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CONFIDENTIAL 

1. !ntroduct1on 

The proposals received in response to FPL's Request For Power 
Supply Proposals • 1989 solicitation (REP) must be obj ectively 
evaluated in detail and over a broad nnge of cri teria to 
assure that the process results in the maximum potential 
benefit to FPL's customers. The purpose of this report is to 
provide the methodology and schedule for evaluating the REP's. 

The evaluation process described 1n the following sections is 
the process to be used in evaluating the power supply 
proposals received by January 5, 1990. Each FPL department 
shall adhere to the methods and worksheets described except 
and unless a specific change is recommended by the Capacity 
REP Tea. and authorized by Mr. J. W. Williams, Jr. 

T~e steps of the evaluation process are as follows: 

.. An initial screening to eli•inate proposals that fail 
to Met •tnt- requiruents will be conducted . 
Section II describes the process to be followed in 
this step. Appendix A provides the screening 
worksheet to be used. Bids that fail to meet minimum 
requirements w111 not be cons 1 de red in subsequent 
steps. 

An economic screening of all remaining bids will be 
performed. This evaluation process is described in 
Section III. An econ011ic screening worksheet is 
attached as Appendix B. 

.. A detailed technical and econo111c evaluation will 
then be perfonltd. A screening for transmission 
requir..ents will also be performed. The detailed 
evaluation process is described in Section IV. The 
econa.ic and detailed evaluation worksheet are 
attached as Appendix C. Weighting factors for each 
evaluation criterion and their determination are 
described in Section V. 

Identification of an award group of bidders based 
upon the results of the detailed evaluation and 
externalities will occur by June 30, 1990. 

The overall schedule for the evaluation process is provided 
1n Fig. 1. Responsible departlents for each element of the 
process are provided in Table 1. 
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CONE IDE NT IAL 

Confidentiality of all bids, evaluation worksheets, and this 
'· report shall be •aintained at all times. To hel p assure this, 

controlled copies of all bids shall be s igned for and 
obtained, in person, froa Corporate Contracts during the 
evaluation. As each bid 1s evaluated, the bid and its 
evaluation worksheets shall be returned to Corporate 
Contracts. 

Update of the progress in the evaluation process will be 
provided in su..ary format by the Capacity RFP Team Leader as 
follows: On a weekly basis to the Director of System 
Planning, on a monthly basts to the Delivery Cross • 
Functional and Management Coaa1ttee and as required to the 
Executive Com.ittee. 

A list of successful bidders will be provided at the end of 
the Requfret~tnts and Mini._ Conditions screening to Corporate 
Contracts, evaluators, and the Director of System Planning. 
Syst• Planning will coordinate the ele~~ents of the evaluation 
process throughout. 
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Table 1 

EVALUATION PROCESS RESPONSIBILITIES 

LEAD (SUPPORT) 
DEPAITIIENI 

Corporate Contracts 
(SYP, JEN, JPE) 

SJst• Planning 
( NG) 

Syst• Planning 
(FNG, JPM, JPE, JEN) 

Finance 
(CCI, JPE) 

Fuel Resources 
(SYP) 

.. .. 

.. .. 

.. .. .. .. .. 

.. .. .. 

.. .. 

Power Plant Engineering .. 
(SYP, PR) 

Power Supply 
(PR, JPE) 

Power Resources 

ProJect ManagtMnt 
(Jpt, FR, JEN, JSE, 

FNQ, JCM, PR) 

Envi roMtnta 1 

.. .. 

.. 

.. .. 

PROCESS 
ELEMm 

Requirements and Hinimu. Conditions 
Contract Terms and Conditions 

Econa.1c Screening 
Econa.ic Evaluation 

Price and Cost to FPL 
location 
Planning and Schedule Flexibility 
Contract Term 
Reactive Capability and Control 

Ca.pletion Security 
Security for Payment 
Financial Viability of Facility and 
Respondent 

Fuel Diversity and Price Risks 
Se~urity of Fuel Supply 

Power Quality and Reliability 

Dispatchabilfty 
Maintenance Outage Scheduling 

Plant Maintainability and 
Availability 

Respondent Experience 
Level of Development 

State and Ca..unity Benefi ts 
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·cONE IDENTIAL 

pots and MtntiUI Condtttons 5crfln1nq 

The first step to the btd evaluation process is to screen out 
proposals which do not .. et the •int.u. condit ions and requirements 
outlined in Section 3.3 of the REP. These minimums are summarized 
on the worksheet provided in Appendix A. 

This evaluation step requires •go/no-go• decisions as to whether the 
bids Met all aintiiiUII conditions and requiretaents. Some analysis 
lilY be required in order to ucertatn whether the requirement 
(•capable of being sited licensed, and constructed ..• •} delineated 
to Section 3.3.1 is met. Proposed projects which clearly entail 
perpetual .ation machines., violate theriiOdynuic principles, or 
violate other laws of physics will be considered as failing to 
satisfy thh require111nt. Also, proposed projects which have 
incredible attributes, such as a clearly unrealistic construction 
schedule or heat rates, will be considered to fail to satisfy this 
requireaent. Specifically, the following heat rates are assumed to 
be unrealistic: 

0 
0 
0 

Less than 8,500 BTU/KVHr for Pulverized Coal 
Less than 10,000 BTU/KVHr for Ca.bustton Turbine 
Less than 7,000 BTU/KVHr for Combined Cycle 

Proposals which do not ~~eet the Requiret~ents and Minimum 
Condtttons wtll not be considered further. 

Proposals whtch fa11 to 1111et the requirements and minimum 
conditions due to a technicality, such as a missing exhibit 
or a probable typographical error, will have the opportunity 
to be remedied. The respondent will be notified by Corporate 
Contracts of the deficiency and allowed ftve working days to 
supply or correct the deficiency. 

Upon coapletion of this evaluation step, respondents will be 
info..-d by Corporate Contr.acts whether their proposals were or were 
not rejected. 

5 
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111. Eegnql1c Scrttntna 

Each proposal ... ting the conditions of Section II will be screened 
for potential eco"a.ic benefit to FPL's ratepayers. The method to 
bl IIIPloyld is the SUit IS that utilized in the •Petition to 
Olter.ine Nlld For Electr1c~l Power Plant 1993-199&•, Section IV.C. 
The screening calculates a levelized capital, fuel, and O&M revenue 
require.ent (S/KW-yr), versus capacity factor . 

Each project proposed will be co.pared to Martin Unit Nos . 5 and 6 
(IGCC) in this screening. Proposed projects will also be compared 
to each other within fuel type technologies t o identify outliers. 
Depending upon the nUiber and nature of proposals received, it may 
bl necessary to for. and COIIPirt other groupings in order to 
facilitate further evaluation. 

For btds that propose alternate technologies, such as energy 
storage, an •effective• fuel cost will be developed to facilitate 
ca.partson to other bids. The leveltzed cost (S/KW-yr) will then 
bl COIIPUtld and ca.pared to Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 6 • 

Proposed projects whose revenue requ1rtMnts are greater than Martin 
Unit Nos. 5 and 6 over the entire anticipated range of capacity 
factors w111 be dropped fro. further consideration. Each of the 
reu1n1ng proposals will then recetve deh11ed evaluation. The 
•thad for perfor.ing the econot~ic screening is described in 
Appendtx B. 

6 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

IY. Pttatlld Eyaluat1on 

• The seventeen evaluation criteria outlined in Sect ion 3.2 of the REP 
for. the basis of the detailed evaluation process. An eighteenth 
criterion will also be used to evaluate the proposed contract terms 
and conditions. The eighteen criteria are: 

1. Price and Cost 
2. location 
3. Planning and Schedule Flexibility 
4. Fuel Diversity and Price Risks 
5. Security of Fuel Supply 
6. Power Quality and Reliability 
7. Dtspatchabil ity 
8. Reactive Capability and Control 
9. Contract Term 

10. Maintenance Outage Scheduling 
11. Co.plttion Security 
12. Stcurtty For Pa~nt In Excess of Value 
13. Financial Viability of Facility and Respondent 
14. Plant Maintainability and Availability 
15. Respondent's Experience 
11. Level of Dtvelop .. nt 
17. State and Community Benefits 
18. Contract Ter.s and Conditions 

Each criterion has been defined as composed of one or more 
COIPQDents. Each component has one or .ore elements which, in sum, 
define the effectiveness of the proposed project in satisfying that 
COIPQntnt. 

Therefore, the evaluation will proceed in the following manner . The 
lead departllnt for each criterion has developed and documented the 
basts for a score for each el ... nt within the criterion for which 
the depart8ent has responsibility. The scores are aggregated for 
all tl ... nts within a ca.ponent to provide a raw co.ponent score. 
A no~11ztd score is dtter.intd by .ultiplying the highest score 
(IIIDng all projects being evaluated) by a factor sufficient to 
result tn a score of ten. The raw ca.ponent score of each proposal 
w111 then bt .ultiplied by the sa.e factor. After the normalized 
score for tach co.ponent is si•ilarly determined, the proposed 
project score for the criterion 1s deten~~ined by sunaing the 
products of the ca.ponent weight .ultiplied by the component 
nor.altztd score. 

Vorkshttts for tach criterion are attached in Appendix c. 

7 
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CONE IDENTIAL 

The analysts to detenaine the weight of each criterion is included 
t n Sect 1 on V. The essence of the anal ys h is to detenti ne the 

• relative i~act of each evaluation criterion upon FPL's customers. 
The t~act ts based on (1) how directly the criter ion affects the 
quality el .. nts, and (2) the weight of the quality elements 
th .. selves (Fro. •Table of Tables•) . Using the cri teri a impacts, 
a weight for each criterion is detentined. These weight s are then 
.ultiplied by the score received in each criteria with the results 
su..ed to obtain a composite score for each proposed project being 
evaluated. 

Many of the detailed evaluation criteria have thresholds of 
acceptability. That is, proposed projects which receive a score 
below the •tni.u. (e.g., score of 1) for these criteria will be 
ex .. ined for potential rejection. For example, a project may be 
awarded fro. 1 to 10 points on Criterion 13, Financial Viability. 
If a project were to be rated below a score of 1, the proposal could 
be rejected because the i~lied risk of the project would be too 
great. The criteria which have thresholds are as follows : 

• Security of Fuel Supply (Criterion 5) 
• Contract Ter. (Criterion 9 - Ten Year Threshold) 
• Maintenance and Outage Scheduling (Criterion 10) 
• Financial Viability (Criterion 13) 
• Respondent Experience (Criterion 15) 

8 
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v. Eyaluat1on Criteria Ke1qhts 

The analysts to determine evaluation criter ia weights is 
illustrated tn Ftg. 2. The purpose of thi s analysis 1s to 
determine weights for the criteria which assure t hat the highest 
overall evaluation score als~ results 1n the greatest benefit to 
FPL's customers. 

The ltfe cycle cost (economic evaluation) of the proposed project 
was set at .a This is consistent with the Vendor Quality 
Improvement Program (VQIP) derived weight for life cycle cost and 
is consistent with the customers survey derived weight for price 
( .... illustrated in the Table of Tables. 

The remaining 17 evaluation criterion were assessed against the 
quality elements defined in the •customer Needs - Table of 
Tables•, Version 4, May 1989. su .. ing the weighted impacts for 
all quality eleaents resulted in a total criterion weight. 

This approach to developing weights is consistent w1th the Vendor 
Quality l~rovement Progra. (VQIP) method. The overall impacts 
on the Customer Quality Elements are reasonably the same as 
derived through VQIP. Also, the rated impact is reasonably 
consistent with the custa.ers survey of the weights accorded to 
the qual tty eleMnts. These results lend confidence to the 
weights assigned to each bid evaluation criterion. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Rant1na lad GrouD1na of Proposals 

The detailed evaluation process, outlined i n Section IV, will 
result in a ranked list of acceptable proposals for entry into 
contract negotiations. However, because the capacity, timing, 
and location of individual proposed projects may result in 
relative benefits to the system that are independent of ~cored 
rank, a direct use of the rank may not be practical. 

• • Proposed projects which independently prbvide benefit when 
compared to the base plan, wi\1 be combined to determine what 
plan will result in greatest overall benefit to the customers. 

· A set of cOIIbinations will be developed to allow analysis of 
alternative c011lb1nat1ons. The cOIIbinations w.tll be derived using 
the highest ranked projects feasible within the available 
proposals. COIIbtntng projects lower in rank than one or more of 
a h1,her rank uy result in a plan which has greater overall 
bene 1t. Dtter.ining thi 5 cOibination will be perfor.ed by use 
of PROSCREEN and TIGER in a unner si•11ar to that described in 
~eveloptng the base plan in the •Petition To Determine Need for 
Electrtcel Power Plant 1993-1996•, November 1989. 

The purpose of ranking and grouping proposals is to assure that 
the lowest overall cost is provided to FPL's customers consistent 
with use of projects that provide positive benefits in the other 
evaluation criteria. All the preceding analyses had treated each 
project as an independent entity to facilitate comparison. This 
final analysts treats the projects more realistically, as a 
portion of an overall power supply plan, and, therefore, might 
result in s0111 changes to· the overall ranked priority of the 
projects for entry into negotiation. ; 

I ; 
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CONF10ENT1AI, 

AppelulizA 

....., .... ,_ 11114 ~ ~ Scnadag 

PASS_FAL 

Ciplbll Of being llted, llcenled and constructed to meet ~ OatH 

t.twMn 111JM and 12131197. 
(Exhibit 4.2.2 and 8.1.1) 

Atlldavtt lgr'Ming to aubmlt to PPSA (If In Florida) and adhere to all applicable 

tnYirOnmlfUI lawl and regulations. 
(Exhibit 4.5.1) 

01 •• prtmary and .DS2l alematl primary 

-.., Gal or P1opane • Must be capable of us;,g coal or another alemate 

pr:m.ytuel 

Alldnlt 
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Appendix A cconttnued) 

Authorization - by officer or clearty authorized ef11)1oyee 
(Exhibit 8.1.1) 

Met Janum s. 1990 deadline 

Tec:tncal Jdonnation 

Fonn 2 - Fw:lly Public Summary 

Fonn 3 - System Plan'*'Q 

Fonn ... Sling and Ucensing 

Fonn 8 • Optratlons/Englneertng 

Fonn 7 • Fuel Supply 

Fonn 8 • Proposal Subn'Uiion Letter and Contradllal Issues 

Commercial Information 

Fonn 2 • Fldty Pubic Summary 

Fonn 5 • FNncial and Cotporate Information 

Fonn 8 • Pricing Proposal 

CONFIDENTIAl. 

If Pfapolll falll to meet RequiremerU and Mlnlrrum Conditions, notify 
f'IIPOIIdlrC by thll the Pft)pOMd ptOjeCI hal faJied to meet minin'IJm 
requftminll lnd wll not be co~ for comac:a negotiations. If a 
Rlqunment or Mlnln.lm Condition Is not met due to 1 technically (a rrisllng 
fonn or a probable typographic~~ error), notify the bidder, by an ovemlght mall 
MMcl, ol the deflcllncy and allow un111 4:00 pm on the fifth WOft<JnQ day 
folowtng not11cat1on for the defldency to be correcud. 

17 
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Appendix A Workaheeo 

IT'• (Page 3 of 3) . 
1·-

REQUBST FOR POWER 
.. SUPPLY PROPOSALS: 

I..! 1888 SOUCITATION 

............... """ 
EeL. ~~~ec1ty RFP o me ahJIJJt~ 
Notice of tnt.nt to Reeoond to the SoUdtotlon 1 1.1 

f'ociiM:Y PuMo Form 2.1.1 

~Date 3.1.1 
EJeotrical lMatlon 3.2.1 .. 3.2.2 

• ==•llttf 3.2.3 

-- 3.2.4 
Oenerotlon Cutw 3.2.5 

Site ~ and awo.r.hlp 4.1.1 ' 4.1.2 

~-· and Permlttin9 
4.2.1 .. 4.2.2 

Reepondent 'SitJn9 ond Uc.ltllng 4.3.1 
S1tJnt oneS Teot•IOiotY Elwtronmentol laauee 4.4.1 ' 

Need Determlnotlon ond the FtPPS4 4.5.1 

~=ond'Nost. 
4.&.1 
4.7.1 

~1.1 
II 5.1.2 .. 5.1.3 

' Corporate Info. and 5.2.1 

---::---· 5.1.1 ' 8.1.2 
II &.1.3 

Unit P.n'OI'mCinOe 8.2.1 

~ 
&.3.1 

QPerotlon ond Malnt.nonce Capabllty e.4.1 

l~ 
e.s.1 
8.&.1 

~ a t...v.1 of O.V.Iopment 8.7.1 
c:or,orat. Info. ond ~ Experience e.a.1 

ond ~+v of Fuel Supply 7.1.1 .. ~tJ .. 
Pricln9 Pf'OJI a ul----FPL Fonnot 8.1.1 

f•D I) .................. OIM ....... 8.1.2 :=t Propoeat----Aitemate Fonnot 8.2..1 1 
U.1 

-- Date and Schedule f1eldbiDty 
~ fw ~ In Exce. of Value 8.4.1 I 

lel~efb of Sel•ctlnt R_,ondent 8.5.1 

~ SWmlulan &Atterl hD « 2 w..t 1.1.1 
Contractual ...... 1.2.1 _ ........ 

1.2.2 ....... 
18 
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CONE!QENT!Al. 

(P-cae 1 of 2) 

~ tcrHning curve tor propoHd project on the 1996 IGCC curve. 

Propaud projlcta whoM ~ CU1W1 n lbove the 1996 IGCC curve tor aU ~ed capacity 
faclorl .. not NCeive dltded tvalullion and wil not bt considered tor awatda. 

1. ~OTAL) • ~CAPITAL) + Slkw·yr(FUa) + 

Slkw·yr(FIXEO O&M) + $1kw·yr (VARIABLE O&M) 

2. Slkw-yr(CAPfTAl.) • $(1M) per inllded kw • capllaJ carrying charge rate 

• CIPdY fac:tor • 8780 (hours/year) • net heat rate (BTI.Mavtv) 
{$'MMBTU] I 1,000,000 

~AveriQI) • $/MMBTU (1996) • [(1+1.}11 I (1+ij, 

Ia • exp(ln(FIP)/30) • 1 

wtw'l F • NomNI Fwt Prtoe In Year 30 ($/MBTU) 

p • Non*lal Fuel Prlct In v .... 1 

Ia • L..ev*ed Fuel Elclllt.,., Rate 

' • ~ .. IIJI30) • 1 

...,.. t. • l'*llon Rile In Ye81 30 

' • lnftllllon Rille In v.. 1 

' • Loft.._. lnllllon Rile 

• O&M Colt Per lnataled ldlowd In 1996 00111'1 
Alalmet that escalation IIIICOOnlng to lntidon unleU othet'Wile 
llltld, In which cue • II ldjulted llml8l to fuel COlt. 

• Clpldty F~ 8760 • SIMWH/1,000 
Elclllflon II treated the same u In FIXED O&M 

/!) 



CONFJQENTIAI, 

Oppend!x 8 lCONDNUEO) 

1996 UNIT 
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,721,000 000 
(INCLUDES ESCALATION AND AF'UD ) 

CAPACITY FACT~~ " 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

:;o 
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PRICE AND 
COST 

TOTAL SCOR&-

CONF!QENTIA&. 

PROSCREEN 

SCORE-

0 RISK 

SCORE..._ 
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CRITERION 1 CONI!NUEP 

(Page 2 of 3) 

PrntDI Vtklt Rtytnut Rtclllrtmtntl CPVBRl Savtogs CCostl Using PAOSCBEEN 

PVRR WMn C9q)ared To BaM Plan Without the ProjeCt $ __ 

Normalized PVRR for Projlc:t (PVRR -:- Rattd Power) 

LOLP With Pro)ld In Year (__j of Flrlt Operation dayalytar 

LOLP Wlhout Project In Base Plan dayllyear 

•enec:t~w• PVRR of Project To Achlevt Same Reliability: $ ____ _ 
(Change capacly Offttt In but plan until 
....,.ldy equlv8ltrt LOLP mull.) 

Seen. ($1MW) -:- $100,000 

USING PROSCREEN: 

I. Score: _ 
..;. · . 

CONFlOENTIAL 

Tht PrtMnt Valut RtvtnUt Requirement (PVRR) of tach proposed project wtn be detennlned by the 
PVRR which reiUIIs when the capiCily of Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 6 Is rtduced by an amount equivalent 
to the capacity of tht ptOpOitd pro)ld, and replaced by the proposed capacity. The coat of Martin Unit 
Nol. 5 and 8 II reclad In direct proportion to tht capacity reduc:llon, and rep&aced by the evaluated 
coat of the proposed capadty. Thll pro)ld PVRR wll thtn bt compared to the PVRR of FPL's base 
CUt (wtthout tht propoltd proftd). Tht ptOpOMd project capac:1ty wll be ~td for the effects of 
tranarnalon tylttm ln1)ICI (IOcdon dtptndtnt) and availability (bid dtptndtnt). The system reliability, 
l.t., loll of lo8d probabllty (LOLP), wll bt Ylftfled to bt ....,.ialy equivalent to the base plan wlhout 
the prapoltd protect. I LOLP II ~ dlftrtnt, tht offllt C11P11C1Y wit be adjusted by equivalent 
dtnltion until the LOLP II eutnltaly lqUivlllnt owr tht pertod 195M to 1997. 

It II polll)kt lor proflcll to .chllw negiiMt ICOI81. Tht pro)ld having tht most negatlve score In 
thll aftllylll w11 be ... to zero. The ablolutt vaJut of· .. ortglnal scort wll then be added to all other 
scores, up 10 a miiXD1um of ten. Thll ha the effect ot prtMnting the scores consJstently without 
affectk1g relative rrik1g. The ume approach wil bt used wih the@ RISK analysis. 
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CBfTER!ON 1 CONTINUED 

(Page 2 of 3) 

. P"stnt value Bmnut Rf(IJI(Imtmt CPYRRl SaVIngs CCosJl Uslna PROSCAEEN 

PVRB When Cor\1)1red To BaM Plan Without the Project S __ 

Normallztd PVBB for ProjeCt (PVBB ·:· Rated Powlt) $ /MW 

LOLP With Project In Year <--..J of F1rlt Operation dayllyear 

LOLP Wlhoul ProjeCt In Bale Plan ~ear 

•EfftctMt• PVBB of Projld To Achieve Same Rtllablllty. S ____ _ 
(Change CliPdY oftHI In bUe plan untM 
eaenllaly equlvaltnt LOLP mull.) 

Seen. ($/MW) ·=· $100,000 

I. SeoN: . ·. 
USING PBOSCBEEN: 

CONFIOENTlAL 

The P,.Mnt VW. BtvtraJt Requirement (PVRR) of each proposed project wiD be detennlned by the 
PVRR which ,.., .. when the capacly of Martin Unit Nos. 5 and 8 Is reduced by an amount equivalent 
to the capacly of the proposed protect, and replaced by the proposed capacity. The cost of Martin Unit 
Nos. 5 and e 11 reduced In direct proportion to the capadty reduction, and replaced by the evaluated 
COlt of thl propoMd CIPICIIY· 1'hlt protect PVBB w11 then bt ~ to the PVRR of FPL's base 
cat (wtthout the propolld =)· The propoHd proJect c.padly wll be adjusted for the effecta of 
trarwrrilllon 1yt1trn ln1*t 1cat10n dtptndtnt) and avalablllty (bid dependent). The system reliability, 
I.e., to• of ~ PftlbtbMy (LOLP), d bt Ylt1fled to be llllntlaly I(JJivalent to the bale plan without 
the propoMd PfOIIcl. U LOLP II ....._ dlfltlnt, the offMt c:apacly wit! be adjusted by ~ivalent 
dtrldon unlll the LOLP II ....-.ly ~ over thl period 1SMM to 1997. 

It II po11tit tor profiGtt to ICHI~Je t1lglltM .xH"tl. The pojecl having the most negative ac:ore in thll.,._ d be Mt to Dt'O. The lbaolute vWt of· .. ortglnalsco" wil then be added to au other 
ac:oru, up to a lniUnUm of 11ft. Thll hu the effect of presenting the scores consistently without 
affedWig reldve raniWig. The ume approach wil bt used wlh the @ RISK analysis. 



• 

CRITERION 1 CQNDNUEQ 

(PIQI 2 of 3) 

PVRR When ~ To Bale Plan Without thl Ptojlcl $ __ 

Nonnlllztd PVRR for Projlct (PVBR -:- Baled Power) $_/MW 

LOLP Wlh Proflcl In Year L..J of First Operation days/year 

LOLP Wlhoul Project In BaM Plan c:tayalyear 

•etr~Ct~ve• PVRR of Project To Achilve Same Relllbilty: $ ____ _ 
(Change CIPdY offset In bale plan urd 
........ay equll/llllnl LOLP retub.) 

Scott • (tiMW) ·:· 1100,000 

USING PROSCBEEN: 

I.Scorw:_ 
.... . -·. 

CONFIQENTlAL 

The Pfl•nl v-... BeYell.l8 Requireme,_ (PVRR) of each proposed project wil b@ determined by the 
PVRR whk:h,...,.. when thl capiCiy of Martin Unit Not. 5 and 8 is reduced by an amount equivalent 
to the c.pdy of thl ptOpOHd profecl, and replaced by the proposed capctty. The colt of Martin Unit 
Not. 5 and 8 II reduCed In direct proportion to the capacity .-dudlon, and replaced by the evaluated 
COlt of thl propoNd CIPICitY. Thla ProJect PVRA wll then be ~ to the PVRR of FPL'a base 
cae (without thl propoaed project). The proposed projeCt CIPICIY wil be adfuated tot the effeds of 
tra~ ay11em ~n-=t (bciiiJon dlptndM) n avdablity (bid dependert). The system reliability. 
I.e., loa of 1o.t prablbay (LOLP), d be verifted to be .....cialy equlvale,_ to the base plan wilhout 
the PR~C~aed proflcl. I LOLP II~ clff.,.,., the offeet C1P11C1Y wit be adjusted by ~ivalent 
derllton unlll the LOLP II HMnlldy equfYalent owr the peflod 1~ to 1997. 

It II pGIII* tor pojlclllo ICNIW. niQIIMt ICOIWI. The project having the molt negative score In 
thll ....,... .. be let 10 zero. The llbeoUe YUle of· II* CH1ginal score wil then be addtd to all other 
ICOI'H, up 10 a tMXInun of ten. Thll hU the effect of presenting the scores oonalstentty without 
affecting relative ranlcq. The umt IPPf'Oach wiM be used wlh the 0 RISK anaJyais. 



• 

CRITERION 1 CONI1NUEQ 

(Page 3 ~ 3) 

Prnn VW. Revenue Requlren•nts (PVRR) Per Kilowatt 

of Ctplcly It tbt 95% Confldtnce Leyet Using <I RISK 

A. PVRR 

B. PVRR of Mattln Unlll Nol. 5 and 8 $ _n.ariKW Installed 

Score • UJ1MW n: lwyt) I!W!Ir!l maxlnun of- minirrum of., 
$100,000tto4W 

11. Score • __ 

Total Seen for Economic EvalultJon: 

I. - X.+ II._ X •· --

CQNBQENDAL. 

Pra and COli Clletton wll bl Wllu.ad using boCh PROSCREEN and 0 R1lk COif1Mer modefl . 

USINO 0 RISK: 

The nr. IIIP wll be IICMiory In nature. All •expected ptHent value• cost of each projeCt win be 

The propoelll or bldl w11 then be ranked .ccordlng to thll cost If this rank order is 

dlf...,. from the rank 0Ri1r d8rtYtd from the PROSCREEN analysts, u review of the 

INIIOII wll bl oonducled. 1 the dlference II Cl.le to urvea.Dstle crttical bid lltlb.rtes utlllzed aa Input 

to the PR06CREEN ...... Ndltic q,uts wit be q,ut and rnnaJyzed. TheM ir1MJ wll be dertved 

hom lraJIIrY uplltllw will .. IPICfiC plant tec:hi101ogy. The c:tiJcll alllb.ttes which cculd be 

q llted under thll ~ .. 8VIIIIbllly. hNII'IIt, cost of debt, forced outage rate, and fuel cost 

If .tltloiNII ~II rwqulrld. the nMMd PROSCREEN ranked 1111 wll be ulld to detenntne the 

100rt In .,.. PQdiDn of .,. tv11u111on. WMihtr or not lddlional anatyate waa reqund. the sc:oN tn 
thl PROSCR!EN ....,... w11 conltllute 10% of the economic evwauon witt thl score varying from 

a fl'llnklun of/11 10 a 1NX1nUn of - wlh ..:h ... ~ awarded for tach decntase in PVRR 
of $100.GQMM IMU'Id Pft)jld C11P11C1Y ovw the .. of thl project when oon'1)8ted to the base plan 

wlhOUI ....... 

The uoond ••• Ullng the 0 RISK model. oonstllutH 10% of the economk: evwation ICOre. The 

0 RISK • ._... w11 bl pertormed to dtrtYe a 85% confidence level profed rever~Je requirement (I.e., 
the ....,. ......,.. hit .....-. a 15% oonfidef1C8 that the rtY8fW requirement wll be no 
hlgtW). 

The OOftiPOib eoonomc ~ 1001e w11 be the .um of •tlmH the sc:oN dertved from the 

PAOSCAEEN ll'lllylil tnd•tlmll thl10018 dertYed from the 95% confidonce reveooe requirements 

U11nG .. 0 RISK modll 
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LOCATION 

TOTAL SCORE--

n 

LOSSES 

TRANSF"ER 
IMPACT 

RELIABILITY .., 

CONFJQENDAI, 



CONAQENT!Al, 

CRIJER!ON 2 CONDNUEQ 

(PIDI 2 of 3) 

The effect and 001t lfl1)llelllonl of proposed project~ on FPL's trantnUiion ayatem can vary widely. 
Dttllld eva1u11t1on of tht trantmlllion Impact Ia very difficult and time consuming. To facilitate the 
PlOilc::t evaluation, only a prtllrm.ty acreenlng of the Impact of the project on FPL's transmission 
IYittm wll be ptffonned prior to award. 

The effect Of tranlmlulon loaMI In WI screening II estimated by location. Table 2 Wustrates 
~ loaeiiCCOidng to lociiJon wlhln FPL'I Hrvice area. Other tranln'Uiion effedl will be 
tltlmldtd and lnctuded wtthln crtttrion two (loCation) sc:ortng and are lnduded within Table 2. 

Projtcta which u~ .,. ultcted for contract negotiation will undergo detailed evwatlon of the 
m-et on tM tranlmlaion system at that time. The results of the evaklation wll affect the final 
ICCiptlblt ~ Glrtng COICriiGt ntgOiiation. 
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CONAQENDAL. 

C! lbWion I; Pllnnlna lOCI Scbtdylt FltxlbUDv 

(PIIQe 1 of 2) 

• 
( .. ) ACCEPTANCE 

DATE 
FLEXIBILITY 

SCORE-

PLANNING ct 
SCHEDULE -
FLEXIBILITY 

. 
TOTA L SCORE-- .. EFFECT OF 

FLEXIBILITY 
ON CONTRACT 

SCOR£__ 

27 



CONAQENI!AI. 

CRITERION 3 CONTJNUEQ 

(Pigt 2 of 2) 

ACCEPTANCE DATE FLEXIBIUTY • 

FlexJ)IIy In ~ or IICCIIIrating the ICCePW1C8 datt by a year . 

• 
o a.+ or· yur (but not both): • 

• o t.- time hrne: (Totlll fllxlbiay In t1m1 tramt years) x. · 

EFFECT OF R..EXIBIUTY ON CONTRACT • 

Scgrlnq: 

0 Coet tor '*' 2 yelll fllxtiay 
1% ,.,...,. Y1k1e pr1c1 in1*1= 11 

0 Coli tor teal 2 yen fltxMy 
10% prtllftt vMie price ~:. 

Note: Pftnll ~· COlla and time framel 

28 



CONfiDENTIAL 

'"""" f; fwd '*"''"' ... Prig Cgrrtnzl 
(PIQI 1 of 5) 

ICICII:-

.__ _______ ~~til tEDLIOIIIn 
r ~MDI 

---

29 
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(Pigl 2 of 5) 

Component~ : 

A) FUel Olverlly Benlfl 

CRITERION 4 CONDNUEQ 

B) Contrlct PtotiCiion tor Supply Price 

C) MIIUI ProtiCiion tot Supply Prtce 

0) Connct Protection for Transportation Price 

E) M.ut Procecllon torT~ Price 

F) Blddeft Acclptance of MaxJmum-Enlrgy Price PRMtlon 

IIIIMnla Of~ 

A) Fuel DMNIIy Benlfl 

CONI'IDENtiAL 

1. ~(+)or lncrMH (·)In friiCtlon of generation ~-baaed on oft and gu 
• Con1and to biN plln 

8) Contrlct Ptotecdon for ~ Prtce 

1. Type of eupply 
- From owned raources, long-term eottrac:t. spot 

2. arec:uv.neu of pr1ce protection rnechanilm tn supply oon~rae~ 

3. Tenn of oontr1et commlrnenl 
• Number of y..,. 

4. Slalul of Plln ~ 
• EIC8a.e.d oo-.::t. Ld•-ot.fnl.,., etc. 

C) ...,._ P1otec:llon tor Supply Prtce 

1. AvpZptlly of._.. IUPPIY of proposed fuel tn malkel (or economiC substitute) 

2. .... IIIMy of fuel prtae to IICickatn leglllllion 

0) Connclt PlaiiCiion for TrtNp011ation Price 

2. Teem of eon.r.ct COnwnltmenl 
• Number of yura 

3. 8latue of Plln lnlplerneiUdon 
• Eucueld CXNIII.ct, Leler-of.IIUnt, Etc. 

3 o 
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CONfiRENUAL 

CBITE910N i CONTINUED 
(Pige 3 of 5) 

E) Martcat Prottcdon for TtaniPOftatiOn Price 

1. Avdllblly of ~ tranlpof1ation l)'ltem 

F) Blddlf'l acceptlnce of maxlrhlm energy price ptOViaion 

1. Blddlfl degrH of a:eptance 

,.,.. Dtvwalty • Price Control 

A) Fytf ptylraly Btnlfl 

1. =='a ~~ (.) In friction qf Qlotrat!on c;apiCiy dtptndtm on oft or Qll 

Ellmlnl Score• • Raw Coq)onenl •FrKtlon of Syatem • FIW:llon of System" 
Seen• Generati'lg Capacly Generatiag Qapacly 

Dependent on OU or Dependent Gu with 
Gal ln Bue Plan Projec:t 

• PoiiJve or negdve llgn II pmerved to reflect contlbrtjon to fuel diversity 

.. Syatem lnc:Wit propoMd PIOiect In this cue 

8) Contrw;t Pmltctloo for SyAP'Y Pf1ct 

1. T~ of Sypply 
:10m owned reiOUICH, long-tenn COittaCt. spot mart<et 

((FI'ICikJn of WI '*""menta from owned r ... rvn) x (.] 
+ 

[(Frw:lon of Wf '*"'""** from comacta) x tf'J 
+ 

((Fqclan Of full ~ from IPQt ll\llkM) X .)) 

wtan: 0.7-1.0 
0.3 o.a 
0.0 0.2 

2. Bl .. of IIIQI gpttc;tlpn macblnllm In contracl• tor fuel suggly (Fixed price, Price 

CIPI. -
((Frdon of ~ wlh my ttftcllyl mechanllm) X (-] 

+ 
((F...,., of ~ wlh IOft1IWhll effldJve mechanilm) X W) 

+ 
[(Frdon of ~ wlh lnlffectJve mec:hanllm) X (.j 

Where: 0.1 • 0.1 

3/ 
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1.0 
~- 0.8·0.8 
Seen 0.5 • 0.4 

0.3 • 0.4 
0.0. 0.2 

CBIJER!ON 4 CONTINUED 

IF Y • Tenn of ProJect Contract 
IF • Y < Term of Project Contract 
IF ... Yc,Yeara 
IF .. Yc Ytara 
IF Y < Ytara 

4. Statut af Plan kmltmentatloD 

((Ft'Kdon af IUPPIY whtrt contrad hu been lignld) x •J 
+ 

Elemlnl • ((FriCtion af IUPPfY wlh Letter-ol·lnter4) x • 
Seen + 

CONfiDENTIAL 

((F..:Ion af IUPPIY wlh no documented ln1*tmentatlon) x •1 

Where: 0.2 • 0.8 

C) Mjdsll Prgltctlpn tpr &m'Y Prtct 

0) 

1. A""'WY or Exctg Syppty or Proposed Fuel <or Economtc Sublt!Jutt In Market -•• If txee11 tx11t1 and wll exltt for life of projeCt 
If exceu exlttl but Is patUIJ or may disappear 
If no excea exists 

2. ,., ....... of Fuel Prtct «o Increases Duel to Add-Bald Leals!atton 

• c·-
1. ~Ace~~ r'" In contnK;tt tor Fut! TransportatiOn 

((Fmclon or TrMIPOfbllkln with very effec:llve mech.) X (., 

+ 
((FIICIIon of Tnnportatlon wtth IOmewhat effective mech.) x -

+ 
((FIICIIon of TflniPOitadon wtlh no ~) x ~ 

WheN: 0.1-0.8 

2. &1e ~ emrt · WtlgtCtd Average Ltnglh 0 Fuef Tranaporta1lon 
• m ..,. From Startup) 

1.0 
0.1 • 
o.s • 
0.3 • 
0.0 • 

v • Tenn of ProJect Conlracl 
Y < Tenn of Projlcl Coftrac:t 
y < .v .... 
y < .v ... 
Y < IIYeara 

32 
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CRITERION 4 CONDNUEP 

(Pigl5 of 5) 

3. Sta1yt qf Plan lrtRftmtntltlpn 

(( Fraion qf TransportiiJon where contract II sJgned) X .) 

+ 
Element • [( Frw:tion of Transportation with ltUer-of-lnt8ft) x • 
Score + 

(( FriiCdon or TranspoMtiOn wtth no ~IUIIOn) x -

Where: 0.2 ~ 0.1 

E) MDM Prqt!dlgn lot Transportation Prtct 

CON[IDMIAL 

1. MIIFBY o« Btd!Jndlnl Transportation sy~em m Fact!!tv 

Raw I If Total RDmdancy 
ElllneN • CoqxMwnt • - • If Plrtllt Redundance or may dllaJlpear 
Score • Seen If no Alcllndancy 

F) WM(1 Acqalwg of Mp!nyn Entrgy PJ!ce Proytsion 

1. fttrt1e(' Qtcnt qf Agctotarg or Max!rwm Enerav Pr1ce Provfslonl 

Ellmlnt • CoqxMwnt • • • If Bidder accepea modified versiOn Raw I " Bidder 80CipCa u II 

Score Seen If Bidder rejectl 

33 



CONfiDMI6L 

""""' 5; & "' gl fwl S!nl• 
(Pige 1 of 8) 

• 



• 

(hgl 2 Of I) 
CRITERION 5 CONJ]NUEp 

A) ElfiCIMnla Of Fuel SUpply Plan 

B) ElfKtlvenlu Of TraNpOitldon Plan 

C) NJay to CMn:ome Adverlly 

ELEMENT~ Oft COI!FONEHT: 

A) EftldMNII Of Fuel Su&lPiY Plan 

1. Type Of Supply 
• From owner reMrvet, Long-term Conln.ct, Spot Mlllket 

2. Mamun Rtllnel on One Supplier 
• % Of hlghltt woUnt IIIA)Iilr 

3. Tenn Of Cornrntmlnl 
• tUnber Of YNI'I 

4. saa. Of Plln ~ 
·&eaded cornet, Leaer-of-lnt.,., Staled plan 

s. Qullly Of Plan lmpllmiiUIIon 
• How lftectlvefy hat plan been Implemented 

B) Electlvenlu Of TraNpOitldon Plan 

C) 

1. Source Of Tranaportation 
• Owner, Long-ttnn coNrllct. Spot/1rnnuptlble 

2. Maxlnun rellncl on one trlnlpOrttr 
• % Of ...... voUnl tranlpOrttr 

3. Tenn Of Cornrnllmlnt 
• Nunm.r Of yen 

4. Degree Of Reg!IIIIID'y lrWolwmlnt In OtUinlng TraNpOitldon 
(8111, Ahmlle, IIICtlmlntll) 

5. ~ Of NlclaiiY New ConltNc:tlon to PrcMde Transportation 

e. &elduiOfPIIn~ 
• ex.cu.d Conlnlcl. L.a.r.Of-lnltnt. bid Plan 

1. au.ay Of Plan ....,..ruuon 
• How Iff~ hat play bHn lmpllrntntld? 

CON[IPMIAL 

35 



CON[IP£NTIAL 

(PO 3 ole) 
CRITERION 5 CONIJNUEP 

3. ExpeltJII Of Fuel PetiOM8I 

4. A~ of Exceu Fuel Supply/Transportation In Market 

5. Bidder's Acceplance of Ttnnlnltlon PnMiionl 
• EYtdtnct of Wllngntu to takt Fuet Supply. Risk 

e. erte~~venea of lnvtnlory MINIQimtna Plan 

A) Entctly!nnt of Futl Sulllfy PJan 

1. ~ qf Supply 
~rom ownld Rnourcee, Long-term Conlnlet, Spot M&Jttet 

((FI'IICIIon of Fvtl Rtquftmtntl from owned l'lltfYtl) x •1 
+ 

EltrNit • ((FI'IICIIon of Futl Atquftmtntl from contracta) X. 
Sconl + 

((Fra:lon of Futl Atqunments from Spot M&Jttet) x .)] 

Where: 0.7. 1.0 
o.s S#IS o.e 
0.0.0.2 

2. ~ ~!f'~ Supplier by Highest - Volume Supplier 
(not owned .... rvt) 

1.0 IF x ~-(or al owned) 
O.S··IF ~< x~· 
O.O·IJIIF ~< x~ 

1.0 
o.e ·• 0.5·1 0.3. 
o.o -

IF 
IF Ills 
IF -._s 
IF AS 
IF 

Y • Ttnn of Projtct Contract 
Y < Jrm of PIOjtct Contract Yc y..,. 
Yc YtiiS 
Yc y..,. 

((F..-n of SUppy ..... Connd hu bttn Signed) X (.,) 

+ 
({f..-n of Supply wlh LltW-cf·lrur.) X • 

+ 
((Frl&lllan cl .., wlh nD Documlnttd fn'1*rnlf'llation) X .., 

Whn: 0.2 sa 0.1 



CRITERION 5 CONDNUEQ 

(Page 4 of 8) 

Elemtnl • ... Wlf High Quality 
Score •· ~ Mldilm Quality 

-. - Low Quality 

B) Ef(tc;lly!Dtll of Fyfl TtiDIQOOaJ!on Plan 

1. ~=It~ ~imf Nr.ct. Spot/lntenuptlble 

((FtiiCIIon of Transportation from Owned System) x .] 
+ :C • ((Faw:t~on of Transport-;on from ConlrDCtl - Finn) x f1J 

[(FriiCtion of TransportatiOn from Spot/lnterruptble) x •1 
Whe,.: 0.7 s.s 1.0 

0.3 ~s o.e 
o.o s-,s 0.2 

2. ~inun R~ on 001 Transporter :erctrii (x)OiT ransportatlon Provided by Highest Volume Transporter 
(Not Owned) 

Element. I Score 0.5. 
0.0 • 

IF x ~ 41% (or al owned) 
IF lfl.c xs"'-
IF 11'4< xs 

CONfiQEN'fihL 

3. l~IW!I Commlmtnl : AWf'IIOI LAnglh of Tranaportation Comnitment In Years M from Start 
of Operdon 

1.0 j 0.8. 
Ellmlnt • 0.1 • 
Sen 0.3. 

0.0. 

Y • Tenn of Projed Contract 
IF ~ Y < i' of PlOjoc:t Conlrld 
IF f!s Y c Ytm 
IF 1/Ts Y < e111 
IF Y c eara 

IF Low Degree of Involvement 
IF Mdlm 
IF High 

37 
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(Pigl 5 of 8) 
CRITERION 5 CONIJNUEP 

EJemlnl • -. - IFLow~xly 

Seen 8:1 IF Mldlum Con1*xly 
IF High~lty 

e. S1aJut of Plln IDJJttmtmatton 

((Fra:tion of Tt'MipOitatJon with Contrlet Signed} x (-) 
+ 

Ellrne.- • ((Frlldion of Transportation with Leaer-of-lnttnl) x •1 
Score + 

((Ft'l(;llon of Transportation with no "'-nntatJon) x (.)) 

Whlre:0.2 s .s 0.1 

7. ~~ ~~t'MipOitatJon System 
• Contrlct Slfeguarda. Ptnlllln. lnCrives 
• Specllcly of Pollc.yl1n1)lemrUtion Plan 
·~ofT~I) 

IF HJgh Qually 
IF Mldlum Oudy 
IF Low Qualty 

c. Ablfj to Oytrppmt Adv!r!ly 

1. B!ddtr't Undtrltandlng of futf Mor!slt Price & Conditions 
• Befllcttd In Price Fcncalt & Aaun1*0nt 

en. c!l:_. :~ =.~ a IF Low UndlrltMdlng 

IF x ~· 
IF 4> x~3 
IF 3> x~2 
1F 2 > X 

IF High L.wl of ExpertiM 
IF Modlum 
IF Low 

CQN[IPENTIAL 

38 



CON[IOEN'f IhL 

CRITERION 5 CONIJNUEQ 

(Pigl 8 of I) 

til IF ExcesiiADndance Exlsls and W11 Contn1e to Exllt for Ufe 
of Plofld 

Ellmlril • • ·- IF EICIIa Exlltl Partlllly arD'or may Disappear 
8oorl IF No ExCIII Exilta 

IF Highly Eftec:INe 
IF Somewhld Eftec:tive 
IF tneftec:tlve 

39 
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CtUijfM f; ,.,. Dul#lr "" BtfMidl#b 

(PIIgl 1 of 8) 

POWEfll QUALITY 
AND 
fii£L.IAIILITY 

TOTAL SCOftE-

CONFIDENTIAL 

WATURITY 0# TECHNOLOO'I' 

SCOftE-

P1..N1T REl.IAIJLITY 

SCOftE--

SCO!it£--

SCOftE--

DDION IW.-ACT ON 
LICENSABLITY 

II 

Ill 

f\1 

v 



(Pigl2 af 8) 

• 

CRITERION 0 CQNDNUEQ 

MATURITY OF 
TECHNOLOGY 

SCORt--

PUNT REUA8lJTY 

SCOR£-

CHOOSE TECHNOLOG 
TRACK RECORD 

SCORL-
RESPONDENT EXPERIENCE 

RESPONDENT 
EXPERIENCE WITH 
CHOSEN TECHNOLOG 

SCORt--

RAM DATE F'OR 
SIWI.AR UNITS 

SCORt--

PUNT DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

SCORt--

TECHNICAL SPECIF'I
CAnONS OF' THE 
F'ACUTY 

SCORt--

DETAILS OF' EXCITA
nOH SYSTEW 

SCORt--

CQN[IQENTIAL 

t!( 



(Pigl3 of 8) 

• 

CRITERION 8 CONIN!UED 

ARRANCEWENT 
OF F'ACIUTY 

SCORE--

PUNT 
PERf'ORWAHCE 

SCORF--

IV 

PLOT AND SITE PLAN 

SCORE--

GENERAL 
ARRAHGEWENTS 
SCORE--

NET 1: GROSS HEAT 
RATtS 

SCORt--

HEAT BALANCE 

SCORE--

WAIN ONE UNE 

SCORF--

flOW DIAGROW 

SCORE--

CONfiQENTIAL 



• 

(Piglt 4 of 8) 

DESIGN IMPACT 
Of' LICENSABILITY 

SCORE--

CON[IDENIIAL 

CRITERION 8 CONTINUED 

CAPACITY OF ON-SITE 
STORAGE FOR LIQUID 
AND SOLID WASTES 

SCORE-

COt.4PLETNESS OF CONT 
LIST Of' ALL AIR, 
LIQUID AND SOLID WASTES 

SCORE-

TECHNICAL ENVIRON
MENTAL ISSUES AFFECTING 
FEASIBILITY 

SCORE-

POTENTIAL DESIGN AND 
OPERATION REQUIREt.4ENT 
RESTRICTIONS 

SCORE-

!f-3 



• 

CBITRION 6 CONJJNUEQ 

SCORING METHODOLOGY: 

I. MATURITY OF TECHNOLOGY 
iQlU 

A. Chosen Technology Trw:k Record 6.5.1 
·Yen of Operation of Technology 
·PIInA~ 
• Plant MalrUNblly 
• Utay AA*atlon 
• Non-Utility Application 

a. Aelpondent Expelience wlh Cho•n 6.8.1 
Techilology 

• y..,. of Opendion of Technology 

• Slu ' locltlon of Project 
·Type of Pro)lct (IPP, OF, Ut8y, etc.) 

...... tar Scortng: 

CON[IDENIIAL 

A proven technOaogy wlh many exa~ of long tenn reliable generation In the size proposed Y(ll'l 

otherl rllld relatively wtlh a theor8tical tecmology wlh no existing operating units receiving • 

IL PLANT AEUABIUTY 
~ 

A. RAM Data tor Similar Units 6.5.1 

B. Plant Dnlgn Ctbrla 6.5.1. 

C. Technic* Specltcatlona of 6.5.1 
thl Fadlly 

D. DNII of Exclatlon System 6.2.1 

..... tor lcortng: 

Data prcMdld vefllld Clllml and II conallter_vtth industry experience wlh others rated relatively 

wlh a prapoa~ provdng no data receiving .. 

II. ARRANGEMENT OF FACIUTY 

A. Plot .,., sa Plln 

8. General ArrlnglrniiU 

..... tor loortng: 

~ 

8.6.1 

8.8.1 

Thl --~ prcMdll frM accea tor life COI1ItJUctlon, rnai11enanot and ope~ with other 

,.. Nllllvely wtlh • propoHd ~ which would nat bt vllble receMng • 



• 

COj T IPENI IAL 

CBf!EBION 6 CONJJNUEO 

(Pigl 8 of 8) 

IV. PLANT PERFORMANCE 
~ 

A. Net & Groll HNt ~- 8.5.1 

B . ..... Balance 6.6.1 

c. MaJn One Une 6.6.1 

D. F1ow Dtlgram 6.6.1 

E. GentriiOr CaplbUiy Cutvea 3.2.5 

F. Oeaign lknlaUonl 6.2.1 

a Effect~ of Fut& Qudy on 7.1.1 
,.,. ()perllion 

..... tor Scol1ng: 

V. DESION IMPACT ON UCENSABUJTY 
ExbtJI 

A. Ctpdy ol ~ Slon.ge 4.6 
for Uqukt and Sold Wlltea 

B. ComplttllneD ol Ccnent Lilt of 4.6 
AI Nl, Liquid I Sold WilliS 

C. Tec:hnlclll EIMrolilflwnlll 11tu1S 4.4.1 
Alectlng FeiiUiy 

• Nc*e 4.7.1 
• Nl 4.4.1 
. w.. 4.4.1 
• Sold w.... 4.4.1 
Polenlllt Design & Opnlion 4.4 .1 

~ 

.... tor lcortng: 

lnlonnlllon provided~~ design II~ torWUIISiemlaaionl produced and II consistent 

Wlh lrGIItry expiMIICI Wlh Olhn r..s ~ wltl no lnlormation provided ard'or dolign not 

oonelllent wlh lncUtly ~ t.ceMng •• 



Crlt!rln lJ """'*"""' 
(PIIge 1 of 7) 

DISPATCHABILlTY 

TOI'AL SCORE 

L UNri' CYCLING 

LSCORE 

D.Otn'PUT 
CONTROL 

D. SCORE 

COtfFIPENTI AL 

FREQUENCY OF 
CYCLES 

MINIMUM RUN 
TIMB 

MINIMUM DOWN 
TIMB 



CONfiPEN'UhL 

CRITERION 7 CQNDNUED 

(Page 2 of 7) 

II. OUTPUT CONTROL 

INTERN.It. 

• 

< 75 

A 8 c D 



CONfiDEtqiAL 

CRITERION 7 CONTINUED 

(Page 3 of 7) 
-~ -· ' 

-~. 

CRITERIA 

~ 

NUMBER/YEAR 

~ PREQUENCY OP NONS . • CYCLES 1 -2.5 . • 216- 100 • ., 
101-2» . I SCORE >2» . -

, 

• 

' (HOURS) 

L UNIT CYCLING ·• • MINIMUM RUN X<1 • .. TIME l<X$3 • 
-~ . 

3<X$6 • • 6<X . , 
SCORE - SCORE -

~ 

,, 
(HOURS) 

I .. MINIMUM DOWN X< l • -TIME l<X.s3 • • 3<X.S6 . • 6<X . • SCORE -
_, 

' I·· 

' 
.• 

t(-8 



CONfiPENTIA,. 

CRITERION 7 CONIJNUEQ 

(Pige 4 al7) 
---

DA. Otri'PUT CONTROL II I 
NC7IIIS: I . PAoC:IU'fml LOCATBD IN Pl'l. SBilVICB TIIRJtlrORY I 

WIIOIII..,. DIII'BNDABL8 CAPACn'Y TO FPL IS 
UBa THAH7S WW. 

2.. ~ 01' ex:) • Naai:N'I'AGB D aASBD ON CONN1TI1m 
CAPAar'Y. 

S. lema• u..U:.a , 

1 n . A 

N 

l 
CXllt'raOU.A ... 

y 

• WBIGBT•O Jl 

MANUAL 
SCORE __ 

TYPE? (X.6) 

(X..I) 

Jl ADC AOCa 

- L. (X.6) MANUAL (X.4) .. .. - • + 
........ OUIVr a) MIN1MUW OUPUT ---CQ. ~OPCC) 11 

JtcJ111i - Jl 
'l.<~ I • SCORB_ . 

J111ic~-- • i 
~<X...<~ . 

-.c~-- • ~<X...<4011t • ~ .. c. • 4011t<X • 

-· ........ iiVf II) WAXIMUW Ot1l1'\TT ---CQ. ~OPCC) 11 

~- -~r X,> I~ . • 
~oea·~- • ~ l liM .. > X> 1001' • il .... ~- • 1001'>~ 91 .. • .... • • • 91 .. >X . 

...... a.ua c) II.AMP RA TB 

.... CQ. <•OPCC> 11 

~- • I 
X>,.. • • 

-r. ••Jb.• • ,..> X.>4 .. • I ••Jb.K • ... > X.>, .. • 
••• • , .. >X . 

lf9 



CONfiDENT I Ale 

CRITERION 7 CONDNUEQ 

(Pige 5 of 7) 

NO'I'Ua 1. PACILITDIII.OCA'I'IID IN PPL lllllVJCB TBIUUTORY 

WEIOHT•O 

~~os• • 
~~ •le> 1001t • ,..,. ,. ""' ... . 
.... x • 

WIIOIB NBT D8PBNDAIIL8 CAPACn"r TO PPL IS 
~'I'Bil THAN AND BQUAL T01S MW. 

2. <• OP CX) • PERCBNTAOB L'S BASBD ON COMMn'TBD 
CAPAai'Y. 

S. ICOIUI• ~ , 

n.B 

N 

" SCORE __ 

t 
Jl 

SCORE_ 

MANUAL 
(X.3) 

~<~ 
~ < l(_c 301io 
301io c l(..< .0.. 
.O..<X 

• 
• 

II) MAXIMUM Ot1TPUT 
~OPOC) at 

't> Jllft, 

104 .. > )(.> 100.. 
JOO.>'l> ,. .. 
et•>X 

c) &AMP ItA TB 
~OPOC) at 

)(>S. 
,_>X.J-4 .. ••>X.. , .. 
s•>X 

• 
• 
• 
• I 

50 



(P~ge e of 7) 

NOTES: 

CRITERION 7 CQNDNUEQ 

1. PACJI..lTIPS LOCATED OUTSIDE PPL TERRITORY 
WHOSE NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS 
LESS nfAN 75 MW. 

2. (,. OF CC) .·PERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITI'ED 
CAPACITY. 

3. TRANSMISSION DELIVERY SCHEDULED BETWEEN 
TWO SEPARA'IE CONTROL AREAS. 

4.SCORE• a±btc 
3 

y 

" 

., 
a.a_ 

CONfWENTibL 

., 
acxaa_ 

5/ 
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CONfiDENTIAL 

CRITERION 7 CONDNUEP 

(P8ge 7 of 7) 

NOTES: . 1. PAcn.tTIES LOCATED OUTSIDE FPL TERRITORY 
WHOSE NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY TO FPL IS 
GREATER 1HAN AND EQUAL TO 7!5 MW. 

2. (,. OP CC) ·PERCENTAGE IS BASED ON COMMITI'ED 
CAPACJTY. 

3. TRANSMISSION DELIVERY SCHEDULED BETWEEN 
TWO SEPARATE CONTROL AREAS. 

4.SCORE• a +b+c 
3 

T 

"' .,.._ 

., 
sc:am~_ 

...... ...,..,.. . Jl>o- ., 

-·~---·· • 
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Crll!rl4w 1: 8Mdipr CqtHl#ly AM Cafrpl 

(P~~gt 1 of 2) 

REACTIVE CAPABILITY 
AND CONTROL 

TOTAL SCORE--

... 

~ 

-

CONfiDWIAL 

GENERATOR POWER 
FACTOR CAPABILITY 

SCORE-

GENERATOR SHORT 
CIRCUIT RATIO {SCR) 

SCORE-

GENERATOR TRANS-
FORMER IMPEDANCE 

SCOR£.._ 

53 
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QBJTEB!ON· 8 CONTINUED 

(Page 2 of '2) 

1) DOle tM NlpOndent IPICffr thll FPL waa be glv• 10rne control over 
tM ructtve power outpUt of tM 18cUitJ? 

If yes. ptOCftd to aems 2, 3 and 4 below. 

If no, then the propoul geta a ..,_ of o.o tor thll category. 

2) Generator Power Factor 

Soote • (1.0 • power FICIIOI') + (0.015) 
tf the power factor II 0.85 or lower, 
then the score II 10.0 Welghl • 

·3) GeMt'atOt ShOrt Clrcul Ratio 

Score • (SCB • 0.5) + (0.035) 

Welghl X SCore • -
The ICOrt II 10 I SCB II 0.85 or higher. 
The ~eere II o 1 the SCB II 0.5 or lower. w~ • .-

Weight X SCore • 

Scort • (18 • Z%) + (0.8) 
The ICOf't II 10, I the trMitOrmlr 
Impedance II 8% or lower. The IOOI"e II 0, 
I the ~ II 11% or llrger. Weight • 

Weight X Score • 
Total WeJght x Score • 

CONfi QENTJAL 



(P. 1 of 2) 

CONTRACT TERM 

TOTAL SCORE-

CONriDENIIAL 

t-----:::~~ LENGTH or CONTRAC 
IN YEARS 

55 



CON!'IOENIIM 

CRITERION 9 CONTINUED 

Score • Term (Years) ... 

• 



• 

CdC!dM Zf: M ....... AM Olfm Sclw4vl#lf 

(Pege1 of 2) 

TOTAL SCOit£ 

PLANNED OUTAG£ 
AND DWTINGS 

SCORE-

fOttC£0 OUTAGE 
ANO DWnNCS 

FUXJ8IJTY IN 
SCHmUUNG 

DEGittE Of 
COORDINATIOH 

DEGREE Of 
COOfiDINA TlOH 

CONJ'IDRfTIAL 



CQtf[IPENTIAL 

·. CRITERION 10 CONTINUED 

(PIQI 2 of 2) 

~ MlthodOIOSIY= 

PII!JDid OyiiMI and Dlt'IIIDQI 

. :1 

58 



CQN[IPW INc 

""''"" n; c.pi«Ua &mt~ 
(Page 1 of 3) 

• 

COMPLETION $•s PER KW Of" 

SECURITY CAPACITY 

TOTAL SCORE-

59 
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CONPIDENIIAL 

CRITERION 11 CONTINUED 

(Ptge 2 of 3) 

lcoflng MlthOCIOiogy: 

FPL *"'lrtt the rnpondlnl to post a cash deposit In an amount equal to per MW of 

HtlmiWd dlptncs.ble CIIPdY u a c:of11)1etlon security. The bidder, however may propose a greater 

amount andlor dtmlte Mqementa which offset the rlakl and coltl of project delay to FPL 

IN EVALUATING THE RESPONDENTS COMPU:eiON SECURITY FPL WILl USE THE FOLlOWING 

APPROACH: 

Flgu,. 1 below ~ resnuntl our evaJuatJon methodology. 

COMPLETION SECURITY 

I 

A cah ~ dlpoll of l £ per MW wll receive a score o1 ePoints. This Is viewed as 

~ .,. ,..... eo~dllon. n 11 ttua aver.ge. 

CMh ~ depolll other thin 53 per MW wll be sc:oqd baNd on the following forroola. 

SCORE • ( J j x (CASH EQUIVALENT DEPOSIT) •• 

The lftiXInUn ecore 11•. (dlpod of I I 8 per MW" or above) and the "**'-"" accn II • (a 

dlpOIII of t- per tlW or below). 

Pmpoul&. tor lllmlte fofml of diPOII wtl be evwatld and oonvertld to cah equivalenl dlpoll u 

of 'Jlll-r 1, 1111. The prooea of -·~ the c:ah equlvaillt vabt of the proposal wll lalgely 

dlplnd on lhl type lnd amount of thl dlpoll. 



• 

CONriDENIIt.L 

CRITERION 11 CONTINUED 

(Ptge 3 of 3) 

Fot exa"'*, a bidder propolld to depod $50,000 per MW In an escrow account tor a 100 MW unit 
In uMce January 1, 18M. 

Had the bidder paid FP!. $50,000 per MW In cash, FPL would have tamed Interest from the 

dlpolll date u..U IICCIPW1Ce· (AIIumtd to be 1/1191 through 1/1194.) 

The llcely l'llt of lnttrtst w11 be the 3 rnolth commerdal paper rate. For thJs ex8JT1)1e, 

asaumt 1hlt tht rate II 7 .5%. 

l'heNtoN, tht present value, u of 1/1191, of collecting the depos• In 111194 Ia a s follows: 



COHJ'IDENTIN« 

(Ptge 1 of 4) 

• 

AMOUNT OF' SECURITY 

SCORE-

SECURITY F'OR PAYMENT 
IN EXCESS OF' VALUE t----t 

TOTAL SCORE--

TYPE OF' SECURITY 

SCORE-



• 

CON[IPWfiAL 

CRITERION 12 CONIJNUEQ 

(PIQI 2 of 4) 

Scortna MethodoloGY: 

The rnpondtnt'a proposed capady pricing pattern will directly llf1)8c:t the socurtty need for payments 
In excea of YU.ie. The pattern of payments wil be evaluated under the price and cost criterion 
(PioscrMn Lie Cycle Coat Analysis). In this ateFion the amount and type of aec:wty will be evak.lated. 

There .,. •two ~ant upec:ta of the seaJrtty IUT8I'Iglment that need to be evaluated. The first 
COI'I1)0nellt II the amount of MCUrly being offered. The higher the percentage of payments in excess 
o1 value covered by the HCUJ'fty, the more protldion FPL recetvet. 

For JUPOIH of meuuring the percetUge covered by the sec:urly, the maxlroom cu~lative difference 
~n the proposed capacity payments to the bidder and FPL's avok:ted unit value wil be used. 

:Jhe IIOOnd Ul*t of the a.a.rtty being offered fa the type or method of pnwiding the aecurtty. The 
eUler • II for FPL to oonvert the pledged HCUrtly amount to cuh (liquid), the better the aecurty wil 
.. viewed. 

In ~ bolh the amoun1 and type of MCUtly being Offered the following approach wll be used • 

A. AMOUNT: Buld on other cogeneration contractl, FPL considers ,. of the cu~latlve 
dlf~Nnee bttwten capacity paymeru and FPl'a value to be ruaonable, therofore this wil 
,...,.. polrU. The toUowlng form.tla w• be used to acore proposed securlies other than-: 

~~ x [percent of cu~latlwt difference between capacly payments and FPL's vwe 

FIQin t1 II a grtphk:aJ repmerutJon of thll relationship. 

IIC1IIftY roa PAYIIDr II' DICIII 011 'AWl 
•'r---~a~•~·~~·----~ 

··---·-
Figure 1 
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CONI'IPENTIA1c 

CRITERION 12 CONJ]NUEP 

(Pigt 3 of 4) 

B. TYPE OF SECURITY: Although It's difficult to list all possl)le combinations Of available 
inltturnenlllpr the responderts rright propose, the following are the basic ones: 

1. Cah escrow 
2. IITWOCibll letter or credit 
3. Security Bond 
4. Parent Guarantee 
5. 2nd Ben on the Project 

Cash eterOW, lrTewcable letter of credit and aec:urtty bond are consJdered the most liQuid of the 
flvt. AI Uvtt havt tht same level of tqaidity. Respondent proposing any of these 3 types of 
security will receive tht highest score <•points). 

Tht next two lnstrumenll/pi'OpOsals, parent guarantees and 2nd lien, are very difficult to convert 
to CUI\. A parent guararue II consldtrecl mort favorlblt because collection from a 2nd .lien 
would molt lktiV requlrt a bar*rupCCy and I II unlikely thai nu:h would bt left after satisfying 
a tlrlt 1tn on tht projiCt. (Note a flrlllen • not c:onlidtred u a pouiMUly sh» It Is likely that 
tht flnlnclng erdy wll '*""" that as a condlion for the financing.) 

In dttermilllug tht ~ of a parert guaranttt, a key lndlcalor to watch for II tht pen:ent 
of tht PMtrt'l ntt worth that the projtd representa. Figure 2 graphically represents our 
eYIJuatlon IPPf'08Ch for the type of sea.Jrity being offentd. 

SECURITY FOR PAYMENT IN EXCESS OF VALUE 
TYPS ,. RCUJDTY 

·--. ----~--·- .... ~ .. ___, . -~---• -....-oo-...:rc_.,_..,_,.., 
·--~c-•-et..-o 
'--~c-•-et.-..o • --.,.....c-•-..,_,.. .. -----_____ .... _..__ ... 
I ~·-·----

Gtf 
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COHliPENIIAL 

CRITERION 12 CONTINUED 

(Pigl4 ~ 4) 

C. TOTAL SCORE: The totiJ ecore tor thll atterlon w11 be a weighted average of the scored 

racer-led tor the amount of =and the type of security. The amount of seaJrity and type 

of MCUily wil be welghled 



• 

CQN[IQMIAL 

Crl,_ 11; fiawlll YldOUr ot F.q«tr AM Bwqsl"' 

(Page 1 of 7) 

F'INANCIAL VIABILITY 

TOTAL SCORE--

F'INANCIAL VIABILITY 
OF' THE PROJECT 

SCORE-

F'INANCIAL VIABILITY 
OF' THE RESPONDENT 

SCORE-



CRITERION 13 CQNTJNUEQ 

(PIQI a of n 

ICGRI_ 

nNANCIAL VWIUTY 
OF' THE PROJECT ~~ 

SENSmVITY CASE 
COWPUTED USING 

0 RISK 

TOTAL SCORE--
ICGRI_ 

SENSmVITY CAS£ 
COWPUTED USING 

0 RISK 

-=--

CQifi'IPEN'fiAL 

11!1 I 
------.,.TAIWAICO I 
----ID8rTOUNIIf I 

I 

----...-TTOUNIIf I 
.... '"MilO __,__TO...-T I __________ _j 

• ._,OCI!Fp•Mft) 

-----TOUNIIf I __________ _j 

.. ..,.. ... 
-----"L.-TAIWACC 
----~1'0...,. 

•-=•-cc SMJR 

-----TO~ I 
__________ _j 

G7 



cotfi'WQf'li6L 

CRITERION 13 CONJ1NUEQ 

(Pige 3 af 7) 

-- .... 
~ ...... -- • - ---·-- • -- --·- • .......,..,..,.. __ ..., • -. ... - --- -• --- • - -·-- • • -- • 
&.-..... -·-- • - ........... • __ _.._ • --- ---·- • - -- • -

G8 



CONI'IOMINc 

CRITERION 13 CONTINUED 

(PIQI 4 ol7) 

.. 
In thll crbtton U.. .,. two componenta we wUI be evaJuatJng, the financial vlabllly of the respondent 
and the ftnlnCIII Yllblly ol the proJect. In evakudlng the respondent's financial viabllly, we are mainly 
concemed wlh the financial snngth of the corporate e.-lty. The mU'I tocus ~evaluating the viability 

of the mpondlft'l protect IS the ability to generate reveoott to cover debt obigadons and provide a 
return on lnvelttd capital. 

80th the flnlnclal viabQy of the mponcSQ.- and the -~ of the protect will be scored 
aeparatlly. !The maxJm.tm point awarded to each wiU lrU. To COR1)Utt the total score for 
thll crbrlon; the flnanclal vtabay of the reepondent and viability of the projeCt will be weighted 
equaly. The aventQt ol both ecorea will be the total accn for the crtterton. 

A. FINANCIAL VIASIUTV OF THE PROJECT: FPL hal a vested Interest In the flnancJal viability 

alb r.pondlnl'l projecllince I wil depend on the bidders capacly to NfV8 customers. In 
MMIIIr1g the ftnandal vilbUiy of the proposed project, FPL d use ttne profhbillty 

~:they are u followl: 

• Net "-"t Value (NPV) ~td using FPL's we-ed ave,. cost ol caplal. 

• AIUn on IIW'IIItd Qapltal (IRR) 

. • ........ ecw..oe Ratio (Cover8gt) 

In~ NPV, IRA lind Coverage for the project, FPl will rely on the projected cash flow 

~ proYidtd by the respondent However, since the profllablly Of the project Ia dependent 
on the tollowlng key van.bln: 

Hut Rtdt 

Fuel Cost 

~ Availlblly Factor 

0per11tng and MaJrunance Exptnata 

Fut&ft lnflldon 

FPL _. an.lyD the 1n.,act on the poflablity meaurn rtiUiing from c:hangn In theM variables 
from ...., _,mid Vlllua FPL wll gauge thla ln1)IICt through the UN of risk linl.llallon anaJysla 

~ llltlldcal ttchnlquet. 

In,..... bath the._. cue ll1d the aensiJvly case following the approach wiJ be used: 

Nll-·~wll~: 
Projlcll witt a NPV betlowen the two pointl wil be acaled baed on a lnerar ~ 

bleweenthltwopau. 

09 



CR!TERION 13 CONTlNUED 

(PIIge 5 af 7) 

~£ft equll to 30% fit llbow wll ~ • points; 

Prafectl wilt 8ft IRR af 1% fit below w11....,. .,points; 

C9l!TlDE11TIAL 

Praleda wltl IRA between 30% Md 9% wll be l<*ed baed on a llnur relationship between 

.. two polnll. 
~ . 

.. ~,.. I)• 

a MilOt l'llllo of 10 fit men w11 ~ e polntl; 

Prall* wilt a COYel'llge l'lldo of 1 or lea wll reoet~ points; 

Prate* ... ~ ndo bemteen eor .. be ~ baled on ..... relationship 

beeuuaen a. two polnll. 

In balh .. bMe CMe n ... •llllfvtty CUI NPV, IRR lnd CcMnga R8llo wtl be~ 

uM'O a ~ uM'O a oompuW ~ model drleloped by FPL;t Finance Oeplw1menl 

The t0111 aocn tor ,.. lnMcilll Ylllbllly of e. project w11 be computed by the foOowlng tcwnua: 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

.. • • 
• 
• 

• 

X ••-

X ••-

X ... _ 

TOTAL SCORE 

7o 



B. 

• 

cONrmmi6L 

CBrTEBION 13 CONTINUED 

FINANCIAL VIABILITY OF THE RESPONDENT: Lb the financial vlabilly of the ptOjeet, FPL 

hll a veiled lniii'Mt In the flnanclal vilbifly of the respondent. In asseulng the flnancJaJ vlabllly 

of .. ~IC. FPl wtl UN hlllorical ftnlncill lnfonnation Obtained from the bidder'l audited 

~ ltllltmlrU. Ratio analyiJI wl be uud to rank the dlferent bidders. The following 

Aldol wit be eof11)Utld. 

B6IIQ 

The tolowlng range wll be UMd to rank the biddtra: 

Poor Beau• o (Low Standard) 
Exc:ellent Bault 10 (High) 

0.4 
0.3 

-5.0% 
5.0 

2.0% 
5.0% 
5.0% 

10.0% 
20.0% 
0.0% 

50.0% 
20.0% 

2.0 
2.0 

50.0% 
100.0% 

Hlah Standard 

2.0 
1.3 

10.0% 
20.0 
8.0% 

15.0% 
15.0% 
30.0% 
50.0% 
30.0% 
30.0% 
40.0% 

0.0 
4.0 

300.0% 
0.0% 

7/ 
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CQN!' IPEN'fiAL 

CRITERION 13 CONT!NUEQ 

(Page 7 of 7) 

. 
A linear ~ II dlwloped for tach rdo by ~ .. to the low standard and a e 
to tht high lllndlrd. ~the llntar equatlorw to the respondent's flnanaal ratiol will resul 

In a eoore for tiiCh rlllo. Tht rnaxJnun ICIOIW awardtd wil bt • points and no bidder will 

riCIIveiiUthln ... 

8ttort an ~ ICON 11 calculattd, a penaay may bt UMIItd to thoM ~(• who havt 

oomnlln~lugenclel that could maltrtaly lffec:t theW financial condition. The reSJ)Ondtnt'l 

penaay wll bt biNd on tht ptn:entagt ot dollars at risk In ~ftlhlp to nat worth. 

Alt CMnlt ecort II computtd for tadl respondent afttr taCh ratio h4..~• betn appropriately weighted 

and tht ~ effect of COmmltrnenCic:ortlngtndll hal been analyZed . 
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(Pigl1 of 3) 

• 

P~T 
t.WNTAINABIUTY 
AND AVAILABILITY 

ICOil-

.__~OPERATIONS AND 
WAINTENANCE 

SCOI' 

~~RESERVE FUND 

SCOII-

t--'"""""'1 AVAILABILITY DATE 

.__=-I START-UP 
SCHEDULE 

CON!'IDENIIl.L 
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CRITERION '4 CONIJNUEQ 

(hge 2 of 3) 

O&M G9"m'*'r 

A. • Experience ..- of conb'ICtOr or Anlar WOik 

• ~ and qualllcation of oorbdor 

•v ... as • • 
1£•v ... cs • ~. 
C)s.V ... £1 • 

B. Executed Agrtemn on other plana 

Eaeallld~· .. 
Plln '- • .., 

C. a...11r of Plln (I.e .. dllalll, COI'I1Nteneu, etc.) 

Con~··· ... Cclrr1)llhlniM • ' Suflclllll bul nHd more waft( • 
Nat ...... to lnliUin plln • 

8.4.1 
3 .2.14 
5.2.1 
8.3.1 
8.8.1 

0. au.lllciiiDn of O&M eoru.ca Pellonnel lncb:lng ·~nee 

• 
• 
• • 

• 
• 

Ext!lblt 
4.8 
8.4.1 

-• • 

CQNPIQENTIAL 
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CBIJEB!ON 14 CONJJNUEg 

BE "'Ftpl 

Amounl of money to bt pllad In makUnance merve fund to aaure avaJabillty. 

% of c.pbl Colt of Plan (COP) 

4s %c !%COP • %~&%COP ··:.I ~%c4 COP 
2s%c3 COP 
1s% c 2 COP 
Os%c1 COP 

EAF.s EAF, s1.05 EAF1 •. 

EAF, ,.1.05 EAF1 • -

EAF, c EAF1 •II 

~ 

1.2.1 
1.1.1 

EAF, .=, _...... Avallblay FIICtOr GultaJUed 

EAF1 : ~A~ Ftldot of ~ Unb 

I2Ja 
1.7.1 

CONfiOPTIAI, 
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FwrNr:IM. EA ••a 
(8.2. Ul.8.1) 

E»zaca 

CONJ'IDMIAL 

CBITEB!ON 15 CON!!NUEQ 

• • 
' 
I 

tl 

• 

' • • -

' 

Bale Of Evaluating 
Bide Ag.an.t Componem 

• Corpona information and manageme..- experience 

• Experience wlh choMn technology (5.2.1/6.8.1) 
• Amount. type of inYatmenl, duration of lnvestme..

(5.2.118.8.1) 
• UndllltandinglpPIMnce wlh IPP market (5.2.1) 

• Regulation Experience 

• Rnpondent Ult of Sling & LJc:enmg Expettence (4.3 .1) 

• Rnpondln ~of~ & LJc:enmg Experience 

(4.3.1) 

• Corporate lnfonnatlon and manageme..- experience 
(5.2.116.8.1) 

• Exptrltnct wlh chostn technolOgy (5.2.1/6.8.1/8.3.1) 
• Sizt (MW) 
• L..ocdon 
• Bttpondent't "* In project 
• Futl type 
• Aclual nit ~ .... rat 
• Equlvalt ... forced outage rate 
• Equlvalti'C ~ taor 
• Type of proJect (IPP, QF, utlly, etc.) 

• Exptrttnce of tht tKti'lology to (5.2.1/8.8.118.3.1) 

• U~ wlh IPP market (52.1) 

• Corporaa. lnfonnation and management experience 
(5.2.118.1.1) 

• Protect oottto11 txptrltnct wlh amaar projects 
(5.2.111.1.1) 

• Experttnce wtlh c::holtn liiCtlnology (5.2.116.8.1/6.3.1) 
• Size (MW) 
• L.oc:allon 
• BespondM't roll In proJec:t 
• Futl type 
• Ac:lual nit oplf'lllng hell ratt 
• Equivllti'C toad outlOt rate 
• ~,. avallblay factor 
• Type Of project (IPP, 01=, &t.My, etc.) 
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COHfmprtiNc 

CRITERION 11 CONT!NUEQ 

(PIQI 3 ol4) 

!!!!! 
..... Of lvala.tlng 

8ldl Agalnlt componema 

~ ACMMmaerr • • Corporlte Information and management experience 
(5.2.118.8.1) • ~ • Expelttnct wlh chosen technology 5.2.1/6.8 .1/6.3.1) 

-sa <MW> 
- Loadlon 
- Bnpondtnt's role In project 
- Fuet type 
- Aclual net operating heat rate 
- Ecpvlitnt forced outage rate 
-~ avallbay factor 
-Type ol proflct (IPP, OF, utllly, Me.) 

I • ConllructJon CIIPiblltY experttnce (8.1.1) 
• Undlrltlndlng/experitnct wlh IPP nwklt (5.2.1) 

• • Corporate lntonnatlon and management experience 
(5.2.118.8.1) 

• • Expettence wlh Choton technology (5.2.1/6.8.1) 
-Size (MW) 
-lcadon 
- Belpondtnt's role In ptOjed 
- Fuel type 
- Adull net ~ hell rate 
- ~nt ton::ed outage rate 
- &pvalent avallbiay factor 
• Type o1 project (IPP, QF, utility, etc.) , • Undlrltlndlng/experience wlh IPP rnarttet (5.2. 1) 

R&e&s .... ., • Corporate lnlormalion and management experience - (5.2.1 18.8.1) 
• Proc:lnment, transpOrtation and administration (7.1.2.4) 
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(PIQe 4 or 4)" 

• 

CON[ID~NTIAL 

CBIIER!ON 15 CONlJNUED 

• Expertence wlh c:hOMn tect.--ology (5.2.1/8.8.1) 
-Size (MW) 
- l.ocltlon 
- Relpondent'a roll In protect 
-Fuel type 
• Adull net opermlng hilt rate 
- Equlvaltnt forced outage rate 
- Equivalent avdlbllty lector 
• Type or project (IPP, OF, utilly, etc.) 

• • Underltandlr9expet1ence wlh IPP ITW1<et (5.2.1) 

• • 
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obtaiwd (5.1 .3) 

L.lc::eMMI PltoJiicr 

~ 

~ 

Olwl.QIIMM' 

(8.1.118.1.318.7) 

CONJ'IOEN'fiN, 

C81TERION 11 CQNDNUTED 

• -• 
• 
I 

• • • 
• • 
I 

• • 

8Mia Of Evaluating 
Bldl Agalnat Componenta 

• Sit atltctlon and lease and/or purchase 
(4.1.2) 

• SliiUI ~ ftnandng commltments/agreemenas 
(5.1.2) 

• Statui~ IChtdult development (8. 1 .1/8.1.3) 
• Mlnnun leYtl of lnlurancetsecurtty 

• Sit atltctlon and leaJt and/or pu~ 
(4.1.2) 

• ~ ltllul (4.2.1/4.2) 
• SliM ~ ~ ~ & ptm1iting 

mltltont 
(4.2.218.7.1) 

• Sit aelec:tion and leue and/or pun::hase 
(4.1.2) 

• StltUI of plant dnJgn (8.51/8.8.1) 
• Stllctlon of n1110r vtndorl and terms 

(8.1.318.8.1) 
• Statui of schedule 

dtYtiOpmtnl(8.1.1/8.1.3/8. 7.1) 

• Sit ltltetlon and 1eut and/or purchase 
(4.1.2) 

• Stltc:tlon ~ major vendorl and terms 
(8.1.318.8.1) 

• Uvel ~ COlt dtvtiOpmlnt tor capbl(8.1.2) 
• LtYel ~COlt dr.tlopmtnl for O&M (8.4.1) 
• sa.tul ~ schtdule dewlopment 

• Stllcdon ~ rn11ot vandorl and terms 
(8.1.318.8.1) 

• SliiUI ~ IChtdule development 
(8.1.118.1.318.7.1) 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

CB!TERION 16 CONTINUED 

(Ptlge 3 of 3) 

-
I 

But• Of Evaluetlng 
BIG AgllnM Componema 

• Site Hledlon Md leaM and/or purchaSe 
(4.1.2) 

• T~ corrtdonl ..... (3.2.2) 
• Statui of ed1edule development (6.1 .1/6.1) 
• Wheelng .-menta IWld tttHns 

(3.2.113.2.213.2) 

t=ua..~ 

~ 

{7.1.2) 

• a 
• Site Mllclon Md leae and/or~ 

(4.1.2) 
• Statui of schedule dewlopment (6.1.1/6.1) 
• Fuel purchMe and nnsportatlon status 

I 
• 

~developed, cot*llcta executed, permits obUIIned, or securttlet obtained, as applc:able. 
Well deYeloped, ....,. of lnlent illued, permit requests flied. or oommllmenta Initiated as 
p1111lble • 
~ dlwloped, potel_, vendor~ only ldentlfted, licensing lsluel Identified but not 
......,, no oomm11men11 obtlfned, a ~· 

.. 
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(Pigl 1 of 5) 

STATE AND 
COMMUNITY BENEFITS 1-----4 

TOTAL SCORE--

CON!'IDENTIAL 

SITING AND 
TECHNOLOGY 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ISSUES 

SCORE-

BY-PRODUCTS AND 
WASTES 

SCORE-

NOISE LEVELS 

SCORf__ 

BENEFITS OF' 
RESPONDENT 
SELECTION 

SCORf__ 
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(1'91 of 5) . 

CONfiPENIIAL 

CBfiEBION 17 CONIJNUEQ 

Weight 

• • • 
• • , 

• 

• Respondent Lilt of snv & Technology _ 4 .4.1 
EIMrorvnental laaHtiiPotentlal Issues 

• Local Pollcal, Business, Environmental 
Support or OppotiJon to the Facility 

• Pending or Thre ... Md Ulgatlon, 
Pogl)ly Affecting Proposed Site 

(Swn/3) 

• Respondent Lilt of AJI, l411d, & Solid 
Wute & By·Proc1lc:l Streams _ 4.6.1 

• Respondent Ottcttption of On-Sie 
Storage C.,.aty fol L4lid & Sold 
Wutes _ 4.6.1 

• Aelpondent By·Ptocb:t & waa. OilposaJ 
Plln 4.8.1 

• Respondent Dnatption of Pro)ldtd 
Fac:i*y Nolle Levell 

• Financial, Economic, Erwtronmental and 
SociiJ I~ to Florida CitiZens, 
BusNsMt and Goverrment Bodies 
lnckldlng uae of Florida Resourcn 

(SUm/3) 

4 .7.1 

8.5.1 



CONfiPWJAL 

CRITERION 17 CONIJNUEQ 

L lmNQ AND TECHNOLOGY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

1) RUP.ONOENT LIST OF SITING AND TECHNOLOGY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/POTENTIAL 
IIIUD 

~ lilt of ding and technOlogy envlrormental luue~entlaJ IUuH that oou~ 
"**"'ly lrnpKt fdty lk:enalng, devetopment ICMdule or feul)illy • ~ 

~ lilt of IDig and tecl'itiOiogy envtronmertal lauel/pOtertlal laa~H that coukt. _..lily ~ taa.y licenltng, development IChecUt or fead)llity • 

2) LOCAL POLITICAL. BUSINESS, ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT OR OPPOSR'ION TO THE 
PACI.IrY 

Hlgtllocll poalcll, bullnnl, tnVIronmerUI ~ to thl fiiCIIy demonstrated •• s 
No IOcll polltal. buliMia. erwlronrneiUI tuppOrt or opposlton to the faclly 

High Leal pcto'llcal, bullnea, environmerul oppotllon to thl fiC:IIy • -

3) PENDING OR THREATENED U1'1GAT10N POSSIBLY AFFECTING PROPOSED SITE 

No pending or ltnatened algatlon poal)ly attectJng the proposed ••• 

Pending atgatlon poal)ly affecllng the ptOpOMd ale -· -· 



• 

CON[IDMIAL 

CRITERION 17 CONJJNUEP 

I. 8Y.PRODUCTS AND WAITES 

1) RI!IPOHDINT UST OF AIR, UQUID AND SOLID WASTE AND BY.PAOOUCT STREAMS 

~ lit 01 d llr, lquki and sold watt n by-procU:t atrums generated • • 
by tht ~ which ,..,. In no lf'1*t to tht trMronmlrt 

~ lit 01 d air, lquld and sold watt and by1Jf'OCb:t mama generated 

by tht -- which reiull In "'*' lq)act to tht tnYironlnent - • 

2) RDPONDENT DEICAIPTION OF ON-SITE STORAGE CAPACITY FOR LIQUID AND SOLID 

WAITII 

Dttl'ld ~ 01 orHit MDI'IIQI CIPICIY for licJJJd and IOIJd wutea 
.... .._, ..... In ,., ln.-:t to tht tnWormlrt 

Dttl'td ~ 01 OMit MDI'IOI capdy for licpd and IOIJd wutea "'** ..., ..... In ,.,., ....... to tht IIMronmtrt 

3) RIIPONDDT BY-PRODUCT AND WAllE DESPOSAL PLAN 

Sptcllc plln tor u111m11t dllpoul of by.poducta and wastea wt*=tl rttul In 

to .. envtror.mtnl 

Specllc plln tor ulllmalt cllpolal 01 by~ and wuttt which rttul In 

... ln.-:t to 1ht envtror.mtnl 

II. NOISE LEVELS 

·• -· 
ro h1BJ -· -· 

1) RIIPONDINT DIICRIP1'ION OF PROJECTED FACILITY NOISE LEVELS 

Law PlattCHd F.-y Nollt l.e¥111 ( ... than 55 D8a) lfftcdng ~ lllldiiiGIIOftnmM............. -· 
-· 

8G 



• 

CRITERION 17 CONIJNUED 

IV. BENEFITS OF RESPONDENT SELEcnON 

1) IINIJIITI OF AIIPONDENT SELECT10N 

CONliQEN'l'IAL 

No fll•.a-1 economic, tnVironmlntll and soa-1 ~rnenll to Florida cltlze111. businesses 

ft government bodlll lndudlnQ UN of Florida mouteel .. 
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