtu) Yo {MMBu} (MMBtu/day) {MMBtu) % 2 {MMBtu) {SIMMBt) 31 ($IMMBtu) & {§/MMBiu) $
Column 1 2 3 4 5 [] 7 8 ] 10 11 12 13 14
FGT Phase See
FPL Load Vill Filing - |[Col 4 {1- Col[Col 21{1- Col| Col 7 * days in | Footnote |[Col 8/ (1- Colf| See Footnote See Footnote Col 11+ Col Col 13 * (Col
Source Forecast Col1 See Footnote | See Fe Exhibit N 5}] « Col 4 5) year* Col 3 2f 9)] - Col 8 3 4 12 &+ Col 10)

2012 50,000 50,000 0% - 3.26% - 51,635 - 0.30% - s 8130 § 0.0525 § 81823
2013 400,000 400,000 54% 32,918,000 3.26% 1,108,222 413,479 34,025,222 0.30% 102,383 8293 § 00525 § 8.3453
2014 400,000 400,000 55% 85,422,300 3.28% 2,878,610 413,479 88,300,918 | D30% 265700 $ 8692 § 0.0525 § B.7449
2015 400,000 400,000 72% 104,757,800 3.26% 3,530,188 413,479 106,287,988 | D.30% 325841( 8 9182 $ 0.0525 § 9.2445
2076 400,000 400,000 76% 111,114,000 3.28% 3,744,383 413,479 114,858,383 0.30% 345612( & 0692 3 0.0525 § 97440
27 400,000 400,000 78% 114,002,300 3.26% 3.841,715 413,479 117,844,015 | 0.30% 354596 8 10201 § 0.0526 § 10.3435
2018 400,000 400,000 79% 115,486,300 3.26% 3,801,724 413,479 119,378,024 0.30% 359,212 11.080 $ 00625 § 11.1428
2019 408,000 400,000 T8% 114,415,400 3.26% 3,665,636 413,479 118,271,036 | 0.30% 355881( % 12089 $ 00525 § 12,1420
2020 400,0C0 400,00C 76% 111,570,500 3.26% 3,758,767 413,479 115,330,267 | 0.30% 347,032 8 12742 § 00525 § 12.7942
2021 487,500 487,500 75% 133,453,125 3.268% 4,497,180 503,928 137,950,305 | 0.30% 415096 | § 12997 $ 00525 § 13.0430
2022 575,000 575,00C¢ 75% 157,406,250 3,28% 5,304,366 584,377 162,710,816 | ©.30% 489,601 § 13.256 § 00525 § 13.3089
2023 750,000 750,00C 75% 205,312,500 3.26% 6,918,738 775274 212,231,238 | 0.30% 633,610 § 13.522 § 00525 § 13,5740
2024 837,500 B37,500 75% 229,893,75G 3.268% 7,747,091 865,723 237,640,841 0.30% 715,068 || § 13.792 § 00525 § 13.5444
2025 1,012,500 1,012,500 75% 277,171,875 3.26% 9,340,297 4,046,620 286,512,172 | ©.30% 862,123 § 14088 $ 0.0525 § 14.1202
2026 1,187,560 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854,669 1,227,517 336,032,794 | ©C.30% 1,011,132 § 14349 § 00625 § 14.4015
2027 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 326,078,126 3.28% 10,854,669 1,227,517 336,032,794 | ©.30% 1,011,132 || $ 14636 $ 00526 § 14.6885
2028 1,187 500 1,187 500 5% 325,868,750 3.26% 10,684,682 1,227 B17 336,953,432 | C.30% 1,013,902 § 14929 § 00525 § 14,9812
2029 1,187 500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,669 4,227,817 336,032,784 | £.30% 1,011,132 § 15227 §% 00525 § 152797
2030 1,187.50G 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854,669 1,227,517 338,032,794 | 0.30% 1,011,132} § 15,532 % 00525 $§ 15.5842
2031 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854,669 1,227,517 335,032,794 | 0.30% 1,011,132 $ 15842 $ 00525 § 15.8948 $190,194,3%7]
2032 4,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,868,750 3.26% 10,584,682 1,227 517 336,953,432 | 0.30% 10139021 § 16.159 § 00525 § 18.2116 §194,516,761
2033 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325078,125 3.26% 10,854,669 1,227,817 336,032,794 | 0.30% 1.011.132{| § 16,482 § 00525 § 16.5348 §197,852,001
2034 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325078,125 3.26% 10,854,669 1,227 517 336,032,794 | 0.30% 1,011.132|| $ 16.812 $ 00525 § 15.8644 $201,796,033
2035 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,669 1,227,517 336,032,794 | 0.30% 10111321 § 17.148 § 00525 § 17.2008 $205,818,937|
2036 1,187,800 1,187,500 75% 325,968,750 3.26% 10,984,682 1,227,517 336,053 432 | 0.30% 1,013,902 |1 § 17.491 § 00525 § 17.5435 $210,487420
2037 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3,26% 10,954,669 1,227,517 338,032,794 | 0.30% 1,011,1321 § 17.841 § 00525 § 17,8933 3$214,107,701
2038 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,668 1,227,517 338,032,794 | 0.30% 1,014,132 § 18.198 § 00525 $ 18,2501 $218,376,811
2039 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,669 1.227.517 336,032,794 0.30% 1,011,132 § 18.581 § 00525 § 1BE6140
2040 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,968,750 3.26% 10,984,682 1,227,517 336,853 4321 0.30% 1,013.802( $ 18933 § 0.0525 % 18.5852
2041 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,076,125 3.26% 10,954,663 1,227,517 336,032,794 | 0.30% 1,011132( % 18311 § 0.0525 $ 19.3638
2042 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,668 1,227,517 336,032794] 0.30% 011,132 § 16.697 § 0.0525 $ 19.7500
2043 1,187.500 1,187,500 T5% 325,078125 3.26% 10,954,669 1,227,517 336,032,794 ] 0.30% 1.011.132( § 20,081 § 00525 § 20.1439
2044 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,568,750 3.26% 10,984,682 1,227,517 336,953,432 0.30% 1,013,802 $ 20483 % 00525 § 20.5457
2048 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 18,954,669 1,227,517 336,032,794 0.30% 1,011,132 $ 20903 % 0.0525 $ 209555
2048 1,187,500 1.187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,669 1.227.517 336,032,754 | 0.30% 1,011,132 (| $ 21321 % 0.0525 % 21.3735
2047 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,954,669 1227517 336,032,764 | 0.30% 1011132 § 21.747 § 0.0525 § 21.7899
2048 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,968,750 3.26% 10,984 682 1.227,517 336,953,432 | 0.30% 1013902 § 22182 § 0.0525 § 22.2343
2049 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854 669 1,227,517 336,032,764 | 0.30% 1,011,132 8 22626 § 00825 $ 22.6784
2050 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854 669 1,227 517 336,032,784 | 0.30% 1,011,132[1 23.078 $ 0.0525 § 23.130B
2051 1,187,500 1,187,800 75% 325,078,125 3.26% 10,854 669 1,227,617 336,032,784 | 0.30% 1,014,132 § 23540 § 00525 § 23,5923
2052 1,187,500 1,187,500 75% 325,868,750 3.26% 10,984 682 1,227 517 336,953,432 | 0.30% 1,013,902} $ 24011 § 00525 $ 24.0631
2053 1.187.50¢ 1,187,500 75% 325,078,126 3.26% 10,954,669 1,227,517 336032794 | 0.30% 1,011,132 (| § 24.49% § 0.0525 § 24.5432

1/ Annual Throughput for the years 2012 through 2020 as per FPL annual gas consumption projections for RBEC and CCEC facilities with Loac Faclor percentage then calculated as percertage of available capacity. Annual
throughput for the years 2021 and beyond based upon assumed 75% capacity usage lvad factor.

2/ Calculated fuel rate to transport 600,000 MMBtu/day from Transca 85 at 800 psig to Company B at 500 psig via proposed approximate 72 mile 30" pipeline.
3/ Henry Hub Cost of Gas equal to price included in FPL fuel price forecast developed in Navembar 2008,

4/ Basis differential between Henry Hub and Transce Station B5 equal to valus included within FPL fuel price forecast developed in Nevember 2008,



Docket No. 090172-EI

Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis
Exhibit TCS-8, Page 12 of 24

Attachment I A
Value ETeT ¢! i Purchasas
1o afieat Projest Investment Tars A = Curment Market - 1 254 10 Bax Pl
[ Castof O |
Site Annuai Florida | PaakDay Flerida
Compression | EnergySacurw | Demand Served | EnergySecurs [Capacity ta baj] Unh Cost of | Cost of Spot | Fotal Cost of | Unit Cowt of | Cont of Spet | Total Castof | Unit Cent of ] Cost of $pot | Total Cost of
o CCEG Line Revenve | by incramentsl | Lina Project | Parchasadin Spot Market Markat  [Enargy Secure] Spot Mariet Mackat  |Energy Secorel  Spot Market Warkat Enesrgy Gecure
Facdlity apacity P Spot Market Capacity Capscity | Lins Project |  Capacily Capacity | Line Project Capacity Capachty | Lne Profect
Yeur (3] L] {WNBtoiday) | (MMBIwday) | (MMBtuiday) | (SMWBR) 15 1] HMMB ) m L] (LI (L]
Column S 2 3 T 3 ] 7 0 [ 3 1 £ 13 X
FPL Hwvanin | FPL Ravanoe
Swn Footnots | Getumn 3- | See Footnots | Col 5+ Col 8| Cel1 + Col 2 +] See Footnoia ] Col 22 Col 9{Col 1+ Gol 2 +] Ben Footnote | Cof 6 Col 12(Cal 14 Col2 4
Sewce Analveis 1l | A 1 See Footnote 2/ ¥ Calur 4 y days Col7 & *days | Galmn o = days. Co1y
Pl 1, 2012 -Deo 1, 2012 — =5 ] T 0Abi4 ; Bls Lo B 50
Dec 1, 2012 - Jan 1, 2012 50 30,000 [ M00[S 046 $ 1857 staTs0n ]S 50
1w 1, 2013 - tdareh 1, 2012 80 30,000 [ AM,000(3 04614 § 1587 s $7q0.080
March 1, 2093 - Sept 1. 2012 $0 50,000 [] 000|S  0AB14 S 15487 $ $2.185.492
[Sept 1, 2013 - Dec 1, 2012 0 200,000 [ 200000|$  oasn4 5 15857 $ $1,080,720
Dec 1, 2013 - Jun 1, 2014 230,000 [ zwmofs  oseu $ 15057 s $308,157
Lian 1, 2014 -March 1. 2014 $42,369,638 230,000 296,718 ols  oasl4 $ 15087 s $47.014,291
arch 1, 2014 - June 1, 2614 $72,305,196 250,000 568,715 ols  aden $ 1557 s sol  $73.210.419
Launs 12014 - Jan 1 201¢ $166,188 172 400,000 508,718 a5 oapi4 $ _1assy 5 | $170.528.410
2ms §276,968, 400,000 566,718 [ B [ 3 $280.760254
2me 265,583,544 400,000 596,718 0]5  oanes [ s 5260.250.843
w7 525,973,524 400,000 50,718 o]s  oasae $ L5857 s $258.488.524
g $245,017,654 400,000 506,718 ofs  os0m $ e s $248.304,507
2018 $238,657.801 400,000 390,718 ofs o520 FRRE s $230,502,6062
2020 $226,719; 400,000 596,718 ofs oz s 15887 s $220.833.207
w2 $217,220 48 487,508 508,718 ofs 0S8 s 14857 s $220,504,087
w2 4200, 125, 575,000 508,718 ojs 05622 $  Laes $ 521,578,818
20 $223,301 750,000 800,000 o|ls oswez S5 15087 s $126,023.862|
2024 $229,663, 837,500 1,000,000 ols 05808 $ 155 3 $202,283.452
275 5275,030.85; 1,212,500 1,250,000 ofs 0804 $ 1487 ) §277,501,3¢1
2028 $202,034,8% 1,187.500 250,000 ofs 06205 $ 1057 ) §265,285,870
2007 $250,654,77 1187500 1,250,000 ols oGm0 $  fs057 3 §252,855,481
pi ] 228,585, 1,167,500 1,250,000 ofs oass1e E R ] ) 524,692,660
2008 5227842 539 1,187 500 1,260,000 ofs oaese $ a7 s $220.852.013
2030 5218,040,501 1,987.500 4,260,000 s  oses0 $ 15857 ] $ $221.740.541
2091 £2132,093.557 1,187,500 1250.000 als o $ 1887 39| [ 214,522,391
202 208,251 971 1,187,500 1250000 [ E3 07190 5 41,5857 59 H $200,081.006
09 $196,451,951 1137500 1,250,000 afs orse $ 15857 sof §2M,221,003) ¥ i $204,221.083
2034 $1072.693.05 1,137,500 1,250,000 ofls ot $ 15857 sof s194402008F 3 S194.452.090
2098 $185,041.2% 1,187 500 1.250,000 efls  o7se § 15857 sa| s187.500270) 3 $137,580.270
2038 51,539.404 $176,224 404 1,187.500 1,250,000 ofls o743 s 15857 59| 13013808 ¢ $130,813.826
2037 §1,520,19 $172,473,104 1.187.500 1,250,000 offs  om4z 5 15857 59| $17ap0am s $174,002. 361
2038 51,480,184  §+85,035.489 1.187.500 1,250,000 offs  o3ms § 15857 $a s1e7.a0asro) s $187,305 670
2038 $1,400,189  §7156.450.75( 1,167,500 1,260,000 offs  oassa 5 18857 sol s1a0.888041 | $180,888,941
2040 $1.340213  $153,544,76% 1,187,500 1,260,000 ols osmes [REK -] $0] $154003970 0 8 $154,803,976
2041 $1.280.253 548,180,169 1.187.500 1,250.0900 ols osmz susasssls 15887 $of Sragassdiefs 5149455418
2042 stesy]  $143,027,.938 1187500 1,260,000 ofs asa2 ST S 15057 SO $144,25¢.2501 § 8144,257,260
2043 $1,180.38  $137,898,764 1,107,500 1,250,000 ols sz $1N0ea 1518 15057 S0} $130.088,151 f § 139,088,151
2004 $1,100,423 132,770,867 1,187,500 1.250.000 L] ¢3 0.5070 sl s s 15357 0] S04 ES §133,688,244
2043 $1,059,664 137,668,410 1,157,500 1,250,000 [ &3 PEE- ] ElFo N L] B Y 1.5857 0 S12872045¢S £128,728.150
2046 §1,009.874 $125.256.234 1,447 500 1.230,000 ays 10168 $124.288,112| $ 1.5087 $124 260,112 8 §129.288.112
2047 $960.104 $110,853 987 1487500 1.230,000 2 10422 ST M4 089k 5 1.5457 50| $119,814,000F § $118,814,090
2048 $910,35% 114,481 989 1137500 1.250.000 L 10863 SNSITLINSY S 1.5487 $0| §115372335% % $115372,331
2049 $800820§  $110,080.457 1.187,500 1.250,000 cfs  10m80 $110841.007|§ 15887 50] B110,941,107] % $110.841.107
2050 810918 §105.709,759 1,147,300 1,250.000 ofls 142 $108520870|§ 15057 &) S108520870) S 5168,520610
2051 §701, $100,974,504 1,187,500 1,250,000 ol 1.1%4 $101.735820 )8 1.5857 50| $101,7358201 501,735,420
2082 71, 596,241,387 1,187,500 1,250,000 ofs 1 08952624 |5 15057 so| seeu52924]6 456952921
2053 §91.510,104 1.187 500 1,260,000 ols 13087 sa1510108]s 15857 sol so1s1010)s $91.510,100

* Anousl Revesuo Requiraments for 2013 and 2014 allocated pie rata ta ench &sted portion of calendar year. Forthe years 2015 and beyend, the annus] revenus requirements is as provided by FPL.

"PnkD:memfurﬂuvaMZMumzmamum\mmsﬁmhummczuwwuﬁnlm. WCEC Z Wt gas ychadule (as provided by FPLY s six mondhs Inlength snd has 8 peak demand of approdmately 30,000 MUVBtLday
dusing the ket thros manths of testing and o paak demand sligitly in excess of 5000 MMBhkiy dusing #he Bral thras menths of testing, Thus, tha analysis, with 8 requirenat thet plants are placad in service as of June 1 of the subject yenr asaumes tast gos
requirements are squal 1o 50,000 MMBtwdy for tha inal three montha of tesiing fuerch - May 2013 for SCEC and March-May 2071 4 for RBEC?, 20,008 MMBtwiay for tha previaus thres months of tesling {Docember 2012 - Februmy 2013 for CCEC and Desomber
2013 = February 2014 far RDEC) and G MMBtuiiny penk pror to kix months bafore a plant s piaced In senvice.  ARer the in-service date, capactly requirementy are st as squal to the Jower of he peak demtand in FPL's Load Forecast of projectsd capadty purchrsed
under Company B cupacity purchass scanalic.

*Fiorids EnergySutirs Line Capacity for Il yaurs of project basad upon the capacity of the Upstreers Pipeting Profect to deiiver to Eni/gySscirs Line (800,000 MMBtuiday] ks fus] relentan required on EnergySecire Line #1 0.55%, After expanshons, commancing
In 2023, capudiy is basad upon proposed EnergySacire Lind capacity afiar ench expansion project is placed In servica,

“ Unit coat of spol markel capacity besed upan sverage proe paid by FPL for of o capacity inte Flonds ($0.4814MBtu} duling 2008. As his vakra is constant throuph 2014 and ercataied ol o rot
of 2.5% per yeur therenRer.

¥ Unit cost of spot marked capacity based upon FGT Phase VI Projacted Maximum Tadlf Recourse Rate as por Exhibit N of FGTs FERC Certificata Filing.
¥ Assumak sigrificamt excess cupacity tveflable in marketplace with Incrsmantal capacity having no real vadus. In this Instance, it ks kely that FPL would have excess capacity in e panicko lesving 16 newd to purchass ncrementsl cupacity.
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Year

Company E Proposed Rata - Escalated

FPL Demand (MMBtw'day)

Protecled EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%)
MDQ Reguired on Upstream P/L Projact {IMMBlu/day)

400,000
0.65%
402,212

400,000
0.55%
402,212

400,000
0.55%
402,212

400,000
0.55%
402,212

400,000
0.55%
402,212

2'0131 2014 | 2016 i 3016 i 2017 2018 I 2019 '

400,000
0.55%
402,212

JComganx E Pipeline Proposat
MDG (MMBtu/day)

Upstream Pipeline Project Res. Fea ($/MMBu)

Canacity Addition 1
MDQ (MMBitu/day)
Reaservation Charge ($/MMBiu)

Capacity Addition 2
MOQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservalion Charge ($AMMBiy)

MDQ (MMBiw/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

ficapacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBtu/day}

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Annual Cost of Reservation Chagau

1/ The nitial ranche of capaclty under the Company E proposal rate has been set as
equal to the quoled rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quoted in Company E's proposal less a
steel pnce fracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBts per $100 per ton of stee] cost change
and based upon a quoted steel cost of $2,3000n and a current steel cost of $1,30040n.

21 In support of future (beyond proposat capacity) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year.

600,000

600,000

660,000

504,000

600,000

600,000
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Year

Company E Propesed Rate - Escalated

FPL Demand (MMBtu/day)

Projected EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%)
MDQ Required on Upstream P/L Project (MMBiu/day)

400,000
0.55%
402,212

487,500
0.55%
480,196

575,000
0.93%
580,398

750,000
0.93%
757,040

837,500
1.07%
846,558

Company E Pipeline Proposal
MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Upstream Pipeline Project Res. Fee ($/MMBtu)

600,000

Capacity Addition 1
MEQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 2
MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 3
MDQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBtu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

600,000

600,000

600,000

157,040

600,000

157,040

600,000

157,040

Annual Cost of Reservation Charges

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set as

equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quoted in Company E's proposal less a

steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBtu per $100 per ton of steel cost change

and based upon a quoted steej cost of $2,300/ton and a current steel cost of $1,300/0n.,

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2,5% per year.
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Voar 2028 — 2028 7029 2030 2031

Company E Proposad Rate - Escalated

FPL Demand {MMBtu/day) 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500

Projected EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%) 1.69% 1.69% 1.89% 1.68% 1.89% 1.65%

MDQ Required on Upstream P/L. Project (MMBlu/day) 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914
§Company E Plpaline Proposal

MDG (MMBtu/day) 600,060 600,000 600,000 600,000 800,000 600,000

Upstream Plpedine Project Res, Fee ($/MMBtu)
{Capacity Addition 1

MDQ (MMBtuiday) 157,040 157,040 157,040 157,040 157,040 157,040

Reservation Charge (S/\MB) - U e
LCamgm Addition 2

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 89 518 85,518 89,518 88 518

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

ICapact ition 3
MDQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

[Capacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBtwday} 1 178,008 3 178,008
Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu) :

L Annual Cost of Reservation chamcs

1/ The mitiel tranche ot capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been sef as
equal fo the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quoted In Company E's proposal iess a
sieel price tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBiu per $100 per ton ot stesl cost change
and based upon a quoted steel cost of $2,300/on and a current steel cost of $1,300/ton.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) nalural gas demand, the Company £
proposal rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per vear.
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_ Yoar

Company E Propoged Rate - Escalated

FPL Demand (MMBtu/day) 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500

Projected EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%) 1.89% 1.69% 1.69% 1.86%% 1.69% 1.69%

MDQ Required on Upstream P/L Project (MMBhu/day) 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,814 1,207,914
ICompany E Pipefine Proposal

MDQ {(MMBiu/day) 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000 800,000 500,000

Upsiream Pipeline Project Res. Fee ($/MMBtu)}
ICapacity Addjtion 1

MDQ (MMBtuday} 157,040 157,040 157,040 157,040 157,040

Reservation Charge (§/MMBt} _i
ICapacity Addition 2

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 89,618 9,518 89,518 28,518 89,518 89,518

Reservation Charge (S/MMBt) S
Capaclty Addition 3

MDQ (MMBtufday) 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347

Reservation Charge (S/MMBt) —
Capacity Addition 4

MDQ (MMBtu/day) 178,008 178,008 178,008 178,008 178,008 178,008

Reservation Charge ($/MMBhu)

Annual Cost of Reservation cmmcs

1/ Tha initial tranche of capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set as
equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quated in Company E's proposal less a
steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBty per $100 par fon of steel cost change
and based upon a guoted steel cost of $2,300/ton and a current steei cost of $1,300/0n.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacify) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been esclated at an annuat average of 2.5% per year,
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— v —
2038 — 2039

Voar
e
Company E Proposed Rate - Escalated

FPL Demand (MMBiufday) 87,500 Na7.3U0 87,900 BLIf- 07,500 67,000
Projectad EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%) 1.69% 1.80% 1.68% 1.69% 1.68% 1.69%
MDQ Regquired on Upsiream P/L Project (MMBtuw/day) 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207 914

Company € Pipeline Proposal

MDQ (MMBtwday) 500,000 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000
Upsiream Pieline Proect Res. Fas (SMMBH) | e e e e e

Capacity Addition 1
MDCQ (MMBtu/day) 157,040 157,04C 157,040 167,040 167,040 157,040
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

' dition 2

[Capacily Addition 2
MDQ (MMB/day)
Reservation Charge {$/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 3
MDQ (MMBhw/day) 183 347 83,247 183,347 183347 183 347 183 347

Reservation Charge ($MMBtu)

||Capacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBtu/day) 178.008 178,008 178,008 178,008 178,008 178,008

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Annual Cost of Resarvation Charges

1/ The itial franche of capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set as
equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBIu as quoted in Company E's proposal less a
steel pnce tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBtu per $100 per tor of steel cost change
and based upon a quoted steel cost of $2,30040n and a current steel cost of $1,300/on.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2,5% per year.
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Annual Cost of Reservation Charges

1/ The initial franche ot capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set as
equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quoted in Company E's proposal less a
steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBtu per $100 par ton of steel cost change
“and based upon a quoted stee! cost of $2,300/ton and a current stesl cost of $1,300/tan.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been asclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year.

— Year 2044 2046 2046 2047 2048 2049
Company E Proposed Rate - Escalated
FPL Demand (MMBtu/day) 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500
Projected EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%) 1.60% 1.89% 1.89% 1.69% 1.69% 1.69%
MDQ Reguired on Upstream P/l Project (MMBLwday) 1,207,914 1,207,814 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914
[Company E Pipeline Proposal
MDQ (MMBtu/day} 600,000 600,000 600,000 500,000 600,000 600,000
Upstream Pipeling Project Res. Fes {$MMBtu}
Capacity Addition 1
MDQ (MMBtwday) 157,040 157,040 167.040 157,040 157,040 157,040
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu) “
{Capacity Adgltion 2
MDG (MMBL/day) 86,518 89,518 89,518 89,518 88,518 89,518
Reservation Charge {$/MMBu)
C. ddition 3
MDQ {(MMBiw/day) 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347 183,347
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)
|Capacity Addition 4
MDQ {MMBiu/day) 178,008 178,008 178 008 178,008 178,008 178,008
Reservation Charge ($/MMBhy)
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a0 Year

o6 Company E Proposed Rate - Escalated

1 FPL Demand (MMBtu/day) 187, 1,187,500 1,187,500 1,187,500
O Projected EnergySecure Line Fuel Retention (%) 1.69% 1.69% 1.68% 1.68%
E MDQ Required on Upsiream P/L Project (MMBtu/day) 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914 1,207,914
B

E Company E Pipeline Proposal

5 MDQ (MMBtu/day) 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,600

y Upstream Pipeline Project Res. Fee ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 1
MPQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBiu)

Capacity Addition 2
MDQ (MMBtu/day)
Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 3
MBQ (MMBtu/day)} 183,347

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu)

Capacity Addition 4
MDQ (MMBlu/day)

Reservation Charge ($/MMBtu})

Annual Cost of Reservation Charges

1/ The initial tranche of capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set as
equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu as quoted in Company E's proposal less a
steel price tracker adjustment of $0.0140/MMBtu per $100 per ton of steel cost change
and based upon a quoted steel cost of $2,300/ton and a current steel cost of $1,300/ton.

2/ In support of future (beyond proposal capacity) natural gas demand, the Company E
proposal rate has been esclated at an annual average of 2.5% per year,
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Attachmant IV
laag d n P P 1 P o
— —
Fusi Gas Burred on eure Lina Gas . g s pralfroe tnid Cont of
Averags G _|_ i Furl Ges | Usige Charges
L. Load Tranaporisd Floride per MBI
Natural Gas | Factotfor § on Floddn | Enagyseoure|  Flaride Ugrstrearn Transparied on
Osmand far ndw | Enorgyliecen Lina Ensigyreum Uptreim AL |
Sarvad capacity Line Fust Rele Lin Project EnergySecurs
Yaar %) MMEtutvenrd % Bluys Biy {3ee) J5MEt)
Cojumn 1 2 E3 4 [ 18
#PL Lok FPL-Comra S Gol17icu 3
Sourcd | Forcast |Festnom 1| Footnom 17 | Eatimaws | God 3+ Go14 Cof 5+ 0 ¥
FLIL] 00,000 B Em.m 5% lﬁlﬁ ' .
ms 400,300 "% 154,757,500 G55% sasee
me 400,600 TH% 111,114,000 5% 831,127
2047 400,000 T 114,002 300 £.55% 227013
e 406,000 T 115,488 300 0.55% 173 18,121 475
atg A0C,000 8% 114 415,400 A.55% 620285 5044 GBS
2020 400,000 % 111,870,300 B g12am 1281
2024 487,800 5% 12,469,128 0.59% ™R 87,117
o 75,000 5% 157 408,150 0.B3%
2003 750,000 5% 205312500 1 091% 1.017 819
024 37,500 5% 229493750 1.01% 2450853
s 1,012,500 kL] ATTATLETS 1.86% 4884 306
2028 1,987.500 Ta% 328,078,125 1.88% 5433820
2oat 1,187 500 Y% ABLTL 125 HE% 54081
2028 1,187,800 5% 328888750 165% 56508872
2028 1,132,500 % 38078,125 1% 4493320
2030 1,197 500 E% I/ATE 125 1.89% BAuE20
203t 1.167.500 % 225078125 170 5492820

2097 1,407.50 5% 325,070,128 1.88% AR
200 1,187,500 =% 323478,126 1.00% Sdnrax
2039 1,137.500 5% 325,070,125 1.80% S408.020
2049 1,987,500 ki 323,588,730 1.09% 4

2041 1.107,900 8% 325,070,126 1.5 549 a0
042 1.187.L00 T8% B28,078 125 1.00% 5492 &0
2043 1.187,500 7% 329,076,125 108% 54935400
2044 1.18T,500 5% 324 588,750 159% 5,908,272

2045 1187500 v 323,078,125 1.69% 403820
2048 1,187 500 5% 323 078,128 1.00% 1,408,800
2047 1,137.500 5% 228,079,125 1.80% 5491820

2048 1,187 500 % 125,088,730 1.50% 5,508 872
2048 1,187 550 3% 329,078,125 1.80% 544
208 1,187,500 % 125,070,125 169 54N

2051 1,137,850 9% 375,07¢,125 1.00% 5A3A20
2082 1,187,900 T5% 3 geTeo | 189% & 208473
2053 1|(51IEW 5% 325,078,126 1.80% m
1/ Copuctty usuge tof M yetrs 2014 1kmugh 2020 =3 pér PPL anewel o coraumplion profecions for REEC end CEEC faclifes, Capacty vxage for the vears NP1 end Bayand based upon srsumed T8% capactty btage ed facke.
2/ Henry Hub Cost of Gas waust b price nchudad in FAL fusl Price farecast publiched Novembar 2008,

T L DL L L R )

o 42 A B8 S R BN AR R A AN A A U U S S U A S I DR U AN A Gn e kg e e A

3/ Baus HTerariinl butvn Honry Hvp ane Transco Stetdn 85 agual (o vl ekided wihin PP sl prics Kracax! publichat Movenbar 2008,
Mc«mwwuhrmlqmmwnncnmhwmmmmmwh 2 2.5% paryear
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Attachmant V A
8 Ling

Cosi Recovary for RalaasalSale of Excess Uitllixing Variows Reivase Value As:
Cuns A - Current Markat Casa B - FGT Max Rata Cags G - No Vahue
FAL Plpaiine Capacity Revenues Revenues
Natural Gas Prajact Avallabls Unit from Unlt Unit frem
Fuel Delivery For Relensa Capacity Ralease Relezte Capacity
R Cap Reh Values Ralense Valuas ¥ Values Reloase
Yoar (MMBludny) | (MMBtwidoy) | {MNBtwda FHMNEtu) {$) JSMNBh) {¥MMBtn) s
Columre 1 2 3 4 5 [] 8 ]
Attachmant il | Attachment Sen Foatnota| Col4* Col 3* Assume No
Sourge A, Cobumn 3 | A, Column 4| Col 2-Col 1 1t days Value

opt 1, 2012 - Cec 4, 2042 - - -§& D4B14
8¢ 1, 2012 - Jan 1, 2013 30,000 § 04614
an 1, 2013 - March 1, 2013 30,000 - -I$ 045814
£, 2013 - Sept 1, 2013 50,000 ] D.4514
pt 1, 2013 - Dec 1, 2013 200,000 s s opasn
IDec 1, 2013 - San 1, 2014 220,000 - -18 04814
[Jan 1, 2014 - March 1, 2014 220,000 508,718 56,7103 & D.4814
hearch 1, 2014 - June 1, 2014 250,000 598,748 HeTie)s 04814
JJune 1 2014 - Jan 1 2015 400,000 596,749 198.718) % 0.4814
2016 400,000 596,718 1967181 0.4728
2048 A0G,000 506,740 198,718 1§ 0.4848
2047 400,000 590,710 196871808 0.4589
2048 400,000 598,718 19671613 0.5093
018 400,000 508,718 1987180 % 0.3220
2020 400,300 596,718 1987101 S 05381
2024 487,500 508,718 109216 05485
2022 575,000 558,718 21,7188  0.5en
2023 750,000 00,000 500000 $ 05782
2024 837,500 1,000,000 16250058 0.5908
023 1,012,600 1,250,000 2375005 % 0.6054
2008 1,187,600 1,260,600 62,5003 § 08205
02T 1,187,500 1,280,000 62500 S 0.6360
2028 1,487,500 1,250,000 e2s500|s  o0ss40
2029 1,787,600 1,250,00¢ 82,5001 & 0.696882
2030 1,187,500 1,260,000 62,5001 & 0.8B5D
2031 1,187,500 1,250,000 4250018 0,702%
2032 1,187,500 1,250,000 8250018 07188
033 1,187,500 1,260,000 e2500f% 073
2034 1,187,500 1,250,000 62500F% 07881
2036 1,187,500 1,250,000 82500F% 07750
2036 1,187,500 1,250,000 62,5001 & 0.7843
2037 1,167,500 1,250,000 825001 5 0,842
2038 1,187,500 1,250,000 82500F % 0.834%
2038 1,187,500 1,230,000 a2s00] & 0.8554
2040 1,187,500 1,250,000 825001 5 0,6788
2041 1,187,500 1,250,000 825001 & 0.8887
2042 1,187,600 1,250,000 82500 § 0,8212
2043 1,187,500 1,250,000 62,5001 $ 0.9442
2044 1,187,500 1,250,000 625009¢ ose7B
2045 1,187,500 1,2%0.000 g2500] & D820
2046 1,167,500 1,260,000 e2500]% 1mEr
2047 1,187,600 1.250.000 82,5000 $ 1.0422
2048 1,187,500 1,250,200 82,5004 & 1.0883
2049 1,187,500 1,250,000 82,5004 § 1.0850
2050 1,187,560 1,250,000 €230085 1122
2051 1,187,500 1,250,000 82,5000 $ 1.1504
2052 1,167,500 1,250,000 €2,5000 § 11782
2053 1187,500 [ 250000 g25000s 12087

Y Unit releasa vahses based upon the average cost paid by FPL for interruptitle transportation eapacity into Florida {30.4814/MMBt) duing 2008. As consarvative assumiption, this
value s assumed constam through 2014 and escalatad at & rate of 2.5% per year heraafter,

* Unit retoase values baved upen FET Phaze Vil Projeciad Maximum Taniif Recourse Rute as poer Exhibit N of FGT's FERC Cerificate Filing.
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Attachment vV B:

pted wit 5 of Compa
Cost Recovery for Relaasa/Sate of Excess Ca Nilizing Various Releats value Awsumptions
[Eyﬁh Cuse §-FGT Max Rate Cana C o Vaum |
FPL Prapesad Capacity Revenues Revenues Revinues
Natural Gas | Compamv B Available Unit from Unit from Unit from
Fuel Dafivery For Relsags Cupnoity Relsase Capagity Ralease Capaoity
Requirements | Capucity ¥ Ratensn Valups ¥ Ralsase Values ¥ Falesss Values Releuse
Yoar MM Béuids (MMBEuiday) | (MMBthulga M ﬁ {HMMBty El pmnaug H
Colurmm 4 2 ] d 5 [ [ [3 ¥
Abachment VA, | Ses Footnots See Foutnote | Col 4= Col 3 [Sew Footnate| Gof 6 * Gl 3 | Assume No | cora*cotas
Saurca Column 1 h') Col 2-Col 1 2 i yesr k- days in year Valve .
1, 2012 - Dec 4, 2012 - 0,000 80,000 4814 $2,098, 5 1.5857 $7.214,! 5
Dac 1. 2012+ Jan 1, 2013 30,000 50,000 20,000 $0.4514 $2665,0071 § 1.5857 a3 14 s
an 1, 2013 - Margh 1, 2013 30,000 50,000 20,000 SD.4814 3544 4961 § 1.5857 §ta7.126] 5
March 1. 2093 - Sept 1, 2013 50,000 50,006 L] £0.4814 ] 1.5857 ]
it 1, K3 - Dec 1, 2013 200,030 430,000 200,000 504514 SBI0B 1671 S 1.5857 $20,850,7404 8
[Dac 4, 2093 - Jan 1, 2014 230,000 400 000 170,000 404514 52,431, $ 1.5857 8,358, L)
Nan 1, 2014 - March 1, 2014 230,000 400000 170,000 50.4614 sezs231)8 1557 | sissoasnifs
Marcht 1, 2014 - Jme 1, 2014 250,000 400000 | 150,000 50.4814 sexe70560 s 15857 | s 8meen]s
Hune 1 2014 - Jan 1 2015 400,000 400,000 o 504614 04§ 13857 3
2015 400,000 400,000 A B § 15857 5
016 400,000 400,000 -ES 4 1.5857 3
217 400,000 400,000 -5 5 1.5857 $
2018 400,000 400,000 -13 S o8 80l s
2019 400,000 400,000 -1% $ 1.5857 $
2623 430,060 #00,000 -1 $ 1.5857 30y L
2021 487,800 400,000 -] §  1.585T sol s $0
2022 575,000 400,000 -1s $015 12857 E B E
2023 730,000 400,000 -1s $ 15857 s
2024 887,500 837,500 -1 3045 13857 301 3 |
2028 1,012,500 1,092,500 -5 £ K 1.5857 NEs
2026 1,187 500 1,187,500 -Is $0|§ 15857 $ag s )
2027 1,187,500 1,187,500 <18 o B 1,5857 3
2028 1,187,500 1,187,500 -1s 501 5 1.5657 SOl s
2029 +,167,500 1,187,560 -1s sols 15807 13
2000 1,187,500 1,167,500 -1§ b5 1] 1.9887 b &
2031 1,167,500 1,187.500 =18 J0ES 1.5857 H
032 1,187,500 1,187,500 13 k1 1.5857 5
2033 1,187,500 1,167,600 K $0|8 15857 3
2034 1,187,500 1,187,500 -13 S04 8 1.8857 3
2035 1,187 500 3,187,500 s s 1.5857 3
2026 1,187,500 1,187,500 -ks SO8S 13857 304 3
2037 1,187,500 1,187,500 1§ 0§ ¢ 15657 b R
2038 1,167,500 1,187,500 -3 sofs  1ses7 sof s
2039 1,107,500 1,187,500 -1 $01d 1.5857 SOf % 0
2040 1,487,500 1,187,500 -1 3 15887 s
2041 1,187,500 1,167,600 -1 IS 1.5857 3018
2042 1,187,500 4,187,500 1k so0f s 15857 3 50
2043 1,187,500 1,187,500 -is 5 12857 S 30
2044 1,187,500 1,187,800 -Is sols  1ses7 s - $0
2045 1,387,800 1,187,500 -4¥ 3 1.5857 § Eo]
2046 1,187,500 1,187,500 -13 30|$ 15857 L 3 504
2047 1,187,500 1,187,500 -5 sof $ 15857 ks 20
2048 1,187,500 1,187.500 -Is S 15857 SOFS
2049 1,187.500 1,187,500 -1s § 15857 sof s
2050 1,167,500 1,187,500 -1% L) 1.5857 5
2051 1,187,500 1,187,300 -1 3 158567 s
2052 1,187,800 1,187,500 -fs 5 15857 501§ 50|
2053 1,137,500 1,187,500 -1% ) 1.5857 1] 30

"Wﬁmn%wmﬂudhmupmhinﬁdm{zmzmnzmi)sa ¥ contistent with the progosal front Company 8. 1n all years therasfior, Capacity set 23 equal fo FPL
projacied incramental demand.

7 Uit release valuas basad upon the aversge cost paid by FPL for interuptible transporiaten capacty into Flonida (S0.4514MMBt) during 2008, As conteryvaiive assurnpfion, this
valus 13 #83umed constant twough 2014 and socalztad ol u rule of 2.5% par yeur thereatler,

* Unit ralsase vahres based upon FGT Phase VIl Prowcled Maxkmum Tarff Retgurss Rete a3 per Exhiofl N of FGT's FERG Ceriicate Filing,
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Attachment VI A

Estimated Benefit of Economic Dispatch with Proposed Pipeline System in Service

Cases A and B - Assumes Unsubscribed Capacity Released into Market

Upstream Pipeline Prup,gr Florida gmfmg Line Frng Varisbje Costs of FPL's Current Contracied FGT Service ¥ _Economic Dispateh Savings vs. Contracied FGT Servies |
Average Prowcted
Ustwubacribad Average Total Unit Price Variabie Yarisble Vadebla  GasCost  Total
Capacity FPL Load Average Capacity of Gas inta Coston FGT Projected | Projected | (fuel) Coston) Sarvice Cost  § ¥
Nol Releaced | Natural Gaa Factor for Unutitized A tor Ug Uy Fusl Prowcted Basis to Unit Cast FGT Savings with  witft New Dispatch  Dispatch
in Sscondary Damand 100 new Subseribed Ecanomis Piptline /FFL { Pipalinaf | Retention | Henry Hub FGT of Gas imo Pipaline New Fipcline Plpeline  Saviagz Savings
Warket Served CaApacity Capacity Dispatch Pipsiine FPL Proiect Rabe Cost of Gaw Zorw 3 FGT Svstam System System  Avalisble AvaFable
ity (NS NS} | COY | (eNstuny | juwetay) | (SN | swuei) | (% | (SMMBR) 2| (SMMEt) ¥ | (gaugi) | (smBes) | (sMMBn) jwwo) (swmi)  (srvea) |
Calumnr 1 2 3 4 [] [] T [] ] 10 1 12 13 14 is 15
FGT Phase fCot 117 11-
FPL Baze Cof 2" deve i | (Col 1 * davsin | Attachmmwet IV, | Attachment | Vill Filing - {See Footnote| See Footnole | Coi g+ Col | Cot 8))- Col Col11. Cai13+
Attachmant V8 | Resource Plan | Soe Fostnote 1/ | year * {1-Col 3) | yaan) + Col 4 Cot1z_ | Iv,Col17 | Exnibitn 2 3 10 11 Col12:-Col?  Colé Sol14  Col§*Col 15/
400,000 59% 80577700 | 60577700 | & B7449 |5  02443) A% |3 2 86392|% 2 OUBE(S5  B/RZ|S 0.2862 $00518 § 00443 00902 3 5826278
400,000 2% 412422001 41242200 | § 8244518 025711 328% s 97122/% oDoels  pregls 0.3130 SOD559 § DOM3 23002 5 4133139
440,000 8% 35206000 | 35286000 | 9T40|s ozmo] 3w % 9602|5  00068(% s7eB[S 03798 200599 $ G0MI 042 5 3675767
400,600 70% 3L987.700| 399770 |8 W34S 028s52] 328% [ 10200(% Q0068 |s  foem|s Q.35 00048 5§ G0s43 009t 5 349R079
400,000 % 513,700 sas13700 S 142818 03053] 328% [$ 11090|$S GOMGB(S  11.187(S 03770 500717 & 00443 04100 % 3539604
400,000 6% 31,684,600 | 31504600 |§ 12714018  03302] 328% |[$  12080|§  G09eB|S 121855 a7 00805 3 GOSM3  GIMB § 3041567
400,000 8% 34620500 34620500 | 12784218  o03488] 220% |§ 1242 |5  G0DG8)S  128% i3 0426 $00858 § 00443 01307 § 4533.935
487,500 5% 44,484,975 | 44484375 |§ 13049015 03%39] 226% |$  12007|$%  G09GB|S 13083 [5 04412 $00873 § 00443 Q130§ 5.856,337
575,000 5% 52468750 | 62408750 |$ 133089 | & 03811] 328% [$ 152585 00868 |5  13353[§ 04500 300850 5 0043 O 5 6995102
750,000 5% 68437600 88437500 |3 13574018 042181 226% [3 135228 Q0068|3120 04589 500373 S DOM3 00810 5 5583921
837,500 75% 78831250 7881250 |$ 13844415  04494] 326% (5 13TE2|S 00PBB|S 13889 (% 04680 00136 & 0.0443 00620 5 4820803
1012,500 75% 92390625 92300825 |3 14.1202|5 o0B478] 3.20% |3 1a068[S  cO8SEiS  14985(8 Q47T (S0.0704) §  D.0443 5 -
1,167 500 5% 108,359,375 108,358,375 |$ 144015]5  o05508) 326% (5 143488  COMB[S 144485 04868 (S0.0721) § 0.0443 5 .
1,387,500 5% 108,350,375 | 108350375 | % 14.8805 1§ 05703 328% |5 48085 oDfEB S MM F o40es (500736 5 00843 H -
1,187,500 5% 108,058,260 | 108856250 {5 4812 (5 osee]| Szew (s 14929(%  oosesls  15025)8 €.5083 {30.0755} § 0.0443 3 -
1,187,500 5% 108,358,375 | 108359375 {8 1SI797 (% 05997 320% (5 96227 (% oodeB[s 15324 0584 {S0.0773) 5 0.0443 - -
1,187,500 5% 108,359,375 | 408,359,375 | & 155042 |5 0B0S8f 326w (5 15632(% oosesls  15829s 0.5287 (50.0782) § 0.0443 5 -
1,187,500 5% 108,350,379 | 100,359,375 | & 155848 |6 OBIBZE 320% (S 15842(S  OO0NGE |5 15039 s 0.8371 (S0.0B10) § 0.0443 H -
1,967,500 5% 108858250 108850250 |8 WINMG|§ 06307] 2% [$ 10.150(s 00985 162%6|S 0.5478 (50.0829} § 0.0443 E3 -
1,187,500 5% 108,350,376 | 108,350,375 {5 HB5M3 18  OS48f 326% % 18482 |5 00908 |S 18578 |§ 0,5587 (500845} § 0.0443 H -
1,187,500 5% 108,358,375 | 108,359,375 (& 196644 |8 oesar] Aze% |s 188125  0O0WB(|S 18008 |% 0.6888 (50.0889) § 0.0443 5 -
1,187,500 75% 108,358,375 | 108,359,375 (% 172008 |% 06701 520% [§  17.74e |5 008 |§  1ras|s o.5811 ($0.0890) § 0.0443 5 -
1,187,500 75% 106,660,280 | 108856250 S 17543606 OeB37T) A% |$ 74 |5 00988 )$ 17s88|5 05927 {sooa1n) § 0.0443 3 -
1,187,500 5% 108,359,375 | 10MAS37E |$ 178933 |8 CO977| 3526% |8 17841(5 009805 17.038)8 0.8045 #0.02) § 0.0443 5 -
4,167,500 78% 106,358,375 | 448350378 |8 18251 |8 07119 326% |5 18196($ 0090 |§ 1870415 0.6185 (50.085d) § 00443 5 -
1,167,500 5% 108,385,373 { 108,369,375 |§ 18814015 oO724] 326% |S WBEAM[S CO0DEB|S 18858{% 06288 (S00077) & 0.0443 5 -
1.187 500 6% 108858,25C 108,658,250 |§ 188852{5 O07412) 326% [§ 18933]s togsals 100208 08413 BCI000) 5 0.0443 5 -
1,187,500 75% 08,358,376 | 108360,375 | § 193638{¢ 07584) 326% S 18311|$ 0.0968[§ 9408|5085 0025 8 oas) 3 -
1,167 500 76% 108,359,376 108359375 |3% 197500 | % 077 3.26% |85 19897f$ 0Q00BB[S 10784)§  0.0670 (501047} 3 D083 5 -
1,187,500 5% 108,350,375 1 108,359,375 | $ 201439 |8 o0787s( 320% (5 200918 o0%EB|S 201888 06803 (50.1072) % (0443 3 .
1,187,500 76% 108.858.250 [ 108,850,250 | % 205457 (§  06038] 2326% |5 204838 00965 208805 06999 (SO.1087) § (L0443 5 -
1,167,500 % 108,359,376 | 108359375 |§ 208555 (% 082000 220% |5 209033 o0088B(3 210005  ovo77 {S0.1129 5 0.0443 3 -
1,187,500 5% 108,359,375 108350375 | % 237355 QedAT| 328w (s 2132t|5 008 2tas|s oAt (30.1150) $ 00443 3 -
1,187,500 6% 108,350,375 (  100,359.375 | § 217800 1% Q858 | 326% (s 21.747|% ooees|s  2ts8a4ls  o7Is (20117 § 00443 3 -
1,187,500 5% 108,656,250 |  108,856250 |8 2224815  08713] 3.28% |3 22182(s  o09e3|s  22rels  ovso (S0.1205) § 00443 5 -
1,187,500 5% 108,350,376 | 108358375 |5 2287h4 |8 088901 326% |8 z2ze28|s  oosesa|s  22723(s o657 (50.1223) § 00442 s .
1,187,500 5% 108.350,375 | 108,350,375 (& 138 |s  o9072] 326% |35 zsore|s  noses|s  2aas|s ovew ($0,1262) § 00443 5 -
1,187,500 5% 108359376 | 108359375 | § 2856073 |8 09%T| 17B% ($  RS0O[s o09Ba| S 23837 (S 07965 {$0.1282) § UD.0443 $ -
4,187,500 5% WB858,250 | 108,658,260 ) 240631 |s  D9d48 3.28% $ 2ao0m|s DQOBea | § 24107 |5 0.8124 301323 $ 0.0443 s -
1,187,600 75% 108359375 | 108,358.375 |85 245430|%  oseae| a78% §  24481)8  000601% 24508|5  0.8266 (§0.1350) § 0.0443 5 -

17 Capacily u£ag8 for the vears 24 through 2020 as per FPL annual 9as consumption progections for RBEC and CCEC facfities. Capacity usage for the vears 2021 and bevond based upon assumed 75% capacity usage load factor,
2/ Hanry Huk Cost of Gas aqual to price included in FPL fuel price foracast developed Novembar 2008,
¥ Baws diffarential botween Herry Hut and FGT Zone 3 equal to value includeed wilkin EPL fuel price torecast pubilshed November 2008,

4 FPL has large quantliies of firm transpartation capacity under contract with both FGT and Guifstresm, As there 1 & higher manginal cost associatod with the use of FGT capacity than Gulsiream capacity, it is d that any
Higher cost FOT . This, ; valua s rep by (he diffarence n cost between the use of the proposed project capacity and the FGT <apatity under confract

activity would serve te dis
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Alttachment VI B
Estimated Benefit of Economic Dispatch with Proposed Pigeline System in Service
{Case C - Assumes No Release of Unsubscribed Capacity into Market)
Upstream Pipelirve Project  Florida EnergySacurs Line Pramet Varistie Costs of FPL's Currant Contracted FGT Servica ¥ Economi Bavings ve, Goftracted FGT Service
Average Proiected B
Unsubscribed Average Total Unit Price Variable Variabla Variably GasCost  Totm
Capacity FPL Load Average Capacity of Gax into Coston FGT Projecied | Projecied | {fuel) Cost on | Service Cost I E
Mol Redessed | Nstural Gus | Factortor | Unoiifized Availatia for Upstream | Upstream Fusi Proiegted Buais to Unit Cost BT Savings willt  with New  Dizpaich  Oispatch
In Secondary Demand for naw Subscrived Economic Fipelina /FPL | Pipeline! | Retention | Henry Hub FGT of Gas into Pipeline New Pipaline  Pipedine  Saviags Savings
Market Served Tapachy Capacity Dispatch Fipeline FPL Proiect Rate Costof Qax Zoma 3 FGT Svatent Systsm System  Available Avaitable
Year [MMElufdul MMBtulda; (%) 1/ [MMBufyr} 1 {MNBuT) !SMMBN! 1Bt} {%) SIMMEStu) 27 {SMMBtu) 31 |U!lllmul ISMMBWI CLLEDD SMME] [SRMBiU $f¥eor)
Column f 2 3 4 S (3 7 L] [] 10 1" 12 13 14 185 18
No Capacity FPL Base Sov Col 2" davsin | [Col 1*days i {Attachment Iv,| Attachment | Vill Flling - [Ses Footnote| See Footnote | Col 94 Gal | ICo111/(t - Colit- Colis+
Released Rasouree Plan [Footnote 1/ ynr'ﬂ-colgz \mnd-c:au Col 12 IV, Cof 17 | ExhibitN F-4 El — 10 . colﬂ-col $1fCol 12-Col7 Col& Cel 14 cusfgglfﬁ
262,008 400,000 B9% 80,577,700 156,209,769 3 BTMO| S 02443 3.76% ¥ 8692 (& 00968 | § a7891% 02962 $.051% § 00443 0.0962 5 15.020.194
198,718 400,000 2% 41,242,200 113044288 s 8244518  0.257 3126% $ 8192 | % 0.06088 | 5 8289|% CG.3130 $0.0556 § 0.0443 01002 § 11328879
198,718 400,000 Ten 35,286,000 107,284,507 s 87440 (S 02700 220% $ 9.092 | $ 90968 | § areaf s 3209 $0.0599 § 00443 01042 3§ 11173973
19,718 400,000 78% 31,967,700 103,798,788 3 102435 (8 0.2852 3.20% $ 102918 00als 103881 % 0.3501 $0.0848 5 00443 01091 3 11,328.223
196,718 400,000 9% 36,513,700 102,315,789 s 111428°( 8 0.3053 528 § 11.080 1 8§ QoMsis  111v]s o377 800717 & 0.0443 01160 5 11268081
196,718 400,000 78% 31,584,600 103,385,689 $ 121420|5 ©3M2 328% $ 12009 | $ 00%8;i5 12186]5s 04107 $0.0895 § 00443 0.1248 5 12502034
196,718 400,000 6% 24,829,500 106,828,307 $ 127428 0344 328% |8 12742|s Q098 s 1283813 0.4328 500859 § 00443 01302 § 13508389
108218 487500 5% 44.464,375 84,345,084 ¥ MG § 0359 3.28% £ 12997 (8 GO9B8 (§  13.083(§ Q4412 500673 5 O.04¥ a.1516 § 11 404481
21,718 §75,000 75% 52,488,750 80,395,839 3 123088 |8 0N 3.28% H] 13.256 (S 0098818 13353 |5 0.4500 500888 & 0.0443 01331 5 BA41577
50,000 750,000 5% 84,437,500 84,687,500 3 135740| 5 Q4218 3.20% L 1352218 0098815 13818 (S 4589 $00373 5 00443 00816 § 7472988
162.500 837,500 5% 76,831,250 13,106,250 ] 138444 | 5 Q4404 3.26% H 13.792 | s CO9%B|S 13889 (S 04880 S0.0188 & 0.0443 0.0829 § B582322
237,500 1.612.500 5% 92,590,825 179,078,128 5 14120215 05478 3.26% 5 14068|5 008a5|s 141658 04773 50,0704} § 00443 $ -
82.500 1,187,600 5% 108,359,375 159,174,875 5 144015]5 05580 328% $  143dls 0098815 J4448 )5S 04888 180.07219) $ (0443 ] °
82,500 1,187,500 5% 108,358,375 131,171,875 s 1488851 % 05703 3.26% 3 14.636 | 9 DOMeiS 14733 (S 0.4985 (30.0736; § 00443 % o
2,500 1,187,500 TE% ‘1GB,656,250 131,531,250 $  8812(§ 05819 J.28% $ 9285 0098815 150258 0.5063 {50.0755} § Q.0442 s =
82,500 1.187.500 To% 108,350,975 131,171,878 § 152787 (8§ O.6R7 3.26% 15.227 | s 0.0%66|S 133245 0.5184 (S0.0773} § 00443 % e
82,500 1,187,500 6% 108,350,375 131,171,876 § 155842|% oO60%s 3.28% ¥ 1553 s 00%8|s 15623 05287 (S0.0792) $ 0.0443 g =
82,500 1,187 500 5% 108,359,378 131,171,875 § 58048 (§ 00152 3.26% 3 15842 | § 00%s[s 159995 0.5371 (500810} § 00443 s -
82,560 1,187,50 T5% 108 656,250 131,531,250 3 1B2118 (s 08307 A.26% 5 13158 |8 00868 |5 18258 (% 0.5478 (30.0826) 3 00443 s o
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,259,376 131,171,875 5 185348 |$§ 08438 Az28% 5 18452 | % 0o098g | & 18.574|S 05587 ($0.0849) § 0.044% 3 -
62,500 . 1,187 500 T5% 108,359 375 131,171,875 5 18,8844 (3 0.8567 3.26% $ /82| s 0096218 18908(§ 0.5698 150.0869) § 0.0443 5 o
62,500 1,167,500 75% 108,359,375 131,171,876 $ 172008 |8 o084 5.26% $ 17148 | § o0%6al1s 1724503 0,581 {50.0890) $ 0.0443 5 s
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,856,250 +31,531,250 L3 17,5435 |5 06837 3.28% $ 1749 |s 0ol 17584 s 05927 ($0.0011) $ 00443 5 =
62,500 1,187,900 75% 108,356,375 131,171,875 3 1768338 osT 3.268% s 17841 [ § boses|s 17939 § 0.5045 ($0.0232) 3 0.0443 s =
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,359,375 131971876 | § 1828005 o7ite] 326% |s  teasa|s  ooses|s 1ezes|s 0.8185 (§0:0854) 30,0443 s -
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,358,375 131,471,875 $ 185140 |8 07284 3.28% -3 18881 | § 00968($ 18858|% 05288 (50.0¢e7 5 00443 s o
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,858,250 131,531,250 3 109852 |8 07412 3.26% H 168833 | § C.0068|% 15.02%] % 06413 {50.9000) $ 0.0443 s =
2,500 1,187,500 5% 108,358,375 134,471,875 $ 1938328 07564 3.26% § 18311}3% C098a|s 19408 5 0.6540 {50.1023) § 00443 & -
82 500 4,187 50D 75% 108,356,375 131,171,875 5 %7008 Q778 2,28% s 19697 (8 JaBs{s 10.784 | & 0.8670 (501047 & 0.0443 § o
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108,350,375 131,171,875 $ 201d3tsS  0.7878 1.28% 5  20081{% Doese s 20188(% 0.6603 (S0.797 & 0.0443 k] o
62,500 1,187,500 75% 108 856,250 131,521,250 § 20545713 08008 328% |5 204533 0096815 20580(% .69 (307097 3 0.0443 & -
82,500 1,187,500 75% 138,369,375 131,171,878 $ 200585|% 08200 4,28% $  20803]s 00985 21.000}% 0.7077 (30,1123} & 0.0443 s -
62,500 1,187,500 75% 138,350,375 131,171,875 $  213T35|% Q&7 3.26% § 2an|s 0015 21418|$ 0.7217 (30.1150) § 0.0443 5 -
82,500 1187.500 |  75% 108,369,375 131971076 18 21uveels  ossse) azew |5 217e7|s  oosegls  2imuls 0.7361 (30.1977; § 00443 s -
62,500 1,187.500 7% 105,858,250 191,531,250 $ 22X4z{3 o082 3.26% $  22q8z|s 00088 |5 22279|% 0.7508 ($0.1205) § 0.0482 5 o
62,500 1,187,500 TE% 108,350,375 134,171,875 $ 2267841% o0.s88D 3.26% § 22Bx:|s 0.0%3 |5 22723|§% 0.7657 $0.1233) § C.0443 5 =
€2, 500 1,137 500 % 108,359,375 131.171,875 $ 2213%8(5 08072 3.28% $ DONags 0.0083|5 231475|% 7810 ($0.1262) § C.0443 S o
62,500 1,197 500 8% 108,359,375 131,171,875 S 2280231% 08257 328% $ Z3s0i|s 0098815 23837 |§ 0.7985 ($0.1292) § ©0.04d3 s -
62,500 1,187 500 5% 108,856,260 131,531,250 §  34.0831 |5 05448 5.28% $ 240115 008 |s 24407 |§ 0.8124 {30.1323) $ 00443 5 -
62 500 1, 187 800 75% 104,359 375 131,171,675 $ 245075 09833 128% 5 2449113 0.0EI_ § 2458R1% 0.5288 {50.1354) § 0.0443 S S

! Copucity wange for the vears 2014 through 2020 as per FPL annouat gas consumplion projections for REEC and CCEC faclitles. Capacity usage for the vears 2021 and bayond based upon aysumad 75% capacity usage load factor.
2/ Henry Hub Cost of Gas equal to price mefuded in FPL fuel prica forecas! published November 2008,
ym;mmamummmrmzmsmmmamm Wwithinn FPL fusl price foracast published Navarmtber 2068,

4/ FPL has large quantities of finm trensportation capacty under contract with 9oth FGT and Guifsiream. As there 15 a higher margina) cost associated with the use of EGT capacity than Gult LS d thal any ispaich activity would sarve
this highar cost FGT cap Thus, velueis Oy the ditferanca i cost between the yse of the Propased project capacity and the FGT capadty under contract.
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Docket No. 090172-F1

Capacity Holders on Pipelines Upstream of Transco Station 85
Exhibit TCS-10, Page 1 of 1

Guif South - Southeast Expansion Shippers (per 4/09 Index of Customers)

Shipper MDQ Delv. Pt.
Chesapeake Energy Marketing 120,000 Transco
Chesapeake Energy Marketing 100,080 Transco
EQG Resources 130,000 Transco
EQG Resources 200,000 Destin Guifstream
EQG Resources 50,000 Destin FGT
Oneok Energy Resources 100,000 Transco
Enerquest 10,600 Destin Gulfstream
Southeast Expansion Total 660,000

Gulf Crossing Shippers Utilizing Guif South Capacity Lease
{per 11/21/08 Neg. Rate Agmt. Filing in Docket No. RP09-61-001}

Shipper MDQ Delv. Pt.

Antero Resources Corp 20,000 Fransco
Antero Resources Corp 10,000 Transco
Antero Resources Corp 10,000 Transco
Conectiv Energy Supply 10,000 Transco
Devon Gas Services 50,000 Transco
Devon Gas Services 600,000 Transco
Deven Gas Services 50,000 Transco
Enterprise Products 200,000 Transco
BP Energy Company 150,000 Transco
Gulf Crossing Total 1,100,000

Midcontinent Express Shippers
(sourced from Neg. Rate filing made on 2/17/2009 in Docket No. CP08-6)

Shipper MDQ Delv. Pt.

Chesapeake Energy Marketing 300,0C0 Transco
Conectiv Energy Supply 10,000 Transco
Enerfin Resources 7,000 car
Enjet 15,000 CGT

EQG Resources 100,000 Transco
Gavilon 25,000 CGT
Iberdola Renewables 30,000 Transco
IW Gathering 30,000 Transco
Newfleld Exploration 225,000 CGT/IGT
Newfield £xploration 30,000 CGT/TAT
Newfield Explaration 20,000 CGT/TGT
Newfield Exploration 35,000 CGT/TGT
Newfield Exploration 40,000 CGT/TGT
OGE Resources 100,000 Transco
CQuicksiiver Resources 25,000 Transco
Unit Petraleum 15,500 Transco
XTO Petroleum 350,000 Transco

| Total (Al Pipes) to Transco Station 85 2,460,500 |




Docket No. 090172-EI

Marginal Cost to Transport to Transco Station 85
Exhibit TCS-11, Page 1 of 1

Marginal Cost to Transport Supplies from Perryville to Transco Station 85

Assumed Value of Compressor Fuel Ges at Perryville {avernge 2014 price per FPL forecast) $8.68 per MMBtu

Route 1 - MidContinent Express Pipeline (MEP] Variable Transportation Costs

MEP {Variable Cost to Transport Supplies from Field Points to Perryville)

Fue! Rate Zone 1 Retention Percentage 0.54%  50.0472 50.0472
MEP Unnacounted For Retention Percentage .15%  $0.0131 50.0131
MEP FTS Commeodity Rate S 0.0013 $0.0013 50.0013
Total Variable Cost via MEP to Perryvilie 50.0615 $0.0615

MEP {variable Cost to Transport Supplies from Field Points to Transco Station 85)

Fuel Rate Zone 1 Retention Percentage 0.54%  $0.0472 50.0472
Fuel Rate Zone 2 Retention Percentaga 0.14%  $0.0122 $0.0122
MEP Unpacounted For Retention Percentage 0.15%  $0.0130 $0.0130
MEP FTS Commodity Rate S 0.0013 $0.0013 0.0013
Total Variable Cost via MEP to Transca Station 85 $0.0737 50.0737
|Marginal transport cost to transport supplies to Station 85 vs. ta Perryville $0.0122 S0.0122 ]

Route 2 - Gulf South {East TX to Missississippl and Southeast Expansion Projects] Variable Transportation Costs

Boardwalk (Variable Cost to Transport Supplies from Field Points to Perryville]

Fuef and L&L} Rate 1.60%  50.1413 50.1413
Commoedity {Zone 1 te Zone 2) 0.0064 500064 $0.0064
Total Vartable Cost via Boardwalk to Perryville $0.1477 $0.1477

Boardwalk (Variable Cost to Transpart Supplies from Figld Points to Transco Station 85)

Fuel and L&WU Rate 1.60%  $0.1413 $0.1413

Commodity (Zone 1 to Zone 3} 0.0086  $0.0086 $0.0086

Total Variable Cost via Boardwalk to Parryville 50.1495 $0.1499
|Marginai tronsport cost to transport supplies to Station 85 vs. ta Perryville $0.0022  $0.0022 |

Route 3 - Gulf Crossing {using Gulf Crossing Capacity Lease on Gulf South Southeast Expansion) Variable Transportation Costs

Gulf Crossing (Variable Cost to Transport Supplies from Fleld Points to Perryville)

Guif Crossing Fue! and L&U Rate 1.00%  $0.0878 50,0878
Gulf Crossing Commodity Rate 0.0037 0.0037 50.0037
Total Vartable Cost via Guif Crossing to Perryville $0.0915 $0.0015

Gulf Crossing {Variable Cost to Transport Supplies from Field Points to Transco Station 85)

Gulf Crossing Fuel and L&U Rate 1.00%  $0.0878 S0.0878
Gulf Crossing Commadity Rate 0.0037  $0.0037 $0.0027
Incremental Fuel Retention Rate for service on Southeast Expansion Capacity Lease 0.54%  $0.0472 $0.0472
Incremental Commadity Rate for service on Scutheast Expansion Capacity Lease 0.0046 0046 $0.0046
Total Variable Cost via Gulf Crossing to Perryville $0.1433 §0,1433

margr’nal transport cost to transport suppiles to Station 85 vs. to Perryville 50.0518 $0.0518 J




Capacity Holders on Southeast Supply Header

Docket No. 090172-ElL
Exhibit TCS-12, Page 1 of 1

Southeast Supply Header Customer Listing
[Sourced from Neg. Rate Section of SESH Tariff (Tariff Sheets 21 through 21G )]

Rate Contract MDQ !
Shipper Schedule [Number (Dth/day)
EOG RESCURCES, INC. FTS 84005 50,000
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO FTS 84001 400,000
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO ETS 84002 100,000
FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION D/B/A PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA FTS 84006 150,000
FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION D/B/A PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA FTS 84007 50,000
SOUTHERN COMPANY SERVICES INC FTS 84004 176,000
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY FTS 84003 20,000
Subtotal - End Use Shippers Capacity MDQ _ 895,000
Subtotal - Producer Shippers (EQOG) Capacity MDQ 50,000

Total Contract MDQ 945,000



Docket Neo. 090172-E1

Total Cost to Transport from Perryville to FGT
Mobile Bay Area

Exhibit TCS-13, Page 1 of 1

Projected Delivered Cost of Gas Supplies to FGT/Gulfstream via Perryville Hub
Perryville Basis Range ($0.0800) ($0.1400)

Cost of Service on SESH

Reservation Charge {Current FPL Negatiated Rate) S0.2750 30.2750
Total Fixed Cost $0.2750 50.2750
Fuel Rate 0.70% $0.0613 $0.0613
Commaodity s 0.0045 50.0045 $0.0045
Total Marginal Cost $0.0658  S0.0658
Total Cost $0.3408  $0.3408

Value at FGT/Gulfstream (Perryville + Total Cost) 502508 50.2008



