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DIRECT TESTIMONY
of
WILLIAM R. JACOBS JR., Pi.D.
On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel
Before the
Florida Public Service Commission
Docket No. 110009-EI

LINTRODEUCTION -

- PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Witliam R. Jacobs, Jr., Ph.D. I am a Vice President of GDS Associates,
Inc. My business address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, Georgia,

30067.

DR. JACOBS, PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE, |

I received a Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering in 1968, a Master of Science in
Nuclear Engineering in 1969 and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering in 1971, all from
the Georgia Institute of Technology. 1 am a registered professional engineer and a
member of the American Nuclear Society. T have more than thirty years of
experience in the electric power industry including more than twelve years of power
plant construction and start-up experience. I have participated in the construction and
start-up of éevell power plants in this couniry and overseas in management positions
including start-up manager and site manager. As a loaned employee at the Institute (;f
Nuclear Power Operations (“INPO™), I participated in the Construction Project
Evaluation Program, performed operating plant evaluations and assisted in the
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development of the Outage Management Evaiuation Program. Since joining GDS
Associates, Inc. in 1986, [ have participated in rate case and litigation support
activities related to power plant construction, operation and decommissioning. I have
evaluated nuclear power plant outages at numerous nuclear plants throughout the
United States. I am currently on t.he management committee of Plum Point Unit 1, a
650 MWe coal fired power plént under construction near Oscecla, Arkansas, As a

member of the management committee, I assist in providing eversight of the EPC

contractor for this project. I am currently the Georgia Public Service Commission’s

{GPSC) Independent Construction Monitor for Georgia Power Vogtle 3 and 4 nuclear
project. As the Independent Construction Monitor I assist the GPSC Commissioners
and Staff in providing regulatory oversight of the project. My monitoring activities
include regular meetings with project management personnel and regular visits to the
Vogtle plant site to monifor construction activities and assess the project schedule and

budget. My resume is included as Exhibit WRI-1.

WERE YOU ASSISTED BY OTHER GDS PERSONNEL IN THIS EFFORT?

Yes, I was. In additiqn to myself, the GDS team involved in the review and
evaluation of the requests for anthorization to recover costs consisted of Mr. James P.
MeGaughy, Jr., a former nuclear utility executive with over 37 years of experience,
and Mr. Brian Smith, an expert in production cost modeling and feasibility analyses.
Mr. Smith is sponsoring testimony on an aspect of our review. His qualifications are
contained in his prefiled testimony. The resume of Mr. McGaughy is attached to this
testimony as Exhibit WRI-2. I have reviewed the work of Mr. McGaughy, and have

incorporated and adopted it as my own in this testirmony.
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WHAT IS THE NATURE OF YOUR BUSINESS? |

GDS Associates, Inc. (“GDS”) is an engineering and consulting firm with offices in
Marietta, Georgia; Austin, Texas; Manchester, New Hampshire; Madison, Wisconsin,;
and Auburn, Alabama. GDS provides a variety of services to the electric utility
industry including power supply planning, generation support services, rates and
regulatory counsulting, financial analysié, load forecasting and statistical services.
Generation support services provided by GDS include fossil and nuclear plant
monitoring, plant ownership feasibility studies, plant management audits, production
cost modeling and expert testimony on matters relating to plant management,
construction, licensing and performance issues in technicaIA litigation and regulatory

proceedings.

WHOM ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
I am appearing on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“OPC™), who

represents the ratepayers of Florida Power & Light Company.

WHAT WAS YOUR ASSIGNMEN’I‘ IN THIS PROCEEDiNG?

1 was asked to assist the Florida Office of Public Counsel to copduct a review and
evaluation of requests by Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) for authority to
collect historical and projected costs associated with extended power uprate (“EPU™)

projects being pursued at the Turkey Point 3 and 4 and Si. Lucie 1 and 2 nuclear

[}

" plants, and historical and projected costs associated with FPL’s Turkey Point 6 and 7

new nuclear project through the capacity cost recovery clause.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

3
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Yes. 1 testified on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel in the previous
NCRC proceedings in Dockets No. 080009-EI, 090009-EI and 100009-EL

PI;EASE PROVIDE A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE NATURE AND STATUS
OF FPL’S NUCLEAR PROJECTS.

FPL currently has two major nuclear projects under way. The most active project at
this time is the project to increase the generating capacity of FPL’s existing nuclear

units, Turkey Point 3 and 4 and St. Lucie 1 and 2, by 4 total of 450 megawatts. This

- project is referred to as the extended power uprate or EPU project. It is currently.

scheduled to be completed in 2013. FPL has spent approximately $700 million of an
estimated total cost of $2.48 billion on the EPU project. The second project is the

development of Turkey Point 6 and 7, a new nuclear plant consisting of two

Westinghouse AP1000 reactors. This project is in the licensing stage. It is projected

to provide 2,200 megawatis of capacity with on line dates of 2022 and 2023. At this
time FPL has spent $129 million of an estimated “overnight cost” {that excludes

carrying costs and escalation) of $11.1 biflion.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE FPL’s REQUEST FOR COST RECOVERY IN THIS
DOCKET UNDER THE NUCLEAR COST RECOVERY CLAUSE.
FPL is requesting authority to include $196,004,292 of nuclear cost items in the 2012

Capacify Cost Recovery factor.

L. METHODOLOGY

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY THAT YOU USED TO
REVIEW AND EVALUATE THE REQUESTS FOR AUTHORIZATION TO
COLLECT COSTS SUBMITTED BY FPL UNDER THE NUCLEAR COST

RECOVERY CLAUSE.
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I first reviewed the Company’s filings in this docket and assisted in the issuance of
numerous interrogatories and requests for production of documents. To evaluate the
issues related fo project schedule, cost and risk management, I reviewed many
internal documents, status reports and correspondence with regulatory suthorities. I
reviewed responses té discovery requests and issued additional discovery requests as

needed. I assisted OPC attorneys with the depositions of FPL witnesses.

Q.WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.

In my testimony, I will address three subjects. The first subject is the inappropriate
methodology that FPL employs to assess the long-term feasibility of its EPU uprate

project. Next, I will describe how the deficient feasibility methodology and

imprudence on FPL’s part in the areas of selecting a “fast track™ approach for the

EPU project, estimating the overall costs of the uprate projects and managing risk
during the project have potentially placed the utility in the position of incurring

unreasonable costs that are in excess of those associated with an alternative

generation plan and so should be disallowed from the amounts that FPL is authorized

to collect from customers. Finally, I will address the issue relating to the estimate of
the capital costs of its EPU project that FPL submitted in prefiled testimony dated
May 1, 2009, and that it decided not to update either prior to or during the September

2009 hearing in Docket No. 050009-EL.

TILSUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS WITH RESPECT T(Q THE
METHODOLOGY THAT FPL USES TO PERFORM ITS FEASIBILITY

ANALYSES OF THE UPRATE PROJECTS.
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[ conclude that FPL’s comparison of the cumulative present value of revenue
requirements of two resource plans--one incorporating the nuclear uprate projects and
another without the nuclear uprates-- in which FPL excludes amounts already spent
from the capital costs of the “with uprate” scenario, is ill-suited to the circumstance of
FPL’s EPU ﬁprate project. This is because FPL had little grasp of what the capital
costs would be at the beghming of the project, and FPL’s estimates of the cost of
cdmpleting the projects (“to-go costs™) have increased dramatically lfrom the outset.
Excluding “sunk costs” is an accepted way of performing a feasibility study when the
overall project cost is known, stable and well defined. However, if the project costs
are largely unknown and estimates are understated at the outset, and if as a result the
“to go” costs increase nearly as much as the annual “past épenf’ aniount that is
excluded from the com_parison over time, the exercise can cause misleading results;
based only on “to go” costs, the analysis will likely continue to show feasibility, but

when all costs are considered, the project may be uneconomical for customers, If

there was ever a valid basis for using the comparison of revenue requirements as the

means of evaluating the feasibility of the uprate projects, it has eroded in light of
FPL’s experience with estimating the costs of the project. My GDS colleague, Brian
Smith, will illustrate the problem and propose a means of compensating for the

distortion préduced by FPL’s inappropriate methodology pending the adoption of a

_replacement methodology. In that regard, for future feasibility studies I recommend

that the Commission direct FPL to perform a “break-even” analysis for the uprate
projects similar to the “break-even’ study that it prepares to support the long-term
feasibility of its proposed new nuclear units, and to calculate separate such

“breakeven” thresholds for the St. Lucie and Tutkey Point sites.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY CONCERNING
MANAGEMENT IMPRUDENCE AND YOUR RECOMMENDATION THAT
THE COMMISSION DISALLOW COSTS FOR THE EPU PROJECT THAT
AREFE GREATER THAN THE BREAKEVEN COSTS.

FPL’s uprate projects began with what FPL styles an initial “scoping” study, followed
by an “indicative” bid from Bechtel, its EPC coniractor. As FPL’s witness Jones
ackndwledg;':s, an uprate to an existing nuclear unit is a hugely complex undertaking.
At the beginning, it is imbued with enormous uncertainties. This type of project is
uniquely unsuitable for the fast track approach, in which an organization commits to a
project and spends large sums before it has any idea of the nitimate cost. Not only
did I'PL not have a feasonable idea of the final cost of the project, FPL exacerbated

the situation by failing to quantify the “breakeven’ point (that is, the maxinum cost

‘per installed kW of uprate capacity that would be as cost-effective or more cost-

effective than the alternative to the uprate). Such a “breakeven” anal}_fsis is better
suited to a project that is characterized by substantial uncertainty than is the
comparison of revenue requirements that FPL adopted as its long term feasibility
methodology for ifs uprate prqjects. Even today, FPL does not have a good handle on
the ultimate cost of the uprates, and it does not incorporate a contingency factor that
is adequate for the circumstances. Further, FPL was slow {0 recognize and take into
account early indications that its initial estimates were inadequate. These missteps
constitute imprudence that has exposed customers ‘to the real likelihood that costs of a
plan with the uprate projects will be higher than corresponding costs of a resource
plan that does not include the projects. In fact, OPC wimess and fellow GDS
consultant Brian Smith will demonsirate that, at this stage of the projects, FPL’s own
data indicate that customers will see net costs, not net benefits, from the wprate

7
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projects. This is the case even though the biggest expenditures are yet to come. To
protect the customers from having to bear unreasonable costs occasioned by FPL’s
imprudence, I recommend that the Commission should disallow all costs greater than
the breakeven cost from the amount that FPL seeks to collect through the NCRC.
Because estimated capital costs and years of operations remaining prior to the
expiration of operating licenses differ materially between the St. Lucie and Turkey
Point uprate activities, I further recommend that the Commission direct FPL to
perform a breakeven analysis for each EPU project, so that the economic feasibility
and the justification for the continuation of the extended uprate project at each plant

site can be evaluated individually rather than being lumped together.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUﬁ CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE ISSUE OF WHETHER
FPL SHOULD HAVE AMENDED ITS TESTIMONY CONCERNING ITS
ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE UPRATE
PROJECTS DURING THE SEPTEMBER, 2009 EVIDENTIARY HEARING.
Based on my review of information provided in discovery, I conclude the information
regarding the cost of the EPU projects that FPL included in prefiled testimony in May
2009 was not. the most current view of the utility, as the estimate in the M.ay prefiled
testimony had been effectively superseded by revised estimates as of the Executive
Steering Commiftee meeting of July 25, 2009. At that time, managers of the uprate
projects increased the estimate contained in May 2009 prefiled testimony by some
$300 million, repres;anﬁng a 21%_iﬁcrease above the estimate contained in the
prefiled testimony. FPL’s uprate managers adjusted their estimates of capital costs

again in August 2009, when they increased estimated capital costs by another $144.5

8
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million, or a total of $443.6 million more than the amount FPL had been usin gasits
estimate since 2007. FPL should have apprised the Commission of these
developments no later than the time when its witness testified in the evidentiary

hearing conducted on September 8, 2009. Further, because the capﬁal cost estimate is

-akey component of the utility’s long-term feasibility study which the Comimission’s

rule requires FPL to present annually, FPL also should have revised its feasibility
calculations to reflect the increased capital cost estimate and the correspondingly

lower benefits associated with the increase during the same hearing. I am informed

by OPC’s counsel that OPC regards these failures as a violation of the rule governing

the nuclear cost recovery clause.
IV. FPL’S INAPPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY FOR MEASURING
LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF UPRATES
PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE METHODOLOGY THAT FPL EMPLOYS IN
ITS ANALYSIS OF THE LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF THE UPRATE
PROJECTS.
FPL uses a methodology called the Current Present Value of Revénue Requirements
(CPVRR). Using this methodology, the Company compares the revenue
requirements flowing from a generation portfolio containing the EPU projects to a
generation portfolio without the EPU projects for the entire life of the Ijrojects. The
revenue reguirements include fuel costé, capiial costs, operatiﬁg costs and all other
costs related to operation of the plants. FPL calculates the present value of these
costs and comﬁares the sum of the revenue requirements for each generation
portfolie. The generation portfolio with the lower CPVRR is considered to be the

more economical portfolio. FPL excludes expenditures incurred prior to the analysis,
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and includes only the remaining costs to complete the unit as capital costs, on the

basis that the expenses incurred in prior periods are “sunk costs.”

DID YOU ADDRESS THIS CHOICE OF METHODOLOGIES IN THE
TESTIMONY THAT YOU SUBMITTED IN POCKET NO. 100009, PRIOR
TO THE DECISION TO DEFER FPL-RELATED ISSUES TO THIS
HEARING CYCLE?

Yes, I discussed my view of the shortcomings of the methodology as it is applied to
the EPU uprate projects in the prefiled testimony that I presented in Docket No.

100009-EL. The comments that I made in that testimony remain valid.

PL]'—EASE‘ TELL THE COMMISSIONERS WHY YOU BELIEVED THEN,
AND CONTINUE 'TO BELIEYE NOW, THAT FPL’S METHODOLOGY, AS
IT IS APPLIED TO THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS, IS DEFICIENT.

The CPVRR method utilizing only cost to complete is appropriate for evaluating a’
project with known and stable cost. As I explained in my testimony in Docket No.
100009-EJ, this method is not appropriate for evaluating the economics of a project
for which the final estimated cost is rapidly increasing. If the estimated total cost is
increasing at a rate that approximates the expenditures on the project, the cost to
complete will be unchanged while the total project cost is rapidly increasing. This

masks the frue picture of whether the project is economically feasible.

ARE THERE INDICATIONS THAT THE SHORTCOMING THAT YOU
DESCRIBE IS AFFECTING THE VALIDITY OF THFE. RESULTS OF THE

ANNUAL ANALYSIS THAT ¥PL CONDUCTS?

10
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Yes. As discussed further in the testimony of OPC witness Brian Smith, it appears
that the EPU projects provide net costs, not net benefits, to customers when total costs
of the project are considered and compared to the alternative generation portfolio.
Yet, FPL’s feasibility analyses, which ignore past expenditures, continue to show that

the EPU projects have economic henefit.

HOW DOES THE METHODOLOGY THAT FPL EMPLOYS TO MEASURE
LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF ITS EPU UPRATE PROJECTS COMPARE
TO THAT WHICH IT USES TO ASSESS THE FEASIBILITY OF ITS
PROPOSED NEW TURKEY POINT NUCLEAR UNITS?

FPL uses a “breakeven” methodology to assess the feasibility of the new Turkey

Point 6 and 7 units. In the breakeven methodology, FPL calculates the total capital

cost at which the CPVRR of a generation portfolio including the new nuclear units
equals the CPVRR of the alternate generation portfolio. If the cost of the new nuclear
units exceeds the breakeven cost, the units are not ¢economically feasible. If the cost

is less than the breakeven cost, they are econoinically feasible.

WHAT INFORMATION DOES A BREAKEVEN ANALYSIS PROVIDE, AND
IN WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES IS THIS INFORMATION USEFUL?

A breakeven analysis provides the project total cost that the project must come in at
or below for the project to be beneficial to ratepayers. This information is very useful
for project managers to monifor the ultimate feasibility of the project ag the project
proceeds. If project cost estimates are rapidly increasing, the breakeven analysis
provides an early warning to project managers that the project may no longer be

feasible.

I1
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HAS FPL CONbUCTED A BREAKEVEN_ ANALYSIS FORITS UPRATE
PROJECTS THAT IS SIMILAR TO THE ONE I'T PERFORMS FOR ITS
PROPOSED NEW NUCLEAR UNITS?

No. In response to OPC Interrogatory No. 85 (included as Exhibit WRJ-3), which
asks FPL to explain why a breakeven cost analysis was conducted for Turkey Point 6
and 7 but not for the EPU project, FPL states:

It is not necessary to perform a breakeven cost analysis in
order to evaluate a potential generating unit option.

This response further states:

In its need filing for the Turkey Point 6 and 7 project, FPL
chose to introduce a new breakeven cost calculation
approach for that specific project. This approach was
developed and utilized because of the more numerous areas
of uncertainty that would affect the analysis of a much
longer-term project.

In testimony (Sim May 2, 2011 page 10, lines 12 — 17), FPL asserts that the

comparison of the cumnlative net present value of revenue requirements is the

appropriate method to use for the uprate projects. FPL offers no explanation for this

position.

Q.DO YOU AGREE WITH FPL ON THIS POINT?

A

No. Ibelieve the breakeven analysis is more appropriate than the CPVRR

‘methodology for the uprate projects, just as it is the methodology of choice for the

proposed new units.

IN RESPONSE TO OPC INTERROGATORY $5 FPL DISCUSSES ITS USE
OF A CPVRR ANALYSIS TO EVALUATE THE WEST COUNTY ENERGY

12
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CENTER UNITS. Db YOU AGREE THAT THIS IS AN APPROPRIATE
ANALOGY?

No, I do not. The use of a CPVRR evaluation is appropriate for the West County
Energy Center Units. These are gas fired, combined cycle units of which hundreds
have been constructed around the country. FPL has extensive experience, including
recent experience, in constructing this type of unit. For a unit with high cost
certainty, such as a combined cycle unit, a CPVRR evaluation is appropriate. This is

clearly not the case for the EPU projects.

WHAT SIMILARITIES EXIST BETWEEN THE FROJECT TO BUILD NEW
UNITS AND THE UPRATE PROJECTS THAT LEAD YdU TO STATE THE
SAME TYPE OF FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT SHOULD BE PERFORMED
FOREACH?

Because of the complexity of the project and FPL’s decision to “fast track” its
construction prior to the completion of the engineering design activities that are -
necessary to quantify costs, the costs of the EPU uprate projects are as highly
uncertain, if not more so, than the costs of the new Turkey Point units. (I will
develop the level of uncertainty that supports this observation more fully in a later
section of my testimony.) Accordingly, everything that FPL said about the suitability
of the breakeven analysis-to the proposed new nuclear units is fully applicable to the
EPU uprate projects. As the uprate projects progress, it is important for project
managers to reéognize when the project cost forecast is approaching the point at
which the project is not economically feasible. Reliance on onfy a CPVRR
methodology can result in the continuation of a'project when it is no longer

economically feasible and when it is too late to make necessary changes.

13
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WHAT ACTION bO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION ON THIS
SUBJECT?

Irecommend that the Commission find the long term feasibility methodology that
FPL applies to ifs uprate projects i; inappropriate and should not be accepted. I
recommend tﬁat the Commission find that the results of the feasibility analysis
sponsored by FPL in this case are misleading, in that they mask what can be
deseribed a “shortfall in cost-effectiveness™ of the uprate projecis that 1 attribute to
management imprudence. Finally, FPL should be directed to perform a breakeven
analysis for its uprate projects similar to that which it prepares annually for its

proposed new umnits.

IMPRUDENCE OF FPL’S MANAGEMENT OF THE FPU PROJECTS

HOW IS FPL APPROACHING THE PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF
THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS?

FPL is employing what is called a “fast track’ approach.

WHAT IS A “FAST TRACK” METHOD OF CONSTRUCTING A PROJECT,
AND HOW DOES THAT DIFFER FROM A NORMAL APPROACH?

FPL witness Jones, in his May 2, 2011 {festimony, at page 17, quotes' the Project
Management Institute’s “A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge”,
third edition. Twill quote from the same book, page 146:

Fast Tracking. A schedule compression technique in which phases or
activities that normally would be done in sequence are performed in parallel.
An example would be to construct the foundation for a building before all the
architecture drawings are complete. Fast tracking can result in rework and
increased risk. This approach can require work to be performed without

: 14
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complete detailed information, such as engineering drawings. It results in
trading cost for time. and increases the risk of achieving the shortened project
schedule - (emphasis added)

WHAT ARE THE ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING DRAWINGS,
AND WHY WOULD PROCEEDING WITHOUT COMPLETE DRAWINGS
RESULT IN INCREASE COST FOR THE PROJECT?

The architecture and engineering drawings provide the final engineering design of the
project. “Final engineering design® refers to the full specifications (size, materials,
configuration, ete.) of the physical compouents to be installed. Proceeding without
complete drawings and engineering can result in increased project costs in several
ways. First, as described above, rework may be required if the final design is
different from a preliminary design that is implemented on the project. Iﬁ addition,
until the final design is complete, the true scope of the project is not known and the
final cost is impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy. Thus, the actual
final cost may be significantly more than the original estimate because the scope of
work included in the original estimate was incomplete. Finally, an engineering and
construction contractor will niot be able to provide a firm bid on a project based only |
on preliminary engineering. Since the scope is not known, the risk is too great.
Therefore, to protect itself, an engineering and construction contractor will only
provide a bid on a “time and materials” basis. This results in a high likelihood of
increased costs.

DOES FPL PLAN TO PERFORM WORK WITHOUT COMPLETE DESIGN
DRAWINGS?

Apparently, FPL is considering this option. The pace of the completion of design
engineering drawings has been far slower than that which would be needed to support
FPL’s implementation schedule. T will develop this point in greater detail later in my

15
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testimony. For my immediate purposes, 1 have attached as Exhibit WRJI-4 a graph
that FPL uprate managers presented to FPL’s Exccutive Steering Committee for the
meeting of October 27, 2010. The graph depicts the actual amount of design
engineering for the St. Lucie uprate project that has been completed over time, and
shows the status (as of the October 2010 meeting) of the desi gn.engincering work
relative to the stated tafget date of July 2011 for 90% completion of the work. To
gain an appreciation for the degree to which the rate of completed design engineering
would have to accelerate in order for FPL to achieve its current schedule for
accomplishing design work, I have added a data point reflecting the status of
engineering as of April 2011 -- the most recent date for which [ have FPL data. -~ and
then drawn a dotied line to connect that date to the target date, The steep dashed line
shows that for FPL to adhere to its scheduie for placing the additional megawatts of
capacity associated with the uprate projects into service, either the speed with which
FPL. and Bechtel are performing design engineering would have to increase
dramatically—at a rate which experience fo date suggests would be highly un]ikely_)
or FPL would have to perform construcﬁon without baving compléted design work,
which would mean the ultimate costs would be even niore uncertain.  Of course, the
alternative would be to slip the schedule. However, that would also have
consequences in the form of increased costs and a smaller amount of time within
which to generate fuel savings sufficient to offset the capital costs of the uprat‘e
additions before the nuclear units” operating licenses expire—all of which has
implications for the projects’ economic feasibility. To date, FPL's poslti;)n has been
that it intends to adhere to the existing schedulé, notwithstanding the large amount of
desié;n éngineering that remains to be done. That plan necessarily entails the fype of

cost risk fo which the publication refers. FPL witness Jones, in his deposition, stated

16




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

that if portions of the design engineering are not ready in time to support the
implementation schedule, it would be possible to undertake construction “at risk™ in
advance of the completion of design work (Jones deposition transcript, June 22, 2011,
at pages 23 —24). This, as his term “at risk™ implies, is very risky from a cost,

schedule and NRC point of view.

IS FAST TRACKING APPROPRIATE FOR PROJECTS SUCH AS THE FPL
EPUPROJECTS?

Tn my opinion, it is not. Iagree WhOIehearfedly with FPL.Witncss_ Jones when-he sa.ys
“The EPU project is of extraordinary managerial and technical difficulty. FPL’s EPU
project represents one of thé: largest and most complex nuclear design, engineering
and construction projects undertaken in the nuclear industry since the construction of '
the last generation of U.S. nuclear plants.” (Jones May 2, 201 L testimony, page 4,
tines 16 — 19) However, this has beéen true of the projects from the ontset. These
projects represent a combined 450MWe of nuclear capacity, whiéh is larger than
some existing nuclear plants. Practically all of the last generation of nuclear projects
to which Mr. Jones refers were builf with variations of fast track, time-and-material
contracts with disastrous results from a cost and scheduling standpoint. The utility
industry said “never again.” For the current generaticn of new nuclear units, utilitics
have chosen to.negotiate contracts that Have fixed scope and fixed price features to
control cost and frovide some degree of cost certainty to ratepayers , stockholders

and regulators. This is the approach wisely taken by FPL and PEF in approaching the
Turkey Point 6&7 and Levy 1&2 projects. Nevertheless, FPL has chosen to approach
the EEU projects in the same, high risk manner in which the last generation of nuclear

units wére built.
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DOES FPL ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE FAST-TRACK PROCESS HAS
CAUSED PROBLEMS?
Yes. 011 July 23, 2009, the EPU project management gave a presentation to the
Exec_:utivc Steering Committee (ESC) revealing significant project cost increa-ses.
Part of the presentation consisted of project management executives discussin g the
“lessons learned” so far in the project. Conccrniné the fast-track process, the
following bullets were included:
» Underestimated the risk and costs associated with the fast track project
concept (Turkey Point 7/25/;2009' update page 39-Bates 000094)
o TFast Track Modification Control(Turkey Point 7/25!2009 update page 40-
Bates 000095}
o Looked at the project only from 2 high level risk assessment
" o Should have don(e) a more detailed risk assessment when establishing
the budget
o Did not assess the éuality of original site staffing due to fast tracking
These comments are from the Turkey Point presentation. Those from the St. Lucie

presentation are essentially the same. (Bates number 000474 and 000475)

DID THE PROJECTS START OUT AS FAST TRACK
PROJECTS?

No. Based on information that OPC acquired from FPL’s former Vice President —

~ Uprates during discovery, it is my ﬁ:tderstandl‘ng that FPL contemplated proceeding

with the uprate activities using FPL’s normal project management process before
senior management directed project managers fo use the “fast track™ approach to
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attempt to place the additional megawatts on line by 2012. See Exhibit WRI-11.

Pagcs TR-~25-28.

IS THE STATUS OF PROJECT DESIGN COMPLETION AN
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN THE SUCCESS OF A PROJECT?

In my opinion, it is extremely important. Completing the design is the key to
knowing the cost and schedule. Prior to the design reaching a relatively high state
of completion a signiﬂéant amount of uncertainty exists in the key drivers of

project cost and schedule including:
o Number of modifications to be installed;
e Estimated craft manhours;
e Estimated engineering costs;
o Estimated equipment costs;
e Estimated material costs;
e Licensing requirements;

e Project critical path.

As a result, cost and schedule estimates for a fast track project are highly
uncertain. Actual projects costs are likely to exceed initial estimates as the design
of the project is completed and the scope of the project is identified. Initiating a
very large and complex project with a high level of cost and schedule uncertainty

can lead to an unsuccessful project that does not provide the hoped for benefits.

DOES COST CERTAINTY INCREASE AS DESIGN ENGINEERING

ADVANCES TOWARD COMPLETION?
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Yes, and FPL agrees. Page 10 of the September 9, 2009 presentation to the FPL

Executive Steering Committee (ESC) states:

Engineering and Design will comiplete in December 2010
improving cost certainty.

(As of April 18, 2011, only 31% of the engineering design projects, called
modifications or “mods,” have been completed.)
Page 7 of the Mar.ch 8, 2010 prescntétion (a little over a year ago) to the ESC states:
The project is at the very early stages of design. Cost
certainty will improve as design is completed.
THESE QUOTATIONS ABOVE REFER TO THE “DESIGN”. WHAT IS
MEANT BY THAT?
These statements are referring to design engineering. The project record is full of
references to cost uncertainty usually associated with the status of the design
engineering of project modifications. Design enginecring on this project is divided
into discrete packages that are associated with a particular project or modification.
Examples are Turkey Point Unit 3 Main Feed Pump Réplacemenf, Condensate Pump
and Motor Replacement and Containment Cooling Modifications. The total EPU
projects currently consist of 209 Mods, induding 95 at St. Lucie and 114 at Turkey
Point. Qver the past year, the projects have grown from 191 t0 209 Moads, and there

likely will be more.

Q.WHAT IS THE STATUS OF DESIGN ENGINEERING AT THIS TIME?

A.

As I said earlier, the latest information that I have is as of April 2011. It was supplied
by the Company in its response to OPC Interrogatory 50. it states that 31% or 65 of
the 209 Mods have completed design engineering allowing some cost certainty for

. those Mods. From January 2010 until the latest data provided by FPL in April 2011,
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a period of 15 months, the FPL EPU organization has completed the design of 65
Mods (31%) or a little over 4 per month. They are scheduled to complete all 209
Mods by.the end of 2011, or 144 over 8 months, or about 18 per month, requiring a

significant increase.in the completion rate achieved to date. WRI-4, to whicl I

- referred earlier, is a graph from the October 27, 2010, meeting showing the schedule

for Design Modification completion. The dotted line indicating the slow pace of the
progress during the six months prior to April 18, 2011 and the additional line
indicating the steep rate of acceleration that would be needed to enable FPL to remain

“on course,” provide a dramatic visual of the lack of engineering progress.

Q.COVULD IT BE THAT A NUMBER OF MODS ARE ALMOST COMPLETE?

A,

According to the data, there are 23 Mods that are between 90% and 100% complete
and 37 that are between 30% and 90% complete. There are 67 that are between 0%
and 30% complete and 17 that have not been started. I do not find these figures

encouraging.

Q.IS THE COMPANY CONCERNED ABOUT THIS STTUATION?

A.

Yes, they are. In the March 23, 2011, ESC presentation (Exhibit WRI-5) on page 21,
FPL states that: ‘

Bechtel (the EFC contractor) has struggled with meeting

pre-outage milestones for design modifications

requiring inereased focus and management attention.
It also states that recovery plans have been established. FPL witness Jones stated in
his deposition of June 22, 2011 that he has started contracting out some of the wark to
other engineering firms. (Jones deposition transeript, June 22, 2011, page 42, lines 22

—24) With an outage starting in five months, this may be too little, too late. Thave

noted in the Company’s response to OPC Interrogatory No. 56, which asks for the
21
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outage schedule, that every outage date is prefaced with the tentative “currently

schedu]cdf ?

HAS LATE ENGINEERING ALREADY CAUSED DELAYS IN
COMPLETING THE EPU PROJECTS?
Yes. The outage for completion of implementation of the first EPU project, St. Lucie
1, has slipped three months from- to _ The other
outages have slipped some also. The ESC was told at its March 23, 2011, meeting
(ESC slides, page 36) (Exhibit WRI(FPL)-ﬁj

Moved outage start dates to provide additional time for

enginesring and planning, bringing more cerfainty with

execntion,
WHAT IS THE CURRENT OVERALL STATUS OF THE PROJECTS?
As witness Jones indicates in his testimony, the projects are still in the‘early
stages. Engineering is cﬁﬂy 50% complete on a manhoﬁr basis and only 31% of
the known project modification designs are complete. At this point, according to
Dr. Sim, FPL has spent only $700 million out of $2.48 billion total. The first
major EPU implementation and completion outage is coming vp at St. Lucie 1,
only some 4 % months away, and I would point out that for that outage only 15 of
45 currently identiﬁed Mods have coimpleted engineering. FPL has hired an
outside estirating firm to help cost out the completidn on over 100 Mods for
Turkey Point, indicating that they are a lorig way from havi_ng- costs nailed down
on construction at Turkey Point. (FPL Response to OPC Interrogatory No. 83)
Because this Turkey Point estimating work is in the eatly stages, I expect that the
estimating for construction at St. Lucie is also very early in its development. FPL

has to spend almost $2 billion (according to their soft numbers) over the next 18
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months for work that is, as of today’s date, unplanned and unpriced. Based on

what they know now, the alinost $2 billion can only be an uneducated guess.

. ARE THERE OTHER ISSUES THAT ARE OF CONCERN FOR THE EPU

COST AND SCHEDULE?

A. Yes. Witness .Jones identifies a number of additional problems beside the design

in his May 2, 2011, testimony: (Jones May 2, 201 f, testimony, pages 35 — 38)

s Structural Integrity-This factor deals with the ability of existing buildings,
floors, walls, etc. to support new, heavier equipmént in place and also as the
equipment is transportéd to its proper position in the plant. This engineering
and planning work has not been accomplished and will cause additional
engineering as well as construction.

o Limited Work and Staging Space—Because of the numerous mods to be
accomplished at the same time, the planning and scheduling of simultaneous
projects in the same work spaces are very difficult. This will cause additional
engineering and labor costs.

a Rigging of Equipmehtf—l\m-. Jones states that some of the equipment to be
replace or modified weigh up to 185 tons. Some of it is in places that are

| difficult to ‘access. The additional costs are associated with engineering and
implementation of this unplanned for work.

* Operating Plant Environment—I discussed this carlier. This means that every
action taken inside a licensed nuclear power plant must take into account the
plants NRC technical specifications. For example, there will some equipment
that cannot be taken ont of service unless a backup is in operation. Physical

security, health physics, and radiation protection specifications must be
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strictly adhered to. Fitness for duty requirements must be applied to all plant
and contractor personnel.

e  Work Order Planning and Integration with Routine Outage Activitiess—Work
in operating nuclear facilities must be detailed with strict, specific procedures
that must be developed before work begins. Also, during a refueling outage at
a nuclear power plant, there is a beehive of activity that will be taking place
normally without the in$ml.lation ofthe 209 mods. Coordination of these

efforts will increase cost and lengthen schedules.

Wiiness Jones indicates in his response to OPC INT 80 that:

...the extent and impact of these complicating factors cannot be fully
determined until the associated engineering and construction planning
activities are completed.
WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE CONCERNING THE MANAGEMENT OF
THE FPL EPU PROECTS?
I conclude that that the decision to fast track these projects and to pursue them
without performing a breakeven analysis was an imprudent decision on the part of
FPL management. Iexpect significant increases in project cost and more project
delays in the coming two years. Project cost will not be known until the project is
complete, rendering FPL’s feasibility analyses of relatively little usé. This fast
frack decision will likely result in costs that will significantly exceed thi: cost of
fhe studied alternative.
HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF FPL’S EPU
PROJECTS, IN TERMS OF THE DEGREE OF UNCERTAINTY AND
COMPLEXITY?
As witness Jones states in his testimony and T have discussed above, the EPU

projects are the largest and most complex since the last generation on U.S. nuclear
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accomplished within existing, operational nuclear plants, creating all the
expensive complications that witness Jones discusses so well. T would add,
however, that witness Jones’ points regarding qomplcxity have been known from
the beginnings of the project, and demonstrate why the decision to “fast track® the

uprate projects was so risky.

IN YOUR OPINION, DO FPL’S ESTIMATED COSTS CONTAIN
ENOUGH CONTINGENCY AT THIS TIME GIVEN THE PRESENT
STATUS OF THE EPU PROJECTS?

No, they donot. Inits answer to OPC Interrogatory 77, FPL states that its
contingency in its current number is from 0 to 7%, which seems guite small
considering that thc'cngineering is only 50 % complete and the major construction
has not yet been estimated to the level of detail necessary to set up construction
contracts (See response to OPC Interrogatory 83.) In my opinion, a higher
contingency commensurate with the current design and construction status would

be appropriate.

FPL'S PAST AND CURRENT FEASIBILITY ANALYSES INDICATE

* THE EPU UPRATE PROJECT HAVE BEEN AND ARE CURRENTLY

| COST-EFFECTIVE TO CUSTOMERS. DOES THAT ALLAY YOUR

CONCERNS REGARDING THE SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN THE
CAPITAL COSTS THAT FPL HAS ESTIMATED IT WILL INCUR TO

COMPLETE THE PROJECTS?
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No, it does not. As [ discussed above, the capital costs ate still uncertain at this
‘point. As OPC Witness Brian Smith points cut, the EPU projects are not feasible
under the base case assumptions when costs spent to date are included. FPL has
not calculated a break-even cost and therefore does not know how much tHe
ratepayers can afford for them to spend on the projects. Irecommend that the
Commission order FPL to immediately submit a breakeven analysis for the EPU
projects. The St. Lucie and Twkey Point projects should be looked at separately

in the analysis, with a break-even cost identified for each project.

WHY DO YOU REC(SMMEND SEPARATE ANALYSES FOR EACH
PROJECT?

At current estimates; the Turkey Point project’s estimated cost is approximately
$250 million more than the estimate for St. Lucie. 'It is my understanding that the
capacity increase for the Turkey Point EPU project is less than that for St. Lucie.
In addition, the operating licenses for Turkey Point expire in 2032 and 2033,
while St. Lucie’s operating licenses expire in 2036 and 2043, giving St. Lucie 14
more unit-years of operation. Bear in mind that the economic feasibility of an
uprate project depends on the abi_lity of the additional megawatts of nuclear
capacity to generate furel savings over time that will more than offset the “price
tag” of capital investment. The higher capital costs, lower increments of
additional nuclear generating capacity, and shorter periods of service present a
greater “hurdle” that the Turkey Point uprate activities must overcome to
demonstrate economic feasibility. These differences between the two plants may

possibly show that the St. Lucie EPU has been “carrying” the Turkey Point EPU.
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In any event, the differences warrant separate analyses for the plant sites, and

separate decisions with respect to whether each should continue.

TO BE CLEAR, HOW HAS MANAGEMENT IMPRUDENCE. IN
MANAGING THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS, IN YOUR OPINION,
CONTRIBUTED TO THE SITUATION IN WHICH, WITH RESPECT TO
WHETHER CUSTOMERS WILL REALIZE NET BENEFITS OR NET
ADDITIONAL COSTS, THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF THE
PROJECT IS QUESTIONABLE?

FPL’s imprudent decision to fast track the EPU projects has led to a situation in
which FPL is spending substantial sums of money very quickly while not
knowing what the final bill is going to be. As FPL has acknowledged, it is
impossible to know what the projects will cost until the designs are complete.
The final designs were only 31% complete as of April 13, 2011. By using
inaccurate, understated estimates of project costs and ignoring money already
spent, the projects will always look feasible even though they may ultimately cost

the rate payer more than the alternative generation portfolio.

EVEN IF FPL’S EPU UPRATE PROJECTS TURN OUT TO BE NOT
COST-EFFECTIVE, ISN°T THAT bFFSET BY THE PROJECT’S FUEL
SAVINGS, FUEL DIVERSITY AND LOWER EMISSIONS OF
GREENHOUSE GASES?
Project fuel costs are the majority of costs that are included in the CPYVRR or
breakeven analyses. Thus, these savings are already considered. The cost of

greenhouse gases is also taken into account in CPVRR and breakeven analyses.
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The value of fuel diversity has not been quantified, and should be a matter of
Commission policy; however, the fitel diversity benefits cannot be evaluated in
isolation from a realistic appraisal of economic feasibility, and would not be

worth pursuing at some level of cost,

WHAT DO YOUR OBSERVATIONS REGARDING MANAGEMENT
IMPRUDENCE INDICATE WITH RESPECT TO THE AMOUNTS
COLLECTED FROM CUSTOMERS IN 2009, 2010,2011, AND THE
AMOUNT THAT FPL WISHES TO COLLECT IN 20127

X recommend that the Commission require the Company to determine a breakeven
cost for each project. The Coinpany should be allowe& o collect future amounts
up to the breakeven costs. Amounts for 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012 could be
collected as long as the breakeven values have not been exceeded. The amount of

the breakeven cost could be reviewed and trued up each year.

BASED ON YOUR TESTIMONY ON THE SUBJECT OF PRUDENCE,
WHAT ACTION DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION/
I recommend that the Commission take the following actions:
1. Ovder FPL to submit ail breakeven analysis for each EPU project, St. Lucie |
and Turkey Point.
2. Based on these analyses, determine if Turkey Point EPU should be
continued.
3. Limit future recovery of EPU capital cost tc; the amounts determined in the
final breakeven analyses as filed by FPL at the conclusion of the project

and reviewed and approved by the Commission,
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VL.THE 2(09 ESTIMATES OF UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS
HOW DID YOU CONDUCT YOUR REVIEW OF THE 2049 ESTIMATES OF
UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE
MAY 2009 ESTIMATES REPORTED IN FPL’s PREFILED TESTIMONY
SHOULD HAVE BEEN UPDATED PRIOR TO OR DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2(09 EVIDENTTARY HEARING?

As the Commission learned last year, in February 2010 FPL engaged Concentric

Energy Advisors to investigate an employee complaint letter. In the letter the author

expressed his concern ghout (among other things) the disfegard with which managers
of the uprate projects treated indications that the costs of the prajects were rapidly
increasing beyond the initial estimates, and the manner in which FPL would report
those increases in the costs of the uprate projects to the Commission. In June 2010,
John Reed, President of Concentric Energy Advisors, submitted to FPL a report in
which Mr. Reed concluded tha.t the May 2009 estimates contained in FPL’s prefiled
testimony were nof the best information known by FPL at the time of the Séptember
2009 hearing, and that FPL’s witness should have revised the estimate to reflect the
utility’s then current view of the costs. As the Commission is also aware, FPL took
issue with its consultant’s finding in this regard prior to the time that the Commission
deferred FPL-related issues to the 2011 hearing cycle. In this docket, Mr. Reed has
reiterated his conclusion that FPL should have revised its estimate of capital costs
upward prior to or during the September 2009 hearing, while FPL witnesses Art Stall
and Armando Olivera contend that, because the updated cost information was subject
to further review and efforts to control, FPL had no basis on which to revise its May
2009 prefiled testimany at the time of the September hearing. OPC asked me to
perform an independent review of the facts and circumstances that gave rise to these
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differing assertions, and form my own conclusion regarding whether FPL should have
updated its May 2009 testimony to reflect higher projected capital costs at the time of

the September 2009 hearing.

WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN FORMULATING YOUR
OPINION?

The documents and materials that OPC requested in discovery and that I reviewed for
this purpose include the Bulk of the materials that Mr. Reed listed in his June, 2010
report. In addition to these materials, I reviewed FPI.’s answers to OPC’s -
interrogatories, FPL’s prefiled testilﬁony in this docket and the transcripts of the
depositions of Art Stall, John Reed, and Terry Jones. By telephone, I monitored the
deposition of former FPL Vice President-Uprates Rajiv Kundalkar, who sponsored

the May 2009 prefiled testimony on the subject of capital cost estimates during the

- September 2009 hearing.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FACTS ON WHICH YOU BASE YOUR .
CONCLUSION THAT FPL DIP NOT PRESENT THE BEST AVAILABLE
INFORMATION REGARDING ITS ESTIMATE OF THE COSTS OF
COMPLETING THE UPRATE PROJECTS DURING THE SEPTEMBER 2009
EVIDENTIARY HEARING.

The original estimate for the EPU projects was based on conceptual scoping studies
and indicative bids from the EPC contractor. Detailed engineering was essentially at
zero percent, and there was a high degree of uncertainty in the project estimate.
During 2009, EPU project 111;';magement made monthly presentations on the EPU
project, including cost estimates, to FPL’s Executive Steering Comumitiee (ESC). In
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the May 2009 presentation to the ESC, the total cost forecast for both St. Lucie and
Turkey Point remained the same as the original estimate. (OPCPODI, No. 9,
FPLO00103 — 000132) (Exhibit WRI-7) However, a closer examination of the May
2009 forecasts shows that the total of costs for enginecring, materials and
implementation had increased from the original estimate by over 25% for St. Lucie
from ($475 million to $595 million) and over 27% for Turkey Point from ($546

million to $696 million).

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THESE CATEGORIES COULD HAVE
INCREASED IF THE OVERALL ESTIMATE DID NOT CHANGE.

At the outset of the project, the uprate managers included a component in the estimate
that they labeled *“Scope not estimated.” Thereafter, each increase in costs that the
managers identified was assumed to reduce the “Scope not estimated” by the same

amount.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE MANNER IN WHICH FPL USED “SCOPE
NOT ESTIMATED” TO MAINTAIN A CONSTANT PROJECT ESTIMATE?
No. Necessarily, the premise for the practice is that FPL had accurately quantiﬁed;
to the dollar, the ultimate cost of the project, when in fact FPL, because of its decision
to “fast track” the decision, had little grasp on the costs that would be incurred. FPL
had no basis for nsing the ‘_Scope not estimated” as a “balancing adjusﬁnent-” In his

report, John Reed of Concentric Energy Advisors also criticized this practice.

PLEASE CONTINUE.
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The Cost and Budget Summary maintained a constant Total project cost-by reducing
the cost alloca’-tion for “Scope not estimated” from $182 million to $69 million for St.
Lucie and from $204 million to $50 million for Turkey Point. As of May 2009 there
was clearly upward pressure on the estimated cost of the project. Hl the June 2009
ESC presentation the Total cost estimate for St. Lucie and Turkey remained the same
but the “Scope not estimated” compoenent had dwindled to $14 million for St. Lucie, a
92% decrease from the original $182 million and to $28 million for Turkey Point, an
86% decrease from the original $204 million. (OPCPODI, No. 11, FPLO00191 —
000219) Projects costs had not stabilized and were continuing to increase. At the
July 2009 ESC meeting, the current forecast for St. Lucie was shown to have
ir:creésed by $139.6 million above the original estimate and the current estimate for
Turkey Point v)as $160.6 million above the original estimate. (OPCPODI , No. 5,

FPL000056 — 000095 and OPCPOD1, No. 12, FPLO00424 — 000475) (Fxhibit WRJ-

- 8 and Exhibit WRJ-9) In June 2009, the allowance for “Scope not estimated™ had

been exhausted, and FPL had to fully recognize the increase in project cost in the July
ESC meeting. The July 2009 ESC presentations included a detailed, line-by-line
presentation of costs as FPL management attempted to identify and understand the

reasons for the cost increases.

ARE THERE OTHER ASPECTS OF THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION TO
THE ESC THAT ARE SIGNIFICANT?

Yes. The July 2009 ESC presentation also reflected the results of the recent efforts
by the EPU management team to rein in Bechtel’s increasing cost estimates. The July
2009 ESC presentation also contains an updated feasibility analysis conducted by an
FPL analyst (not Dr. Sim) to examine whether the EPU projecté remained
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economically feasible (using FPL’s methodology) at the new higher cost estimates.
The feasibility analysis in the July 2009 ESC presentation used a combined EPU total
cost of $1.706 billion, compared to the $1.407 billion used in the original
Determination of Need filing and in FPL’s 2008 and 2009 NCRC testimony. See
page 50 of Exhibit WRI-9. |

WHAT HAPPENED AFTER JULY 2009?

Upward cost pressures continued, as the August 2009 cost estimate shown in the
September 2009 ESC presentation increased again from $1.706 billion to $1.850
billion. From the above presentation demonstrating continued increasing costs
throughout the spring and supumer of 2009 and the use of the increased cost estimates
in the updated feasibility analysis, I conclude that the cost estimate submitted in
FPL’s prefiled testimony in May 2009 was clearly stale and shoﬁld have been
updated prior to or during the hearing in SeptcmBm' 2009. Tn addition, FPL should
have updated the feasibility analysis that it presénted at the September 2009 hearing.

to reflect the increased estimates of capital costs.

HOW WOULD YOU COMPARE YOUR CONCLUSION WITH THAT OF
CONCENTRIC ENERGY ADVISORS, AS EXPRESSED IN ITS JUNE 21,
2010, INVESTIGATION REPORT?

I reached the same conclusion as Mr. Reed with respect to whether the capital cost
estimate should have been updated, with one difference. Mr. Reed approached his
task from the standpoint of whether FPL adhered to its- own internal policies
regard_ing, among other things, communications to the Commission. My approach is
to assess whether EPL met Commission requirements for submissions in the nuclear
cost recovery cla'use, including the requirement of Rule 25-6.0423 that it prbvide an
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analysis of the long ferm feasibiiity of the uprate project annually. Regardless of the
methodology that is used, a proper analysis of the long term feasibility of the uprate
project requires that the best available information regarding the capital costs of the
project be used as an input o the analysis. This was not done in the September 2009

hearing,

FPL. HAS ASSERTED THAT FPL HAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE THE

TESTIMONY ON CAPITAL COSTS BECAUSE DESIGN ENGINEERING

" HAD NOT BEEN COMPLETED FOR THE PROJECTS. DO YOU FIND

THIS PERSUASIVE?

No, Ido not. Design engineering for the project will not be complete until shortly
before the project itself is complete. For example, as of April 18, 2011 design |
engineering has been complefed for only 31% of the Plant Change Modifications.
(Response to OPC Inferrogatory 50) The logical extension of FPL’s assertion is that
FPL woulci need to update its initial estimate of capital costs (formed when little
engineering had been done) and adjust the capital cost input to its ongoing economic
feasibility analyses only when the project is virtually complete. This approach would
frustrate the ability of the Commissidn to monitor the feasibility of the project over
time. Further, when FPL updated capital costs in May 2010, design engineering was

only 10% complete.
FPL HAS AY.SO CONTENDED THAT AT THE TIME OF THE JULY 2009

PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THERE EXISTED OPPORTUNITIES TO

REMOVE SCOPE FROM THE PROJECYTS, AND THEREFORE THE
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NUMBERS WERE PRELIMINARY AND NOT YET READY TO REPORT
TO THE COMMISSION. HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

I respond in two ways. First, the Iﬁly 2009 cost estimates were the result of extensive
line by line analyses of the capital costs which included identification and
quantification of all known reductions in scope. The reductions in scope were
quantified and reflected in the revised estimate of capital costs. See pégc 9 of Exhibit
WRJ-9. Tt is doubtful that additional reductions in scope would be identified at a later
date that would have a signifiqant impact on the July 2009 estimate. This is borne out
by the fact that FPL increased its estimate of capital costs materially above the July
2009 estimate in the following month. Secondly, FPL could have provided the latest
cost estimates and infoxmed the Co1nmis§ ion of their preliminary nafm‘e witha
promise to provide the Commission with the latest update when it became more firm.

FPL should have informed the Commission of this latest cost estimate.

FPL SAYS THAT IT DIRECTED ITS UPRATE MANAGERS i‘O REDUCE
COSTS BY “PUSHING BACK” AGAINST BECHTEL. IT SAYS THAT
BECAUSE IT HAS NOT ACCEPTED BECHTEL’S ESTIMATE, IT WAS
UNBER NO OBLICATION TO REGARD THE JULY 25 ESTIMATES AS -
HAVING SUPERSEDED THE MAY TESTIMONY. WHAT IS YOUR
RESPONSE?

Again, the July 2009 cost estimates include the results of FPL’s initiatives to push

back against Bechtel. In the May 2009 and June 2009 presentations, uprate managers

laid out a program of steps through which they intended to resolve their challenges to
Bechtel’s new, higher estimates. The program contemplated a flurry of measures
designed to bring closure to the challenges within a 30 day time frame ending in late
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June 2009. A table in the implementation section of the July 2009 repoit for both St.
Lucie and Turkey Point presents the results of extensive negotiations with Bechtel
that are incorporafecl in the July 2009 cost estimate. These tables entitled “Bechtel
proposal Estimate Changes™ show the following cost changes resulting from the
negotiations with Bechtel::

o Original P50 Submittal;

s .Most Likely P50;

a  Most Likely PSO Rev 1;

s  Reduced Scope Hours;

» Consolidated Procurement;

s Reduced Engincering manhours and Construction.
Page 28 of 52 of Exhibit WRJ-9isa bar graph that was part of the presentation to the
ESC during the July 2009 meeting. It indicates that FPL’s program of challenging
Bechtel’s numbers resulted in a deciease in Bechtel’s estimate of EPC-related costs
fiom the -contaiued in Bechtel’s May 12 prés‘entaiion to- by
the time the package for the July meéting was prepared. In short, negotiations with
Bechtel were far along at the time the July 2009 estimate was developed and

meaningful reductions in Bechtel’s cost estimate were clearly identified.

FPL HAS ALSO MAINTAINED THAT BECAUSE IT WAS CONSIDERING
EITHER SELF-PERFORMANCE OR REPLACING BECHTEL WITH A
DIFFERENT EPC CONTRACTOR, THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION WAS
TOO PRELIMINARY TO HAVE THE EFFECT OF SUPPLANTING THE

MAY 2009 TESTIMONY. DOES THIS CONTENTION PERSUADE YOU
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THAT FPL HAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE ItS TESTIMONY BY THE
TIME OF THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING?

No, it does not. In July 2009, Bechfel was the primary EPC contractox; and any steps
to self-perform or replace Bechtel were very preliminary. FPL could have qualified
their July 2009 estimate by stating that they were evaluating a self-performing option
or replacing Bechtel. In any event, FPL. should hayc notified the Commission of the

July 2009 estimate with whatever qualifiers were needed.

WOULD REPORTING A HIGHER ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COSTS HAVE
UNDERMINED ¥PL’S ABILITY TO NEGOTIATE WITH BECHTEL FOR
THE BENEFIT OF CUSTOMERS?

No. Aside from the fact that the negotiations had borne fruit by July 25, 2009, it is
important to remember that the EPC contract with Bechtel is essentially an agreement
to compensate Bechitel for “time and materials™ associated with its services. At issué
at the time was Bechtel’s estimates of labor that would be required, While of course _
FPL’s objective properly was and is o require accurate and reasonable estimates,
reporting a higher estimate to the Commission would not jeopardize FPL’s ability to
hold Bechtel to only the levels of staffing that would be required to actually perform
the project as it progressed by.supervising Bechitel and reviewing invoices so as to

guard against paying for inefficiencies.

EPL POINTS TO THE FACT THAT ITS PROCESS FOR EVALUATING
CAPITAL COSTS WAS NOT FINISHED UNTIL SHORTLY PRIOR TO THE
MAY 2010 FILING FOR THE FOLLOWING YEAR, AT WHICH TIME IT
PRESENTED ITS FIRST REVISION TO THE ORIGINAL ESTIMATE OF
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CAPITAL COSTS. DOES THIS SUPPORT FPL’S CONTENTION THAT
THERE WAS NO NEED TO REVISE THE MAY 2009 ESTIMATES DURING
THE SEPTEMBER 2809 HEAI'{ING?

No. FPL has argued that a revision could not be made until design engineeriﬁg had
been completed. At the time of the May 2010 testimony, in which FPL provided a
revised estimate that increased the original estimate by bc:twecn $252 million and
$502 million, by its own account only 10% of the design engineering of the project

had been completed. (Testimony of Terry Jones dated May 3, 2010 page 6, lines 8-9

and 15 and page 36, line 12)

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE UPDATED FEASIBILITY STUDY
THAT MANAGERS INCLUDED IN THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION, AND
TO WHICH MR. JOHN REED REFERRED IN CONCENTRIC ENERGY
ADVISORS’ JUNE 2010 INVESTIGATION REPORT?

The fact that the managers of the uprate project asked for and obtained a revised
feasibility study taking into account both anticipated capacity increases and increased
capital costs reinforces my conclusion that FPL had moved Beyond the May 2009

information.

IN RESPONSES TO OPC DISCOVERY REQUESTS, FPL CONTENDS THAT
THE PORTION OF THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THAT
IS CAPTIONED AS A “FEASIBILITY ANALYSiS” WAS INSTEAD A
“SENSITIVITY STUDY” OF THE ORIGINAL FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS,
PERFORMED TO MEASURE THE SENSITIVITY OF THE ORIGINAL TO |
CHANGES IN CAPITAL COSTS AND MEGAWATT INCREASES. DOES
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A.

THIS CHARACTERIZATION LESSEN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
EXERCISE, IN YOUR OPINION?

Wo. It merely means that FPL held constant all of the variables except those for
which its most recent information exhibited material changes. That is exactly what I
would expect FPL to do ‘;rith new information regarding higher cépital costs and/or
increasgd capacity. It does not matter whether the calculations are labeled an updated
feasibility analysis or a sensitivity study-the significance is the same under either

designation.

IN YOUR OPINION, SHOULD FPL HAVE PROVIDED THIS REVISED
FEASIBIL_ITY INFORMATION TO THE COMMISSION DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING IN ADDITION TO THE REVISED ESTIMATE.
OF CAPITAL COSTS, EVEN IF THE RESULTS CONTINUED TO ‘
INDICATE THE PROJECTS WERE COST—EFFECTWE UNDER FPL’S
METHODOLOGY? |
Yes. FPL has an obligation to keep the Commission fully informed with the latest
available information as the EPU project progresses. This includes matevial changes
in schedule, cost and/or overall feasibility that occur follbwing the regular sﬁbmission
date. In addition to a snap shot in time that these data provide, they also allow the
Commission to develop a trend over ti-me which is impoﬁant in determining the

ultimate success of the project.

HAVE YOU SEEN ANY INDICATIONS THAT FPL’S MANAGERS
CONTEMPLATED UPDATING THE MAY 2009 TESTIMONY AT ANY

POINT PRIOR TO THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING?
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Based on my review, I believe it is clear that, as of the August-September 2009 time
frame, FPL’s Vice President-Uprates and FPL’s senior management had

communicated 611 the subject, and had adopted the position that updating the capital
costs was not ca]léd for. I did review one document that indicates to me the witness

was considering updating his testimony earlier in the process.

PLEASE CONTINUE.
In discovery, OPC obtained, and I reviewed, an email that Rajiy Kundalkar, the ¥PL
witness who sponsored the 2009 cost estimate, wrote to FPL’s Chief Nuclear Officer

on May 30, 2009. I am attaching it as Exhibit WRI-10.

The memorandum indicates to me that Mr. Kundalkar was considering updating his

testimony once the pending challenges to Bechtel’s estimates were resolved at the

time. he wrote it.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.
In this email, after fixst alluding to the fact that the Commission Staff had requested
copies of all presentations on the uprates to the ESC and the Chief Nuclear Officer,

M. Kundalkar stated:

In previous planning discussions with Armando and the
legal staff we had made them aware of the expected $§3
estimated could be higher than the $750 million for PTN
and the $650 million for PSL based on Bechtel’s recent
view. Therefore, in the May testimony we indicated that
FPL will update this refated information as soon as final
analysis and designs are completed. Armando’s advise
(sic) at the time was to introduce the topic and
collect/finalize the facts and scope for further submittal at
appropriate time.

Therefore, the timieg of getting the scope firmly defined
and validation of estimates becomes very important. We
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have laid out a schedule that Bechtel and the PTN/PSL/IW

teams are working to be ready for FPL-Bechtel meeting

scheduled for 6/12/09. Also, we will need the same

information for your review and Jim Robo meeting in mid-

late June.
1 believe the document shows that Mr. Kundalkar was concerned at the time that the
PSC Staff would observe the disparify between the estimates he included in his May
2009 prefiled testimony and the higher estimates that were contained in presentations
to senior management that Staff had requested. It appears to me that at the time he
was writing he regarded the conclusion of the period in which managers were
attempting to bring closure to the Bechtcl-related challenges—scheduled to end in
late June—-as the point at which pending issues of scope and estimates could be

clarified and the disparity between his testimony and presentations to management

could be addressed.

WHAT DID MR. KUNDALKAR SAY ABOUT THE DPOCUMENT?

During his deposition, Mr. Kundalkar denied that the memorandum is related to the
subject of updating the May testimony. He mai ntajned that the higher Bechtel
estimates were “unvetted” and referred to the status of design engineering. I am
attaching the pertinent portion of the transcript of Mr. Kundalkar’s deposition as
Exhibit WRJ-11 (see pages TR-56-76). However, even if the witness either had no
intention of updating testimony at the time or changed his mind after he wrote the
memorandum, based ¢n the other matters I have described my opinion is that FPL
sﬁould have ui)dated the testimony on estimated capital costs no later than the

September 2009 hearing,
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DOES THE FACT THAT DURING THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING
WITNESSES KUNDALKAR AND SIM WERE AVAILABLE ON THE STAND
TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING POSSIBLE INCREASES
ALTER YOUR CONCLUSION?

No.

WHY NOT?

In the first place, I believe FPL had a responsibility to be forthcoming with the
information. In addition, neither witness was in a position to provide full information
in response to questions. This is because FPL did not share the fact of a revised
feasibility study containing higher (by $300 million) July estimates of capital costs,
much less the even higher (by $144 million) August estimate, with Dx. Sim, who
sponsored the feasibility study that was based on the May 2009 estimate. Further,
FPL did not inform Mr. Kundalkar, who helped present the Ju.ly data to the ESC
shortly before he was assigned to a different position, that the uprate managers had
increased the estimate of capital costs again (by approximately $144 million) in

August 2009 before he testified in September 2009. See FExhibits WRJ-12, WRI-13,

- and WRI-11, at pages TR-131-134.

BASED ON YOUR REVIEW AND ANALYSIS, WHAT DO YOU
RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION FIND?

T recommend that the Commission find that FPL failed to provide the best, most
current information regarding its estimate of capital costs during the September 2009
hearing when it elected to not update and revise the May 2009 prefiled testimony with
information that was developed between the May filing date and the July 25, 2009
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imneeting of the ESC. Further, because the capital cost estimate is a key input to the
feasibility analysis required by Rule 25-6.0423, F.A.C., to satisfy that requirement
FPL should have updated the feasibility analysis to incorporate the more recent

estimate,

VILTURKEY POINT UNITS 6 AND 7

: HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE STATUS OF TURKEY POINT 6 AND 7 AND

THE FPL’S MANAGEMENT OF THIS PROJECT?
Yes, I have. I am not taking issue with FPL’s approach to the Turkey Point 6 and 7

project at this time.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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Executive Summary

CONFIDENTIAL - -

PSL/PTN Executive Summary

issues impact/ Plan
1 Nuclear Cost - Over 200 Interrogatories and data requests responded to on time
Recovery - FPSC Audit of Project Controls Completed - Sat
- Final Testimony Completed - 5/1/03
; Page 20
2 PTN ISFS] -FDEP Approved Site Certification

- Miami-Dade zoning restriction - resolution still open
- Need to agree upon scope and start construction by July 1, 2008

Page 22
3 LAR Final Plans | PSL1 EPU Submittal: September 2009
- | PSL2 EPU Submittal: January 2010
PTN AST Submittal:  June 2009
PTN EPU Submittal:  June 2010 A
. \ Page 12
4 Scope Performing Scope Validation for Separate & Apart 3
' ' Page 21

5 | Bechtel Staffing

JCRRLGHSERI

Bechtel preliminary estimate greater than indicative bid; refining estimates
and developing Level 1 (Best Case, Worst Case, and P30)

sctia Page 14
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or CONFIDENTIAL ~
Cost and Budget Summary
| Saint Lucie
Cost Category Proforma 4]1/2009 5/1/2009 _ [Source of Cost Estimateé
‘Budget $MM | Forecast $MM Farecast $MNM ) -
Engineering 3100 _$108 $108  |100% Contracts and Staff
Materials %269 $257 $257  |77% Contracts
T ' 88% Contracts, Vendor  ;
Implementation $106 $230 $230 Estimate 7
Subtotal ~$475 $595 $595_ [85% Contracts
Scope not ostimated | $182 | $75° $60 " BeT Risk Miatrix :
Total $857 $670 $664
' T T TTFPL Estimete
T&D Estimate $25 $12 %18
Total — $682 $682 * $682 |
R L “; corrected
Notes: '

~ ICOR 4.6b-3 EPU
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¥PL 000107 }
IR AT CONFIDENTIAL o~

Cost and Budget Summary
EPU Budqe‘t Details — St. Lum@

. 100% T 4KM/2009] | 51112009 U
‘Engineering L : - e e
Engineering & Staff ' :_“..m._ Awvarded - T&M - EPL and Caniragiors |
NSSS Analysis for LAR f 2 Awarded - T&M - Westinghouse ||
BOP Analysis for LAR - o [Awarded - T&M - SWEG
. Modification Engineering : E Awarded - T&M = Bechtel (E&C Scope)
e e o _..108.3| | 1083, R U
.?7% i, P . R
Ma‘teruais : : .. Ll e et s o e
T urbine & Genera’cor Componenis . S iAwarded - FP -Sigmens e
T Turbine Gen Sub Systems b I FPL. estimate ' - o omo
S/G Mods _ I N/A O
{ Main Tr Transformers H . Awarded - FP - Slemens o
T FW Heaters . L b Awarded -FP ~ TEI
. Cc Oondensate Pumps & Mators ; e FPL estimate (FPL, long lead mater:al}
"EW Pumps & Motors ' : i (Awarded - FP-Flowserve . . . .. .. ...
MSR, HT Exchangers | . Awarded - FP -~ TEI
Misc., Cntrl Rm, LEFM, Girc WiTr pp . {RFP bid in review (Aavarded LEFIV[) .
NMisc. Matenal.a —— g Awarded - Bechtel , U
e e e . 257.0 L2870 0. e
‘88% N ; e 0 0 e
'ngiementatlon i : N ! ; C e e
. _Turbine & Generators 5 [Final negotiations in progress -~ Siemens
S/G Mods ; DN/A
Main Transformers H Awarded - TEM - Bechiel (50 Scope)
FW Heaters ; Awarded -~ T&M - Bechtel (E&C Scope) .

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scope)
| Awarded ~ T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scape) |

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scope) .
Awarded - T&M - Bechtel (2&C Scope)
FPL estimate

Condensate Pumps & Motors
FW Pumps & Moiors
: MSR, Gondenser, Valves
; MIS%nBQPq_!Eﬁtr LEFM, Cnirl Rm, C
1 Qutage Ext.
185%

1
'

Proprietary and Confidential

RS T T RN

et i TS L Fpea TR TR A P m et R I TSt e g oL g e et

o€ Jo ¢ 258y

WO BYIISAIY FUNRAN DSH 6007 A€
L-(FLDHM QXY

1§ 'sqOdE] g WEIRIM
~ IE6000LE-ON 10(- .- -




EFL 000108
NCR-11 .

Cost and Budget Summary

| kawpoim

—~ CONFIDENTIAL

Cost Category Proforma 4/1/2009 5/1/2009  [Source of Cost Estimate
2 ____Budget $MN | Forecast $MM | Forecast $MM|
.Engineering 399 $115 $118  100% Contracts and Staff
‘Materials _$257 $243 $243  |75% Contracts
'Implementation $190 $339 - $339 71% Contracts
:Subtotal $546 . $696 $696  |77% Contracts
iScope not estimated $204 $54 $50  [Ref Risk Malrix )
-Total $750 $750 $746
FPL Estimate
‘T&D Estimate $20 $20 $24
Total $770 $770 $770
Notes: I

ICDR 1.6b-3 EFU 601163

Proprietér_ly and Confidential F:Lu:

0f Jo 9 o3y

UONEITISITY BUNIA] DSE 6007 LB

A 'SQOTEL W WA

L-CTdAFH AN Hanyxy
“.‘..Irt[_‘uﬁgg(}u.;o;\[‘;a}pa({. oS REeRP0 © 950 50 _ @or o0




FPL ({0102
NCR-11

Cost and |

CONFIDENTIAL -

Sudget Summary

EPU Budqet Details — Turkey Point

BOP Analysis Tor LAR

__Modification Engineering

T5%

Materials

__Turbine Generator & Componenis

S/G Mods

T Misc. Przr LVE Rx Hd Chnirl Rm

e e g ey e ey

Mairn Transformers

FW Heaters

; _Condensate Pumps & Motors

T FW Pump & Motors

MSR, C¢ Condenser

Valves

TBCW and Cont Cooling HMTX (4)

MJSC. Matenals

100% . . 4/1/20091 5{112009 ]

Engmeermg o - . S

"~ Engineering & Staff . Awarded - 1&N - FPL and Contractors
NSsS Analysxs for LAR : Awarded - T&M - Westinghouse

 Awarded - T&M - SWEC

i Awarded - T&M - Bechtel

{ Awarded - FP ~ Siemens

FPL. estimate

TEPL estimate

Awarded - Slemens

Awarded - FP - 1E]

4 Bid FEvaluation in Progress

I Bid Evalugtion in Progress

i Awarded -

FP - TEI

L FPL estimate

tFPL estimate

| Awarded - Bechtel

"'"7""1% o

plemeni:at:on

Turbme Generator % Components

| S/G Mods-

T Misc. Prer Lvi, Rx Hd, Cntrl Rm

- Main Transformers

FW Heaters

Condensate Pumps & Motors

FW Pump & Motors

R SN L e . SITL a

MER, Condenser, Valves

Qutage Extension

?-f%C‘D"R 1.60-3ERD

Final negotiations in progress

- Siemens

[FPL estimate

FEBL estimate

:Final negotiations in progress -

------

-~ T&D Dept

‘Awarded — 1&M - Bechtel

| Awarded - T&M - Bechtel

Awarded - T&M ~ Bechtel

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel

'FPL estimate
SR aCT1ed
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-5
= LY
Project Dashboard- PSL
- Mod Packages _Preps & Plans ;
LAR Submittals (9 month mitestone) (inciudes é‘;%ﬁ elf;)d Material Execution
Staggered submittals will
allow better resource Work Order Planning .
Schedul allocation for FPL, W, behind due to Mod i fg’;ﬁ:’ezifgf
chedule SHAW, znd Plant Engineering approvals for Pestermria _%5 days
Spring 2010 e
{PSL-2 12 months float) r
Contracts RREE ?_Z‘giﬁ;spf;”ed o C°““a§fgj;$e§i;°’ Mod | Gontract issued to Bechtel | Contract issued to Bechtel
i
W _and Shaw resources !
less challenged with 3
Staffing & Vendor revised submittal plan Quality tssues with ks Implementation team on
: 3 g site and planning
Support Bi-weekly report provided Bechtelppargl\(/;deed Design it milestones met
s i

by WEC PM; will confinue
to monitor

8 Potential mods resuilting
from LAR znalysis

1. Rod Conirol Phase 2 4
will be evaluated post

CP: Generator Rewind
(Outage duration -6€ days)
7.7 days best case
savings identified

Other Issues or spring Qutage Core team identified; staffing
" after Outage <
- Challenges :S;Addec:)‘l duetoUnit2 |, \/niating scope for . Generator Hot Spots could
eam bypass capacity Separate & Apart and extend Outage
process improvements (5- 7 days)

2008 Budget for Engineering & Staff: $ 54.5 VIM 2009 Budget for Mils & Implementation: $88.6 MM

Costs 2009 YTD Budget forEng. & Staf:  $ 21.1 MM 2009 YTD Budget Mtls & Implementation:  $17.7 MM

N 2008 YTD Actual for Eng. & Staff:  § 17.4 MM 2009 YTD Actual for Mtls & Implementa%igﬁ 63507.5 MM
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CONFIDENTIAL .
Project Dashboard- PTN
. ' Preps & Plans )
LAR Submittals ﬂgﬂﬁd Eamclk ages (includes long lead Material Execution
(8 Mon ilestone) deiivery)
AST Stafion review ;
Schedule g negeie Foatfo No Negative float Noﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁ‘)’:{g *
NRC will accept EPU LAR Station Milestone Profaring =5 daye
after AST LAR Approval y
Contracts Megar Cl‘rirgr:zt:pig?tued for Conﬁ-a;t:gi;sei?g);or Mod Contract issued to Bechtel | Contract issued to Bechtel
W and Shaw resources still
challenged; some relief g
. 4 Need FPL Design
Stafﬁsng & Vendor frg:; :iz%iscﬁwgt:] Engineering Manager Jmplementation team on
upport site and planning
Monthly report provided by Other staf?‘:\%:yels under milestones met
Shaw PM; will continue to
monitor Eﬁ s
Slte Imen‘ace Model Draff
Complete. Review with
Station Leadership post .
Other Issues or { 4 Potential mods resulting ) ] RFO. QP e & TV
Challenges from LAR analysls Options review of BOP Heaters
Cond/FW plans Potential Site Capacity (Qutage duration ~70 days)
Challenge due fo: EPU,
RTE, Policy 14, ISFSI
. 2009 Budget for Engineering & Staff: $ 56.5 MM 2009 Budget for Mtls & Implementation: $ 79.2 MM
Costs 2009 YTD Budget for Eng. & Staff:  $ 19.3 MM 2009 YTD Budget for Mtls & Imp: $40.9 MM
2008 YTD Actual for Eng. & Staff: $ 14.4 MM $ 07.7 MM

2009 YTD Actual for Mtls & Imp:

ICDR 1.8b-3 EFU
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FPL 600112

NCR-11

Plans and Targets

10

p—

CONFIDENTIAL

Saint Lucie

PROFORMA FORECAST
U1 U2 U1 -2
LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 9/30/08 1/31/10
|1 Outage
Duration ‘
2™ Qutage
Duration

In Service Date

December

20114

MWE

1287

136 °

Notes

All Outage durations to be reviewad & approved by CNO upon.compleﬁon of scope definition
1 Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Qutage schedule

. 2 dutage duration driven by Alloy 800 cold leg nozzle repair

3 -Qutage duration driven by HP & LP Turbing and MSR Replacsments

+Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durstions

ICDR 1.60-3 EPWS pavwe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target) — designs not final
Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business model

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000113
Rl CONFIDENTIAL

Plans and Targets "

Turkey Point

PROFORMA FORECAST
U4 U-3 t-4

LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/04/09 6/30/107 8/30/10°

1* Qutage !

Duration A
3

2™ Qutage ' 4

Durztion ! _ g ;

. May December
in Service Date 2012 2012
MWE 118°* 118 “
Noies

All Outage durations 1o be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of Scope definition

1 Outage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Outage schedule

2 Qutage duration driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements

3 Target goal for Six Slgma Tearn rewind outage durations

4 IWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target) — designs not final

5 AST LAR must be approved prior to submittal of EFU LAR . ootds8

(COR 1.6b-3 EPU
Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business modet )

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000114
el | CONFIDENTIAL —_

EPU LAR - PSL

' Technical Challenges

MSSV Lifting during Normal Plant Trips

-- Options for Unit 1 include increased Steam Bypass to Condenser (SBCS)
ca_pacity and valve speed

- Unit 2 challenging due to low operating margin
— Tcold reduction not recommended due to adverse impact on generation

— Increased Sieam bypass {0 condenser capacity and valve speed, add relief
valves downstream of MSIVs, and add turbine trip iime delay

Unit 1 and 2 CCW Piping

-- Selected portions of piping exceed siress analysis temperatures at EPU
conditions, analyses underway to minimize impact

-]

Unit 1 PRA Evaluation

— lssue involves current PORY sizing and ability to accommodate once-through
cooling ' : |

— Alternate options under evaluation
Unit 1 LELOCA ~ maximum Containment Spray flow
cor 1ees SAREVA working LBLOCA runs — challenging schedule to complsies

-

Proprietary and Confidential
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NCR-11

EPU LAR-PTN

FPL 000115 CONFIDENTIAL —

»  Containment Analysis
— Acceptable containment peak pressureftemperature results

- Current Component Cooling Water System femperature limits will be
exceeded

-- Evaluating Modification Options

-- Evaluating Hot Leg Injeciion flow path for long term cooling and
preclude boric acid precipitation

« Steam Line Break Core Analysis
— Initial resuits did not meet acceptance criteria

— Acceptable results achieved by adding lead/lag module to SAIS iow
steam pressure input

— Also reduces limiting peak containment pressure for SLB

o DNB Parameters (OTAT, OPAT Trips)

—Initial PZR. Pressure margin to trip too close to normal operating
pressure considering instrument uncertanities

eomrd@placing PZR. Pressure gauges with digital to gain operating margin

Proprietary and Confidential
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FP1, 000116 | .
NCR-11 . CONFIDENTIAL .

Bechtel Integration

EPC Estimates |

+ Estimates have increased over the indicative bids

— ENM and Manual Labor hours higher
-- FPL validating process and accuracy
— Home Office and JW support costs appear to be redundant
-- Will minimize/eliminate Bechtel JW
— Larger scope than in indicative bids (both new scope and frends)

Challenge ltems - Plan for Resolution
— Sharing resources between sites : 5/27/09

- Work scope 4 512909

— Assumptions used ~ work hours, overheads, efc. ¢+ B/05/09

— -Qutage duration assumptions | 6/26/09

— Optimize manpower by eliminating Outage overlap 6/26/09

ICDR 1.66-3 EPU 0011714
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FPL 000117 '
NCR-11 - CQNFIDENTIAL -

Bechtel Integration

Bechtel EPC Estimates

- Estimates are based on preliminary design
— More detail in scope as modification process proceeds

~ Some undefined scope is now identified
— Some ifems as a result of on-going LAR & Engineering Analyses

» In the process of refining estimates (i.e. from Shaw
preliminary scoping estimates to level 1 estimates)

- The improved estimate process includes developing Best
Case, Worst Case and P-50 view points ,

- _:i'arget date for completion 6/30/09

ICDR 1.60-3 EFU - 001472
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FPL 000118 |
ey = CONFIDENTIAL . -

Bechtel integration

Bechtel EPC Estimates

. Bechtel and Sites performing Best Case, Worst Case and
P/50 Project cost reviews

_ P/50 —is the most likely case with a 50/50 probability of executing the
project plan and scope. This results in the most probable (50/50) project

costs and schedule

— Best Case — Resulis in the lowest total projebt cost, if the implementation
went better than planned gscopesimpliﬁed, beat schedule, no emergent
items, no rework, no quality issues) -

— Worst case — resulis in the highest total project cost, if implementation
went worse than planned (scope increases, schedule slips, emergent
items, rework, quality issue). Assign cost and probability of occurrence
to specific high risk mods.

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 00173
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FPL 000119
NCR-11

Bechtel Integration -

—

CONFIDENTIAL

Example Criteria

P50 Best __Worst
Management Mgmt Service Staff 10/site Mgmt Service Staff &/slie Myt Service Staff 25/site
20% turnover in personnel 10% tumeover in personnet 50% tumover in personnel
work hours 5-8's with occasional OT work, hours 5-8's with occasionat OT work hotrs 8-10's
JW staff at 9 people JW staft at 3 pecple JVV staff at 9 people
QDC and CHO limits ODC and OHO Fmiis ODC and OHO Emits

o JA{»’G; T g
iR e e I

Sy B RS

o AT

i

EHR -::'-.:.‘m‘-nn"v-f ":vri’:'}ff’%"
b et

Prejest work 8-10's,
2 shifls during Quiage, no double fime
FNM at full staif 30 days priar fo Outage

Construction

Project wark 6-10's,
2 shifts during Qutage, no double fime

CP on 7—12‘5, Double #ime OT on 7th day.

Assign cost and probability of occurrence fo
specific CP and near CP high risk mods

FNM at full steff 2 weaks prior fo Outage

FNM at full steff 4 weeks prior to Outage

Craft at full staff 1 week ptior to Cutaga .

Craft at full staff 1 week orior fo Quiage

Craft at full staff 1 week prior o Outage

Foreman/GF ratio - identify for gach project

Foreman/GF rafio - identify for each project

Foreman/GF ratio - Identify for each project

Outage Schedule per plam

Outage Schedute ~ 10% improvement
per station ptan, per Outage (ahd
corresponding Job hour saving)

Quiage Schedule - 20% push to Qutage per
siafion plan, per Outage

Most statlon milestonaes ars met

Most station milestones are met

Miost station milestones are met

Tra nlngf in processing - 5 days (40 hrs)

e P T D e e A e el

Training /7 In processing - 3 days (24 hrs)
i A B

Training / in processing - 5 days (40 brs)
S R P R O

Project Scope is the werk list as approved

Engingering

Define savings in resources
(e.g., can the Elec Lead do Flec and 1&0)

Using T-12 appreach resulting in huge

by FPL in April

Optimize Frederick/HO scope spiit

Levelized and optimized T-8 with some

" |mods moved to other Cutages.

Some milestonas to T-6

ramp-up of engineering staff to perform work

Risk items cccur - define mest probable

Most milestenes met (SMe criteria)

Most Engineering in H.Q. s aparopriate

All Englineering at gite

All milsstones mat (12 mo criteria)

B A I,

i ‘A;-""'f:;,,_uﬁ-

Materials and Subs |Award all 3 sites to same subcuniracior

AL AR e S R e

el

1 R R R R e Ty

Justin tlme'r'natenal deliveries save
warehouse costs and multiple handling

3 separate subcontracts and 2 siies

0¢ §0 L1 23eg

R Bulk buys as much as possible -

Minimal stock matedal remaining

Welders - use "galden arm" subconiractors
PLUS 10% wald repair rework

Ensure BOM s not factorsd by Engineering

More Subsontractors and less Direct Perform

Bechiel/FPL optimize purchasing effort and again by Fleld Engr, Craft
ICOR 1.60-3 H¥iElders - use "golden arm” Use welders from "hall" for ail welding 001474
subcontractors for caitical weids (no contract welders) Significant Stand-alone purchases

Risk items occur + define probable s

pu Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000120
St CONFIDENTIAL —

Bechtel Integration

Project Overlap

o EPC Scope overlaps FPL in some areas

» Reviewing the following functional areas to eliminate

overlap :

— Project Management

— Project Support

— Project Engineering

' - ?§E§§

-  Will have better view when June 30 Bechtel data is T
available b Y s

0 g g

ER

ICOR 1.65-3 EPU _ .  op117s § :

18 Proprietary and Confidential
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NCR-11 -

Heat Balance

CONFIDENTIAL —

Potential MWe Gain

° Pfeliminary design heat balance indicate more MWe likely
> Will be performing additional testing to maximize MWe output

- Final design numbers will not be available until after testing and
secondary pump and heater options are finalized (see page 21)

St. Lucie:
Siemens . . .
Unit Needs Contract Winter Planning | Summer F’!anmng
- Fillin (MWe) Max g
g (MWe) (MWe)
Unit 1 103 137 102
Unit2 103 151 123
_ A
Turkey Point:
Siemens N . ]
Unit N ee ds Contract Wmte;ﬂ Zlinnmg Summe:i*:;rE iI:Ianmrxg
. Filling (MWe) (Mwe) (MWe}
Unit3 104 11 121
1GOR 1lgb-3 eklnit 4 104 111 121 D014

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000122

NCR-11 — CONFIDENTIAL —
Regulatory — Cost Recovery
Nuclear Cost Recovery

FPSC Internal Controls Audit begins N 1722109 {a)

2008 True-up and testimony filing 3/2/09 (=)

Discovery begins 33109 (a)

2009-10 Projections and Testimony filed 5/1/03 {a)

intervener Testimony 7114108 {e)

Staff Testimony 7128109 {e)

Rebuttal Testimony 8121709 (e)

Discovery Completed §/28/09

Hearings 8/31/09, 9/2/09-9/4/09

Staff Recommendations 10/02/09 (e}

11/2/09 {e)

Issue Order

= Qver 200 interrogatories and Data Requests responded fo on time

« Testimony - compleie
» FPSC audit of Project Controls - complete

Motes:

gaazEstimated date.
ICDR 1.60-3 EPU
Focus — SSJ's, Competitive bidding, "Separate and Apart’

Proprietary and Confidential

Q01177

0€ Jo 97 °3ey

uonEIuIsaId SUNRN ISH 6007 KL

L-CTaTFE A aquyxg
AL ‘SqOde[ Y WAL

= BHRGAD0H TONIIIM. o it oo i ot o s e o ke e e it e et oo !




FPL (00123 | CONFIDENTIAL —~

NCR-11 u

Scope Validation

Evaluating Project Margins and Scope

o

— Condensate / Feedwater Pumps
—~ Feedwater Heater Scope
- Exciters

Evaluating Margins & LAR inputs
— Safety Analysis
— Trip Transient
— Design and Operating Margins

-]

Technical Challenge Board to review resuits and plan
going forward

[COR 1.6b-8 EPU

L]

001178

Proprietary and Confidential

Initiated a validation of identified modification margins
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FPL 000124 - CONFIDENTIAL .
NCR-11 o

PTN ISFSI

‘s

Confirmation/ Approval for iISFSI Location

. Recommgandaﬁon is for EPU Craft facility inside PA and relocate [SFSI
Pad outside PA -

— Revisiting Facility needs

-  FDEP Approved Amendment Request to the Site Certification for ISFS]
Location outside PA. Agencies and third parfies have about 30 days

to appeal.

- Plan to Resolve Zoning Issue for ISFSI Location is in Process

~ Plan is to confirm zoning approval through County Building Department
permitting process
— Requirement and related process for revision of the Conceptual Site plan is still

- AFGO00NT ONIMOQ- v oamae s oo e

under discussion with the County o

~ Uncertainly exists on iSFESI zoning a?grova[ for location outside PA. Any SEEE
construction of EPU facility on initial ISFSI location should await better =P
understanding of zoning status SmBl

A , 23

- Based on time needed for Engineering and Construction, need to start
EPU Craft Facility by July 1 and ISFSI construction is August 3, 2009

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001179
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NCR-11

Project Risks — PSL

—

CONFIDENTIAL

< #il be noodad io forany
Implementaticn and Schedule not pregiclad by wg.‘dn, with umm
1 a/ne exécuticn may cost more than Significant Cost acton plen o delarmine the accuraio
Proforma Nole: %mul lndlcallcs Englnsering cocts will be anber of Bachtol staff neoded (inal actisa 5/45)
higher than gropesal
=R
Plon {0 Incronsa capucly of Sisain dump and
Ellmination of MSSVs fiftingona m:;a Syu:in;:anmdw aczeptod by Plant
Plant Tripwill ui‘e a significant HENS Sionlf U=t Significant cast1a modity the eloom dump Coms
£ el modification tomtge Steamggum P “ . Deskn syetem o a recuclion In MWe If Teold o lowerad |, o,
system - or - reduction of T-cald Perform K-T anayale amdd provide recommendations
10 Senlor Management
e roady for Intema! challenga with Chief (due S/3)
Hizhiy
Working on altamaiive Selutons
U-1 PRA for Tetal Loss of Wit kel requlra mods other than PORV
3 e |Feedwater Indicates PORVS arc Signiflcant Sdé:ﬁ‘" ﬁ;zﬂb‘:&;&.{h could beimpected HPORVS 1 ot;coment
undersized for uprate wondition Aok Migaton Pl tn dovalogmaont
Available Containment Pressure fart-2is
Margin reducad due to the . Imeacs te not Yot fully soalyzed, Cumant avollablo {Us1 will -oquu- a minkpurge 3ystom
e 209 d.gve,-, of Legacy LOCA M Sipnificont Docign margin has been roduced from 7 PS04 PSI i Plont Mealih Commities hao mviewsd
analysls error Wil 2rocass scepe change
Preliminary evaluations Indicate
that the cument design flow far
¥ May o I modiil . Z
Y e 1L1111 hat dleg Injection mayﬂb& 2SSy Mogs | SO S ;2::;;;:‘_}" oy mtw“ﬂ“ Wl roquiro systom modtication procassing
an adequate 10 suppart the 2 etormined “Seopo Change
uprated condition without 2 2
medificatian ;
WEC & SHAW vendor statfing !
B [Could cauce dotaye with LAR scheduls endfor  «Agroemont on re-tiapslining reached; ne Impact to
8 szzors !e::,:l’on'r\tzgrg}::;u sufficient to M Signifeant Sehadulo s ostadciionet £ and cote for Shaw and WEG
uttha. T m ! o6 and oq Ipmani are foad {81 raquiros 31 daye from gart of PENP
- =ma arPBeo 'SL. Could dalay ‘cutago and the alart of PSL outage; currenty 36
7 | 78ws [RewindatPBand PSLoverap M Swelfant | Scheduo rewind ol PSLand Gilect PSL Griteat Eays exist In tha schedula (Dlffaronea of 6 days)
) :Sue Miigation Plan for dotolls
+3. Proporo LAR consltent with RS-001,
NRR Review Standard for Exiencod
Power Upeatas,
Devulu; aDPI’.ori::rmnt and hvcl
' oféotall
‘2. Uge Ginna EPU .ubm"ul a guida Tor
License Amendment Request i 4ormat and brvel of dol S i
NRC Review could be delayed 9 f?":ﬂf:%ﬁ“&&" m«a beands
due to errors and omissions . s o
Priocto - NRC Acceptance Regulatory! Depending on o axtont of he delsy, cautd resu*  © Sor Casosement afer 124 LAR
$ | “zmme | -NRC Technical Review " St Schodul in additcral costand exlsraion G the PIElO Iy murt-pary poe reviws using
-ACRS Review o i muymd rmula:fﬁ -r:x;;.mﬂ
incy tn: N -]
- SBLOCA Confinnatery b e
Analysis 6. VP Nucleor Power Uprats mat with NRR
[manogement 721708 o
7. Manthly meolings with NRR
8. CNQ mat with NRC EDO on 3/23/08 lo dlscusc.
ICDR 1.6b-3 ERPU o wt.m'ﬁgpmnw In Waghingtan &
' |eoordinate quastions anc RA

- Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000126
NCR-11

—

Project Risks — PSL

CONFIDENTIAL

New NRC mandated
Maintenance rule working hours
will further limit allowed working
ihours

S | leios

There is potential that Legacy
\Analysis or License basis issues
may be uncovered during re-
analysis for EPU LAR

10 1or1408

Shgnificant

Programmatic

Given the planned construction of
new nuclear plants in FL,
cbtaining adequate skilled labor
to support EPU at PTN and PSL
may be prablematic (Note: This
was the same #1 1isk identified
by each of the perspective EPC
vendors)

1" &12/38

Signlficant

Scheduie!
Cost

Transition to Nuclear Asset

%) SRz Management Systems (NAMS)

=

Margina!

Programmatic

Vendor Stafiing Level may not
be sufficient to support the
Project

]
3
8

N

Slignfiicant |

Project Mgmt,

Potentially extend outege Ourstions and/or
{ncrease costs

EPU management worklng with Llconsing 1o ensure
an accoptable procodury which vdll m'nimize the
impact 2 EPU

"Two such items have already been
identified: PB FWtemp and PTN STMT
analysis which are being tracked by 2
separate line tem.

‘The impact is difficult to quantify untit
discavery

Developad and issued EPPI-345: new instruction
ihat dafines rlsk idontification and mitigation wiiiing
WIA-AA-1000,

Thua fer, the procass has been effective

A lack of adequate skiit craft could impact
the oumage schedules and related costs

IVWIIl continua to moniar

Have institutad 3 60 doy rehire policy forthese
Individual contractors that leavo the sfta/project
|voluntarily

Instifuted menthly moetings with BAs

May ceuse delays with review and approval of
[ Engineeting Documents

Per Flect wide Change Management Plen
Hold maoting with NAMS coordinator and Site PMs
Transition to NAMs currently scheduled for Doc 09

)

-

Schedule and Outage Milestonos could be
Impaciod

!
'

oQ
(Cantinug fo maritor aciual sta’fing levels agaln,lﬁ
established staff ramp up Plan A

Conducling quariary mesting with Major Venda®
and CNO starting inAprl

NE ¥

Weighted High Risk items total ~

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU

Proprietary and Confidential
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NCR-11 %

Project Risks — PTN

CONFIDENTIAL

‘ Implementation and Scheduls
4 |execution may cost mere than
i Proforma

Sigaltcant

Cost

[Turbine Gandry Crana travel
speed, available laydown space,
2 azans  lete, Crane may be Lessthan

EPU outages

Adeguate ta eficently suppert the ’

Crilical

Schedule

Error discoverad in the
Containment Integrity Design
Basis Apalysis

3 1011008

Critieal

Progrommatc

¢ i D9 Iproject Staff Level not sufficient

Significant

Project MpmL.

Site Capacity:
Given the {ot2! quantity of work
planned (including work from

2400 |imposed on the statien for such
items as PORC reviews,
procetiures, training, WO
Reviaws, etc, may be beyond the
capacity for the station to support

M

Signifeant

Cos¥/ Schedulo

1 other projects), the overall work
|
i

« NRR Instruction (LIC-108)

3 = requires the AST LAR to be
85 5 submitted and approved priorto
submitting the EPU LAR

]

Cridezd

Reguistory

s There is potential thet Legacy

*-. | Analysis or Liconse basls issues

may be uncavered during re-
analysis for EPU LAR

7 1408

M

Signiticant

Progmmmatls

New NRC mandated
ICOR,1.6 PaZiriidfice rule workirg hours
will further llmit allowed working
hours

L]

Maglnal

Cot

C will bo roodad to torany

orttols not prodicted by Preforma

ata} Bachiel lncficetas Enplagaring costs will be
iizhorthan propozal

pe 20 3t

Soe Mitigation Plan for Dotalls

Cblaln quallfiod CEM fe ovaluate tha averal
condliien of {he Crno ond provide

Inabifly te efics mily tomova ond reploca
ubment nsoded for pawor uprate withls the

Cutoge Umo fmmo

Roviaw 12 and repals a5
necessory 10 Improve cvane by and conakion

Soe Rizk Mitigatlon Pl for dells

& Efor (non conservoive) may signifcontly
aduce tha Contalament Prossura AMargtn neoded
forihe Extended Powor Uprate concillons

Favgrable rasuls wih hoat sk model, Fucther

CCW mods may be nocessary. Podbrming KT

Analysls 1o dulermitno scopa and sigalficancs of
medification 1o bo dolarmined by 53109

Toe Risk Mitigavon Plns for Delle

'oject net sl (0 establish and malilaln un

dequata leva! of (-houss and augmonted swaft
faonnel Sloffing fevol nat sufliclent 1o mansga
ject effclonty.

Ralged 10 High dos {0 recont rosignotions of Kay
| Enginoarng Management

Sew Mitization Plan for detalls

tontial 1o extend T OUtage andicr =lip a cyclo
ho incandcr dalo

Bokg roviewsd per Bachtel levolzation ord Quisgn
iScopo Plen

uming & 12%0s 12 months forappcoval of he
ST and 14 Manths for EPU LAR, thers b anly 4
phs fical In tho LAR Schedules,

e EAV LAR b not recalved by Decamber
0, tion woutd ba unabls te perfenn new Fool
aalpd (SFP Crilicalty)

Al nocasaury projuct focus 1o ansurs the AST
LAR Is submitted 0 Latar Man Juna

Po~applicatian Mesthy with NRT hold un 42409

LAR 0 bo submitiod forStation Ruviaw by S12; All
reviewors perscnally nodiied

8:5uC fams have airoody been identinad: PE,
temp, FTN CTMT snolyzls ond TN ECF

mpact ls difultto quartlfy undll discovary

EPP=-345 now instruction thad dofines rick
I{entifieatlon and mitlgetion uilltzing WM-AA-1000.

ctontally tdead outege Duanions asdlor
croase costs

EPU managemant working with m&mum
whizh will minimiza b

an
impociic BPU
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Project Risks — PTN

CONFIDENTIAL

L Wastnghbuze previded Reeovory Plon
: N¥gedon actiom bakg Implomented
'WEC znd SHAW vendor staffing i ik DR i [Vl continue 1o monitar e effectvoniess of 2ctians
e szsios (level may aotbe sufficient 10 M Sigalfcent [cost dditional monlos Agresmont on re-batelining reachad; no Impact o
support project wnd dato for Show znd WEC
[Thore ore = lorgs nomber of activities which noed
FPL PRA suppart is not adequate w2 be performed o woll ao PSL 2nd FTN PRA [ Determilne If any acivilos con Lie secamslizhed fn
10| w2m  |oompleeallaciviieswithin M Mongaal g B e Aol
the schadule. imised romourean to acesmplish Tk pnd keveral fthreugh EFU I Y
e ks hovs no revsureos oxsigned otal, i
| enmoes [TNSHHoN ta Nuclear Asset M Maeghal Vay caure delays veeh taviowsnd approval of (e Flastvide Change Managoment Plon
sManagement Systems (NAMS) Y otk planning. Held meeting wih NAMS coordinator and Sta Phe
i
i 1. Pregare LAR condszarmwd RS0, 1
: NRR Review Standard for Extontec
H Pawet Upeataz,
' » Develap EPPI fer format and feve!
t of datail
| [2. Use Giana EPU submitel 2% u gulde for
H fermat and Jovel of datal
{License Amendment Request 3, Saquactar revtowe wod chalange bosrez
TNRC Review could be delayed 2t cocaaln |atim LAR milestonae
du Ct I 21d omisslo a?_' Tepondng on tie wxiont of the dalay, could rosult | - Self Assesiant after 12 LAR
i, RS o OnS i sddidonni coct and cxcenslon of Tia peoject Sacta:
@ 212100 - 'R\- Acceptance s M Critical longth 4. Mnﬂ.!-nnm paer redaws ueing
- NRC Technical Raview 6dupTy end roguisiory oxpars
- ACRS Review lEal':?‘hlu-dnu Rasoyrces ooy Nosded 10 oUpport sAMm;mn- with NRC prior lo
2 wl
« SBELOCA Confirmatory 6. VP Nuclear Poswur Uprotz met vith NRR
Analysis menogoment TZ1/08
7. Monthly mootings vith NAR
8. CNO motwity EDQ on 1223 to discurs cchodule
9, Flanta astablish 2 prevenca la Washinglon to
coordnae NRC questens and rexponsas to RAls
Currant schedla adequats to meat curent naode
[
i
Bzsed on the amount of wark i s ~m' T
. Seheduls Fragnaiz & be rzvie! Y Eochtz] an
13 Al2/o8 2{3;2: ?" J?;ﬁ‘;;g {::{ on::e?l:n : M Marghiol Potontialts extond the Cutzge duraticn Project !u‘r;:mr :‘.:%;. 3:::': Diradeng and
Crane cont n oo r
interfecence with Implementation
Contrel Room ventliation [ntake ’
16| s=um  |Modifications are (el based on M Karghal ;ﬁmﬁmﬁ AT Ly it Iaiect :7;":: scopa, ke SCTN ond Inehudo oz project
g the analysis forthe AST LAR
. 7 ]
ICDR 1.6b-32 EPU 2 001183
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Performance Indicators

27

CONFIDENTIAL

Performance Indicators - PSL

Cast 1
Page
Gost Stius
Budger / Varance Status 5
Status
4 [nyolce Issuss
Schedule U1R23 - Spring 2010
Page
ini 1_Staion Outage Miiestono Status____|
_Project Pre-Outaqe Catical Path U1R23_{
LAR Miiestone Status 10
LAR Crkical path
Major Dellverables Histograrh
e ]
28
" Page
Pertormancs (EV) Status |
Task Plans 39
Ovedime Tracking
Engineered Materlal UTR23 - Spring 2010
P Fage
1_BldSpec/RFP____Cmpilt
2 Award PQ Cmplt 45
|3 Fabricstion / Delivar
lnstal laﬁon Planning U1R23 - Spring 2010
881 Wotk Order Planning
Site Preps G4

Work Order Complete Bumdown Chart
Manya'w Plaaning

atomiE]  Msticto be Avallble 051509 |

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU
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Schedule U1R23 - Spnng 2010 Schedule U2R1S - Fail 2010
RP-2 | RP-1
w w 1 Stadon Outage Milestona Staws
3 LAR lestone g!ams -

B Y ¥

4 LAR Crincal path

5 Major Delivarables Histogram

Eng. Deliverables U2R18 - Fall 2010

PCM Bumdawn Chart

Engineering Walkdavns

Drawing Status

11 _PCM Status

Vendor Manuzl Status

Project Management U2R183 - Fall 2010

Pg‘ect Management UTR23 - Spring 2010

RPZ RP-1 [ G

RP-Z | RP-1] CRp |
Y _{_Y_|1 Peronnancs (EV) Stws

D% | D1 Performance (EV) Status

P BT B un- Z Task Pisns

Cmpit

|3 Fabricaton / Deliver

Insﬁllauon Planning U2R19 - Fall 2010

w w E@7_Work Order Plarining
W W W |2 Site Preos
3_Work Order C Bumdown Chart
UDZ ARk UD st Manpower Planning
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NCR-11 e i
Performance Indicators

Performance Indicators - PTN
%g? :

| Schedule U3R25 - Fall 2010 HE Schedule U4R286 - Spring 2011
{ RP2| RP-1] G

1 Station omaqa Mﬂeslme Satus

¥ Y Y S Major Delvaratles Histogram

Eng. Deliverables U4R26 - Spring 2011

=

[ 24.

BITE] gi
WDwd Draviog
a0 fUDJ|S Vendor Manual Statua

Project ManagementU4R26 - Spring 2011
av—:ﬂ =] cRp1

Project Management U3R25 ~ Fall 2010 I
RP2 [RP-1 | CRp | Fage

Q 2 X Y Porfaimance Status Performance (EV) Status
D AUDUTEUDE]2 Task Plans 43 Task Plans
B 2 Overiimo Tracking Overtlms Tracking
Engineered Material USR25 - Fall 2010 - Engineered Material U3R25 - Fall 2010
Page CR
{ RFP
49
ricatioh / Doiver
Installation Planning USR25 - Fall 2010 t - Installztion Planning U3R25 - Fall 2010 Instailation Planning U4R26 - Spring 2011
F-2 [RP-1 [ ORp | Page | RP-2 | RP-1] Ci [RP2[RP-1] CRp |
W_I1 Work Order Planning 5 W | W | W [1 Work Order Planning W | w [ W {1 Work Order Planning
W 12 Site Praps 74 W | w | W |2 SitoPre W 12 Sito Props
=103 Wark Ordar Comaiste Burmdown Chart 3 Work Order Compinte Burndown Chart i
[ Manpowesr Planning BRI AID 4 Manpower Ploming

§_Censtructobility Walkdowns WD AUIDLEHEDES Constructabiity Watkdowns

| | Legend Tokal Float is (+) & Basefna Varlanca is (+)

. Whits [Tote] Float s (+) & Bazalne Varianca is (-], BL Dale &> Data Date
Yellowi Tota] Flozt Is (+) & Haselna Varisnce is (-). GL Dats ks < Data Date

[KEEHI| Total Float (s {~) & 8aselina Varlance s (-). BL Dule s <Data Date 001185
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Suppliemental ;
Saint Lucie Cash Flow
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Supplemental :
Turkey Point Cash Flow

3800
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R EER ™

AzxmSEA
Extended Power Uprates
Project Update
Turkey Point

July 25, 2009
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NCR-11 o

g Agenda

E59z2 8 -

2iEds

GREEES o  Qverview

- B H2

2 _Eﬁﬂﬁ': n =
FEEETS «  Area Summary & Line by Line

-  Implementation |

»  Risk and Mitigation
< NRC Schedule

- Lessons learned

[CDR 1.6b-3 EPUY 001241
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CONFIDENTIAL

NCR-11
I. Overview
o 2
€3 ‘
S LR |
£29 1 Current Plans and Targets
E59%
2259
PRS-
B2d&nm PROFORMA FORECAST
SZFEF U3 U4 _u3 A
LAR Submittal 9/01/08 5/07/08 BI3010° 6/30/10°
| 1% Cutage
Duration
2™ Qutage
Duration
in Service Date
NWE
Notes

All Outage durations o be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of Scope definition

t Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currertly in the approved Outage schedule
2 Qutage duration driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements
% Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durafions

4 MWz based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

5 AST LAR must be approved prior fo submittal of EPU LAR

- ICHR 1.6b-3 EFU

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information

Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business model
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Turkev Point Timeline

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
Page 4 of 40

NRC Time Line
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Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information

g Cost Overview
Fia2%
=AS5gde ORIGINAL CURRENT ESTIMATE ACTUAL/ AMOUNT
g" “e SUs _‘ EST!MATE EST!MATE 1 ACCRUALS
REZZER :
! $28,672,000 $82.648 935 —$33 976 935] $23,089,022 $39,559,013
i R e ' e
,67 | |[ENGINEERING - $18,466,810 367,312,008 |  -$49.345218]  $11,243,078 $56 568,950 |
M} e ; R Ll o
{;’Z\\ MATERIALS 52_91 038,700 | $237,579,047 -$36,543,24?_' $33,681 ,165 $203,898,782 |
I “rI; gf“’% -.Eﬂ.’« i ; : i i ¥ r“@'y};ﬁw e@%ﬁ ] "“%“""fi‘dﬂ-
4 , g{; 6‘/“'& IMPLEMENTATION $192,033,500 A $438,588,705 -$246 556,205 $20,348,406 | 3418, 241 299
§ ‘ \ vﬁ%jﬁ%&%«%ﬁ%%ﬁs%: T .' 3 i ; 4" i ? i ,-5;'- ; o :'E"'ﬁ
— """'"-—--_._
: SCOF‘E UNDEFINED "”T$§45 889,870 | $77,155389 | $168.734481) 30| _$77.155,389
b % e L L
ESCALATION $63,082,230 $25,955.221 537,127,009 30 $25,055,221 |
e e N o e
TOTAL $749,181,110 _ $909,741,225 -$160,560,115] $88,362,571 $821,_378,654
virg |
ICDR 1.66-3 EPU [ 7 O"f' U244
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July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
{Turkey Point) Presentation
Page 7 of 40

" " Docket No. 110009-E1 ™ " - 7
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

l. Area Summary
and Line by Line

ICOR 1.6b-3 EPU 001246
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NCR-11 -

il. Area Summary

C " Dockét No. TI0009EE " vt e

=i Current Budget of $749M increased
$EEs to $833M (Current Forecast*)—
c32if - The causes for the increase were primarily due to the
- following:
- Initial Shaw feasibility estimates were based on conceptual
scope | .

— Scope Growth driven by — LAR and Design Evolution

— Bechtel Field Non-manual (FNM) and Indirect costs for the
EPC contract are higher than expected

— Material costs significantly higher than Shaw orlgmal
| estimates

*excludes scope undefined

ICDR 1.8b-2 EPY o otz47

g Draft - proprietary & Confidertial Business Infarmation
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FPL 000064 .
o CONFIDENTIAL | . ~

ll. Area Summary
| Licensing Cost

Licensing Engmeermg costs were higher than pianned
by $34mm due to:

'— Base coniract costs higher than anticxpated

— EPU analysis significantly more extensive and intrusive than
stretch power uprate like Seabrook -

— Newlanalysrs methodologies required to achieve acceptable
resutis

— Nﬁ_CA [;egu!atory guidance sssued expanding scope/ comp[e;\fcy
0

— Fast Track schedule caused work to be performed with draﬁ
inputs and re-worked later

~ Core LAR staff owner’s functions Eargely contracted

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting’
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(EFPL)-8
Page 9 4f 40
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.
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ll. Line by Line - LAR

=]
g g
®s g X :
S 8 pg:‘ n - - - Ll
22%_Licensing Engineering costs were higher than planned
S v “.
RS ‘
= he . : . :
=N LI DESCRIPTION . ORIGINAL CLRRENT VARIANCE  |EXPLANATION! NOTES
E E ?ﬁs{%‘%nalysis and Engineering [
* "TWEC NSSS end Fuel Analysis £20,000,000 Haba Scops
Areva Replacement Components Anzlysis Base Seope
Contract lncentives - Base Scope
RAI Suppert Base Szops
SFP Crificality Analysis Base Scope
Decay Heat Analysis TransTerrad from Shaw Base Scope
PRA Analysis ACRS now requres show ing EPU is visk beneficiat
Reconstiute BMi Siress Analysis b ex=ling analysis of record
TRACE Inputs ~ NRC Confrmatory Analysis New NRG req't io perform confimatory LOCA analyses
EAF Scophg/Prassurtzer impact Frior rrethodology for EAF no- longer accepted by NRC
Unresolved WEC Scope Changes Aralysis areas requiring more work than origirally estirated by WEC
due o unaccoptable results
Mid Process Scope Feview Changes W1 - ¢ P, Cond Pumps, SGFFs
Addional Analyses
Analyses from réview cycle, ungeceptabla resuts, LTC/BA precipltation
SUBTOTAL $20,000,800 $33,603,830 -$13,503,230

1 2

: continued oh next page

ICDR 1.6t-3 EPY _ 001248
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ll. Line By Line — LAR

CONFIDENTIAL

~ Diekét No. 110009:E]

86 S
nE LAR Walk-thru
=R
S0 8 .
2o A
o = oo .
SN Fe
. K29 X 3
MER AT h
g E ;3" E‘ - DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANCE _ |EXFLANATION ] NOTES
2E - E g (BoP AnalysTs and Ergineering .
&= v 8 o « lShaw BEOPAnalses 38,000,000 )
RS S et heentes
3 RA! Support
q] Shew srope adjustments
! MSNMSCV Disk Qualfications Industry OEof faled disks
3 Md Precess Bevipw #1 « 4 FNVH, Cond Pumps, SGFRs
|Additianal Arelyses Analyses fromreview cycle, unaccentable resyits
o FPL LAR Engineering
FAL- MOR Enginsering Supnort for LAR
SUBRTOTAL '$6,000,008 518,050,705
Girid Stabuity fek Study $260,000
Other Contracts
Third Party Review's 222,000 Owners Support and independent reviews
Environmrantaly Asssted Fatigue Reanalysis Prior methodology for BAF ne'longer ateapted by NRC
AST Dase Aralysis . News disse analysis needed to support acceptable resulfs at B°U
condions and address conire] room hebiebiy conditions
R Carreron fesing Senvices for MUR alidates pow er unearfainty for deterrining RTP valye Tor uprats
¥ Intégrated LAR Compliation TrpRe LA I 701 (o7 submital i
Olhet RATSypport
\ . SUBTOTAL $222,000 -§7,004,553
NRC Review Fees T " §8 300,600 $3,395,504 7§1,185,884] AST, BRU B Corifrratory Anayses
SubToml o O IO 77, .
|
Total w thout Eroaiation and Comtlgatty $'ia,a72,uau 62,648,935 533,978,935

ICDR 1.603 EPU

1

11 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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ll. Area Summary

Engineérin’g Cosis

July 26, 2009 ESC Mecting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-8
Page 12 of 40

T Dgeket NoU TE0000EL T <
William R, Jacobs, Jr.

« Modification Engineering costs increased by $49mm
due to:

- — Original Shaw Estimates conceptual vs. detalil

— Number of Modifications increased due to Scope Growth and
L AR Analysis |

- Bechtel increases in Home Office and Overhead costs

ICOR 1853 EPU 01251

12 Draft - Propristary & Confidential Business Information
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William R. Jacebs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-8

008 6P

R I PO

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
{Turkey Poinf) Presentation

NCR-11

——

ii. Line by Line -

' CONFIDENTIAL

- Engineering

This table represents the variance in Engineeting cosis between the original
budget and the current forecast. The significant differences are shown.

L SCOPE URIGINAL FOQRECAST - VARIANGE EXPLANATIONS 7 NOTES
1LD\JEQRUL‘¢S s,
2 BNG, ENG, ENG.
™ Ameriap and cathotlc protection sys-:em repleoemen(s vs, upgrades.
Eondenser Replacement/Amertap 500,000 Seope cresse
By Reactor core modal vs, enfire 8FU parameter changs model. Scope
Sirriator $50,000 increage,
NEw TUTBIAB Contrals DEVEHG 3500000 [Enginsering Lnderestimatad
Replace FAC-denlified Piping $10C,000 Configuraton vericaton 2nd sress analysis required
Allow ance for Additionai Coaling Mags o TPCIWICW $200,000 Exieting heat sxchangers cam not ke medified for S conditons
Rewreund motors adeguate, new pumps required w ith rrater filter
Instak Cohdensate Punps - Replace Infernals $200,000 madfieations, Seops ncrease
Madify The Bolated Fhase Bus Duct Cosling System $200,008 Canlars acceptable. IPBD not adequate for load, Scope increase.
Allew znoe for MSR replcament $1,300,000 | nstall dran tanks and modify crossover plplng. Scopa ierease.
Add New Fast closing FWW lsolatlon Vaives- Cuizide Contaloment $1,080,000 [MGV's cannot mest design requirements AQVs must be used.
Wa'n Steam Fiplng Support Mods And / Or New Supparts $300,000 Putentizl for mare extensive Trodiication with adediions
Sub -Totsd 54,430,000 $21,378,000 -516,848,000
OVERRLUNS $1M
Irpisrent LEPM Check Plus MUR $500,000 Based on detaled mod paokage esfimaies.
Actuatnrs, posiioners and new cahling fromcontrol raomvs, Incal valvs
Stearn Duirp Valvesipiping Modticallons 120,000 work only
Replace 2 HP PW Hits - #5 (4 Sub - Tatal For 2 Uniis) $300,000 Scope [ncrease;larger heaters, Shess analysis plus stranded costs
Rephice 2 HP FW Hirs - #6 (4 Sub - Total For 2 Units) "$345,000 Scope increaseikrder heatars, stress analysis plus stranded costs
Altarnate SFP Casling System .. $200,000 Seope Increage, noressed analysia tranholrs and job eomplexity
Scope Increase; janger pipe sectien replacement and stress analysis
Allow ance: For Replacement Of Gravity Drain Bping - %5 Heater $200,000 issues.
' Scope Inorease; sctuator and solenod replasements with additlonal
FW Ragulating Valva (FRV) Trim Replacemsnit $200,000° stress analysis
BOP nstrurrentation & Control Setpoint, Restalitg & Hardware My $450,000 Larger BOP Instrumant & Control setpoint changes, Scope mcrease.
A Engineering evaluaiion elirinated fransformer replacement in lew of
Replage The Main Transiormers $350,000 eooler uprgrade. Scope Ingrease.
Incresse Aux FW Pump Capacity & CET Volnre $100,000 Ninor vakie medifieations in list of pump mdifications, Stope increase.
IANE 1 fha ERL Sub - Tote| 92,765,000 9,107,007 85,342,087 (011252

13

continued on next page
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: il E..me by Lme- Engineering

=
8 bh 2 o
: £ 8
w3, B8
DA
NS ¥
S50 = p
(==} & ) S
SE2He SCOPE ORIGINAL FORECAST VARIANCE EXPLANATIONS 7 NOTES
== B .
L e 2 g T UNDERUING ~
= = Gt
. Mea p;. k)
5 E E \191 —ﬁ :r" . Eimnatad due to scope reduction (1-4 i’eed;waxer 1eaters no longer
{-:"'5 = RN Sl Add P Hir # 5 2% 6 Digitat Lave) Controls $2,450,000 heing replaced)
A& & & b £iBrergency Containment Fier Removal $724,000 Abanden nt place vs. complets ramaoval.
B Stulion Bectrical Load Study (ETAF 400,000 Reduction due to single ETAP analysis per outage vs. by mod,
b - Total| 68,5740 | 52,810,000 $1,604,000
4 SCOPE NCREASES
4 Hagter Drain Tank Aliernate Draing Beisting valves undersized for EPU condillars
2 : Exlonsie energency ool room ventiaton and Na 16 beskets Vs,
: Nodifisations for AST $100.000 cherical injection
- HVAC CBUS Switchgear (Actuals) Actuals for 30% design, Mod not reguired for axistings heat !na:ls
Turblire TAPS A Needed for data colisetion for HP turbine design
Sub ~ Tatal $100,000 $.245,000 -$3,148,000
|
% SCOPE DELERONS _
g R Vessel Upper Hand Temp Ccnver (DHE-C) CRI Anal, $1,000,000 Mot required per engineering evafuation
ow 24 Manth Fuel Oycle 41,008,000 Not belng pursued,
i Pressurizer Loop Seal Rermoval . 21,008,000 Ramoval not raquisd, setpoint chargs anly,
; rimonoler not required, Bxisting cooler being replaced Wi Iarger
A Addiisn of Trim Coalers to Exclier $400,000 capachy
5 Replace 2 LPFW Hirs -#3 (4 Sub « Total For 2 Units) $300,000 Maf required due to F condensate pung aption,
Replace 2 LP FW Hlrs -#4 (4 Sub - Total For 2 Units} $300,000 i Not requied due o 3 condensaie pump aption.
G P Purrp Thrust Bearings 550,000 Fi Uy mocfications Not required due to 3 condensate pump opfion,
3 Hydrogen cooler ergineering cost included in Siemans generatoer
3 : Coolsr Replacerent 1o Support Gen Hydragen Cooling 5200,000 upgrade ’
Allow ance For hew Jet Impingement Shislds And / Or Fipe Whip H $150,000 Seopt conbined with main steam pipe supporis and w hip restraints
Currant Trensforrers & Bushings Replacement $20,000 Seope comsined with Siamans generator upgrade cost
Containment Casiing Mods - Chilled Water (NCCS) $630,000 Replacing NCCs only. Not adding chiied wafter.
. Subs-Totall  $5,270,000 51,682,008 $3,588,000
; SO R TR : 554263
‘ TOTALY 15,139,000 §37,422,087 ~$21,283,087
: *Totai do not [gpresent all Engineering items
* L.
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il. Scope Reductions

Maior Scope Reduction items

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

=
N .
- DESCRIPTION MITIGATION
o
)
fx Reuctor Vessel Upper Head . |Poianttal CRDM temperature
Temperature Conversion fgsues " |Medium [AREVA to perform CRDM Thermal Analysis
Replace the Main Increased ceoling capachy for exsiing
Transformers MNone Lowr fransformers
tncreased inspection cycles. Potential flow
: aotelerated corosion and Trtermal vibration Issues.
Feetwater Heaters #1 thru Increased inspeclions Mary require some tngrades afler EPU based on”
#4detefion, raquited Medium  |inspection resyits.
Additian of Trim Ceolers 1o
Exciter Polental reduced ffe cycle  [Low Siemens anglysls/Froject Management reviews

During outages, take and
compaonent cooling water wil

Alfernite Spent Fusi Pos) rethe ableto be removed
Cooling Sys from sendes Medium _ |Addlional Spent Fuel Peol Heat Exchanger
24 WMonth Foel Cyels Not tachrieally feastble Low Keep endsting Fuel Cycle
Gooler Replta support Gen
H2 Cooling Pateniial reduced lfe cycle  |Low Additioned manitaring

Pumnps will be eparating the

fimitofthelr capabliily. Sperforming field testing and dyramicanaiysis of
Use of Exsting Fasd Water Poterally inoreased secondary perfomance. Upgrading control
Pumps maintenance WVediun  jInstnrmardation,

_ Nomnal Containment Coolars are being replaced
Containment Cooling Mods instead of a new, supplaments| sooling system
NCCs) Nona Low Installed onhe plant At Bidg. roof
. Exeiters ara Inspected on a prevenive

Exelier Re-Wind Exciters are forlyyears old |Low mairtanarcs program and the flsed has a spare.
Balance of Scope
Reductions
GRRay 503 EPY 001254
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il. Scope Additions

CONFIDENTIAL

Major Scope Additions & lncrea_ses

DESCRIPTION REQUIREMENT RISK OF NOT DOING
Results in increased MW's and intreased plant
Condenser Replacament/Amertap reliabiiity . MW Loss
_ Results in increased MW's and increased plant
Allowance for MSR Replacement reliability MW Loss
HP Intemal & Rotor/Generator
Rewind/Rofor HI Lift Resulty in increased MW's Can not perform upgrade
License Amendment Request Support ’ LAR acthvities required to up-rate
Activities NRC Requirad unfts
Reduced Contract Oversiht can
Project Support-FPL Project result ini an unwarted plant event
Management Services Appropriate confract and project administation  |and budged/schedule over-uns.

Steam Generator Moisture Carry Qver

Reduce moleture of steam o turbing

Potentiat hrbine damagi

Various work scopes such as disposal costs,

Plant Craft Support franspartation, supplemental servicss Significant o Stafion
' . Additional Inspection of and
Replace FAC -Identlfied piping Higher Flows meintenance cost
Reguired Plant Support not
Cutage Extension Suppert Plant duing extendad outage available

New Turbine Controls DH/EHGC

New HP Turbine Upgrade

NW Loss; EPU notachieved

Add'l Cooling Mods to TRCWICW

Additional coolking reguired for generator
companenis:

Limit unit foad during Summer
MW loss)

Upgrads requires replacemernt of lsophase Bus
Ductsystem rather than increased cooling

lsophase Bus Duct Cooling Sys czpacify MW Loss

. ' Control Room Emergenty
License Amendement request~AST  |Alternaie Sourse Term LAR reduirad Ventillation and Acsident,
Mod's ‘i madifications mifigation - NATE Baskels
Balance of Scope Increases

TR 1.60-3 EPU

Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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II. Area Summary

Lt Material Costs

42

222 _, _ _ _ | |
22£% < Major equipment estimates increased by $36.5M due to
TEP changes in fabrication costs and scope increases.

~ Original estimates based on best known price of materials at
the time. Condenser material cost ~ 75% higher than original
Shaw estimate | :

— Moisture Separator Reheater scope increased due to raising
elevation and adding condensate drain tanks. Material
increase ~ 32%. o

— Other large components exceeded estimates-Feedwater
" Isolation Valves, IsoPhase Bus, Turbine Digital Controls,
Turbine Plant Cooling Water Heat Exchangers.

— Field procured material costs are higher than assumed in the
‘original estimates

ICDR 1.66-3 EPY ) . L 001266
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ll. Line by Line - Material

CONFIDENTIAL

a - L] o . L - L 2
£ This table represents the major variance in material costs between the original budget
¢ and the current forecast. The significant material cost differences are shown.
5 DESCRIFTION [ omemaL” | ForREcasT VARANCE  |EXPLANATION/ NOTES
= |[OVERRINS
.g SCondenser Replacemant $ 30,000,000 ) % Raw material prite, Ameriap, Cathedle protection
£ “New Turbine Controls DEH/ BHD 5 48000001 5 Seope increase, replace Gaptia! spares * !
E‘ RAdd PV HTR#5 & #8 Digital Level Controls $ 4592001 8 Based on Prefiminary estimate, Forecast based on recent FTN instaliations
= PAdd new fast closing FW isolafion vaives 3 1,500,000 { & nt contract axesads original budget
= SPW Requiating Valve Trim Replecement $ 330,000 [ & rent contract excesds original butiget

TOTAL 5 36388200} 3 69,656,214 -332,767.014

UNDER-RLINS

Replace HPFWH #§ 3 5,000,000 | §

Alternate SFP Cocling Systemn 3 3,900,000 &

Allow ance for replacernant of gravity dr. piging $ 250000 1%

TOTAL § 10,180,000 | $ 4,926,127

SCOPEINCREASES -

MSR Replacement $ 24200000] S narticipated draln tanks, piplng and valve size changes

Additional Cooling Mads to TROW{ ICW 3 2.00000¢ | $ Feat Exchanger Costs, Original Seope - Valve stailation

Vodify the ko-Fhase Bus Duct Ceolng Systam $ 450,00C | § Scope change from Cooling to replace entlre isophase bus

Iraoderment LEFM Check Flus MUR $ 2400000 | § Current contract exoesds original budget

Cartrol Room Emergency Ventiation 3 «| 8 ST driven additional scope

TOTAL $ 200500001 % =$18,128,442

SCOPEDELETIONS .

Replaee The NMan Transformer 3 16,000,000 { 3 Uprate vs. Replacerment:

Replace LP PVl #1 § 40000008 [{Not requirad for 3 Condensate Punp option

Replace LP FWH# 2 5 3000000 | $ [ Not required for 3 Condensate Purrp option

Replace LD PAMH#3 $ 30000008 | biot racpiived for 3 Condensate Fump option

Replace LP PWH#4 § 3,000,000 § fiNot rerquired for 3 Condensate Punp option

Feedwater Pummp Thrust Bearings 5 800,000{ $ - [4id Cyele scope review reductions (Risk item)

Main Stear Piping support Mods $ 200,000 | § - | Based on Prefiminary estimate

Increase Al PW Pump Capacty & CST volume $ 00,000 | § - | Englneeering Evaluation {RiK itom)

TUTAL . $  30,700000) 5 9,210,200 20,885,800 |

ICOR A gk BB : 01957
GRAND TOTAL 3 106189200 § 131,269,729 -525,580529
*Totals :flo not reé)resent afl Material items
. ) Y . :'I
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iH. Imblementation
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m Implementation

Project Implementation

* Original Project Organization structure contemplated in"
2007 was with seconded (contract) staﬂ’ing overseeing the

=PU effort
— Qriginal Structure
-~ Self Perform model (FPL + Contractors)
-- Contracted staifing was approximately 88+ for PTN

-- Fast track for large component purchase with licensing and
design in parallel

o Early 2008 Decision to utilize EPC Contractor
~ Project Organization structure changed based on contract
award fo Bechtel EPC Provider
-- FPL Management stationed at PTN 01/01/2009

-- Oversight reduced to 52 FTE including Engineering, Project
Management and Project Controls

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-$
Page 20 of 40
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fil. Implementation

. =

o 8 g ) ] = o

5 ! Summary of all implementation costs

AR 5

15 | -

DY

2523

FEEE Original Forecast at Vs To

Cost Cemnter Budget Completion Current Budget Go

bnplementation $192,033,500 $438,589,705 ($246,556,200) - $386,934,648
EPC Consfruction

EPC - Bechitel Indirect Constr.
Siemens Lahor

Siemens Alliance Open/Close
Qutage Extension Costs

Project Support - FPL Home Office
FPL Project Managemsnt

Plant Crait Support

Start-Up -

Training & Procedures

RX Vessel Upper Head Temp, Conv.
Steam Gen. Moisture Carry Over
Pressurizer Loop Seal

MSR - Crossover Piping / Valwe .
Misc. Nen-EFPC Work

ICDR 1.65-3 EPU - ) 001260
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il Implementation

Current forecast to compliete scope is
$439M vs. the current budget of $192M

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL}-8
Page 22 of 40

- Capacity of organization does not support 'se.lf perform. EPC
construction costs will be higher. RlSk of outage schedule
impacts are reduced.

— Lack of Constructability reviews of the Original Estimates
~ Increased Scope in original modifications
— Increased number of ‘required modifications

~ Bechtel Field Non-manual, Home Office and Indirects

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU . 001281
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iil. Implementation Line by Line
[ .
-E - - - = . n L » -
i Original implementation estimates based on limited field
g ] k. 5 . 3 o L
! information. Costs for EPC contractors are higher than anticipated.
ES DESGRIFTION ] ORIGINAL | FOREGAST | VARIANCE EXPLANATION/ NOTES
=RUNS 5 s
@ of [ Wncressed w ork stope defniton: heavy haul, handling. hcreased scope,
Eﬁf”se' ReplacemenifArertap 23,500,000 Amartap, cathodic protection, Bachis! indirects _
M Orighal estirate based on prefmnary stafing pian (5.5% of 1otk cost)
Froject Support - FPL Project Managerrent Services 19,624,800 b2 FTEs )
AP Turbine Slemens Allance - Open/Close Cost 0 Not included n turbine seope estimate
(Generator » Rotor Replace Open and Cloge 7,500,080 Not inciuded In generator rew ind doliars
. Driginat estirate bagad oh prelimnary ivplementation staffing plan,
Froject Support ~ 5 FPL Hore Office 4,368,000 forecast s combined support
> 0 Add| ndividual Siemens tasks wrapped into one prejact (H2 cooler,
Generator - Stator Rew ind ) 7,000,000 CT's, bushings, rewind)
Replacs 2 HP FW Hirs - #6 (4 Tofal For 2 Units) 1,650,000 Increased work based on detalied scops, Bechtal indrects
Replace 2 HP PN Hirs - #5 {4 Total For 2 Unis) 1,650,000 Incressed work based on detaiied scope, Bechie! Indirasts
. Wi Course Scopa Review - Addad additonat work for 3pump
Install Condensate Purps - Replate hiernals 5 4 1,80C,000 operation.
Allow ence for Additional Cocling Mods o TPOWMICW 1,500,000 Soepe trowth - He Rplemt vs isolation valves
BOF Instryrentation & Control Seipoiat, Rescaling & Hardw are Mg 210,000 inoreased work scope due to belter scope definkion
Alcw ance For Replecement Of Gravity Drain Fping - #6 Heater 1,162,400 Increased work based on detailed fleld walkdowns
Main Stesm Fiping Suppert Mods And / Or New Supparts 350,000 increased scope due 1o added supporis
Add New Fast closing PW Isolation Valves Qutside Containmant 5,000,000 cope changed due t different valve type
Course Secpa Review - Scope teduced but per unit estimate
Add FW Hir & 5 &% & Digial Level Controls 2,540,000 éincreased
Irplerent LEEM Check Plus MUR 3,100,000 creased work besed on detailed fiald walkdowns
Upgrade MSIV Internals 150,000 Impletrentation cests
TOTAL $ 81,705,200 | § 255,056,832 “$170,359,632)
UNDER-RUNS
Cotitzlntrent Coaling Nods - Chillad Water (NOG's) 5,500,000 Allogated 1o other Mads
Wen Steam Safety Vahe [ Pping Nodl katon 700,000 Conservatve orignal estivate based on W orst £ase SCOpe
Alternate Spent Fuel Cooling System 3,900,000
TOTAL 40,100,000 3,870,000 §5,230,000

ICDR 1.6b-3 EFU

1
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il. Impiementation - Line by Line

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-8

o S
£ S
i:
€Q
= 2 CESCIEPTION [ ORIGINAL FORECAST | VARBNCE | T =3
% = SCOPE INCREASES g j
[ Increased w oTk QUE to dram tank addidons, height elevation change and
R Allow ance for MSR repiacerrent i iarge bore pipe
S | Low orgine] eSEFats Dased o Snew reoamTreniied scopb, Bechta)
. Repiace FAC-idertitied Fiping , indirects _
& 2ea Training & Procadures Spacific tem not nclutiad in Shaw's base scope
) Scope svoltitbn and increased cast ip irplament duct replacement vs.
3 E g Wiaekfy The Ise Phase Bus Duct Cosing Syster conlirs
Replace The Main Transformers otal co:ﬂracted oostfor coorr repicement
[ : .
Heater Drain Tank Alternate Drains
Genera) Condigans (B, PerTiing, Qaen
Turbing Gartry Crane scoping study
Turkine TAPS

Stearn Dump Vahes/piping Nodifieatons 9

Modiflestions for AST
Replace hortral and emergency heater drain valves

New turbine control DEH/ERC

QOutags Extention cost \
FW Regulating Vakve (FRV] Trim Replacement

Steam Cenerator Malsture Carry overferrosion / comrosion degrad

TOTAL

SCOPE DELETIONS

24 Month Fusl Cycle Scope decreasa frased gn evaliatiion
Repace 2 LPFW HIrs -#3 (4 Total For 2 Units) Mo Cycle scope review reductions

Wid Gycie scopereview raguctions

Scope desrease based an evalizafon

Heope evallition and gistroution ints ciher rod

Md Cycla scope review reductions

M Ovcle scope review reductions

Scope evollion Trom Shaw evaluation and istributian ints ather mod
Cycle suope review reductions

Repace 2 LPFPWBYs «-#4 (4 Total For 2 Units)
Fregsurizer Loop Seal Removal

[Additian of ITMLooIers 1 EXCiter

Rapace 2 LP LW s ~#1 (4 Jotl For 2 Unis)
Replace 2 LP FW Hirs - 42 (4 Total For 2 Links)
[Caoler Rephacement io Support Gen Rydrogen Coolfing
PW Purmp Thrust Bearings

AW ancs For New Jel impingemert Sieids And/ Or Ppe Wiip H Enginesnng evaluatcn
Nozzle block and biade modificstion Teorporated inte turbing w ark
Reactar Vasse! upparhead tamp conversion CROM anzilysls Engneering evallation; not required
New Turbing Figh Litt vaive Wod (Ses item 39) Incorporated into turbine work
TOTAL ' ) A0335,000| 30ETEOD] %37 289,500
ey e A 789 594,500 TG <OT5005.501 Betees
! *Tomls 5’0 not ré)resent all Implem entatlon items Zg
K =L,
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lil. implementation

en g
2 s
E=] 8 -
EodE Bechtel Proposal Estimate Changes
g0 &
S A~ un B«
ER AR~
SESER FPL-EPU Turkey Point Project
S Bechtel Forecast Adjustments |
EZZE S
zaZEg

 Dockiet No: 110009:-E1 "+ -~

1 T T g

z/' Base Scope * Bechtel Contract  Original P50 Most Likef Most Likely Reduced Consolidated  Reduced
Indicative Award - Submittal — P50 Revi Scope Hours Procurement Eng'g Mantrs

Staffing Bechtel - - &
-m == b ,7 ? C" Construction
32 “ o

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU E 1 . ¥a)
* Base scope as defined by Contract scope list Ve tS '
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lll. Implementation

CONFIDENTIAL

This timeline shows original Bec'htel costs and the

rkey Point) Presentation

e 26 of 40

changes that resuited in a reduced EPC costs |

. PTN EPC Scope and Forecest Evolution

[ R

Approx. Date 5/15/2008 pﬂ",rb contract -
(10/15_108} 11/07/08 05/03/0% 06,/20/09 7/1/2008 72 07/02/99 07/02/0% 07/14/0%
" P50 with reduced
FPL Project Forerast Contract Award AT PS50 with reduced scape P50 with reduced
prior tp EPC FPLProject Foraeast| date, FPL Project Originel Bechrel PSO sr:hmit;I with scope (Changes 1o | {Consclidation of | scope and reduced
Item {Shaw Estimates) basedon Gechtel | Forecastbasedon |- & S?:bmimxi WMostlikely pso elarifieation of MODS scopefrom Procurement & Eng. & Cratt Hrs
Weonly have tndicativestaffing. | Bechtel Manning scope - $ 4785 M Mid-cycle scope Redustior: in after MOD by MQD
dollars Submittal g : review) Managenent Estimate feviews
Eepvices]
Total NM Man-hours
Total Craft Hrs !
Based on 43 Based on 43 £PC
revised/eliminated ]Based an43 EPC Madifications
Basedon43€PC  |Pasedon A3 EPC oo o nnerions  [Modifications 1elendfied Tn Spec M-
Based on 43 ¥RC Modifications Modifications i ” ¥
N : . Identified in Spec M- |1dentifled in Spec M-{158 Revi] Including
Modifications {dentified I Spec M- {identified in Spec M- \ L
33 EPC Based on 43 EPC | dmtified in Spec M-1155 Rev.3 Including HSE Reva incfugin 156 Revd including [156 Rewvl including {scope revision's to
scepe Baczed on 43 MODS |Modificattens Modificetions 156 Revd gl P cone rémlnn,s t:g lccana revlsl‘un' . wz scoperevisions to |scoperevision’sto  {MOD'S, Reduction
peruntt  [ldentified in Spec M- {Identifted in Spec Me] ™ o e ns P P MOD's alongwith  {MQD's, Reduction  |on Destgn Engr &
additional scopefor |MOD plus MOD plus . .
156. 156 Rav.l . . . Reduction ta Design joh Design Engr & Startup hrs and
AST MOD's and addifonal scopefor jadditional scope for .
" Engr & Supv. And FE {Startup firs and removing
Wraparound MOD's |AST MOD's ang ASTMOD's and o h .
Wraparound MOD's Wraparound MOD's haurs hrs, based an [removirg Managemant Sarvice
Ares and NSR Management Service|& reductions due to
stratesy, MOD estimatas
ICOR 1.6b-3 EPU 001285
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Il Line by Line ~ Total

CONFIDENTIAL

= .
Q
§  This table represents the total variance between the original budget and

W : ] o
£ the current forecast. Further breakdown for LAR, engineering and

- w -
2. implementation appear on other slides
I DESCRIPTION | ORIGMAL | FORECAST | VARANGE _|EXPLANATION/ NOTES
VER-RUNS
:3 0 Balance of Fart meterial cost, heavy haul, Amertap replacement,

gleosnznser Replacement/amartap $54,000,000 Cathodle pretection and Rechiel intlirects

HP [nternals & Rofor'Generator Rew ind, Rotor/ HekLift Valves $100,062,000 Slamens' propesal greater than original estimate

Licenst Amatidment Reguest Engineering, Licensing and Support|  $28,670,000 NSSS/Fuel, BOP Enginesring, Licensing, LAR Support, NRC Fees

. [Frplementation Costs, includes captal spare repiacement corrponents -

New Turbine Conrols BEHEHC $10,480,000 riot i1 base sgope

Allow ance for Additioral Cooling Mods ta TRCWIOW 53,700,000 Heat Beehanger Costs, Original Seope - Valve installation

hstall Condensate Punps - Replace iernals ~ $5,000,000 New Purvpe, Re-wind Mators, Recire Fiping, HVAC

Replage 2 HP FW Hirs - %5 (4 Tatal For 2 Units) 54,950,000 Haater Cost, Increased work based on implerentafion detalls
Allow ance For Repfacement Of Gravity Crain Piping « #5 Heater 1,612,400 noreased w ork based on detafled field walkdow ns

Fnplerment LEFM Check Plus MUR i §85,000,000 Based on preliminary estimates

Replace 2 HP PW Hirs - #6 (4 Total For 2 Units) $7/995,000 Baged on prefiminary estrates

Maln Steam Fiping Support Mods And / Or New Supporis $850,000 Enginesring kientified addiionai supports required

BOP Instrurentstion & Contral Setpoint, Rescaling & Hardwars Mok $1,265,000 Increased w ork scope due ta batter scope definition

Add New Fastolosing PW bolation Vaives Quiside Contalnment 38,580,000 Based on prelmnary estivates

Add PW Hir # 5 & £ 6 Digital Level Controls 35,548,200 Reduced scope for LP Healers

Steam Dump Valves/piping Modifications $360,000 Increased work scope due 1o better scope definition

TiEactor Core Simulator fodel7 versus emie Ery parameter ohange |
Simutator $850,000 model
FVW Regulating Valve (FRV) Trim Replacernent $EB0,000 ncreased ratsrial cosls
"Totzl Walk-Thru® Over-Rums Sub-Tofal | 3240803600 | $463,174382 -§222,570,762
t

UNDER-RUNS

Cortainmrent Coofing Mods - Chilad Water (NCCs) $10,150,000 Seopa reduced fromSupplemental Chillers on Aux roof to NCC's

Wain Steam Safaty Valve / Fiping Madification $1,175,000 Based on preliminary estimates |

"Total Walk-Thra™ Under-Ruhs Sub-Totaf :  $11,325,000 808, $1,388,314

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU
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[il. Line by Line - Total
TS
[+
T
o=
2 E_g DESCRIFTION | ORGEMAL | FORECAST | VARIANCE _|EXPLANATION/NOTES
% JSCHPE INGREASES '
'\o;' L % Materil Cost, Bevated MBR's- rew ork Crossover Fipes, drain jank
o Tl ance for MSR replacement $32,360,000 addition _
E oA . Original besed on prefminary needs assessmant (totel 5.5% of total
[Froject Support - FPL Project Managermant Services $28419,300 cost); bosed on 52 FTBs
Steam Genera‘or Molsturs Carsy Over {Erosion-Cortesion Degradd  $25,000,000 Bechte! support of Westinghouse
Projact Services not included 7ty base: disposal, NPS, sesury, transport
Flant Craft Support 30 ate )
Replace FAC-kentified Piping $6,020,000 rrplementetion cost, Bachiel indirects
Outege - Extension Costs $18,000,000 Trued up far aetual outage durations .
Eng determined scope changes from cooler replacement to iscphase
Medly the isciated Phase Bus Duct Coofing System $1,040,000 duct, aise includes Seneratdr Neutrat work
Hranster of work responsibility (Niwees/Ope, sic,) 80 Bechtelwork iransfesTed 0 FRL_ ~
' New LAR scope: Control Reorm ventfiation, NaTB baskets (vs chem
Wadificatians for AST $1,500,000 Hjactian)
Training & Procedurss 30 Specific item not inclided in Shaw's base scope
Start-Upy $0 Speoific ievnnot Included in Shaw's base scope
Heater Drain Tank Alternate Drains 0 Additional wark required
Temp, Facilities $210,000 Warehousing and increased inprocessing net in base
APW Controls 0 Additioral w ork required
Renlace Normal & Erergency Heater Drain Vakves $2 062,600 frpierentation gosts
O&M 30 Matarial write-off
‘Turbine Gantry Crane scoping study 30 ot in original scope = Grane k rmission crifcal
Turbine TAPS . 30 New stops fer turbine parforrance {esting
1Upgrade Internal Trim and Centrollers on the MSR Rahsater Skeam 0 Additioral work required
HVAC CBUS Sw fehgear (Achuals) [+  Additioral w ork required, then Mid Oycle scope review
General Conditions (Env. Permiiting, Other} $0 Addtional work reguired
SGFP- Actual B 30 Ecpended enginesrmg dollars prior to 1rid course scops raview

¥ ota) Walk-Thru" Scope Incresses Sub.-Total ¢ $114511,500

$297,207,710

«$182,585,810

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU
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lil. Line by Line - Total

. wE
: - o
[
525 d
=3 a5 DESCRIPTION | omemaL | FORECAST | VARIANCE |SXPLANATION/ NOTES
S 3 S& gporeneEToRs .
S < § K é\/asser Upper Head Tarrp Conver. $14,000,000 Engineering Bvahsation; not required "
f g ; "y aRgplace The Main Transformers $18.384.200 Scope reduced from replacement to cocler replacerment
%‘ S £ Agdttion of Trim Coolers to Bxciler $4,500,000 Not requilred due to tirbine plant coofing water replacament
g g é E é@mate SFP Canlng System £28,000,000 Reduced cooling cagaciy for incremental heat load {Risk iterr)
j Replace 2 LPFW Hirs -4 (4 Toial For 2 Units) $4,950,000 Not reeuired for 3 Condensate Purmp opfion
Replace 2 [PFW Hire -¥#3 {4 Total For 2 Lniis) $4,950,000 Not required for 3 Condensate Pump option
24 Month Fuel Cycle $3,000,000 Engineering Bvaluation; nof required
Cooler Replacement to Support Gen Hydregen Cooling $2,800,000 Part of Genarator gcope
Peplace 2 LP PW Hirs ~#1 (4 Total For 2 Uniis) %5,850,000 interferencas
Pressurizer Loop Seal Removal . $3,804,000 Engineering Evaluatian; not required
Raplace 2 LPFW Hirs ~#2 (4 Total For 2 Units} $4,850,000 Not required for 2 Condensats Purmp aption
FW Fump Thrust Bearings o ) 51,200,000 Md Cycla scope review raductions
L& Turbine «Analvsis $400,000 Enginesring Evaluation; not required
Alew atee For New Jet impingement Shields And / Or Fipe Whip R $375,000 Ehgieering Evaluafion; ot required
Community Qutreach $370,000 Mid Cycls scope revisw ceductions
Update EG Qualfication $250,000 Engineering Evaluaticn; not required
Update Checksum Softwara For FAC $100,000 Enginesting Evaluation; not reguired
Emergency Confainment Fiter Rerroval $1.839,000 M Cycle gcope review raductons (Abandon in place)
. Uparade MSN kiemals ’ $570,000 Engneering Evaluaticn: not required
b ncrease Aux FW Purmp Capacity & CST Veoluma $300,000 Enginesring Evaluation (Risk ftems to replace rotafing element]
' “Total Walk-Thru” Seope Deletions Sub-Total $30,902,200 | 525407411 . 9554894789
OTHER.
Station Hacirical Load Study (ETAF} ) $400,00C
Project Suppert « § FPL Horre Office $6,825,000 G
Escelation $0 Qriginal escalation included in individual fine tems
NSSS Material/ Mainsiream Check Valve Implementation 50
Project Escalation (Shaw)} $62,008,928
Project Cortigeney (Shaw)
“Total Walk-Thru” Other Sub-Tofal | 35301,738410 536,827,849
TOTAL EPU PTRDBROJECT B08TS $749981,110 | $832.585,838 | 583,404,728 gz

| .
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CONFIDENTIAL

NCR-11 E
3 L' N - - -
Ill. Risk and Mitigation
o0 S
= &
s =
H Q -
— o g =
m: ﬁ,_ A= e omi
g FESNS) "-:;-x
> 'g B N ? oy
S g E(/ = Ao
=528 g0y
Sz ] Bl
z w03
- B 29 -
LEaN P
B EHE e = !
4 i == % Corttingsricy will be nesded to expended for any
Az @S A Implementation and Schedue exscution may cost shertfalls nct predicted by Proforma ,  |Assessing scope and staffestimates
: 1 | 9/8/08 |marethan Proferma (Bechtel Engineering and Slgrificant Cost
Implementation) Note: Bechie] Indicates costs will be higher than|See Mitigation Plan for Datalls
indicative bid
Obtaln qualified OEM 1o ewluate the owerall
|condition of the Crane and provide
: recommendations
Turbine Gantry Crane travel speed, awilable Insbillty to eficiently remove and replaca
2 | 4/23/08 |laydown space, etc, Crane may be Less than Critical Schedule equipment needed for power upraie withinthe  [Review recommendations and implement repairs
Adequzte to efficiently Stipport the EPU outages proposed Outage time frame as necessary to Improve crane reffability and
. i condition
See Risk Mitigation Plan for details
Fawrable results with heat sink medel, Further
e Emor-(non consenative) may signfficantly  (CCW mods may be necessary. Peforming KT
Error discovered in the Containment Integrity N reduce the Contalnment Pressure Margin Analysis to determine scope and significance of
3 | 101008 | e i Basis Arolysis el needed for the Extended Power Uprate modification
conditions
Seo Risk Mitigation Plans for Detalls
Site Capacity: . =
Given the total quantity of work planned (Including g:i:g :;;‘::;::’med Wnelidatiof et
& | 2sue work from other projects), the overal] work imposed M |Sigrificant |Cost’ Schedule) Potential to extend the Outage and/or slip 2
:"; ’c’;ms’:'ﬁ‘m’?:;;wgg"w?;: 0;5 ’::‘a;“fé Pycle for e nsandce daie Mestings routinely being hefd with stafion to
. Ning, . elc. nsure they are integrat: it} :
Ibeyond the capacity for the station to support el 4 Traegrated winithe profec:
Three such items hawe already been identifed:
:: e s ettt s o S | ELAELSS A
i 5 | 10/14/08 |basis issues may be uncowered dunny reanalysis Significant | Programmatic 1000
3 for EFILLAR PN has already experienced emengeant mods
: nd additicnal analysis
4 News NRC mandated Malntenance rule working Marginal Gost Potentially extend outage Durations and/or EPU management working with Licensing to
6 | VEIOS o s will futher it allowed working hours M gl increase costs lensure an aceeptable pocedure which wil
{minimize the Impact to EPV
1 2 3 %
2
p—
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001269
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Ili. Risk and Mitigation

CONFIDENTIAL

{Turlceyv Paint) Praca

Hurley-t
Pagé 31 of

WEC and SHAW vendor stefling fevel may not be e
/28108 | mcien: to support project Sigrificant

Schedule

FPL PRA support is not asequate to complete all

astivities within the schedute, Slodifcer

4/23/02

Schedule

Transiticn to Nuclear Asset Management Systems

(NAMS) Marmginal

€/3/2008

Programmatic

License Amenement Request NRC Review could
be delayed due io emors and omissions

~ NRC Acceptance

= NRC Technical Review

«ACRS Review

~SBLOCA Cenfirmatory Anzlysis

10 | 2/12/08 Critical

Regulatory /
Schedule

Based on the amount of work planned, the work

may net be sufficlently integrated to prevent Marginal
mi@ﬂ&hﬁm U'ﬂatien

11| 4/3lo8

Schedule

ould eauso delays with LAR schedule and/or
addtiona] monies

Waeslinghouse provided Recowry Plan

|Agreement on re-baselining reachad; no impact

Mitigation actions being implemented
Will continue to monitor the effectiveness of
actions

to end date for Shaw and WEC

1= are a large number of activties which

to be performead as wall as PSL and PTN
RA activitles are being performed concurrently
ith al] tasks being scheduled in series, PRA
up has limited resources to accomplish this
several tasks hawe no resources assigned
all

Detetmine if any acliities can be aceomplished
in parallel

Supplement stalf through EPU if necessary

ay cause delays with review and approval of
rk planning. :

Per Fleet wide Changa Management Plan
Hold meeting with NAMS coordinator and Site
PMs

ding on the extent of the dslay, eould
ult In sdditional cost and extension of the
ject length

ngineering Rescurcas are naedad to support
R

1. Prapare LAR consistertt with RS-001,
NRR Review Standard for Extended
Power Uprates.

= Dewelop EPP] for format and leve!
of detail

2. Use Cinra EPU submittal as a guide for
format and leve! of datall

3. Sequester reviews and challenge beards
at eertain interim LAR milestones

» Self Assessment atter 1s1 LAR
Section

4. Multi-party peer reviews using
Industry and regulatory experls

5. Adwvance meatings with NRC prior to
submittal

6. VP Nuelear Power Uprate met with NRR

management 7/21/08

7. Monthly meetings with NRR

8. CNO met vith EDO on 3723 to discuss

schedue

3, Plan fo establish 2 presenca in Washington

fo coondinate NRC questions and responses to

RAls

Curment schedule adequate to meet curent
needs

olential to extend tha Outage duration

Schedule Fragnets ta be reviewed by Bechtel
EE @. team aftar Scepe, Outage Durations

candltien are batter defined

31
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ill. Risk and Mitigation
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CONFIDENTIAL

S
=
Q
-
=
)
(o7
Y
S
-
=
R IR
s .
;lfm':J 7/18/08 SDVs to Condenserand Runback Significant Cost Potential Plant Trips / Loss of MW Install Runback modifications
= Eab G e OSSR 6 e B % = 4 s b o) wo s R
= o . o % - % . . Y
= L 2118/08 lntenm.ODera.ncn .E\a!uahcn (Umbrella ignificant Cost Loss of Interim setpoints 'and curfmgurallon, Preparo ewluation, Revise appropriate
Operation/Evaluation) Potential of system transients/tdip precedures, Ops training
Runback Circuit Mads for Condensate, SG " ” e
14 | 7Ha/09 feedhwater, and heater Dralns Pumps Crifical Cost Potenlial Plant Trips / Loss of MW Install suegessful runback circuit
4 Plant Configuration may not match Plant . =
15 | 7/18/09 Wrap Around Mod for LAR Significant Cost Techrical Specification ldentify inputs, Perfarm modification
16 | 7/18/C9 i‘zz:ls;::m Plping ta Gland Steem Condansarls ignificant Cest IPotentisl Turbine damage Resize the gland steam piping
- . G b ——————y e Sont sbas Wi s —r— i l.... . e ; . o e 1S —— o ——— - —— v o b
mple i increas lati
47 | 7/18/c8 SG Feedwater Pump Reclrc Lines Significant Cost !Po!emial feedpump damage :,ﬁ:l? modfification to | o mcliculation
i
......... B e e = . . L oy
i "
% A iExceed Technical Specification limits for . P "
18 | 718703 CCW Cooling Capacity Undersized M Crifical 'Cost component cadling water coMmponen's Completa analysis and implement any analysis
Emengency Containmeént Filter Removal (Abandon Paterdlal reduction to cutage durations not Remove one hotsing and removal of Infemal
18 | 7H3I09 in place is budgeted) L Marginal Grat realized componeanis of two
20 | 7HW03 Add Fdwtr Hir#1 thru w4 Digital Lewel Contmls M |Significant Cast Centrol Stabllity during transients Impiement modification
21 | 71303 Tubine Bullding Structure Mods (potentiad) M  |Signtficant Cost Vibration and potential equipment demage Repair building structura / structurs 2ralysls
22 | 7/18/03 Siemens generator bonus (per contract) M |Significant Cost Unbudgeted fundls Improve schedule to d=fray addiional costs
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001271
32 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information :
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Meeting

CONFIDENTIAL

Risk Matrix

¥

Siemens Turbine bonus Upgrade (per contract)

FHY-=

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

Spent Fuel Cooling 100% Redundant Heat

sl Exchanger

25 | 222/09 |Additional Westinghouse and Shaw PIN grewth

26 | 7/22/09 ;Aux Feedwater Pump Upgrade

Lack of Completeness of MOD Eng.& Lack of
C gl Detail Estimates

22 | 7/22/09 |Transportation for Siemens Component
e -

Siemens Impleméntaticn: Change and Delay

29 | 7/2208 Clalms

30 | 7/22/09 |BOP Piping Vibration Madifications

Signlficant Cost
Significant : Cost
Significant Cost

Slgnificant Cost
Slgnificant Cos—t N
Sk, Gt
st Sotls

Significant : Cost/ Schedul

Unbudgeted funds

Single point fallure viinerabllity decreased plant
mangin

Unbudgeted funds

Improve schedule to defray additional costs

install second redundant Heat Exchanger

Scope control

Required Pump overhauls o meet Flant
Technical Specifications

Future cost overruns due to scops grovth

Ensure pumps upgraded including spars;
complate analysis

Complete Engineering

Cost overrun per contract

Unkudgeted funds

Fund cost

Strong Contract Management and Owersite

-Evaluate existing & expected EPU vibation 1o
SOP piping and implement recommended mods
as necessary

Enginesring evaluation in progress, scope has
not been identified

- $147,097

ICDR 1.66-3 EPU

33 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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ill. Risk and Mitigation

- Undefined Scope in Formal Analysis|J.

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-8

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentatio
Page 34 of 40

" Docket N6 110009:EF-~>" 7 e
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

< High Risks accounts for-df weighted Risks 2
Exposure

- Medium Risks accounts for [ of weighted Risk 3
exposure

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001273

Y
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[V. NRC Schedule
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V. NRC Schedule

NRC LAR Schedule

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
Page 36 of 40

William R. Jacabs, Jr.

« AST LAR submitted 6/25/09
— Staff acceptance review in progress
— Responding to two requests |
— 12 month review projected

- Diocket No, 1100095 e

« EPU LAR Planned submittal in June 2010
— 14 month review period projected

ICDR 1.66-3 EPU 001275
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} IV. NRC Schedule

g =
: b o
BEesE
& ea0 B
25234
ZiEic PR
5S £ .
suSEEs Turkey Point Timeline o~
g 83980
ZEZ>5 G
EEARERL
: NRC Time Line
NRC AST LAR Review {12 mo.) NRC EPU LAR Review (14 ma.)

T T T T T I T Tt =T LI i A Y DR
39101112123456%8 131112% 234567 8911112
! . .

N T 1 T 1 T 1 1 T 11 T
4 . 23456%5910111212345

: 1108 \ - 12112

l e
5 Y

612500 MO 810 8r

: Submitted NRC Approves Submit NRC Approves

. AST LAR ASTLAR EPULAR - EPULAR

+ 118 Mwe - EPU
EPU Time Line “Total = 236 MWe

Today :
+ 118 Mwe - EPU

New Fuel Racalpt

IEDR 1.86-3 EPU ‘ 001276
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V. Lessons Learned

 Scope Control

— Did not use formal process such as Plant Review Board to
approve scope growth during design process prior {0 01/0109

-- No formal cost benefit was performed on design changes
-- Changes were made late in the designs (design evolution)

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
{Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
Page 38 of 40

» Cost Reporting and Early Warning

— No contingency established of emergent items or increased
scope

— Must include contingency based on level of risk/progress on
project

— Key Performance Indicators not established early

~ Individual Modifications Budgets and Site Department budgets
not established

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU o 001277
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Fﬁé 12?{31994 . -+ CONFIDENTTAL .

V. Lessons Learned

Contingency and Risk Assessment

— Did not assess the licensing risks and establish cont:ngency that was
aligned to the licensing risk

— Did not look at individual projects risks early such as Feedwater heaters
— Need a better way to assess risks to material costs increases

— Under estimated the risk and costs associated with the fast irack project
concept

— Did not assess the regu]atory nsk of the lmked LAR to AST

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Tarkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
Page 39 of 40

« NRC Licensing Costs

— Need a formal licensing risk analysis of the LAR and related
issues

— Did not assess the risk of legacy plant issues associated with
LAR analysis '

— Need to follow industry trends for estimating licensing costs and
factor in plant specﬁ“ c scope considerations

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU Q01278
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TR — CONTFIDENTIAL

V. Lessons Learned

Tl |
c2g£3< - Fast Track Modification Control
§2285% - Looked at the project only from a high level risk assessment
FEE E::» — Should have don a more detailed nsk assessment when
= FmiEa
establishing the budget
— Did not assess the quality of original site staffing due to fast
tracking
[CDR 4.66-3 EPU 001279
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July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 1 of 52

Project Update
Saint Lucie

July 25 2009

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information “
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CONFIDENTIAL R 00035

g

2 f Agenda
S50 »  Background

g g = .

fg; «  Qverview

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

«  Area Summary & Line by Line

 Implementation

« Risk and Mitigation

- Implementation Options

—  NRC Licensing Schedule

_  35/85 Option

—  FPSC Needs Filing

~  Cost & MWE

—~  CPVRR Results summary
Lessons learned

2 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information *‘. FPL.
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July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Docket No. 110009-E1
Page 3 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

Background

Fast Track schedule working outside the project
management process resulted in cost uncertainty

 Schedule plan based on minimizing regulatory risk
— Activity progression different from conventional sequence

Full scope still not known
— Many costs are still at the conceptual level

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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LA e T TR

FPL 000427
CONFIDENTIAL NCR-11

Background Key Activities and Milestones

Leading to Current Situation
~ (2007-2009)

Project Authorization
ta Proceed

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 4 of 52

11112007 . 12/31/2007

Slte Certlfications - EPC Contract
Submitted Award

Lend Lead Material Pr

I

ik !
)"! filatitist hitled i ) H
-1 T
« Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Naov

11172008 : 12/31/2008

T T T T

Sep Oct Nov Dec
12/31/2000
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Exhibit WRYI(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(8t. Lucie) Presentation

Page 6 of 52

. Overview

6

Plans and Targets

PROFORMA FORECAST
U-1 U-2 U1 U2

LAR Submittal 9/01/09 S/01/029 - .9/30/09 113110
1** Qutage
Duration
2™ Qutage
Duration

October April December June
mEEl=n el 2011 2012 2011 2012
MWE 103 103 1297 136°

Notes

All Outage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
1 Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Cutage schedule
% Qutage duration drivers by HP & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements

4 Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewlind outage durations
5 MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

Longer duration Outages have been included in the business mode!

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Inférmation
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July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 7 of 52

I. Overview

St. Lucie Timeline

NRC Time Line U2 NRC EPU LAR Revlew (14 mo.)

LAR Approval

1 EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

9/08 1710, 11/10 3M1
SubmitU1  Submit U2 NRC Approves NRC Approves
EPULAR EPULAR U1 EPU LAR EPU LAR

EPU Time Line

+ 116 Mwe - EPU
Total =265 MWe

Teday l +20 Mwe - LP Rotor | + 129 Mwe - EPU

Total = 149MWe

&

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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Overview — St. Lucie

| Coét Overview

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ{FPL)-9
Page § of 52

e

C_JRIGINAL

CORRENT
=1}

VICE

ACTUAL/
ACCRUALS

SE UDEFINED i
RISK ITEMS
$69.524,
T ’I”. T
TOTAL $656,380,604 |$795,857,380 ($139,§66,785) $112,052 857 $633,QU4,533

8
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I. Overview

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

o0
&
2% Forecast Overview Walk-Thru
- Identifies changes from original budget to current forecast
=l
et k-
b 900 g t——
R 2 oo o $12
. 67
i .‘ reiron | e fim e
€00
400
300 4
200
100
0 :‘.:.‘—'; . >
e
A L
a : I B
% g - :
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fi. Area Summary

Current Budget of $656M increased .
to $736M (Current Forecast) = -

» The causes is primarily due to the budget being based on
feasibility study / estimates not detailed engineering and
project planning:

— LAR and initial design evaluations identified additional scope not
addressed in Feasibility Study.

— Bechtel Field Non-manual (FNM) costs for the EPC coniract are
higher than originally expected.

— Material costs have increased for large components such as
pumps and large valves

— GCapacity of the plant and other support organizations‘to absorb
additional work was under estimated

= Allowance for new scope was underestimated
~ Base scope contract cost were higher than estimated

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
{St. Latcie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 11 of 52
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li. Area Summary

Licensing Costs L
. Licensing costs increased by $27M due to higher than.
budgeted base scope major contract costs
— WEC
— Shaw
— Areva

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-9
Page 12 of 52
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. Il Line by Line - LAR
g
o
o oo
=@
- X
381 Base Scope costs were higher than expected
[r ]
[;' w
== ¢, [DESCRPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANGCE EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT VARIANGCE
13 g e}
EREES -
= 5% o |[NSSS Analysisand Engineering
2 & R 7 Wastinghouse Unit 2 Fuels, NSSS $25,157,000 Base Scope
2 & & & [Areva Unit1 Fuels, Unit2 RSGe, Rx Heads Base Scope (onginal budget for RSGs shown)
B 5 = A |B&W Canada RSGs $500,000 Base Scope
Areva Unit 2 RSGs $200,000 Included in Areva Scope above
_|Contract Incentives ' Base Scope
RA| Support Base Scoepe
PRA Analysis $350,000 ECRS now requires showing EPU is risk

Areva Addi Sensitivity Runs—SBLOGA, SDBS,
SB0, LBLOCA, SGTR

Conlainment Spray Flow Reanalysie—~LELOCA

Posi-LOCA LTC add' analysis

New P-T Curves

Wid Bracess Scope Review Ghanges

Addlllenal Analyses

benaficial

Additional analysis to achlsve acceptable

resulis

Em ergent technical issue from CBDIs

initial rasulis wera unacceptabla

Eaves extensive additional effort in 2 - 3 years to
roanalyze and license new P-T curves

b5 FW H replacement scope deletion

Raduced HPS1 flow for SBLOCA, agditional
analyses from review cycls, pzr nozzle loads

SUBTOTAL

—§25.257,000

$41.031.385

-$15,724 385

BOP Analysis and Engineering

Shaw BOP Analyses

$7,350,000

IETAP Anajysis

$400,000f

Contract incentives

RAI Support

Separate reports for PSL1 and PSL2 TARS

Piping Vibration Analysis

PORV Piping Analysls

Rx Vessel Supporis Increased Temps

High Containment Spray Flow

Mid Process Scope Review Changes

Additicnal Analyses

jEBase Scope

Easo Scope-inciuded in BOF analysls

Baso Scope

Base Scops

S eparating PSL1 and 2 LAR schedules forced
Bssuing certain dellverables twice, once for each
nit to reflact each unit's analysis

Igh dispiacemants at PSL atypical

Analysis reconstitution reguired

Temps axceeded exlsting velues analyzed
Emergent technical isaue from CBDIe

£5 FWH replacement scope delstion
Additional analyses from review cycle

§UBTOTAL $7,750.000
Continued on hext page
13 Draft - Proprietary & Confidentlal Business information ' a\ .
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fl. Line by Line - LAR

a8 7 g s g

FPL 000437 .

NCR-11

14 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information

DESGRIP TION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANGE EXETANATION DF SIGNIFICANT VARIANCE

Grid Stability Risk Study $250,000 30 &59,000

Other Contracts

Third Party Revews/Owner Support $222,000 Review vandor outputs, generate CLBs, LR
sections

Radialogical Analyses Base Scope—.pdate AST analysas for EPU_

Spent Fual Criticality Analysis Base Scope

Other Analyses Update ase Scope

|ntegrated LAR Compllation mphie LAR in E-form for submittal

Additional Analyses ers suppart and radiological

Other RAI Support

SUBTUTAL $222 000 '$3,460; ;298,79

NRC Review Fees $3,000,000 ‘
2 EPU Incependent LARS, recent EPUs 16,000
hours, TRACE model confirmatory analysis

Licensing and Ermdronmental T E - maronmentat pemliting analysis

SUBTOTAL £4,480,00 4,158,604 ;

AR Interna} Stafing 56,578,000 Owmers Funclions—Additional efiort for 2 EFU
LARS

Total 45,487,000 $72,593,139 -$27,108,139

{

A E
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il. Area Summary

Enaineering Costs

~
~

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
@

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Docket No. 110009-E1
Page 15 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibi¢ WRJ(FPL)-9

Modification Engineering costs increased by $18M
primarily due to new scope additions and existing design

issues.

--Detailed LAR evaluations 1dentn‘led additional scope and
~existing design issues not addressed in Feasibility Studies.

--New scope items identified in the Shaw Scoping Study and
evolution of the LAR.

--LLack of margin in secondary systems, structures and
components

Addition of EPC confractor necessﬁates additional EPU BOP
Vendor (Shaw) interface

-~ EPC vendor used for PC/M development

15 Draft - Proprictary & Confidential Business Information FPL.
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li. Line by Line ~ Engineering
Modification Engineering costs increase primarily due to new scope additions and
existing design issues.

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

d
=
har
]
E]
2
@
4
& i ENGINEERING (EXCLUSIVE OF LAR] ~,
K L DESCRIPTION [__ORIGINAL TURRENT VARIANGE EXPLARATION f NOTES
'Y o OVER-RUNS - e ooy o DLt s g R > PR T I e Lot r e T
k= . \argsr {ban existing, addificnal Impacts d sysiems, inciudes
"‘E ubtn ALLOWANCE FOR MSR REPAIR JREPLACEMENT £ 1,300,0001 % ] Bachtol Enginearing vosls.
b HP JLP [GEHERATOR TOTAL $ 222006013 Bechtel Engineering goats for design package.
ECg ] Heale:s ate larger than exi3iing, nddilions! npactk (o stuclures 2nd systems,
ncludes FAC pipe replacament, Bechtel pre-oulage ramp value excessve, inclides
REPLACE ZHP F¥W HTRS. 4 § 13 345640 | § D echie! Englnearing cosls.
] iReguired Sitpport for origingl scope Bng eodiienal scope undarestinated. 1 FTE',
FROJECT SUPPORT - FPL HOME OFFICE § 1,482,000 | § {esfimaled, 3 FTE's forecasted.
Companani inapachons Wenlited addiienal scops from knkage and bus damaga, aise
i due to Inoreased tem paratures at EFU tondillons an auto trangfer featyre [s now
WODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEM § 200,000 | 3 i quired, ohrdes Bechtel Enginoering costs.
3 3 Reyuires support for priginai soepe and additienal gcopo undoreslimated, 11 FTE'S
FROJECT SUPPORT + 21 FPLICONTRACTORS $ 4,075,500 | § esfimated, 15 FTE's foraoas led,
|Revised seape rem repfacing 4 franatermers Lo replace 2, uparade coolers, and swap
REPLACE TRANSFORNERS $ 350,080 | § spare, Incll Bechtel Enginearing costs,
4 Com bined all oiher Condsnser modiicalicns, ncréased scops based on vandor
p raootmendations for tuba staking and air rameove! plplng meglicmtions, Includoa
CONDEMSER MODIFICATIONS § 106.00¢ | § ) Buchiel Englneering cosls.
AeviseC SCope Tum felurisn exisfing pumps o replace with new, inciudes Bechle:
FEED PUNP MODIFIGATION $ 500,000 | § Enginearing costs.
] eWse0 BLops frem refurbish existing pump rotaling sssemblies (o replace w Th new,
UPBRADE GONDEMSATE PUMPS $ 100,000 1% | Inchides Bachial Englneering toats,
; Qriginal satimaie was not sUSIGlent for saiely relaled insiallation and mlasile protectian
CONTROL RODM AC MARGNN [BSUE . PSL2 DMLY $ 400,000 { $ requiremants, ingludes Bachtal Enginesring cosis.
FEPLAGE 42 HEATER JRAIN CONTROL VALVE . s 180,000 | 3 increasc in soopo frem 2 to 10 valve replacements, neludes Beohtel Englpaedng onsts.
chmd Tca8 Fom 1ehnbish exisling valws 1o Ful oul and repiats Wih new valves and
FWREGULATING VALVE [FRV) REPLACEMENT $ 120,000 | § acluators, Includes Bachle! Engineering ossts,
Revised scops fom fefnbish existing 2ctualors i replace with new aglsators, Includns
WSV ACTUATOR REFLACEMENT $ 125,000 | § Bechle! Enginpesing costs,
{PRATE CHECKWORK FOR FAC 3 {00,900 [ § Miner
TOTAL U1 ($12,727,904)
} i
UNBER-RUNS-: 5o e o nes e 1 DA E e e e e
MISC MATERIALS AND SERVICES $ 1,180,000 Alfocated {o other mods
ELEC U5 SYSTEM MARGHY |HPROVEMENT 3 820,000 Miner
COMMUMNITY QUTREACH 3 370,000 | & allocaled to other mods
BOP INST. B CTRE SETPOINT, RESCALING, & HOWR CHHGS 3 450,000
COMTROL ROCK HABITABILITY UPGRADES $ §45 000 Gechtel Enginesring costs.
3 Taterial Goats eag than esiimeted based on P TN bids for 3imias stape, ineludes
CEE COMPUTER REPLACERENT 200,000 | § ] IBaehlel Engineering costs,
UPBALE EQ QUALIFCATION BOG PACKAGES 250,000 |Alloceied to-other mods
[CONDENSER MODS« HATERIAL CONDITION 200,000 Scope moved fo Gondenser Upgrade Modiiolion
Tmplemeniation cosls were underss limated based an Shaw scoping study, includes
INPLEMENT LEEN GHEGK PLUS MUR H 500,000 1% Reshiel Enginearing costs.
SIMJLATOR UPGRADE 3 50,0001 8 [Minor
[ToTal |_¥3,847,388 |

Z
Continued on next page
16 Draft - proprictary & Confidential Business Information
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[l. Line by Line - Engineering

FPL 000440
NCR-11

ENGINEERING {(EXCLUSIVE OF LAR]

DESCRIPTION !

ScoFEIlEREASES”

ORIGINAL

GURRENT

EXPLANATION | NOTES

-

VARIANCE

ST P

SHAW

TCW HEAT EXCHANGERS

INGREASE STEAM EYFAGS FLOWTO CONDENSER - PBLY

HEATER ORAIN / KSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTRELS

[IKPROVE HOT LEG INJFLOW

S ey Rt B RO B P A Y

wendot

Rdditnal suppert and enely sis, bid & pactications and design Interface with EPC

Now scope 1ol I feasibility evaluation - dentified in Shaw sceping study

Now scops - LAR

New mod rasulling from efim ination of Feadwater Hoaler Digitsl conbols.

New szope - LAR

HEATER DRAIN PUMPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE -4 New saope resulling from Shaw BOP hydrattic modeling.
TURBINE GANTRY CRANE B New scope - Relleblity and mamgin Improvement
STRENGTHEN PARTITION FLATES 4A & 4B [W REATERS -1% New seops - LAR

RESIZE USR FLOW ORIFICES -1 § Naw scope resulling from Shew BOP hydraufic mudefing.
TOTAL {510,040,638,

BOOPEDELENONS .o o v on o rrloao it o weaor g oot 2 .

ADD FWHEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS $ 020,500 | § M odiication aol requead for EPU afier Engineering reviaw
REWIND CONBENSATE PUNP HOTORS FOR 6.9 KV § 00,0003 Modiicalion not requived for EPU aftar Englnaering review
DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE PUNPS ] 200,080 Wodiication nol fEqbived fof GEU ZAGT Eagineening raview
[WATESTEAV SAFETY VALVE ORIFIGE CHANGE 100,000 Wodlication not required for EPU aflar CAgineering review
[CIRCULATIHG WATER PLKP REFURDSHMENT 100,008 Medifeation not regulred for EP L after Engineering review
MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVES { PIPMG MODIFICATIONS 125,000 | § Modification not requirad for EPU ofler Engineering review

TOTAL

$1,693,271

BRARD TOTAL - oo i v

{$17,528,073)

17
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li. Scope Reductions

Scope Reductions

FPL 000441
NCR-11

&t DascHpio i i
1 {Circulating Water Pump Refurbishments — refurb {Re shes original baseline of pumps and Risk for down-powesing Units in summer manths.
pumps fo orlginal design condtion Improves reflablfity Cannot be luslified for EPU
7 |Condensate Suction Piping U2 — increase pipe  {Eliminates source of oxygen (strainers) and ‘IDoes not address pump vibration issues Med
size reduces pipe flow veloeities .
3 jAdd Dedicatad pawer Supply for 16126 Ellminates existing OPS burden with transfer Alto-swep very expensive and cannot de justified | Low
Condensate Pumps ~ teplace exist 10/2C 4.16 |switch for EPU
kY motors, instan 8.8kV Switchgear cubicle and
remove transfar switch i
4 |Repiace DEM Gonstant Pressuse Pumps ~ Eliminates obsolste unioacing prassure regulators{Cannat be ;ustified for EPU Low
Replace exlst centrifugal pumps with conslant and fubing fatigue lesues
pressure
§ [Feedwater heater digital controls Improves reliability Does not sliminele obsolescence Issusas Low
5 [Main Steam Salty Vaive/ Tailplpe Mods Not required afer engineering review NIA None
7 [Maln Steam Safety Valve Orifice Change — Not required after enginsering review N/A None
8 [Main Steam ADV Trim Change out - Not required after engineering review NIA Nene
9 {Exciter Upgrade / rawind Not required after Slemens review None None

18 Draft - Propristary & Confidential Business Information
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il. Scope Additions

Descriptia

Replace TCW Hegt Exchangers » Shaw Study

ns

Scope Additio

FPL 000442
NCR-11

IRaulrsmentit: g
Increased Turbine Ganerator Heat Loads at EPU
Condiions

kol Hokdo!
Existing heat exchangers have ho margin fot
surrent plant conditions. Downpowers during
summear months

Red Cantrol Upgrade - Margin

Rellabiity

Decraagsed Reliabllity

Replace Heater Drain Pumps & Spare - Replace
Pump internals using exlsting cans and motors -
Shaw Study

Need greater flow and NPSH for EPU condltions
Origina! analysls fargeted Condensate Pumy
replacement, but hydraulic model pinpointed
Heater Drain pumps

invalidate EPU Hydraulic Mode!, jeopardize
achieving planned vprate

Healer Drain/MSR Digital Coatrals - Replace
current pneumatic level controls with digital

Exfsting pneumatlc lavel contrels are obsalete,
time consuming to Install and diffcult to callbrate.
Level controls small hors piping must be rewarked
as part of heat exchanger replacement.

Inability to rainstall and return to working status
coulfd delay the outage. Level control failures

could rasult in a plant trip.

Turbine Gantry Crane - M argin

Gantry Crane pans are obsolets and exisiing
¢ranes ate ynreliable to support EPU IRt scheduls

Outage delays

Improve Hotleg Injection Flow = Increase flow
capability w/ full bore valve et pipe size Incraase -

LAR

Hol leg Injection flow requirements to address
baren precipltation Increase for EPU, Flow path
cannot achleve low. NRC Regulatory
reguirements.

Invalidate EPU boron precipitation calcufatiar,
jeapariize achieving planned uprate. Not in
compliance with NRC reguiatory requiremants

Shaw Modification Support

Ptovide package input to EPC contractor as
lrequired toa support ERY

modifications

EPC contractor will not have adequafe basis for-

Increase $team Bypass Flow to Condenser U1 -
LAR

Ptant trip cannot be aceompilshed without litting
the MS8V's, increased capacily and improved
oparing time will ragolva this problem.

MSSV's will litt on a plant Irip.

Strengthen Pags Pastitlon Plates SAIE FW
Heaters - LAR

Partkion piate maximum allowable dP Is
exceeded with 2% lube plugging at EPU
conditions. One #4 FWH has 2% tubes plugged.
Modification will allew #4 FWH's ta accommodata
10% tube plugging simiat to all other heaters.

Pastition plate failura.

10

Spare FW Pump - Shaw Study

To ratain Capital Spares stock, a spare FW Pp
comparablo to the new pumps is raquired

A cument capital spare to replace the existing
wauld not be reallzad

11

Ingrease MSR/HP Exhaust Relief Capacity —
Increase rellef valve size based on Input from

Turbing Supplier (Stemens) - Margin

EPU steam flows incroags by ~12%. Rellef valve
capaclly Increase required to pratect MSR/LP

nvalidate EPU steam relief requirements,
|eopardize achleving planned uprale

sguipment from ovefpressure.

19
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¢ . Area Summary
2tedd _ .
s=ES5% Material Costs - .
gEEY 'g q i 1 ' ] x
§2353% « Material costs increased from Ito MEEEM primarily. |
AP ES 24

due to Turbine / Generator cost. Increases from project
scope estimate to contract establishment.

« Transformer and pump material costs escalate at greater
than assumed rates

« Added scope for LAR and Design analysis has aiso
caused increased material cost for the added items .

©

20  Draft - propristary & Confidential Business Information ’ “
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Il. Line by Line - Material

E B

: & " e _ _ .

. Material costs increased from $221M to $255M primarily due to

t o = x : y s

FRSaRE Turbine / Generator cost. -

S8 E‘]% g MATERIAL 1 i B S

S e <A DESCRIPTION I ORIGINAL | CURRENT .. | VARIANCE ii| ; EXPLANATION ] NOTES
~ = - @ OVER-RUNS . L v altTi oy oy tostiion, vy dofecvig oo S opoRecis e B L e T T T ~..

) 5; ﬁ g S o= HP ILP | GENERATOR TOTAL 141,100,000 {: ; Slemens Ishor included in matarial conlract

: A L o 2 FEED PUAR MODIFICATION 4,150,000 Atdod 0osts. lor Spars Fead Pump

i % E g = ‘g{ REPLACE 2 [{P FWHTRS < 5 ;6,000,000 Actuz] PO values slightly higher fan estimate, addad FAC plping
] '5 =R | g, UPGRADE CONDENSATE PUMPS g 67.1,000 | § Scops change from Tabulld [0 new ralallng-assemblies

i 9 ; e = o GD MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE.BUS DUCT COOLING BYSTEM 3 -450,000 | § ._|Aclual PO.values higher Than es(imatad

rAZCZES B ISIY ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT . K ....-50,000 Scopa changa frem.rabulld:to new

2 CONTROL ROOM HABITARIITY UPGRADES ~ * 300,000 Orlglne) astimate’basad on CAR Esltimale developed in 2005 |
i REPLACE #2 HEATER, ORAIN CONTROL VALVE. 3 66,000 ] Minor

CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS 900,000

; TOTAL 3 - : 2| ($25,603,887)|

. DERRUNS . oe uimst P “ie ol

% REPLACE TRAMSFORMERS _|Scope changed. (rom replaco 4 {a replace 2.& upgrede 2

{ [DEA COMPUTER REPLAGEMENT Valuea obtainod from PTN:DId‘pro_pB;Lals

B [ALLOWANCE FOR HSR REPAIR / REPLACEMENT PQ valus slightly lower than esiimate

4 [\MPLEMERT LEFY CHECY PLUS MUR PO valua lighlly lowerthan estimale

i GONOENSER. I1C0S « MATERIAL COHDITION Scope moved (o Condensar Upgrade Modlfication

" [ZC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMENT Minor -
2 SIMULATOR UPGRADE - K Minor

; FW REGULATING VALVE (FRV) REPLACEMENT 660,000 Minor-

i BOP JNST. & CNTRL SETPOINT, REBCALINGZHDWR CHHGS. | B 808,000 e Vinor

, CONTROL ROCM AC-MAROIN ISSUE » P3L2 ONLY 9. 1,140,000 Minor

i TOTAL - 50,833,179

: SCOPE (NCREASES 2 e e es . Bt e £ v

._’ TCWHEAT EXCHANGERS - New scope not In faas|bllity - ldantified in Shaw scoping study.
. HEATER DRAIN PUNPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE - New scope resulllng fom Shaw BOP hydrolic modling.

- HEATER-DRAIN / MSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CO! i_[ROLS - m;'l mod resulting from ellminalion of Fi Hsalar Digital confrols.
A4 INCREASE-STEAM BYPA33 FLOW TO CONDENSER =PSL1 - |New scope ~LAR

: [MFROVE HOT LEG INJ FLOW - [Hew scope - LAR

i [RESIZE SR FLOW ORIFICES ; : - New.scops - LAR

TOTAL ) | 610,223,102)

i SCOPE DELETIONS ., ... ~arirles 020D, s TS s .

; VAIN.STEAM SAFETY VALVE ORIFICE GRANGE - DELETED ¢ 7,400 | § Modlicalion not required for EPU aner Engineering raview

I - [REWIND CONDENSATE RUMP L{OTDRS FOR 6,9 KV 3 §00,000.{ § Modlfieation not-raqulred for-EPU aiter Engineering review

’ CIRCULATING \WATER PUMP REFURBISHMENT . 2,700,000 | Modficailon not required for EPU sfter Enginsering roviow

ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS. 383;000 Mot@gg on not requlred for EPU. after Engl roviaw
DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE PUMPS - DELETED 300,000, Modlliosiion nol requlirad for EPU-aftarEnginesting roview
WA STEAM SAFETY YALVES / PIPING LODIFIGATIONS »DEL § 103,600, | 8 Modlisellon nobragulred for EPU after Engineering revew

H TOTAL iy - $2,826,681,

GRAND TOTAL" =5

| i o - {$34,247,228)
77
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¢ Il Implementation
isi, Project Implementation .
“?E:: « Original Project Organization structure envisjoned minimal
Sigpd staffing supplemented with competent suppliers

Docket No. 110009-EX

~ Original Structure | |
- Self Perform model (FPL + Contractors) using NAP 401
- Fast track for large component purchase with licensing and design in parallel

— Project Organization structure changed following perfonnénce issues with
Point Beach Fall 2008 Outage

- %ballwdon Self Perform model and use Engineer-Procure-Construct (EPC)
ideclogy :

~ EPC structure targeted A/E with ability to proceed independently (Bechtel)

- EPU Balance of Plant Vendor {Shaw) services still required for overall EPU
assessment ‘ '

23 Draft - Propristary & Confidentlal Business Information . -
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FPL 000447
NCR-11

Cost Cenfer .

imp. ation |

EPC Construction

Plant Support

FPL Project Management

Siemens Labor

Rod Controi

Outage Extension

Turbine Gantry Crane

FPL Juno PM/Eng Support

Capital, Non-Recoverable

Scope Growth Allowance

24 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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[il. Implementation

implementation Costs

« Implementation costs increased from $120M to $360M. -
-Initial budget / Feasibility Estimate was based on conceptual
scoping

--Scope additions contributed to the cost increase above the
original budget. Examples of scope adds are Rod Control, TCW
Heat Exchanger, and Turbine Gantry Crane upgrades.

--|mplementation model changed from FPL self-perform fo EPC

--Plant and other owner support was not fully recognized in
Feasibility Study.

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
{St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
Page 25 £ 52
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lll. Implementation - Line by Line

Original impiementation estimates on limited field information / conditions.
Costs for EPC contractor are higher than expected

HP {LP F GENERATOR TOTAL ¥ 24,700,000 | [FTimary GoREABULer |8 Mmplemsniatitn cosis.(Hechitel & Slamend) >
Brojacl Serdtes hol Inéluded in base. lncludes Plant and plam cra® suppori, Sisr-up
gordgon, Seourlty, work oontrols, QA/QC, Gonstruction craft from supplemental laber
PLANT sUPPORT 5 -13 contract, offices and feciliflss malntenance.

” ‘Roquired BUPPOA far DRINEI BGGRe and BGMoNal 300pe Undemalmated 28 F1E S,
Cutrently &t 52 FTE's are requirsd fa monage LAH submitiely, major procurfements and
mulliple outage sonstruction modifications. Approximetly 3,000,000 menhours to

(St. Lucie) Presentation

July 26, 2009 ESDID Meeting
Page 26 of 52

PROJELT SUPPCRT - 28 FFL! CONTRACTORS $ 19,004,400 { § implament lhix praject, 5% talsl projest
Heaters are (arger {han sxistng, additional I pacis 1o slruelures and sysiams,
Intlucas FAC pips replacem ent, Bechtel pre-autage ramp valve excossive, inciudes
REPLACE 2 HF F¥ HTRS -4 6 s 1,650,000 | § Bachlel lmpiemantalion costs.
Oiginal asmaia uswnd $150K per day, foracasi beaed on §200K per day. Farecast wil
pa adjuatad based on dnal valuss fram Businass Opanaiiona and sutage oplimization
OUTAGE EXTENSICN CSTS $ 18,000,000 | §: detarmination
Tombmed ail olhar Gondspeer modlfcalions, incraaasd spope based o vendor
recommendation for tubs alaking and air removal plping modiications, Inclides
CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS $ 800,000 | § Baghie] implamantaticn oosts,
MSR'e are larger than sxisting, sddillonal Imgacis ta structures and sysisms, Includes
ALLOWANGE FGR MSR REPAIR /REPLACEMENT $ 5,860,000 | § Bachizl Implemenlalion costs.
g Oniginal estimais was not suficient for easely ralated installation and missfia protection
CONTROL ROOM AC HARGIN 183UE - PSL2 ONLY $ 2,960,000 | § raquirements, includes Bachtal Implemantation costs,
Eomponent Ims pactions dentnes additional stope from linkage and bus deriags, eito
due to Increasad femparaturas at EPU conditions e aulo transfer ferlure is now
MAD (7Y ISCLATED FHASE BUS AUCT COOLING SYITEY £ 320,060 | § raquirad. noludes Baohte] Impl letion costs,
0 rﬁequired suppoil for ongindl scope and additionat scope undarestimzsled 5 FTEs, 1%
PROJZCT SUPPORY - 8 FPL HONE OFFICE E 1,878,000 [ $ total projsct,
. aviEe AR Wom eMirBIsh exisling pUMPpE {0 replace With new, nciudes Bechtel
FEED PUMP MOCIFICATION 5 1,200,000 | § Implamenlation sosts,
BOP INET. ECHTRL SETPOINT, RESCALINGEHDWR CHNGS | § 210,000 | § Based on clAriicalion of scops 85 design avolwes,

Driginal wsimale wee not suticlent for rental of outzids fachity large sasugh 1o house
tha-EPU projact taam ‘and Bechlsl, for 2 yaars and inglusion of Jupiter West feolity.

OFFICE TRARER PARK / EQUIPHMENT /CAPITAL PURCHASE | § * 30,000 | ¥

Tncredse it SCOPE fiom Z 0 10 vaim replacements, ncludes B schisl implementation
REPLACE #2 HEATER DRAIN CONTROL VALVE $ 150,300 1 § cosfs.

Implemenintion cosls were Undes eaimaled baged on 5hew scoping study, includes
IPLEMENT LEFY CHEGK PLUS MUR $ 1,600,000 | & Bechtsl Implementation coats,
PROJECT RELATEO QBN ¥ =13 Allowance for O&M salatad a¢counling reatment

Revised $capo om relurblsh existing valws {0 cul out and replace with new valves and
FW REGULATING VALYE (FRV) REPLACERENT $ 340,000 1 9 aciyetore, Includas Bechte! Implementation oon{s.

ReviEed Scape iom replecing 2 fransformens 1o Jeplaca 2, upgrade coolars, and swap
REPLACE TRANBFGAMERS 4,388.000 % 1pare, Includes Bachtel Implamentation costs,
CONTROL ROCM HABITABILITY UPGRADES 326,000 Bechiel implementalion cosls,
ELEC BUS EYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMERT 560,000 | % Bochial ImpIem BAtaton CoBIE:

Revsed scops Fom rehrblsh existing pum p rotaling aasembies 1o roplace with new,
UPGRADE CONRENSATE PUHPS 3 887.000 | § lincledas Bechlel Implam antefion cosls.
|SMULATOR UPGRADE ] 300,000 18 [Bachiel implamahialion oosts. —

i Revized scop® Jiam relibI exisling RoIuntors to replace with new acluators, includes

MENV ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT $ 50,000 | § Boohtsl Implemeniation costs.
TOTAL o 15193,814,171)
T R R T P TRy
ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE I 4,000,000 Allpaaled to athér mods
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ll. Implementation - Line by line

FPL 600450
NCR-11

CONSTRUCTION /IMPLEMENTATION

DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURREN—T VARIARCE E-KPLANATIDN { NOTES
[ROERRUNS e N ‘
ALLOWANGE FOR SCOPE H 5,000,000 Alocated to other mods
CONDENSER MO0 - MATERIAL CONDITION 5 2,500,000 Scope moved {0 Condenser Upgrade Modification

Material costs leas then estimated based on PTN bids for stmutar scope, incledes

DEH COMPUTER REPLACEMENT H 2,000,000 Bechte! Implementaiion costs.
’LIISC MATERIALS AND SERVICES $ 200,000 {Allocated to cthar mods
TOTAL $0,004, 689
$COPE [RCREASES . . . . — oo®
ROD CONTROL UPGRADE H - New scope - Reliabllity and mamgin imprevement
FCW HEAT EXCHANGERS [ Tew gcope not in feasibilly evaluation - dentifled n Shaw scoping study
[TURBINE GANTRY CRANE - {ow seopa - Reltabiily and margin improvement
HEATER DRAIN IMSR SYSTEM DIGIYAL CONTROLS - New mod reauiting fom efiminatlon of Feadwater Heater Rigital controls.
MPROYE HOT LEG INYFLOW § © New geope = LAR . ]
HEATER DRAN PUMPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE $ - Haw scope resuliing rom Shaw BOP hydrolic mogling.
INCREASZ STEAM BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENSER - PSL1 ¥ o New seope -LAR
STRENGTHEN PARTITION PLATES 4A & 4B FW HEATERS [ n New scope « LAR -
RESIZE MSR FLOW-OR IFICES 3 -1% New scope tesulling from Shaw AOP hydrolic madiing.
BIGREASE USR JHP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACITY § -5 New scope resulling from Shaw BCP hydrolle modling.

TOTAL

(560,057,251

SCOPE DELETIONS o0 ziovmi v

ADD FW KEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS

32000t

REWIND CONDENBATE PUMP NOTORS FOR 6.8 KV

H
750,000 | §

] 4t e enf ol e -

ModHication rot regulred for EPU after Enginearing taview

Muodtication nol required for EPU afler Endinesting review

{MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVE ORIFACE CRANGE 730,500 ModHcation nol requirad for EPU after Engineering 1eview
{GIRCULATING WATER PUMF REFURBSHMENT 600,000 | § Wodification nol requirsd for EPU after Englnearing raviaw
WAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVES /PIPING MODIFICATIONS £43,000 | % Medificatian ol required for EPU after Englneering teview
OEH CONSTANT PRESSURE FUMPS 200,000 | § Wodifieation not ragulrad for EPY after Engineering review
TOTAL 5,123,600
GRANDTOTAL .. .o.-7% T T il L,

L ; {$240,569,233)
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FPL-EPU Project

Bechtel Proposal Estimate Changes
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* Base scope as defined by Confractscope list
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lil. Impiementation

Change Walk- Thru

BECHTEL FORECAST TIMELINE

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie} Presentation

~
W
Kot
= .
(=2
™~
& ;
o
A BECHTEL PROVIDED INDICATIVE : '
1 . .
May-09 VALUES AS PART OF TOTAL BASED UPON OR[‘Ga:i.:LaﬂnEngEE;.c r:l::;:;;:\;:ﬂssmﬁms PLANS
PROJECT FORECAST

BECHTEL SUBMIT INITIAL TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE

lons with Bech ent
tannd [] pe Growth on: :lnr‘lﬁmlnn) I

INITIAL #EC TOTAL
HTEL PROJECT 24 Mnds

May-0¢

FORECAST e
19 Driginal ERC Modifizationa Plus 18 New modilications addad to Spiec M-257
15 New jtems
5 M5P’s, & new mods, 5 LAR Modificatio it and 1 support othar vendors.
P50 ESTIMATE BASED ON PARAMETIRS PROVIRED BY FPL
fune-09 P-50 REV.D ESTIMATE : 31 Mods
19 Griginal EFC Modifications Plus 13 New medifications added to Spec M-157
15 Naw ftams
5 M5P', 4 new mads, 5 LAR Modifications and I Support ather vendnrs.
tune-03 P.50 REV.L ESTIMATE REDUCED CONTINGENC\H?ANW\L STAFFING
5CO NS
40 Modlfications with Bechtel nyelvement X
June-G3 P-50 REV.2 ESTIMATE “']‘
-8 Deleted 3¢ope
SCOPE REFINEMENT
40 Medifications with Bechtal.involvament
July-69 P-50 REV.3 ESTIMATE a0 5

9 Daleted stops

Based on aeore reflnement and Gap analysis
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lil. Line by Line — Total

This table represents the total variance between the original budget and the current
forecast. Further breakdown for LAR, engineering, materials and implementation
appear in other slides.

~
ir TOTAL . ! I 1 ! %
"5 [ DESGRIPTION T ORIGINAL | GURRENT | VARIANCE { EXPLANATIDN | NOTES
P OVER-RUNS RN . T D0 s T - e e s v a1 .
g HP [ LP i BENERATOR TOTAL § 487.420,000[% Primary coniribulor Ix Implemeniation costs (Bechtel and Stemens }
gﬂ Frojeol Serdces Aot inciuded In base. noldes Ptapt and plant cralt
. support, Slarit-up zervices, Security, work controls, QA/QC,
Ba BLANTSURRORT ¥ & - conetruction craft from supplemental labor contract, offices and
fzcliities maintenance,
LER $ 45,487,000 | § Sea Detalled LAR Analyais
Required support far originat acope and adéltional secpe
. |undsrestimated 28 FTE's. Currantly at 52 FTE%S are mquired to o
PROJECT SUPPORT - 28 FPLI CONTRACTORS $ 22,146,400 | § manage LAR submiitals, major prcurements and multipls cutage

constructioh modifications. Approximately 2,000,000 man-hours to
mpl nt this project. $% totef project. -

Heatars are iergar than existing, additional impacis to siruotures and
REPLACE 2 HP FWHTRS -# § H 7.095,00C | § systems. inclitdes FAC pine replacement, Bachte! pra-cltags ramp

j valus excessive, includes Bechial kmplamantation ¢ogts.
Orngindl sstimats used 3150K par day, forcoaat basad on 3200K por
day, Feresast will be adjusted bated on final values fram Bualneas
Op_:gﬂons wnd putoge aptimization determination
MGia are [arger 1hen existing, additional Impacts to atruciurea and
ALLOWANCE FOR IW5R REPARR f REPLAGEMENT $ 31,960,000 | $ J cystems, ! ':94 Rechtal lmgplﬂmunkntinn conta.
Combined all other Condensar madifications, incregsed scope based
on vendor recommendations for tube stakting and alr removal piping

QUTAGE EXTENSION GOSTS 3 48,000,000 | &

LOKDENSER HODISICATIONS 5 1,800,000 | &

modificatiohs, includes Bachixl implamentalion costs.

Original eatimete was nat suflioisn? for sately related instaliation and
CONTROL ROCHM AC ARG ISSUE - P52 ONLY ¥ 3,840,000 1 % misalie protection requirements, Inclides Beghial Implementation

cosls.

Companant Inspeations Icentiied addiljonal acope from linkage and
bus damags, alsa due to lncreased lem peratures at EPU condlitions
an auta transfar faature lo row requirad, Includes Bechtsl
Implementation cosia.

Revised scope rom refuralsh existing pumpe o repiace with new,

MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEM 3 1,040,000 | £

FEED PUMP MCDIFICATION L] 58500001 % den Batchial 1 tion costs,
’Ruqulrad aupport for orfginal soope and wddilighal scope
PROJECT 3UPPORT - HOME OFFICE 3 3,458,000 3 undersefimoted 5 FTE'S. 1% total project.
0 Tneiease It sGape from 2 lo 10 valve replatamants, Includea Bechist
REPLACE #2 HEATER DRAIN CONTROL VALVE 1 386,300 { % implementation costs.
NOP TNGT. A CNTRLBETPOINT. RESCALING § 4,265,000 { § 2880 on CIEMMCALoN o] 5c0pe BS dasign euwnives,
Crignal estim ate was not suBIGIENL for renta of cuinids BChRy large
QFFICE TRAILER PARK ! EQUIPMENT [ CAPITAL PURCHASE { 8 210,000 | $ enotgh to houss the EPU project team and Beachtal, for 2 years and
incluaten of Jupliar West faollity.
Revised scope from refurhl axisiing pumyp rotating assemblles io
UPGRADE CONRNSATE PUMPS & 1.658.000-{ § raptaes with new, Includes Bachtsl implamentation goats.
Revis el scopa from rejurbish exinting valwes to cut oul end repiaca
FW REGULATING VALVE {FRV)} REPLACEWMENT 5 1120000 | with new valves end actwalers, Inciudes Bachte! implementation
ooais.
BROJEGT RELATED O&M 5 : -3 Allowance.ior O&M reiated accounting lreatment
CONTROL ROOM HARITASILITY UPGRADES ¥ 1,470,000 Bechtel Impler entalion cosis. -
- - evised scope ifom refurbich existing Actuators lo replace wilh new
L T el REL AT 9 228,000 | § jgotuaters, Includes Bechtal knplementation costs.
= 7 Implamentation costs were _undervsimm!na Ea:nﬁ an Shaw azoping
IMPLEMENT LEFM CHECHK PLUS MUR ¥ 5.800.000 ‘-3 study, tes Bechlel npl talfon cants.
SIMULAT CR UPGRADE 50,000 1 3 M Inor
ELEC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMERNT 1,890,000 M Inor
UPDATE CHECKWORK FOR FAG 160,000 Minor
TOTAL ($264,050,533)]

>
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1Ii. Line by Line - Total

b
: =
“ -
2 3 -
=, =8 [TOTAL -
P ?\ '?. iy = g DESGRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT VARIANCE EXPLANATION { NOTES
¥ # =) g
-] =
2% g g @ |UKDER-RUNS . . ‘ e - R
i o= & =1 o {2 AyALLOWANGE FOH SCOPE $ 5,000,000 | § Allncated to other modifloalions
g = = = A= N]CONDENIER MODS - MATERIAL CONDITION S 3,500,000 % Ssope moved to Gondenser Upgrade Modiflcation ™
" SE2R5TT Waloril costs | i TN bids for simil
. RO . . ] atarial costs leas than eslimated based on PTN bids for similar
: % Ew g g O TR e A ENENT] § 7.800.000  § scape, includes Bechis] Implemantation soste.
¥ E8a bt Revised stope from rsplacing 4 Lransformers to replace 2, upgrads
] SE = i GBI $ 2843800018 coolers, and swap spare, includes Bechiel Implemaniglion cogls.
5 S = ‘5 = 1, J{MISC WATERIALS AND SERVICES 5 1,450,000 | Allogated (o other mods
p “ICOMMUNITY QUTREACH 5 37¢,000 [ § . Allocated ts other meds
UFDATE EQ QUALIFICATION DOC PACKAGES 3 250,000 ['$ Allocaisd to pther mods
. TOTAL $14,212,509
SGOPE INCAEASES - :
TCWHEAT SXCHANGERS $ .8 R :iz\:;cope hot in feasibilily avaluatien - Identified in Shaw scoping
K IROD CONTROL UPGRADE H -3 New scope - Reliabilily and margin improvemeni
! HEATER DRAIN PUMPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE 3 -5 New scops resuiinp from shew BOP hydraulic modeling,
HEATER DRATN f MSR SYSTEN DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 -ls v mod tesuiling rom eliminatian of Fesdwatar Heater Digita
P TURBINE GANTRY GRANE H - % Heow scope - Reliabllity end. margin improverment
: IMPROVE HOT LEG INJ FLOW [ - § New scops - LAR
; Additional support and analysis, bid specifications and design
SHAW NON LAR ENGINEERING $ «| 3§ inferiaca with ERC vendsr
INCREASE STEAM BYPASS FLOW TG CONDENSER - PSLY g i New 6c0ps - LAR
: BTRENGTHEN PARTITION PLATES 4A & 4B FW HEATERS - Naw scope - LAR
I RESIZE MSR FLOW ORIFICES - New scops resulting fram Shaw BOP hydraulio thodeling.
. INCREASE MSR JHP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACITY K] New scope resulting from Shew BOP hydraulic modeling,
TOTALE G 1 1£840,330,991)
SCOPE DELETIONS . T e e PP e .
3 ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 4,624,000 [ § WModifination not required for EPU aftar Engineering reviaw
MAIN 57EAN SAFETY VALVE ORIFACE CHANGE 3 1,897,600 1§ acification nol raquired for EFL aflar Engirsering review
B REWIND CONBENSATE PUMP.HOTORS FOR 5.8 KV 1,660,000 § § Modifisation not raguired for EPU aftar Englneering review
i CIRCULATING WATER PUMP REFURBISHMENT 3,400,000 {8 Modiflsation not required for EP U after Englnesring review 1
IDEH CONSTYANT PRESSURE PUMPS BBC,000 [ § Modificetion not required jor EP U affer Enginesring revisw
% MAIN 51 EAM SAFETY VALVES [ FIPING MOBIFICATICHS 3 771,800 3. Madilication not reguired for EPU aftel Enginesring revow
TOTAL i $10,663,952
CORTINGENCY T 102,130,757
ESCALATION $ 62,524,707 | §
TOTAL $251,655 504
Unalotard Escataion 3 13 5 11,640,000
* GRAKO TOTAL . . ... . T N R A N AR T T NP Y TNl —
] | b — ] (578,535,169}
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[ll. Risk and Mitigation

Fm

T
A
i}

on
=
3
=
=2
(=R A I bﬂ A (xv ||[ i I x;" ] lx,uan:i HHATHIR 'I . AT A T T TR o ‘[, 'n‘ o ,u \u“ 1 ;, H
S e
25 ;5 il }w o f ;Em '[, :'i"x“.'lﬁ?“. i ‘,.L: DR fl .h{m ' § .
& & i Mt At eyt e .4- 1 il
° U-1: i
S _’q_? "s Pian (o Increase capacily of smm dump and
S g Elimination of MSSVs lifting on a Bypass System, Reviewed and accepted by Plant
N30 || ssne |PlaniTripvil require a significant - Bt U1 Significant costta medly the steam dump 15211 Commites
o gﬂ modification o the Steam Dump system cr a reduclion In Mie If Toold Is lowered |, .
R system - or - reduction of T-cold Periom K-T analysis and provide recommendaons
fo Senlor Management
ready for intarnal chaflenga wilh Chief
Working on alternalive Solutions
U-1 PRA for Tofal Loss of ’ Wil like!
y s ly require mods cther than FORV
2| 4no0o  |Feedwaterindicates PORVs are Significant scgzif’e :::z’::i:ﬂ;ﬂi:dwmd bo inpocted KPORVE | zcament
undersized for Uprate: condtion Risk Miligafion Plan in development
Automate U1 Containment Mini- i
Purge e Repiace manel :ﬁtau[?:‘ :e’g:cﬁi';npﬁﬁg - excg:ie’du’e Engineari valuall In progress, scope has nol
" 2 5 3 < ) 0! 3 i ] 5
3| 7neno  Jisclafion vaives with automatic Significent cls Lower opsraling contalament pressure cannot be (bsen dentifed
valves, controls and Indication - maintzined withaut a mink-purge similar to U 2,
LAR
i MSR Shell Drain Loop Seal Snaw modsling of sysiem indicates steam Dsla Collacllon, anginesring evaluation in progress,
4 7119109 Piping Signifizant c/s ;‘nrlr;la’lnmlar:xn MSR dralns causing high flow sco08 hes nol been idsntified
i ineerl luafion 3
5 7119129 |Generator Slator Core Hoi Spols Slgaificant C/s EQE‘H";‘;’{,‘::;‘ o I oG/ aes, ee0po R ot
8 2119509 U1 PRA Modifications Signifcant cIs $hPrg cc‘:nggzﬁ cligl{_eg)ge abllity to achieve Once Ji:s:;g;:t]\% ;:a!nalmn in pragress, scope has not
Main Steam, Feedwater, & Eueluat for EPU dynomlc and Increased thermal
7| 71eme  |Condensale Piping Support Signlfcant cis lozds and Implement cecommended mods as 5:2:\“;:‘:’;%::""‘"’"°" In progress, scope has na
Modifications [fecsseay '
Sleam Bypass Control System 3 Plant irip cannat be accomplshed withoul lifing  [Enginesring evaluation in pragress, scope has nel
B % hnerease Fiow o Condenser - U2 e o the MSSVs. been idetified
Yuba report for FWH review at EPU condltions
B Low Prassure Feedwater Healer — cIs identified numerous nozzls flow criterla exceeded |Engineering evaluation in prograss, scope has not
¢ Inspeclions/ Modifications Egnamy a1 EPU condltions. Inspections wil validate been denlifind
exisling condition of ths FWH's.
e - Evaluate existing & expecied EFU vibration 13 z
10 719009 ,%10:; 'Pg‘og Vibration Significant cls BOP piping and Implement recommendad mods iba;‘f:ﬁ‘m%:;a lualion I progress, scope has ot
odificatons as necessary
. Ev'alluate U2OVCS plpmg_for CVCS will bo credlled for EPULOCA analyses.  [Engineering evaluation in progress, scope has not
| M09 Xoigmgz l;gg&éNRC Generic Significant cis GL 200801 would then agply lo the system.  [bsen [dantifed
eter 5

| L 3
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1]
=
=
S
= g
=) =
1
AQ =
- e i AT RHTEIETHY (TR} .- T P T na T “ i TR ae A' o
E 7 E rl,’ ('B;.- |}1| “ Ik "i ! “{ﬁ' NL M‘ '! ;]1 :” g@,‘ ” “II{ I,f i ;ll?l f J H*} M! JI [“ q! cL l', Hl ] i ‘t f x
@ g i ) “"'l' ) E 1 ‘i ,. i) '
Seiall M | 1 0 wr’ i 'LJJ i H"l i HB T '
g S & o [l ln.—.lf A Ml '1 ! B et Al i Al il .fﬂ I:'
A=) o
= - 9 2 { - SBLOGA enalysis will nol mael design criteria Englnurlng avalunlian In progress, scope has not
2S5 8m : 761 Zress‘l‘Juri;nﬁsase Signilcant: cis vithout 2n increase In SIT pressure. baen Mentfied
:f__? : - 1 —— CCW Pip}ng Analysis / SigniTcant ¢rs Evaluale CCW for increased thermal loads and  |Engineering evaluation In progress, scope has not
= .5 5 &0 Modifications (UZ Only) mods as Y been idenlified
B A Additional | 8 i Unit 12nd 2 sophase bus gducl configurations are =
14 719/09 ditiona sophase us Ducl Alr Significant cls different. Tesl wil ensure the replacement Eng‘m.ne g evaiization In progress, scope hias ot
Flow Test U1 bt sizad, been idantified
Tha calorimatne unceriainty calculalions show that]
5 of these itlers s y or |Engineering svaluation in progress, scope has not
1% | 7ne0s  |SG Calorimetrc Tranemilters Sigrificant cls steam erthelpy uncariainty vl become the been idenltied
dominant ferm In the calorimelric.
Westinghouse / AREVA / B&W - Potontalof abor lncroses tosupport FPL, | Conunue (o manltr coniractor performance and
4 i s jans ir-holso
16 7H0/08 LAR Significant c/ Ihreugh NRC review phase, ::I:l:‘rm any possible evalualions in-holse (lowor
. (Continus to moniior end
17 7He02  (Shaw/SWEC- LAR Slgnificant c/8 :’mm‘flﬁ{f ?:;; 7::: :: RiopLFeL perform any possible evaluallons ir-house (cher
biobels : rales)
Third Party Reviews / Grid |Poterlal of labor Increases to support FPL (Contlalia to moniiar conlraclor parformance and
18 Th909 s Signlficart (s o )l ions if
] Stabilty - LAR _ Significar, cis through NRC review phase. f:l::fm ary possiblo eveluations in-house (lower
19 711909 (FPL Engineering - LAR Significant cis Addi mnﬁ" persannel required to support NRC Manzge personnal and overfima.
= . Conlinue lo monilor contractor performance and
20 - Bechtel Engineering - Shicat cls Addifional perscninel required 1o support scope  |parform any possible englnearing In-houss (lower
o Modifications L growth, rates). FPL manage englneering or lump sam
CONVersion.

2 Continuz to monitor contractor performance and
21| 7Mo09  |Shaw/SWEG - Modificatlons Signiicant cls fﬂﬁ"" porscnal required to support scope. | 1 any possible engineering in-house (lower
22| 7He09  |FPL Engineering - Modifications Signlficant cIs m"f“‘ persannel required [0 SUpPOTE SCOPE. 1412106 nareannel and overtime,

3 71800 FPL Juno FM'I Englneering Shnfcant cls Aﬂ)}o‘nﬂ personnel raquired lo support scope |, faisga perscrmel nd pvedine,
Support - Modifications R
24 7119/03 Bechtel Procured Materials Significant cis T&M coriract for Bechtel Cenlinue o monilor purchasing program.
Additanal craft required to support exira work. Centinue (o estimale "To-Go" scope in detail and
25 119009 |Bechtel Construction Significant c/s Constnuclion esimales supplied by Bechtel are  |rasourca lond datall achedules. Lump sum
Order of Magnitude al this fime. conversion, possible (by Outaqe for example). |
= Centinue 1o estimate *To-Go" scope in detail and
26| 71908 |Plant Support Significant cls Additional scope is Iikely to add Impzcl to plant. m"nu'c“_:  load cetal schecles, pe
27| 7nama  |FPL Project Management Significant cis ",’?;";""' persannel overtimo required lo conlrol |y, oersannel and overtime.
t G Lock dowm | contracls es soon as possidle.
28| a3 [Siemens Implementation Labor Significant crs No conlracis hiave yet been signed, s any sconouie of scals possle
20| 7noee  |Rod Control Modifications Significant cis |Westinghouse study not yel final. ﬁ:ﬁ‘;:,ﬁ“;:,‘,“"’,,‘;’;““"’“ i
2 . . Control supplemental labor supportand validale
| 7noos  |Turbine Ganlry Crane Upgrade Signifieant c/s |Construction risk. planning and implemenlation prozesses.
33 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information .



Docket No. 110009-E1

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

CONFIDENTIAL

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 34 of 52

lil. Risk and Mitigation

FPL 000457
NCR-11

Available Contalnment Pressure Preliminaty forU-21s
Margin reduced due to the Impact la not ys! fully analyzed. Cerront avallable Us1 wil require & mink-purgs systam
3 1r20/08 discovery of Legacy LOCA [mergin has been reduosd from 7 PS to 4 PSI Plant Health Commitize has reviewed,
analysis error Wl process Scope Change
Praliminary evaluations indicate
fhat e clirent desion flow for May require ddilional modification, Will require system madification,
f an e onal modimcation, 1 SYs" 1 3
a2 | 12188 #;::S:g‘;;{:?;o:u;‘;gnb;:;ss Marginal 5"&2"1‘:’" The scopo/cost of mod Is not yet
b determined Processing Scope Chenge
uprated condition without a g 2e0pe g
modification
1. Prapare LAR cons'stent with RS-001,
NRR Review Slandard for Exiended
Power Uprales.
» Develop EPPI for format and |eval
of datail
2. Uze Glnna EPU subminal as a guids for
License Amendment Request format and leve! of detal
NRC Review could be delayed 3. quusﬂb?rr;mm c;al{;m boa-ds
due to errors and omlssions e e e
3| Plrto | -NRCAcceptance g Rogutatory! DACEIITY oF Bo oM O g eav, CoUR TRk | eckon
208 | - NRC Technical Review Schadule I aadtional cost and exionsion cf o Prolect |, Mull-party peer revievrs using
- ACRS Review o indusiry 2nd ragulatory experis
5. Advance maetirgs with NRC prior to
- SBLOCA Confirmatory submittel
Analysis 6. VP Nuclezr Power Upmte metwith NRR
management 7/21/08
7. Monthly meetings with NRR
8, CNO met with NRC EDO on $/23/08 to discuss
review cchedules
8. FFL to eslablizh a presonce In Washinglon to
caordinste questions and RAls
Siemans requires 31 days rom stan of PBNP.
Sird N " outogs ond the stan cf PSL outage; currently 38
Te ond are required L
3¢ | 77008 |Rewind at PB and PSLoverlap  GhiK atthe same time al P8 and PSL Coud dolsy | ¥ <17 e e vl
vk faind &4 P gt alect Pl Crica) Scopa SHIt from SL-1-23 to SL-1-24 being
evaluated which may allsviate the overlap
See Millgation Plan for delalis
13 ™
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

36

5r26/08

WEC & SHAW vendor staffing
level may not be sufficient to
support project

lll. Risk and Mitigation

Schedule

36

1/8i09

New NRC mandated
Malntenance rule working hours
will further limit allowed working
hours

Marginal

Cost

37

10/14/08

There is potentlal that Legacy
Analysis or License basis issues
may be uncovered during re-
analysis for EPU LAR

Significant

Programmalic

3

67312008

Transition to Nuclear Asset
Management Systems (NAMS)

.|Could couse datays with LAR schedule and/or

cost additienal monies

FPL 000458
NCR-11

Agreement on re-baselining reached:; no Impnet to
end dato for Shaw and WEC

{Poteniially extend outage Durations and/er

increass cosis.

EPU menagement working with Licensing to ensure
an acceptable procedure which will miaimiza the
Impact lo EPU

balng trackod by @ separats line ltam.
The impact is difficult o quantify urtl] discavery

Two such llame have alrandy boon idontified: PB
FW temp and PTN CTMT analysis which are  +

Developed and Issued EPPI-245; now Instruction
that deflnes risk Identification and mitigation utilizing
[WM-AA-1000.

| Thus far, the procass has been cffectivo

May cavuse delays with review and approva’ of
Englneering Documents

Per Fleet vide Change Management Plan
Hold meelinf with NAMS eaordinalor nnd Site PMs
[Transition t NAMs currenlly scheduled for Dec 09

35
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Risk and Mitigation

* Undefined Scope in Formal Analysis l

Jaly 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
{St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 36 of 52

Docket No. $10009-ET
William R. Jacobs, Jr,

- Approximate High Risk Weighted Exposure =[]l -

« Approximate Total weighted Risk Exposure - 2

36 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information & FPL..
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V. Impleméntation Options
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.

FPL 000461
CONFIDENTIAL NCR-11

IV. Implementing Options

NRC LAR Schedule

« PSL1 EPU LAR Planned Submittal September 2009
— 14 month review period projected

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Page 38 of 52

« PSL2 EPU LAR Planned Submittal January 2010
— 14 month review period projected

38 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information * ' FPL.



, FPL 000462
CONFIDENTIAL NCR-11

IV. Implementing Options

Docket No. 110009-E1

St. Lucie NRC Schedule

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 39 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

NRC Time Line U2 NRC EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

LAR Approval
Windows

NRC U1 EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

| i e
S LT g:l!ir‘j 7 TP
H () 4
L .
12112
9/09 110 1110 311
Submit U1 Submit U2 NRC Approves NRC Approves
] EPULAR EPULAR U1 EPU LAR EPU LAR

+ 116 Mwe - EPU
Total = 265 MWe

EPU Time Line

W |+ 20Mwe - LP Rotor | * 120 Mwe - EPU

Total = 149MWe

39  Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information ‘. = .
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IV. Implementation Options

PSL and PTN EPU Qutage Durations being considered io have
?rlwle short —one long Outage. Advantages appear to be as
ollows:

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
{St. Lucie) Presentation
Page 40 of 52

Docket No. 110009-EY
William R. Jacobs, Jr. '

Advantages -

~No overlapping Outages |
- ~Improves certainty in Engineering and Planning
~Allows Site teams to develop team work and efficiencies
—Fewer complex Outages
—Improved leveraging of Fleet and Specialty resources

40 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Infermation %
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 CONFIDENTIAL

IV. Implementing Options

Project Estimates ahd Valuation
Estimates are conceptual only |
~ Formal estimates can not be established until designs are complete
~ Current design completion will not occur until 2011.
— Current Bechtel EPC costs are based on a “load board” concept
— Significant variability in the cost when compared to original budget

- Initial licensing and engineering has resulted in increased
project scope |

- Capacity of the organization does not support self
performance EPC construction costs will be higher but
have lower implementing risks

» Current higher estimates continue to show value to the
customers without reliance on increased MWe output

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
a

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-%
Page 41 of 52

41 Draft - proprietary & Confidentiai Business Information “ FPL.



L R TR Y. et >

Docket No. 110009-E1

FPL 000465
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IV. Implementing Estimates

PSL - Design and Estimating Time line
Current Plans to not complete estimates until 2011

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 42 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

Sep 2000 QOct 2009
SUBMIT SUBMIT
_ENGR EST CONSTEST
SL1-23 5L1-23

] oy = (TS A
Akt g
.

Feb 2010 Aug 2010
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
SL1-24 SL1-24

Mar 2010 May 2010
SUBMIT
CONSTEST
$L2-19

TR A A e IR T I
fﬁ‘i'.-‘i:‘ \£$l;!m i 2t 2 n,§¥
A} Al oL

T T £ £ HEEESTIT o1 e P
R PR e
o ) It D

B

ot

SR TR B K S
aﬁﬁﬁgg%@a i

e
; s B e e ot
e B

1/09
Sep 2010 Mar 2011
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
5L2-20 SL2-20
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IV. Implementing Estimates

PTN - Design and Estimating Time line
Current Plans to not complete estimates until 2011

&

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 43 of 52

Aug 2010 Jan 2011
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
U3R26 U3R26
Apr2010 May 2010
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST

U4R26 U4R26

i

it G it R |

12/12

Mar 2011 Aug 2011
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
U4R27 U3R27

&
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; FPL 000467
CONFIDENTIAL NCR-11

IV. Implementing Estimates

FPSC Needs Filling
St. Lucie (9/17/09)

Perform Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011
and 2012 | |

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-%
Page 44 of 52
3

Increase in Gross Power of 11% for Each Unit

Net Electrical Increase from 840 MWe to 943 MWe

Combined Two Unit Total of 206 MWe

Estimated Nominal Cost for PSL are Approximately $651 Million

Annualized Base Revenue Requirements for the Eifst 12 Months of
Operation, PSL1 - $59.8 Million PSL2 - $61.8 Million

L]

44 Draft - Proprietary & Confidentlal Business information
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IV. Implementing Estimates -

FPSC Needs filing
Turkey Point (9/17/09)

- Perform Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in
2011 and 2012

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
a

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Docket No. 110009-E1
Page 45 of 52

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ{(FPL)-9

Increase in Gross Power of 14% for Each Unit

Net Elecirical Increase from 700 MWe to 804 M\We

Combined Two Unit Total of 208 MWe

[\l/El?timated Nominal Cost for PTN are Approximately $750
illion

@

Annualized Base Revenue Requirements for the First 12
m%nths of Operation, PTN3 - $76.4 Million PTN4 - $72.9
Iion |

45 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information “
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IV. Implementing Estimates

FPSC Needs Filing
St. Lucie & Turkey Point

Common Elements (9/17/09)

o ggqfé)rm Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011 and

« Plan to Submit LAR to NRC in January 2009
« Expected Approval by NRC but not Assured Spring 2010

» Changes fo the Transmission System for All 4 Units is Estimated to be
$45 Million

» Customer Bill Impact Between 2009 and 2012 is Conservatively Estimated
Between $0.34 to $1.79 per 1000 kWh |

» Customer Bill Impact in 2013 from all 4 Units.is Conservatively Estimated
to be $0.21 per 1000 kWh for the First Full Year of Operation of All th
Uprates :

» Aggressive Schedule to Complete in 2011 and 2012. May be Impacted by
geﬁuéatlory Reviews and Procurement and Could Cause Delays in

chedule - .

» Requested Exemption from the FPSC Bid Rule

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lueie) Presentation

Page 46 of 52
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IV. Implementing Estimates

FPSC Needs Filing

St. Lucie & Turkey Point
Common Elements (9/17/09)

« Economic Analysis performed on Nine Scenarios of Fuel Costs and
Environmental Compliance Costs
. Uprates have a lower CPVRR in 8 of 9 Scenarios
»  CPVRR Savings in 8 of 9 Scenarios range from $122 M!lhon to $ 863

July 26, 2069 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
Page 47 of 52

Million
o In 7 of 9 CPVRR Savings is Greater than $200 Million
o In One Case with Low Gas and Minimum Environmental Costs Results

Indicate a $33 Billion in CPVRR Savings for Our Customers on an FPL
System Wide Basis Due to the Large Amounts of Natural Gas Used on
FPL's System.

« Based on FPL’s Analysis
. Likely Net CPVRR for Our Customers
. Non-GHG Emitting Generation for Many Years
. Ultimately a Net Savings, Not a Net Cost, to Customers

47  Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information “
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IV. Implementing Estimates

48

Saint Lucie Outages

Proforma = Current ForeCast
PSL U-1 u-2 @ uA U-2 u-1 u-2
LAR 3
Submittai 9/1/2009 | 9/1/2009 § 9/1/2009 | 1/31/2010

Duration

in Service Cctober June

Date Dec-11 2012

MWE 1298 136 °
Noles

All Cutage durations la be reviewed & approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
4 Cutage durations driven by Generator rawind currendly In the appraved Outege schedule

2 Dulage duration driven by Alloy 600 cold leg nozzle repair

% Qutage duration driven by H® & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements

+Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations

5 MWe based on Siemens heal balance {contract target}

Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business model

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information . ' .
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Iv. Impiementing Estimates

2
i,
2 F Turkey Point Outages
é 3 . Proforma Current ~ Forecast
g5¢ PTN U-3 v4 H u3 u-4 U-3 u4 |-
s 2
S e -
R LAR Submittal _ |
s o/1/2009 | or1/z009 B 6017105 | -e017110° | s/01110°% § 8/01/10°
1% Outage
i
Duration 2
' 3
2" Outage
Lf
Duration 5
April Octlober May December May December
In Service Date 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
MWE 104 104 118 % 118% 118 4 1187
Notes

Al Qutage durations 1o be reviswed & approved by CNO upon complefion of Scopa definition
1 Dutage durations driven by Generator rewind cumently in the approved Cutage schedule
2 Qutage duratien driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements
3 Targat goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations
4 MWe based or Siemens heat balance (coniract target)
£ AST LAR must be approved prior to submittal of EPU LAR )
Longer duration Outages have been Included In the business model

40 Draft - Proprictary & Confidentlal Business Information ‘ “
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Feasibility Analyses for EPU Project

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation
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William R. Jacobs, Jr.
_ Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

PSL ( ost sm SM |

FPL 000473
NCR-11

PTNCostSM_ | $750—f /8750~ 57503910

Total Cost $M $1.4017 )/$7r7907/ /$1/4Q’7“/ $4706 $1706 "
NS Sy, A

PSLEPUMWe § pos/ A/ /) 2b6/ “H [/ 617 M/ 1912 245

PTNEPUMwe || /208 / / [ 208 /'—‘] T / /208 i 208
TotalEPUMwe | ~ 414 § 414 fi 399 § 399 §

$IkW 53384 | s3a90 | sasec | w4ave | 83547
CPVRR $M $1 22-$863 ° $346-$1 109 * 1 $683-51,574 ° |1 $282-$1,210 ° [ $315-$1,350 °
AFUDC (Approx] | ~3$350M § - ~$390M ~$390M
Notes: '

1. Includes Undefined Scope PSL - $60 M and PTN - $77 M

2. PSL 2 Participation MWe removed from calculation

3. There is a CPVRR savings in 8 of 9 Scenarios analyzed

4. There is a larger CPVRR savings than the previous year in 8 of 8 scenarios analyzed
5. There is a larger CPVRR savings than the previous year in all scenarios analyzed

50  Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information .
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Lessons Learned

» Undefined Scope and Risk Assessment
— Need to look at individual project risks early in original scoping.

— Need a better way to assess Engineering and implementatlon
cost increase risk amounts

— Underestimated the risk and costs assocnated with the fast frack
project

- Cur%rent undefined scope allowance is not aligned to the risk
- matrix

— Did not assess capacity of organization and costs

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9
Page 51 of 52

e NRC Licensing

- — Need a formal licensing risk analys;s of the LAR and related
issues

— Existing plant conditions with [ow margm were not assessed for
risk completely

51  Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information FPL.
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Lessons Learned

+ Fast Track Modification Impacts and Risks
— Looked at the project only from a high level risk

— Should have done a more detailed I’ISk assessment when
gstablishing the budget

— Did not address the impact of a fast track prOJect on station staff

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FFPL)-9
Page 52 of 52

» Cost Reporting and Early Warning

— Early warning on cost overruns and undefined scope depletion
were not dealt with in a timely manner

— Undefined scope allowance used in establishing base contracts
and work left little for emergent items or increased scope

— Must include undefined scope allowance based on level of
risk/progress on project

— KPIs and detailed cost reporting structures were not established
early enough in the project

52 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information % L.





