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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 1481 1 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 Updated Gas Cost Savings Analysis 

TCS-9 Illustrative Map of Pipeline Facilities 

TCS-10 Capacity Holders on Pipelines Upstream of Transco Station 

85 

TCS-11 Marginal Cost to Transport to Transco Station 85 

TCS-12 Capacity Holders on Southeast Supply Header 

TCS-13 Total Cost to Transport fiom Perryville to FGT Mobile Bay 

Area 
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Q. 

A. 

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: 

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

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

prices 

Liquidity of Perryville Hub natural gas supplies available to FGT versus 

those available to Transco Station 85 and the Florida EnergySecure Line 

project; and 

Appropriate cost for FGT shippers to directly access supplies at Transco 

Station 85. 

SUMMARY 

Q. 

A. 

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 
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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 asf 

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 andor 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 suppo~t 

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 Langston 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 from 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; I 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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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

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 up011 

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 system 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 VI11 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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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

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 $75'7 

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'h 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 tci 

make an apples to apples comparison to the Florida EnergySecure Line project. 
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Q. 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 m:y 

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, 

A. 

NATURAL GAS PRICE FORECASTING METHODOLOGY 

Q. 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 

Shma, 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. 

A. 
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LIQUIDITY AT FGT - MOBILE BAY AREA 

VERSUS TRANSCO STATION 85 

Q. 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. I do not. In addition to providing a superior economic result for FPL? 

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. 

A. 

As described in detail on Page 20 of my direct testimony, with the initiation of its 

capacity contract on FGT’s Phase VI11 project, approximately 1.4 Bcffday of 

FPL’s 2.0 Bcffday 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 Bcffday of pipeline capacity from Penyville into its capacity on FGT and 
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Gulfstream. Further, FPL has been actively discussing potential additional 

capacity alternatives upstream of FGT and Gulfstream in support of both its 

existing capacity and its Phase VI11 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 Bcf/day out of 

about 2.0 Bcf/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 suppl:y 

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 a t  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? 
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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 Penyville 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-IO, about 2.5 Bcf/day of the approximate 3.0 Bcflday 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. 
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Q. 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”? 

No. I do 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 Penyville Hub versus at Transco 

Station 85. 

A. 

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 Penyville 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. 
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Q. 

A. 

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. I 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 tal 

transport gas supplies from field area locations to Transco Station 85 versus to the 

Penyville 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. 
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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 
MEP Crossine 

Basis to Penyille ($0.09) ~ ($0.14) ($0.09) - ($0.14) 

Basis to Transco St 85 0 ($0.0333) 

Incremental Value at 85 ($0.0567) - ($0.1067) ($0.0567) - ($0.1067) 

Mareinal Cost to St 85 

Netback Premium at St 85 

$0.0122 

$0.0445 - $0.0945 $0.0049 - $0.0549 

Gulf 
South 

($0.09)- ($0.14) 

@am) 
($0.0567) - ($0.1067:) 

$o.0022 

$0.0545 - $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 Penyville, these producer shippers 

14 



1 

2 

3 Q. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

will have an economic incentive to sell supplies at Transco Station 85 before 

making sales into the Penyville 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 FPI, 

markets. 

First, the Gulf South capacity lease is for a maximum capacity of only 260,000 

MMBtdday. Perhaps more importantly, while SESH has a maximum capacity of 

1 Bcflday, 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 Penyville 

15 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 MMBtdday of capacity (260,000 MMBtdday held by producers on Gulf 

South’s capacity lease of Destin Pipeline, 50,000 MMBtdday held by producers 

on SESH and 50,000 MMBtdday 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 

MMBtdday, the combined capacity available via the three pipeline routes to 

Transco Station 85 (MEP, Gulf Crossing and Boardwalk’s Southeast Expansion) 

is approximately 3 Bcflday 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 VI11 project is designed to source an incremental 821,000 MMBtdday from 

Mobile Bay area supply sources. In addition, Gulfsiream’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 VI11 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 VI11 shippers will need to obtain supplies in this 

same area sufficient to meet 821,000 MMBtdday of incremental Phase VI11 

demand indicates that the 360,000 MMBtdday of potentially available supplies 
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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 Penyville supply sources to support future 

natural gas needs than will the FGT/Gulfstream pipelines sourcing gas from tb: 

Mobile Bay area. 

Do the investment decisions made by producers over the past several years 

provide any indication of the potential liquidity of Penyville supplies at 

Transco Station 85 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-IO, 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. 

Q. 

A. 
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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 Bcf 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 I 

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 a1 

Mobile Bay. 
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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 fiom 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 supplier; 

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 Penyville to FGT is approximately $0.34 

per MMBtu. Thus, adding this transport cost to FGT witness Langston’s quoted 

market value of gas at Penyville of Henry Hub less $0.09 to $0.14 per MMBtti 

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 

Penyville 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 Penyville Hub supplies at lower delivered costs 

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

ACCESS TO SUPPLIES AT TRANSCO STATION 85 

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 @om time to time, and 

that iffinal design and cost of the Expansion exceeds the maximum tarizrate for 

this haul, then the maximum rates wiN be based upon the incremental cost of the 

21 
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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 or( 

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 Modernization 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. 

22 



1 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

2 A. Yes. 

23 



Life Cvcle Net Savinas of hotream Pbeline Proiect I Florida EnemvSocure Line Pmiect vs. Commnv E Proposal 

(a) Excess capacity retained by FPL. 
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U *  Attachment I 2 

6 - 5  

MDQ on T r a n m  85 lo Company B (SIMMBtU) (gmsad up for Company B Fuel) 
Transm 85 to Company B Reservation Charge (WMBluI 

Ca~acity Addition 2 
MDR (MMBlUdday) 
Re~ewation Charge (WdMBIu) 
MDR on Tranrm 85 lo Company B (WMMBIu) (gmssad up for Company B Fuel) 
Transco 85 b Company B Resewation Charge 1WMMBIU) 

$ 266,159,494 

CamCiN Addllion 3 
MDQ (MMBWlday) 
Resewation Charge (WdMBIu) 
MDQ on Tmmm 85 Io Company B (WMMBW) (grossed Up for Company B Fuel) 
Tranrm 85 10 Company B Rese~ation Charge IWMMBIu) 

I 267,725.99 

Capacity Addition 4 
MDQ (MMBWday) 
Resewation Charge (WdMBIU) 
MDQ on Transco 85 lo Company B (WMMBtu) (gmssed up for Company B Fuel) 
Tranrco 85 Io Company B Resewalion Charge IYMMBIu) 

Annual Cost of Resewation Chargas 

MDQ on T r a n m  85 lo Company B (SIMMBIu) (gmssed up for Company B Fuel) 
Transm 85 to Company B Resewation Charge (WdMBIu) 

I I 

I 9.924.700 I 1W.254.54 

I I 

I 267,725,988 

Reseielion C h a i e  (WMBIu) 
MDR on Trans- 85 lo Company B (WMMBW) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 

I 267.725.39 

11 The initial tranche Of capaclly under me Company 0 pmporsl rate has been ret as equal 
10 me quoted rale of $1.68 per MMBW quoted in Company B’s March 18,2009 pmpwsi 
less a sled price lracker ad)uslment of W.0085MMBW per $1 00 per Ian Of steel msl change. 
based upon a quoted sleel mst of 11975Mn and B mmnt $lee1 msl Of $1.350/lon. 

2/ In iupporl of future (beyond pmporai capam) natural gas demand. the Company 0 pmpomi 
rate has been erclaled a1 an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial pmposal included 
50,000 MMBtuidayin reMceSepl1.2012and350.000 inseM~ceSepl1.2013.meescalated 
ralein2014inciudeisne~calstionM12.5%of~emrlal2.5% PBryearforrineenmanIhrand 
lhe remaining87.5% of lhemrla12.5% peryearforfourmonths. 

31 Assums lateral ID Tranaco SI 85 placed in s e ~ i c e  in Sept. 2013. 

1.646 $ 
0.202 $ 

400,000 400.01 

- I  

I - $  

1.7; 

400,000 400.01 

400,000 400.01 
1.6: 

413,479 413.41 

2018 
5 1.81 
$ 0.2; 

400.M 

400.M 
$ 1.6; 

413.4; 
I 0.2i 

I 

I 

I 

$ 

5 

$ 

5 

5 

I 

I 

I 

s 
I 267.725.39 



Attachment I 

2019 2020 2021 
5 1.862 5 1.908 $ 1.956 
I 0.228 f 0.234 S 0.240 

u l N  Year 
2 "e Company B Proposed Rate - Escalated at 2.5% per year IIU - '2 i~ Rate for Potential Pipeline from Transw 85 to Company B - Escalated at 2.5% per year 31 

u! N $ 0 FPLDemandIMMBWday) 

2022 2023 2024 2025 
5 2.005 5 2.055 I 2.107 $ 2.159 
I 0.246 $ 0.252 I 0.258 $ 0.265 

400,WO 
6 1.627 

413,479 
5 0.200 

.. 
Reseiation Charge (YMMBiu) 
MDQ on Transm 85 to Company B (YMMBN) (gmrsed up for Company B Fuel) 
TRIIrco 85 to Company B Rererv~bon Charge (SIMMBhl) 

4w.000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 
$ 1.627 $ 1.627 $ 1.627 $ 1.627 $ 1.627 $ 1.627 

413.479 413,479 413,479 413.479 413.47~ 413.479 
$ 0.200 $ 0.200 $ 0.200 $ 0,200 $ 0.2w $ 0.200 

Caoasitv Addilion 2 
MDQ (MMBlulday) 
Resewation Charge (YMMBtu) 
MDQ on Transm 85 lo Company B (WMMBtu) (gmrsed up for Company B Fuel) 
Transm 85 to COmpany B Reservation Charge (WMMBtu) 

Camcity Addition 3 
MDQ (MMBtUlday) 
Resewation Charge (YMMBIU) 
MDQ on Transm 85 10 Company B (YMMBOU) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 
TRnSca 85 to Company B Re6eNBtiOn Char@ (SIMMBb) 

C l m c h  Addhion 4 
MDQ (MMBtWday) 
Reservation Charge (SIMMBtU) 
MDQ on Transw 85 to Company B (YMMBtu) (amsled up for Company B Fuel) 
Tranrm 85 la Company B Re~ervation Charge (WMMBtu) 

Caoacihl Addition 5 
MDQ (MMBtulday) 
Resewation Charge (YMMBtu) 
MDQ on Tranrco 85 to Company B (YMMBOUJ (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 
T m 6 m  85 to Company B Reservation Charge (SIMMBOU) 

" 9 ~ 

0 0 2 
f: ,r 
z 

Caoacihl Addition 5 
MDQ (MMBtUlday) 
Reservation Charge (YMMBtu) 
MDO on Transca 85 to Company B (SIMMBN) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 
Traniw 85 to Company B Rerervalion Charge (SIMMBtU) 

Company B Res. Fee (YMMiiu) 
MDQ on Trsn- Bs to Company B (UMMBtU) 1gm-d up fo, Company B Fuel) 
Tranrm 85 to Company B Resewation Charge (SIMMBOU) 

Annual Cost O f  Reliewition Charges 

s - 8  

s - $  

I - $  

5 - 5  

s - $  

$ - $  

11 The inifial tranche O f  capadfy under the Company B pmwssl rate has been set as equal 
to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBtu quoted in Company B's March 18.2009 pmpossl 
le59 a steel price tracker adjuslment of SO.O085/MMBlu per $100 per ton of sled mst dmnge 
baled upon a quoted steel wsl of S1975non and a wmnt steel cast of $1 ,350Ilon. 

21 In support Offuture (beyond pmpo5al capacily) natllralgss demand. the Company B proposal 
rate has been erclated at an mnml Berage Of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal included 
50,000 MMBtulday in sewice Sept I, 2012 and 350.000 in l e M e  Sept 1.2013. the escalated 
rate in 2014 includes an ercalstion of 12.5% of the cart at 2.5% per year lor sixteen months and 
theremsining87.5%ofthemrtal2.5% peryearforlourmonths. 

31 Assumes lateral to Tranvo St 85 placed in sewice in Sept. 2013. 

87,500 87.500 87.500 87,500 67.500 
- E  1.956 $ 1.956 $ 1.956 $ 1.956 $ 1.956 

90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90.449 
- I  0.240 $ 0.240 $ 0.240 5 0.240 $ 0.240 

87.500 87.500 87.500 87,500 
- s  - 5  2.005 $ 2.005 $ 2.005 5 2.035 

90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 
- $  - $  0.246 5 0.246 $ 0.246 $ 0.246 

175.000 175,OM) 175.000 
- $  - s  - I  2.055 $ 2.055 $ 2.055 

180,897 180.897 180.897 
. I  - $  - 5  0.252 I 0.252 $ 0.252 

5 - $  

$ . $  

400.000 I 4w.000 I 

- $  - 5  - E  - 5  - $  2.159 
180.897 

- $  - s  - I  - 5  - $  0.265 

I 251,725,988 f 268,459,494 f 358,114,604 S 410,262,924 f 566,155,981 f 635,704,708 f 789.359.510 

- 1  175.000 I 
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for Company B Fuel) 

for Company B Fuel) 

for Company B Fuel) 

wation Charge (SIMMBIu) 
MOO on T r a n m  85 to Company B (SMMBtU) (grossed up for Company B Fuel) 

1lTheiniUaltrsncheofcapacltyundtrlheCompanyB pmporalratehao beenretarequal 
to the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBW quoted in Company 61 March 18.2009 pmpOJal 
le%* a steel pow tracker adjustmem of W.0085MMBlu per$lOO perton of steel mrt change. 
based upon a quoted steel mst O f  $1975/Im and a currenl sleel mat of $l,350/ton. 

21 In supporl of future (beyond proporal capacity) natural gas demand. me Company B p m p l a l  
vale ha9 been esclated at an annual average Of 2.5% per year. A3 initial pmpwill induded 
50,000 MMBlulday in SBMCB Sept 1.2012 and 350.000 in neMw Sept 1.2013. lhe escalated 
rate in 2014 inciudes an escalation of 12.5% of lhe -61 at 2.5% per year forrideen months and 
me remaining 87.5% of the msta12.5% peryearforfourmonms. 

31 ASsUmes lateral to Transm SI  85 piaced in SeMce in Sept. 2013. 



Attachment I 

90,449 
s 0.240 

87.500 
$ 2.005 

90,449 
$ 0.246 

175.000 
$ 2.055 

MDO 0" TlllnSUl85 IO Company B (UMMBUI) (QmSSed Up for Company B Fuel) 
Tlanrm 85 Io Cornpaw B Resemlion Charge (YMMBUI) 

CaDacih Addition 2 
MDQ (MMBbdday) 
Resewation Charge (YMMBtu) 
MDQ on Transm 85 lo Company B (WMMBUI) (grossed up far Company B Fuel) 
Trannca 85 to Campany B Reservation Charge (SmMBIu) 

90.449 90,449 90,449 90.449 90,449 90,449 
5 0.240 s 0.240 S 0.240 5 0.240 $ 0.240 I 0.240 

87.500 87.500 87.500 8 7 . W  87.500 87,500 
$ 2.005 $ 2.005 S 2.005 S 2.005 5 2.005 $ 2.005 

90,449 90.449 90,449 90.449 90,449 90.449 
$ 0.246 5 0.246 S 0.246 $ 0.246 $ 0.246 5 0.246 

175,000 175,000 175.000 175.000 175.W 175.000 
$ 2.055 I 2.055 $ 2.055 S 2.055 $ 2.055 $ 2.055 

MDQ on Tmnsm85 io Campa& B (YMMBIU) (grossed up forcompany B Fuel) 
Transm 85 10 Company B Rerervation Charge (WMMBIU) 

C a m c i h  Addition 4 
MOO (MMBlulday) 
Reservation C h a w  (SIMMBlu) 
MDO 0" Tan= 85 10 Company B (SIMMBIU) (gmsred up for Company B Fuel) 
TRn Im 85 10 Company 8 Resewation Charge (YMMBIu) 

~~~~ 

180,897 
$ 0.252 

Caoacihl Addition 5 
MDQ (MMBtulday) 
ReJewation Charge (UMMBtu) 
MDQ on TranECD 85 lo Company B (UMMBUI) (QmSsed up for Company B Fuel) 
Transco 85 10 Company B Rerervation Charge iUMMB1U) 

. 
180.897 180.897 180.897 180,897 180.897 180,897 

$ 0.252 $ 0.252 $ 0.252 $ 0.252 S 0.252 $ 0.252 

MDQ on T r a n m  85 10 Company B (YMMBlU) (gmssed up for Company B Fuel) 

87.500 
s 2.107 

90,449 
5 0.258 

11 The initial lranche of capacity under the Company B pmporai rate has been re1 as equal 
lo the quoted rate of $1.68 per MMBlu qu led  in Company 6 s  March 18. 2009 proposal 
less a steel price backer adjustment of SD.00851MMBlu per S I 0 0  per ton of sled mst change. 
based upon a quoted steel msl ofS1975flon and a current steel mst of S1.3Ymon. 

21 In SUppDrl of future ( k p n d  pmp~sal  capacity) natural gas demand. the Company B pmpaaal 
rate has been erclsted 81 an annual average Of 2.5% per year. A I  initial proposa included 
50,000 MMBtulday in se- Sepl I, 2012 and 350,000 in sewice Sept 1,2013, the escalated 
ratein2014includeranercalationof 12.5%ofmemrtal2.5%peryearlorsineenmonlhrand 
the remaining 87.5% Of the cost at 2.5% per year forfour manths. 

31 Assumes laleral lo Tranrca S185 placed in sewice in Sepl. 2013. 

87,500 81,500 87,500 87.500 87.500 87,504 

90.449 90.449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 
S 2.107 $ 2.107 $ 2.101 $ 2.107 $ 2.107 I 2.107 

$ 0.258 $ 0.256 $ 0.258 $ 0.258 $ 0.258 S 0.258 

175,000 
$ 2.159 

180,897 
s 0.285 

175.000 175,000 175,000 175.000 175.000 175,000 
S 2.159 $ 2.159 $ 2.159 S 2.159 $ 2.159 $ 2.159 

180.897 180.897 180,897 180.897 180,897 180.897 
$ 0.265 $ 0.265 $ 0.295 S 0.265 $ 0.265 $ 0.265 

175,000 175,000 
s 2.213 $ 2.213 

180.897 180,897 
0.271 S 0.271 

175.000 175.000 175,000 175,000 175,004 
5 2.213 $ 2.213 $ 2.213 $ 2.213 $ 2.213 

180,897 180.897 180.897 180,897 180.897 
$ 0.271 5 0.271 5 0.271 $ 0.271 $ 0.271 

$ 951,235,004 I $ 948,636.002 1 $ 848,638,002 I f 948,656,002 I $ 951.235,W4 I I 948,636,002 I $ 948,656,002 



175,000 175,000 175.000 175.000 175.000 175.000 175,000 
Renewation Charge (YMMBtu) 2.055 5 2.055 $ 2.055 $ 2.055 $ 2.055 5 2.055 
MDO on Tranru, 65 to Commnv 0 lYMM01u) iomrred YO for Comomv B Fuel) 1 %  180,897 I 180,897 I 180,897 I 180,897 I 180,897 I 16% I 180.597 . ,  I $  0,252 I $ 0.252 I $ 0.252 I $ 0.252 I $ 0.252 I 5 0.252 I $ 0.252 

I I I I I I I 
Camcity Addition 4 
MDO (MMBlulday) 87.500 87.500 67.500 87,500 87,500 87.500 67,500 
Resewation Charge (WMMBlu) $ 2.107 5 2.107 $ 2.107 $ 2.107 $ 2.107 $ 2.107 I 2.107 
MDQ on Tranrur 85 10 Company 8 (YMMBtu) (grossed up for Company 0 Fuel) 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90,449 90.449 90,449 
TranLM 85 lo Company 0 Rese~stion Charge (YMMBtu) $ 0.256 5 0.258 $ 0.258 5 0.258 $ 0.258 $ 0.258 $ 0.258 

Capacihl Addition 5 
MDO (MMBtulday) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000 175.000 175,000 175.000 
Resewation Charge (YMMBIu) I 2.159 5 2.159 $ 2.159 $ 2.159 $ 2.159 S 2.159 S 2.159 

Tranaur 85 Io Company B Resetvation Charge (SIMMBtu) 5 0.265 5 0.265 S 0.265 5 0.265 5 0.265 $ 0.255 $ 0.265 
MDQ on Tranru, 85 to Company B (YMM0lu) (groaned up for Company 0 Fuel) 180.697 180.897 180,897 180.897 180.897 180.897 180,897 

l iThe initial lrsnche of capauty Under the Company 0 pmposal rate has been s a  as equal 
to me quoted rate of $1.68 per MM0U quoted in Company Bz March 18.2009 pmpmal 
less a steel ptice Vacker adjuatment of 5O.WBS/MMBtu per $100 per ton of steel mst change 
bared upon a quoted steel mst of $1975Ron and a wment steel mst of $1.35011on. 

2l In support of future (beyond pmpood capadly) natural gas demand. lhe Company 0 pmpasal 
rate has been eKlsted at an annual average of 2.5% per year. As initial proposal induded 
50,OOOMMBtuldayin seMceSepl t . 2012and350 .000 inse~ceSept l .  2013,lheescalated 
rate in 2014 includes an e ~ I a t i 0 0  Of 12.5% Of lhe cost at 2.5% per yearfar rixieeeen months and 
the remaining 57.5% of the cost at 2.5% per yearforfour manthr. 

31 Arrvmer lateral to Tranru, St85 placed in service in Sept. 2013. 
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Attachment 111 B 

OmDanv E PlDeline PmDmai 
MDQ (MMBfulday) 
Upsbeam Apeline Rolect Res. Fee (SIMMBIu] 

600.000 800,000 6W.OW 6W,OW 600,000 600.000 

Ad- 
MDQ (MMBUday) 
Resamtmn Charge (SIMMBIU) I 

WDaCiN Addtion 4 
MDQ (MMBlulday) 
Resanalion Charge ($/MMm) 

Annual Cost of Resowation Charges - 

lime inltlal tranche of capaclly under the Company E proposal rate has been set as 
equal to lhs quoted rate of S I  .09 pr MMBhl as quoted in COmpMV EO pmpsal le= a 
steel pnce tracker adiusbnsnl of S0.014WMMBb per S1W per ton 01 steel cost change 
and baseduponaqwtedsteel costafS2.30Monandaa~rrentstee( coslof61,MMon. 

21 In support of Mure (beyond PmPOSai capadty) natural gas demand, Me Company E 
PrOP0sal rate has been esdated al an annual average of2.5U p r  year. 



y1 ... - z 
m 
3 z  Attachment 111 B 
vir. 
M O  

Caoacih, Addition 4 
MDQ (MMBtulday) 
Reservation Charge ($IMMBtu) $ - 5  - $  - $  - $  

I1 The in ual tranche of capaclty "naer tne Company E proposal rate nas been set as 
eqdal 10 !ne q-oted rate of $1 09 per MMBtu as quoted in Company E'S proposal ess a 
steel pnce l r a c m  adjLstment of SO 01401MMBtu per $100 per Ion of steel cost change 
and baseo "pori a quoted Steel cost of S2.300non and a current steel cost of S1.300lton 

2. In sb.ppon of hture (oeyona proposal wpaclty, nakra. gas oemand the Company E 
proposal rate has been esclatea at an ann.al average of 2 5% per year 
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11 The initial tranche m capacity under the Company E proposal rate has been set BS 
equal to the quoted rate of $1.09 per MMBtu 86 quoted in Company E's proposal less a 
Steel price trader adiustment off0.014WMMBm perS1W perton of steel a31 change 
and based upon a quoted steel cost of $2.300/ton and a current sled cosl of $l.BWlton. 

21 In support of fuhw (beyond proposal capady) nshlral gas demand. the Company E 
proposal rate has been esdated at an annual average d2.5% per year. 
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Docket No. 090172-El 
Capacity Holders on Pipelines Upstream of Transco Station 85 
Exhibit TCS-10, Page 1 of 1 

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

Shipper 
Chesapeake Energy Marketing 
Chesapeake Energy Marketing 
EOG Resources 
EOG Resources 
EOG Resources 
Oneok Energy Resources 
Enerqueat 

Southeast Expansion Total 

MDQ Delv. Pt. 
100,000 Transco 
100,000 Transco 
100,000 Transco 
200.000 Destin Gulfstream 

100,000 Transco 
50,000 Destin FGT 

10,000 Destin Gulfstream 

660,000 

Gulf Crossing Shippers Utilizing Gulf South Capacity Lease 
(per 11/21/08 Nag. Rate Agmt. Filing in Docket No. RP09-81-001) 

Shlpper 
Antero Resources Corp 
Antero Resources Corp 
Antero Resources Corp 
Conectiv Energy Supply 
Devon Gas Services 
Devon Gas Sewices 
Devon Gas Sewices 
Enterprise Products 
BP Energy Company 

Gulf Crossing T O M  

MDP Delv. pt 
20,000 Transco 
10,000 Transco 
10,000 Transco 
10,000 Transco 

50,000 Transco 
600,WO Transco 
50,000 Transco 

200,000 Transco 
150.000 Transco 

1,100,000 

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

Shlpper 
Chesapeake Energy Marketing 
Conectiv Energy Supply 
Enerfin Resources 
Enjet 
EOG Resources 
Gavilon 
lberdola Renewabler 
kW Gathering 
Newfield Exploration 
Newfield Exploration 
Newfield Exploration 
Newfield Exploration 
Newfield Exploration 
OGE Resources 
Quicksilver Resources 
Unit Petroleum 
XTO Petroleum 

M W  
300,000 
10,000 
7,000 
15,000 

100,000 
25,000 
30,000 
30,000 
225,000 
30,000 
20,000 
35,004 
40,000 
100,000 
25,000 
15,500 

350,000 

Delv. PL 
Transco 
Transco 
CGT 
CGT 
Transco 
CGT 
Transco 
Transco 
CGT/TGT 
CGTITGT 
CGTRGT 
CGTDGT 
CGT/TGT 
Transco 
Transco 
Transco 
Transco 

ITotal (A// P/pes) to Transco Statbn 85 2,460,500 I 



Docket No. 090172-E1 
Marginal Cost to Transport to Transco Station 85 
Exhibit TCS-11, Page 1 of 1 

Marclinal Cost to Transport Supplies from Perwviile to Transco Station 85 

$8.69 per MMBtU Assumed Value of Compressor Fuel Gas at Perryville (weroge 2014 price per FPL forecost) 

Route 1 - MidContinent EWWS Pioeiine iMEPl Variable Transportation Costs 

MEP (Variable Cost to Transport Suoelies from Field Points to  Perwillel 
Fuel Rate Zone 1 Retention Percentage 
MEP Unnacounted For Retention Percentage 
MEP FTS Commodity Rate 
Total Variable Cost via MEP to Perryville 

MEP (Variable Cost to Transport SuDDlies from Fieid Points to Transco Station 851 
Fuel Rate Zone 1 Retention Percentage 
Fuel Ratezone 2 Retention Percentage 
MEP Unnacounted For Retention Percentage 
MEP FE Commodity Rate 
Total Variable Cost via MEP to Transco Station 88 

0.54% $0.0472 $0.0472 
0.15% $0.0131 $0.0131 

$ 0.0013 50.0013 $0.0013 
$0.0615 $0.0615 

0.54% $0.0472 $0.0472 
0.14% $0.0122 $0.0122 
0.15% $0.0130 $0.0130 

$ 0.0013 5o.0013 5o.0013 
$0.0737 $0.0737 

)Morginol transport cost to transport supplies to Stotion 85 w. to Perrpil le $0,0122 $0.0122 

Route 2 -Gulf South (East TX to  MissississiDDi and Southeast Exoansion Proiectsl VariableTransDortation Costs 

Boardwalk (Variable Cost to  TranSDOrt SuDDlies from Field Points to Perrvvillel 
Fuel and L&U Rate 
Commodity (Zone 1 to Zone 2) 
TotalVariableCostvia Boardwalk to Perryville 

Boardwalk (Variable Cost to  Transport SuDolies from Fieid Points m Transco Station 851 
Fuel a n d  L&U Rate 
Commodity (Zone 1 to Zone 3) 
Total Variable Cost via Boardwalk to Perwville 

1.60% $0.1413 $0.1413 
0.0064 5o.0064 $aQ!m 

$0.1477 $0.1477 

1.60% $0.1413 $0.1413 
0.0086 $QL!QPS $&QW 

$0.1499 $0.1499 

I ~ a r g i n . ~  tronsport cost to tronsport supplies to stotlon 8s VS. to Penpi f ie  50.m22 $0.0022 I 

Route 3 -Gulf Crarrine. IuSinR Gulf Crossina Capacity Lease on Gulf South Southeast ExDansionl Variable TransDortation Costs 

Gulf Crossina (Variable Cost to  Transoort Supplies from Fleld Points to Perrvvillel 
Gulf Crossing Fuel and L&U Rate 
Guif Crossing Commodity Rate 
Total Variable Cost via Guif Crossing to Qerryvilie 

Gulf Crossing (Variable Cost toTranSDOn SuDDlieS from Field Points to Transto Station 881 
Gulf Crossing Fuel and L&U Rate 
Guif Crossing Commodity Rate 
Incremental Fuel Retention Rate for sewice on Southeast Expansion Capacity Lease 
Incremental Commodity Rate for service on Southeast Expansion Capacity Lease 
Total Variabie Cost via Gulf Crossing to Perwville 

1.00% $0.0878 $0.0878 
0.0037 $0.0037 $0.0037 

$0.0915 $0.0915 

1.00% $0.0878 $0.0878 
0.0037 $0.0037 $0.0037 
0.54% $0.0472 $0.0472 
0.0046 5o.0046 

$0.1433 $0,1433 

Morginrrl trrmrport cost to transport supplies to Station 85 w. to Penywille $0.0518 $0.0518 1 



Southeast SUOP~V Header Customer Listinq 
[Sourced from Neg. Rate Section of SESH Tariff (Tariff Sheets 21 through 216 )] 

F G &  Rate Contract MDQ 

Subtotal - End Use Shippers Capacity MDQ 
Subtotal ~ Producer Shippers (EOG) Capacity MDQ 

Total Contract MDQ 

895,000 
50,000 

945,000 



Docket No. 090172-E1 
Total Cost to Transport from Penyvjlle to FGT 
Mobile Bay Area 
Exhibit TCS-13, Page 1 of 1 

Proiected Delivered Cost of Gas Suaplies to FGT/Gulfstream via Perrvville Hub 

Perryville Basis Range ($0.0900) ($0.1400) 

Cost of Service on SESH 
Reservation Charge (Current FPL Negotiated Rate) $0.2750 $0.2750 
Total Fixed Cost $0.2750 $0.2750 

Fuel Rate 
Commodity 
Total Marginal Cost 

Total Cost 

Value at  FGT/Gulfstream (Perryville + Total Cost) 

0.70% $0.0613 $0.0613 
0.0045 $0.0045 $0.0045 

$0.0658 $0.0658 

$0.3408 $0.3408 

$0.2508 $0.2008 


