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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, POSITION AND BUSINESS 

ADDRESS. 

My name is William M. Zaetz. I am a Senior Consultant with the economic 
consulting firm of Snavely King Majoros O’Connor & Lee, Inc. (“Snavely 
King”). My business address is 1220 L Street, N.W., Suite 410, 

Washington, D.C. 20005. 

WHAT IS YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND? 

Prior to joining Snavely King in February of 2001, I was a boilermaker for 
33 years with Union Local No. 193, headquartered in Baltimore, Maryland, 

rising eventually to the position of General Foreman. In the course of this 

career, I participated in or supervised the fabrication, installation, repair and 
dismantlement of boiler plant, fuel-handling equipment, and environmental 
abatement facilities in electric generating plants operated by both public 

utilities and private industrial and commercial enterprises, In the course of 
180 separate projects, I participated in operations in most of the major 

power plants in Maryland, the District of Columbia, southern Delaware and 
northern Virginia. 
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After leaving the Boilermakers’ Union, I worked as a consultant and expert 

witness for the Department of Justice’s Environmental Division in 

connection with their Power Plant Initiative. My 

analyzing and summarizing various “forced” and 

reports and providing the attorneys with contact lists 

with the International Brotherhood of Boilermakers. 

duties consisted of 

“scheduled” outage 

from my association 

I joined Snavely King in 2001. I have provided technical support and 

advice in connection with that firm’s analyses of steam generation facilities 

and costs, principally in connection with depreciation proceedings. 

WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 

After resigning my commission from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1967, I 

enrolled in the apprenticeship program of the International Brotherhood of 

Boilermakers and also served in the Naval Reserves as a boilermaker. I 

continued my education at Johns Hopkins University, Loyola College and 

the University of Baltimore. In 1971, I received a Bachelor of Science 

degree in Business Management from the University of Baltimore. 

HAVE YOU ATTACHED A SUMMARY OF YOUR EXPERIENCE? 

Yes. Appendix A is a brief summary of my qualifications and experience. 

FOR WHOM ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS DOCKET? 

I am appearing on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”) 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. The OPC asked me to review and analyze Tampa Electric 

Company’s testimony, depositions and responses to data requests focusing 

on the reason for the decision to retire Gannon units 1 through 4 earlier than 
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planned. In my testimony I will demonstrate that Tampa Electric’s position 

that the Gannon plant was closed in 2003 due to reliability and safety 

reasons is not valid and not supported by factual evidence. I will 

demonstrate that any of the perceived safety and reliability factors as stated 

in witness Whale’s testimony, (P-10, L 21-23) affecting Gannon were a 

direct result of the Company’s fdlure to maintain adequate preventative 

maintenance. 

ON WHAT INFORMATION IS YOUR TESTIMONY BASED? 

I will validate my findings by using 1) universally accepted “industry 

standards” 2) my 33 years experience as a field construction boilermaker 

and 3) Tampa Electric’s testimony, depositions, interrogatories and 

documents provided in the course of discovery. 

FROM YOUR ANALYSIS OF THE DEPOSITIONS, DO YOU FEEL 

THAT SAFETY OR RELIABILITY WAS A FACTOR IN THE 

RETIREMENT DECISION? 

Absolutely not. I could relate to the verbiage used by plant general manager 

Karen Sheffield when she stated: “Gannon was not very reliable. It was - 
we had a lot of safety concerns, we had reliability concerns. It didn’t make 

any sense to us to spend a lot of money doing things to make it reliable 

when we knew that the remaining life’ whatever that might be - we 

certainly knew it wasn’t past December 31, 2004, so it just didn’t make 

good sense to us.” 

24 

25 

26 

“We felt that those dollars could be spent in areas which would give us 

better benefit for our dollars”. (SHEFFIELD p.21 4-11) I was very 

impressed with Ms. Sheffeld’s analysis of the labor costs and imaginative 
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contributions to cutting maintenance costs. I have to disagree, however, 

that safety and reliability concerns led to the decision to retire the plants. 

COULD A PLANT EVER BE RETIRED BECAUSE IT WAS 

UNSAFE? 

I have never seen a plant retired because of safety issues. I’ve repaired 

boilers after explosions. I’ve worked on older units that were full of 

asbestos and had gas leaks that required you to wear protective gear as soon 

as you enter the plant. In each case, the repair was made and the unit 

returned to service. On page 22 of her deposition Karen Sheffield states: 

“Our safety record was pretty good at both Gannon and Big Bend.” 

WHAT SAFETY CONCERNS DID YOUR RESEARCH REVEAL? 

I believe the biggest concern at Tampa Electric during this time frame was 

budgetary. The Gannon Station safety budget went from $86,200 in 2000 

to $355,160 in 2001 and $336,320 in 2002. (Late filed Deposition exhibit 

of Buddy Maye No. 2) 

DO YOU KNOW WHAT CAUSED THIS INCREASE? 

Yes. Ms. Sheffeld explains: “The Gannon units were not very reliable. 

We were continually having forced outages due to many things. The ones 

that stand out in my mind because they brought the units off quite often 

were boiler leaks.” 

“We ran it seemed like all the time, continually, at reduced boiler header 

pressures in order to keep the units on or to keep them from taking 

themselves off. As far as safety is concerned, we had issues with casing 

leaks. On several occasions we had carbon monoxide in the plant where 

our employees worked and we had to shut down and take care of those 

problems and bring them back up. And, you know, sometimes they would 
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reoccur and sometimes, you know, we would get the problem repaired and 

move on. There were also issues with duct work lagging in the back end of 

the plant that was loose.” (SHEFFIELD p. 39 3- 17) 

DOES HER STATEMENT SUGGEST A CAUSE AND EFFECT 

SCENARIO? 

Yes it does. It also indicates that the carbon monoxide would be predictable 

and that as an engineer, Ms. Sheffield followed the required precautions 

(monitors, blood tests breathing equipment, etc.) that would prevent lost 

time. She wanted to preserve that “pretty good safety record”. 

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR YOUR ASSUMPTION? 

The presence of carbon monoxide (CO) is an indication of incomplete 

combustion. One of the reference books used for many years throughout 

the industry is Babcock & Wilcox’s STEAM. On page 9-8 of the 4 0 ~  

edition: “ For example, 1 lb. of carbon reacts with oxygen to produce about 

14,100 BTU of heat. The reaction may occur in one step to form C02, or 

under certain conditions, it may take two steps. In the multi-step process, 

CO is first formed, producing only 3960 BTU per lb. of carbon. In the 

second step, the CO joins with additional oxygen to form C02, releasing 

10,140 BTU per pound of carbon. The total heat produced is again 14,100 

BTU per pound of carbon.” 

A few pages later in STEAM on page 9-18: “One of the most critical 

parameters for attaining good combustion is excess air. Too little air can be 

a source of excessive unburned combustibles and can be a safety hazard.’’ 

As an engineer, Ms. Sheffield knew that by continually running the unit at 

reduced head pressure, and not fixing the leaks that reduced the airflow, the 

presence of carbon monoxide would have been inevitable. The timing of 
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this action would have been coincidental with the increase in the safety 

budget. 

WERE THE ISSUES YOU ARE DESCRIBING HERE STRICTLY 

SAFETY ISSUES? 

There is no bright line between performance and safety. If you fail to 

address obvious maintenance problems in a power plant you can quickly 

create a safety problem as well as a reliability problem. However, until 

Tampa Electric decided to move forward with the early retirement of 

Gannon 1-4, there was no real indication that there were serious safety or 

reliability issues affecting the plant. 

Gannon was either safe or unsafe. As I stated earlier, I’ve never known a 

plant to be shut down for safety reasons and the safety issue is always the 

first consideration in an operational environment. However, if it was 

determined at any point in time that the plant was unsafe, then Tampa 

Electric was obligated to shut it down immediately. Whether you believe 

that the company made a decision for early retirement in October or 

February, if it was made because the plant was unsafe, then it should have 

been shut down at that point. Instead, Gannon 1 and 2 were operated until 

April and were restarted in May for a brief time. 

BUT DIDN’T THE PLANT EXPERIENCE A FATAL ACCIDENT 

DUE TO AN EXPLOSION PRIOR TO ITS EARLY SHUTDOWN? 
Q.  

A. Yes. That’s correct. On April 8, 1999, a worker at the Gannon Station 

opened a cover on a generator that contained hydrogen, sparking an 

explosion that could be heard 35 miles away. Three people died, and about 

50 were injured in the blast. OSHA cited Tampa Electric for safety 
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investigation revealed that it was a human error that caused the explosion. 

In late 2000 the company introduced substantial new modifications into its 

Hazardous Energy Control Program (Exhibit N 0 . W - 2 ) .  Most 

importantly, there does not appear to be any equipment factors relating to 

the accident and, to my knowledge, no equipment was replaced as a result 

of the new procedures. As you can see, safety is a huge issue in any steam 

plant and if this plant was truly unsafe, then it should have been closed 

immediately, without delay. 

I have also reviewed the confidential documents furnished by Tampa 

Electric, Bates Stamp 1428-2335 that contain all of the Gannon accident 

reports since January 1, 2000. These records reveal the normal range of 

incident and accident reports that are common for such a work environment, 

including the ordinary sprains, contusions, etc that occur when employees 

don’t pay strict attention to what they are doing. The request for copies of 

all O S W  violations at Gannon since January 1, 2000 reveals that there 

were none. (Tampa Electric response to OPC’s 2nd Request for Production 

of Documents, No. 12.) 

ARE THERE OTHER EXAMPLES THAT THE UNITS WERE 

NEGLECTED? 

Yes. Karen Sheffield explains: “There was work that had not taken place 

that was going to cause higher operating costs, bowl mill maintenance, 

charging bowl mill maintenance, and burner maintenance.’’ (SHEFFIELD 

p.35 14-17) The mills she is referring to pulverize the coal for its optimum 
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combustion. The burners are self-explanatory. Again, these items affect 

the total combustion and the amount of carbon monoxide that was escaping. 

WOULDN’T REDUCED RELIABILITY BE A CAUSE TO RETIRE 

THE UNITS? 
Q. 

A. It probably would if all the preventative maintenance had been done and the 

units were still failing. Tampa Electric repeatedly disregarded reliability as 

an issue. When asked if he attempted to “factor in or quantify or address 

considerations of safety, reliability and other operating considerations that 

might preclude the units from running through the retirement date”, 

Financial Director Craig Cameron replied: “No. No. At this point what 

we’re doing is based on the consent decree that required the units to come 

off at the end of 2004, we made an effort to establish what the 0 & M and 

non-recoverable fuel would be as the units peeled off, but didn’t consider to 

do an analysis to try to build in the additional incremental impacts of safety 

- performance, system demand.” 

Q. “Did you just assume that they would be run through that 

September 2004 retirement date without considering anything 

that could preclude them from running that long?” 

“Yes.” (CAMERON p. 31 17-25, p. 32 1-9)” A. 

Q.  WHAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN DONE TO IMPROVE THE UNITS 
RELIABILITY? 

A Fix the tube leaks. There are various methods used, if the leak is small, 

called a “weeper”, pad welding can sometimes repair it. If the leak is larger 

the repair might require the use of a “dutchman”. When dutchmen are used, 

the damaged portion of the tube is removed, and a new section of tube stock 

is installed in its place. Sometimes the entire tube needs to be replaced. If 
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replaced. If the leaks were in a general area of the boiler (economizer, 
superheaters, slope panels etc.), the entire section would be replaced during 
the next scheduled outage. 

I f a  contractor was brought in to fm the leaks, no matter how many, 
when the repairs are made, the unit must pass the “hydrostatic” test that 
requires the unit to hold one and one half times the operating pressure of 

the unit. If this had done, the units would have been able to run at their 
normal capacity. As previously stated by the TECO employees, they 
weren’t going to spend dollars on reliability issues. 

DID THESE NEGLECTED UNITS STILL SATISFY THE 

PERFORMANCE ISSUES RELATING TO THE RETIREMENT? 

There are four sources of data that stand out fkom a number of additional 
indicators that demonstrate that despite the company’s failure to spend 
adequate maintenance dollars, its actual performance was not a valid reason 
for the eariy shutdown. They are as follows: 

1. The Gannon 2003 Business Plan (Exhibit No. WMZ-l), dated 

November 15, 2002, shows that Gmon’s unplanned outages declined in 

2001 and again in 2002 from a high in year 2000 that was probably due to 
the plant explosion. (Page 4, B.S. 1818) 

2. The Net Capacity, described in this document as the Station maximum 
dependable generation capabilities, shows that the projected “Net Capacity 
at the beginning of 2003 is projected to be the same as last year and it is 
1.1% below the 5 year average.” (Page 6, B.S. 1820) Likewise the Net 
Generation since 1998 in Megawat Hours (MWH) is 5599, 4963, 4355, 

5085 and 4838. (Page 7, B.S. 1821) 
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3. The on-peak availability factor is basically flat since 1999, except for 
year 2000, and the 2002 performance actually exceeded the 1999 
performance (74.4% in 2002 versus 73.4% in 1999) (Page 9, B.S. 1823) It 

should be noted that the Gannon performance during this time period was 
achieved while the Gannon workforce was reduced from 287 to 235 in 
2002, an 18% reduction (Page 20, B.S. 1834) Likewise, the company’s 
Capital investment shrank by 61% fiom 1997 until 2002. In fact, the total 
capital investment in the plant during both 2001 and 2002 is less than the 

company spent 1997 (Page 24, B.S. 1838). So even though the company 
was spending less money on the plant, and despite its age, its performance 
was acceptable. 

4. In reviewing the annual perf‘ormance review of Plant Manager Maye, it 
is clear that he was performing at or above most of his performance 
objectives. In his deposition dated May 13, 2001, I noted the following 
exchange between OPC and witness Maye, (Page 64, L9-17) 

Q. “And so for all of our deferred maintenance and eve-g, the 
Gannon units are trucking along pretty good, aren’t they” 

A. “I ...” 
Q. “Would you agree with that?” 

A. “Met expectations.” 

WHAT OTHER INDICATORS DID YOU OBSERVE SHOWING 

THE PLANTS WERE OPERATING AS EXPECTED? 
The base case scenario as outlined on page 25, B.S. 1839, in KEY 
STRATEGIES FOR 2003-GANNON WAS: 
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a. Shut down Unit 5 February, 2003 

b. Shut down Units 1 and 2 on March 15,2003 

c. Run Units 3 and 4 until September 1, 2003 or until 0 & M 

dollars are gone 

d. Shut down Unit 6 September 1,2003 

Under the heading “Station Performance Issues” on page 28, B.S. 1842, 

“Unit forced outage rates should not change from our current projections 
since Units 3 and 4 will have spring outages and units 1 and 2 will be shut 
down before the effects of not having their spring outages develop.” It 

appears that most of the goals for Gannon operations were either met or 
exceeded based on the targets that were established for the plant. 

TANPA ELECTRIC WITNESS WHALE STATES IN HIS 

TESTIMONY THAT IT WOULD TAKE $57 MILLION TO KEEP 

GANNON RUNNING. IS HIS TESTIMONY IN THIS REGARD 

REALISTIC? 

Since there was no documentation provided in the testimony of Mr. Whale, 
we are left only with the earlier documents prepared by Plant Manager 
Maye for Mr. Whale that showed approximately $53 million was needed to 
achieve 85% availability at Gannon. One only needs to look at the Gannon 

Business Plan to know that the plant has been operating over the past 
several years between 60% and 75% availability. Even if a plant’s 
availability were less than what one would expect from a new plant, the 
lower cost of generation could still make it attractive for continued use in 

meeting the primary generation needs, 

HOW WOULD THE EARLY SHUTDOWN OF G A ” 0 N  REDUCE 
THE OVERALL O&M EXPENSE FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC? 
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Combined cycle gas generation is more costly than coal generation at the 

present time because the fuel costs are at least twice the cost of coal 

generation. However, in a state like Florida, where all of the fuel costs are 

passed directly to the customers as a separate line item on their bill, these 

higher fuel costs have nothing to do with the earnings of the company. 

What does impact the company directly is the significant labor savings that 

are achieved through gas generation as opposed to coal generation. These 

labor savings will have the effect of improving Tampa Electric’s earnings 

while the customers pay significantly higher fuel costs. The actual amount 

of the O&M savings is addressed in Mr. Majoros’s testimony. 

WHAT ARE YOUR CONCLUSIONS? 

The Company made a conscious decision to run the Gannon Station as long 

as they could without spending any dollars to increase reliability or to make 

them safer. The initial path was decided by the consent decree and each 

decision thereafter was economic. Gannon’s performance was predictable 

and any side effects that resulted were dealt with by spending the least 

amount of money possible. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes it does. 
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William M. Zaetz Appendix A - page 1 of 2 

Experience 

Snavely King Majoros O’Connor & 
Lee, Inc., Washington D.C. 
Senior Consultant (2000 to present) 

Mr. Zaetz provides technical expertise in all 
of the firm’s projects involving the 
engineering, costing, operation, valuation, 
depreciation and dismantlement of electric 
and gas facilities. Mr. Zaetz has assisted in 
several electric and gas depreciation 
studies. 

Independent Cons u I tan t (2000-2001 ) 

Mr. Zaetz provided consultation to the U.S. 
Department of Justice in connection with 
several units to enforce the nitrogen oxide 
(‘“OX”) abatement regulations of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. Mr. 
Zaetz reviewed engineering plans and work 
orders to determine the nature and 
objectives of modifications to the generation 
plants subject to the suit. He prepared 
summaries of his findings in anticipation of 
possible testimony before Federal Courts. 

Boilermaker Local 193 
Severn, MD 

General Foreman 
Foreman (1973-2000) 

Mr. Zaetz supervised the fabrication, 
installation, repair and dismantlement of 
boiler plant, synthetic natural gas, fuel 
handling equipment, and environmental 
abatement facilities in electric generating 
plants operated by both public utilities and 
private industrial and commercial 
enterprises. In the course of 180 separate 
projects, Mr. Zaetz supervised operations in 
most of the major power plants throughout 
the Maryland, Northern Virginia and 
Southern Delaware area. 

Shop Steward 

Mr. Zaetz represented over 100 
boilermakers in labor arbitrations, safety 
disputes and the implementation of Federal 
worker protection provisions. 

Legislative Education Action Commiftee 

Mr. Zaetz participated as committeeman 
and Chairman of the Education Committee 
in the Union’s efforts to facilitate and 
enhance the technical training of its 
members. 

Education 

University of Baltimore: 5 .  S. in Business 
Management 

Boilermaker Apprentice Program 
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Testimony 

Date State Docket Utilitv - 
2001 Georgia I/ 14000-U Georgia Power Company 
2002 Florida z/ 01 0949-EL Gulf Power Company 

Plant Tours 

- Date 

2001 
2001 
200 1 
200 1 
200 1 
2001 
2002 

State/Client Code 

Kansas 21 21 &I 
Kansas 21 21 $1 
New Jersey 21 
Georgia 11 
Michigan El 
Florida 11 
Nevada 81 

Docket 

01 -WSRE-436-RTS 
01 -WSRE-436-RTS 

14000-U 
U-I 2999 
01 0949-EL 
01-1 1031 

GROlO5029 

Utility 

Kansas Power & Light 
Kansas Gas & Electric 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Georgia Power Company 
Consumers Energy 
Gulf Power Company 
Sierra Pacific & Nevada Power 

~- 

I/ Georgia Public Service Commission i/ Kansas Citizens’ Utility Rate Board 
31 Kansas Industrial Group 
$/ City of Wichita 
- 5/ New Jersey Rate Advocate 
- 6/ Michigan Attorney General 
- 7/ Florida Office of Public Counsel 
- 8/ Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection 
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-J Equivalent Availability Factor 
The equivalent availability factor is based on period hours. Period hours are 
all of the hours in the year. 

. .  EAF 
GannonIBayside vs. System 

100.0% - 
90.0% - '  

-4- Gannon + Bayside -t- System 

80.0% 

70.0% 

60.0% 

50.0% 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 (91.3) 2003 Bud 

Year ,  ~ 

I 

2001 --- -2002. (9+3) 2003 Bud 1999 - 2000 - 1998 - 
67.6% 64. I Yo 

- 
Gannon 74.6% 69.4% 56.8% 67.7% 

System 75.4% 74.2% 7'2.6% 73.5% 72.1 % 71.6% 
87.9% . Bayside 

Analysis: 
EAF is projected to be 3.5 percentage points better than last year and it is 1 .I percentage 
points better than the 5-year average. The EAF projection is increasing in 2003 due to the 
reductionlelimination in planned outages. 

2003 Gannon Performa 



Equilvalent Unplanned Outage Factor 
This factor is the percent of all forced, maintenance, and planned outages & 
derations divided by the period hours of the year. 

'3 

EUOF 
GannonIBayside vs. System 

50.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 
1998 I999 2000 2001 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud 

Year 

2000' -* ---2001--.- 2002 (9+3)- 2003 Bud -_ - - - 1998 - I999 - 
21.4% 35.6% 23.0% 22.5% . 30.3% 

' 12.1% 
Gannon 18.5% 
Bayside 
System . 17.1% 17.6% 21.2% 19.6% 17.0% 23.3% 

An al y si s : 
EUOF is projected to be 7.8 percentage points higher than last year and it is 6.1 percentage 
points above the 5-year average. This projected increase in EUOF is due to decreasing O&M 
and capital budgets on our coal units. 

-. . I 

. .  . . .  . .  . .  

. . .  - .  . . . .  . .  
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Planned Outage Factor 
The planned outage factor is the percentage of planned outage hours  divided 
by the period hours of the year. 

POF 
GannonIBayside vs. System 

50.0% -, 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

-9- Gannon + Bayside -6- System 

0.0% 4 I I I I I P I 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud 

Year 
, 

2002,(9+3) 2003 Bud . 1998 7 1999' - - .._ _- - .--< = =  - Gannon 7.0% .. 9.2% 7.6% 9.4% 13.4% 2.1 % 
0.0% 

System 7.5% 8.2% 6.2% 6.9% 10.9% 5.1 % ' Bayside 

Analysis : 
POF is projected to be 11.3 percentage points lower than last year and it is 7.2 percentage 
points below the 5-year average. The reduction in planned outages is due to cost control 
and approaching shutdowns of the coal units. 
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5000 - 1 

. +Gannon +Bayside +System 
4000 ' 

3000 

I 
A 

. .  
, f .  

. -  . . -_ . 

1000 -' 

- 11/122002-- - * :- 

A A A A 0 T v v T + 

{-J - 
Net Capacity 
Station maximum dependable generation capabilities minus station service load 

0 4  I 1 I I I 1 

' Net Capacity r 

GannonlBayside vs. System 

3 
E 

. B a  2000 

I999 - 2000 - 2001 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud - 1998' - 
.. -. Gar*-n-o."- . .1140 . --,-.. 1122,~..-,-,--~1q20 _-  - 1120 

Bays id e 1732 
. System 3551 3244 3666. 3624 3590 41 54 

. Analysis: 
Net Capacity a t  the beginning of 2003 is projected to be the same as last year and it is 1.1% 
below the 5-year average. By the end of 2003, Bayside units 1 &2 will be commissioned and 
the station's capacity will be 1732MW, 55% more than Gannon's coal capacity at the start of 2003. 
Capacity schedule: February loss of 218MW due to shutdown of Gannon 5 

March loss of 212MW due to shutdown of Gannon 1&2 
May gain of 748MW with Bayside 1 commissioning 

' 

' - '  September loss of 691MW due to shutdown of Gannon 3,4&6 
I 
I 



:-I . -  

15000 

10000 
E 
c3 . .  

u- 

Net Generation 
MWh generated minus station service. 

Net Generation 
GannonIBayside vs. System 

25000 I 
i .  I I+Gannon +Bayside 4 S y s t e m  I 

20000 t 

o l  I 1 I I I 

1998 1999 2000 2001 

Year 

2002 (94-3) 2003 Bud 

Gannon 5599 4963 4355 5085 4838 2230 ' . 

Bayside 
System 17174 15835 17283 16145 15938 16810 

Analysis: 
Gannon generation is projected to be 53.9% lower than last year and it is 56.6% lower than the 
5-year average. This projected decrease in net generation is due to coal unit shutdowns for 
repowering and cost control. 

2929 ' 

- 
.. 



. ., z -  . . .  

6000 tn 
* E  

'4000- 

'9 Fuel Consumption 

. . .  , . 
-.... I . . '  ' .. . 

. r  . . ,  . .  . I , .  . 
. .  

, I  

~ ' '  . "' . ' * .  

. Page 8 of 45 ,~ 
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. 

---1t/14/2002 
- -  

. .  . .  

2000 -' 

Tons of coal consumed. 
e .  

. .  
, .  . 

. .  
.. . 

. . .. . .  *. . ... . . .. . . . . . .  . :. . ... . , . .  *. ., . ,. . . 

Consumption 
GanndBayside vs. System 

1998 1999 2000 2001. 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud 
Year 

'-1998 - -  I999 2000 - - 2001 --- 2002 (9i-3) 2003 Bud - . _ _  ._ ._ - - - 
.Ga n non 2848 2637 . 2056 2615 2569 1158 

. .  I Syste,m Coal 7893 '731 9 7550 .. 7289 . ' 5511 6069. 

. Analysis: . 

Generation is projected to be 53.9% lower than last year and it is 56,6% lower than the 5-year 
average. Reduced coal consumption reflects our coal unit shutdown strategy. The increase 
in natural gas is due to unit conversions. 



. .  

90.0% - 

. 
. .  

. : ,. ,- 

+ Gannon -5- Bayside + System a % .  

”..) On-Peak Availability 
The on-peak availability factor is based on peak h o u r s  i n s t e a d  of period hours .  
P e a k  hours occur when native load is greater t h a n  2900’ MW. 

OPA 
GannonIBayside vs. System 

80.0% 

70.0% 

60.0% 

50.0% 

Year 

. 2000. 
Gannon , No data 73.5% 65.0% 

. - .  . 
1998::. _-  . .  1999.: -% 

_. -_...I.. - _- 
_I_ 

,-,. ri - 2  r- 

. Bayside No data 
System No data 8119% 79.1 % 

. I . .  - -2001-.-.:-.2002 (9i3) 2003 Bud 
71.4% 74.4% . L  71.1% 
,- - _ j  -. 

.. - 95.0% 
78.4% - .  7310% 75.0% 

Analysis: 

worse than the 4-year average. This projected drop in OPA is due to decreasing O&M and 
.. capital budgets on our coal units. 

. OPA is projected to be 5 percentage points worse than last year but only O.? percentage points 
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.. 3 Average Net Operating Heat Rate with Net Output Factor 
The Average Net Operating Heat Rate is a measure of unit eficiency. It is 
calculated from fuel input in Btu divided by energy output in Kwh. 
The Net Output Factor is the loading on the unit while the in operation. 

Heat Rate & NOF 
GannonlBayside vs. System 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% . 

50% 
1998 I999 2000 200J 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud 

Year 

.'i. . --_ - ' ~ - --' - 2'001 2002 (9+3) 2003 Bud I .  - 
Gannon HR 11,125 11,704. 11,206 11,302 11,800 . ' Gannon NOF 75.6% . 69.1 Yo 71.6% 72.6% 68.8% 

7,582 Bayside HR 
, . Bayside NOF. 

System ' 10,561 10,705 1031 1 10,800 I 1,079 10,395 

Analysis: 
Heat Rate is'projected to be 2 Btu/Kwh wors'e than last year and it is 375 Btu/Kwh better 

. 79.6% 

- . -, 
- than the 5-year average. The Heat Rate projection is based on the Net Output Factor YO, . 
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Gannon Station f3 .- 
. 2003 O&M Budget Requirements 

($ x 1,000) 

Other 2003 Labor 1 
Fringe 

- Expense Budget  

0 perati o n s  
Maintenance - Outage 
Maintenance - Non-Outage 
lnven tory Write-off 

' O&M Only 

Non-Recoverable Fuel 

3,588 4,260 7,848 
1,472 2,229 3,701 
3,636 6,444 10,080 

. 8,696 14,933 23,629 
0 2,000 2,000 

Total Gannon 0 & M 

' I  

. ' I  . 

1,109 1,907 3,016 

9,805 16,840 26,645 

. . .. . . . .  , _ . - =  -,.- . , . . .  : .,.... ,. 

. .  
. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  : . .  . .  

. '  
. . . - .  I.--..... . . , . I  . - . . . * . . .  ~ . . .  

. .  

, , .. 
, .  

. . .  _ .  
. . .  

. .  

. .  

. . . .  . .  . .  . .  

. . )  

. . .  
. .  . .  . .  

. . ,  ' 

. . . .  

. . . .  I .  , . .  . " .  , . . .  



.*-J 2003 O&M Budget Assumptions 

Shut down Unit 5 February 2003. 

Shut down Unit 1 and Unit 2 on March 15,2003. 

Run Unit 3 and Unit 4 until Sept. 1,2003 or until O&M dollars are gone. 

. 

Shutdownunit 6 Sept. 1,2003. 

2003 estimate assumes Unit 3 2002 outage ($25OK) takes place. 

i 

1 Page 13 of45 
j EXHIBITW-I 

- _ _  - _. _ _ _  .___ . -- 

3.5% Craft raises, 3% other. 

36% fringe rate. 

In operations need 10 BTO’s and 13 AO’s in March; 7 BTO’s will work 
down(demoted) under cument plan. 

Assumes no red circles; considers demotions in budgets. 

Includes inventory write-off $2M. 

. a. 

$;. 3 
No layoff dollars included. This is estimated at $1.8M - $3.0M(66 to 106 craft 
employees). , .  Dollars are not included for the 6 employees who accepted retention 

Planned outages include a 28 day outage on Unit 4 starting February 1, and a 28 day 
outage on Unit 3 starting March 4. .. 

packages. . .  .._. 

- :  

. .  

. .  
. .  

. . . .  . . .  . .  
. .  . . .  . .  . .  

. .  
. .  

. ’., 
. . .  , .  

. ,  
. .  

. .  
. . .  

, .  . . .  . . / .  , 

. .  . .  
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’ .. 
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Resource 

03 
03 
03 
03 
03 
06 
03 
30 
58 
60 

. .  

. .  

- 2003 

24 0 
351 
235 

373 
500 
378 
450 
117 
43 
647 
149 

777 

-I-- - _. 

. EXHIBITW&fz-1 1 Page 14 of45 
\ 

T 

Gannon Operations Budget 
' ($ x 1,000) 

Description 

Safety Budget 
Sub contractor services (KB R) 
Misc subcontractor services 
Water Expense 
Chemical expense 
Solid Material Disposal 
Stores expense 
Environmental costs 
Temporary Help 
Vehicles 
Facility services. 
Misc plant expense 

4,260 Total 

@J .> . . , .  3 : 

. . . . .  . . .  1 , ', ..... . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  , _. . . .  .---.__ . . . . . .  
, .  . . . .  . .  , 

- . .  
, .., 

. .  . .  
. .  . . ,  , 

. , .  
. ,  

. .  . .  
. .  . .  

. . .  . .  .~ - . . .  . .  . ., , .  , . .  . , ,  , .  

. . .  . . . .  . ,  

. .  
. . .  . _ / . I .  . .  . , .  . , . -;., ., . . , ' .  

: . 
. .  

. .  

. I  

. . .  . . . . . . .  . .  . . .  

. .  
. .  , .  . 

, .  
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Safety Budget 
($ x 1,O)  

Budse t  Description 
$ 75 , IH Consultants, Dr. charges, Ergonomics, Drug testing, PFT Interpretations, 

Noise monitoring, Audiometric test follow ups, Chest x-rays. 

70 Care  team station nurse. 

24 PPE, Spirometry Supply, Audiometric, Supplies, Fit Testing Supplies. 

57 Luminometer, Safety rewards, prescriptions, safety glasses, 4-gas Air monitors, 
Pager, Cell phone, Thermometers for heat stress, Confined space rescue eqp. 

2 Travel expense. 
I Miscellaneous expense. 
10 Meals expense. 

. I Personal'auto reimbursement. 
& $  240 

. . . . . . .  . . . .  / .  . . .  
. .  . .  .. , . .  . -  

. .  I .  
.. s i .  

. . . .  .il i.l. ... . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . , .  . .  

. .  - .  . .  
* .  

. .  . .  

. . .  . . . .  
,: , . . -  ' 

, .  
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. .  
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: :J Gannon Station 
2003 Outage Plan 

($ x 1,000) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  .... :. 

. ,  

Unit #.l is planned to .mn until March 15,2003. 

Planned Forced 
Outaue Outaqe 

0 - 125 

Unit #2 is planned to run until March 15,2003. 

Unit #3 is planned to run until Sepi.l,2003 or Fund depletion. 
A 28 day outage is planned to start March 4 - March 31. 

. Unit #4 is planned to run until Sept l ,  2003 or Fund depletion. 
. A 28 day outage is planned to start February I - February 28. 

0 125 

500 125 . 
500 125 

- Unit #5 is planned to shut down February 1 2003. 
We plan forced outage dollars to maintain the unit and outage 
dollars for cleanup before tum over to Bayside. 210 100 

is planned to shut down September 1 2003. 
forced outage dollars to maintain the unit and outage. 

dollars for cleanup before turn over to Bayside. 294 125 

. .  

- Total' 
125 

125 

625 

625 

310 

419 ' 

>, ' , 

, .  

. . . .  
<. , I .  . .  

. . . . . .  
. .  . , .  , .  . . ,  

, . .  :. . . .  

. . .  
. .  , .  

. .  
.- . . .  

' .~~ ., . : .. , , 

. .  

. .  . .  , . .  . .  
_ . .  

. , .  



Gannon Station 
Non-Outage Maintenance Budget 

($ x 4,000) 

2003 Description - 
03 772 KBR core plus indirects 
'03 ' 154 KBR core and indirect OT( @ 20%) 
03 469 EME core - Craft (20% olt) 
03 137 AVA core - Craft (20% olt) 
03 256 ESI core - Craft (20% olt) 
03 50 Seawall repair 
03 

. 03 

03 

\ 

50 .Fire Protection(lndustria1 fire, Suncoast) 
50 Sprayfield and Coalfield ditch maintenance 

60 Slag handling/ Ash handling I Sootblowing maint. 
85 Other (Gaffin,Blasters,S.E.,Southem Valve,etc.) 
50 ' Diving services 

66' PMI Electrical Engr for Jan - Sept 1 

, 03 50 Elevator maintenance' 
150 Penn coal crusher maintenance I * .  

. -  

1,765 Stores Issues 
508 16 SUW (20% olt) Jan - Sept. 1 

180 PMI Electricians Jan - Dec 
153 Off Road equipment 

48 Plant Lay up $2K per month per unit. 

& 6 screen wells . 



. .  . . .  . . .  . .  
. . .  . .  . - -  
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03 

00 
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01 
71 
03 
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EXHIBIT m-1. 
Page 18 of 45 1 Gannon Station 

2003 Non-Recoverable Fuel 
- - _ _  * .  

($ x 1,000) 
.L 

2003 
1,112 TECO Stevedoring - unloading 

130 
47 
685 
246 
621 
50 
150 
130 

. 10 

(115) 
3,016 

(50)' 

supervisory payroll 
supervisory fringe 
operating payroll 
operating fringe 
KBR clean-up crew 
Dust suppression 
Consumables . 
fuel for coalfield equipment i 

vehicles 
flyash sales 
slag sales 
Total 2003 Budget 

.. .. 
. ... . 

'.. , 

. .. 
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amon Station 
Non-Recoverable Fuel 

2003 : q :  
I = $  I 

2000 2001 2002 1997 1998 1999 . 

, gd E!! Other Exp. Stevedore Exp. 
w 



, 

MAR JyAJ JUN JUL..m SEP OCT NOV D E C T O T A L  

0.0 1.505.0 145.8 157.8 143.4 156.4 188.8 199.7 201.9 122.8 0.0 0.0 

m 
168.0 

0.0 
203.8 
87.5 

459.3 

25.0 
25.0 

. 0.0 
60.0 

669.3 

FEB 
156.0 

0.0 
203.8 
87.5 

447.3 

20.0 
30.0 
60.0 
0.0 

557.3 

. .  

lVlAR 
144.0 

. 45.0 
203.8 
87.5 

480.3 

15.0 
25.0 
0.0 
0.0 

520.3 

.. .! 
- I :. 

A" MAY 
. 132.0 132.0 

45.0 60.0 
203.8 203.8 
87.5 87.5 

468.3 . 483.3 
1 .  

45.0 15.0 
25.0 ' 25.0 
0.0 60.0 

60.0 0.0 

668.3 583.3 
I 'I 

$ '1 
, \  
0 

L .  

. .. r 
' . I  :. . .  

! -  . .  
. .  

. . . . .  

JUN 
120.0 
60.0 

203.8 
87.5 

471.3 

15.0 
25.0 
0.0 

60.0 

571.3 

A& 
84.0 
60.0 ' 

187.1 
87.5 

41 8.6 

15.0 
25.0 
50.0 
10.0 

51 8.6 

A!JG SEI?' 
72.0 0.0 
45.0 0.0 

187.1 0.0 
87.5 0.0 

-391.6 0.0 

15.0 0.0 
30.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 . 0.0 

436.6 0.0 

Q!x w. 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 , 0.0 

.o.o ~ 0.0 
0.0 ' - 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

D E C m  
0.0 1,008.0 
0.0 315.0 
0.0 1,596.8 
0.0 700.0 

0.0 3,619.8 

0.0 . 135.0 
0.0 210.0 
0.0 170.0 
0.0 190.0 

0.0 705.0 

___. --- " l  

. .  
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..- - , 
:--J Gannon Station Summary 

2003 Capital Budget Requirements 
($ x 1,000) 

2002 2003 I 

Plan Chanqe Budqet 
Capital 3,500 2,300 . (1,200) 

Tools and test equipment 200 
Maior Drivers 

150 
50 

. 250 
250 

' Discharge bridge replacement 
Control Valve rep1 
Green lip mussles(units 5 & 6) 
CWP motors (rotors) unit 6 

' 

lndeterminates 
, ' Total 2003 Capita1 

1,400 
2,300 

Due to change in our plan' not all capital dollars will be needed, there is a risk with Bayside spare parts 
roll over into-2003. .>'... A+'. . . .  , ,.. .J ..-- 
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Introduction 

As a result of transitioning from Gannon Station to Bayside Power Station, 
employee headcount (at both Big Bend and Gannon Stations) is deliberately 
decreasing and our use of contracted and temporary labor continues to 
become more critical. We have the most difficulty when headcount falls 
below minimum operational levels in the operator classifications. We must 
deal with getting work done in other ways. This year, we have utilized 
production apprentices (an entry-level maintenance classification) and 
production workers (former TSS employees) in Plant and coalfield 
operations. We also currently have 3 temporary union electricians hired 
through PMI. These electricians function as crew members in the electric 
shop, working side by side with our own employees.‘ Additionally, 
mechanical and electrical maintenance requires the rising use of contracted 
labor and special utility workers (temporary employees and permanent) as 
our employee headcount continues to decline; implementation of this 
strategy is well underway and we plan to continue. In the supervisor areas, 
we have two “borrowed supervisors” from the Construction Services group 
and. three , temporary engineers (one mechanisal, -one .chemi‘cal , , .-* - - and, one ~, 

electrical). Six supervisors have accepted retention packages containing an 
incentive not to retire until October 1,2004 (+/- 3 months),; this is so that we 
. .  continue to operate and maintain Gannon and minimize a n  excess of 
supervisors when the Bayside transition ‘is complete. ’ We will remain 
flexible and have identified an individual plan to react to headcount 
reductions in each of our classifications. 

, 

. 

. 

Our Base Case (#9) O&M Scenario for Gannon has the following 
assumptions: 

shut down Unit 5 February; 2003 . 
0 shut down Units 1 and 2 on March 15,2003 

I run Units 3 and 4 until September 1,2003 or u 
shut d o h  Unit 6 September 1,2003 

.-. , 



,'.,,l 
' 8 ,  I '*, For 2003 budgeting, the following additional assumptions were made:'' 

I _ _ _ _  - .  
(-J 

Unit 6 2002 outage ($1.6M O&M) takes place 0 

-0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Unit 3 2002 outage ($250K O&M) takes place 
overtime is held to 15% 
3.5% craft salary increase, 3% supervisory and admin 
36% fkinge 
inventory write off of $2M , 

no red circles; the budget considers demotions in classifications * 

Plant Operations 

Will work 12 hour shifts 7 days a week through 9/1 
Will work 8 hour shifts 7 days a week 9/1 through 12/3 1 
Head count drops as Controls rooms become inactive. 

3/15 through 9/1 requires 38 operators 
9/.1 through 12/3 1 requires 5 operators (fire watch) 

.1/1 through 3/15 requires 54 operators . ,  

Coal field Operations and Maintenance 

Will work two 8 hour shifts (0630-1430/1830-0230) 
1/1 through 9/1 requires 19 operators 
No operators required after 9/1. 

Maintenance - .  

From January 2003 to March 15, 
personnel and 28 maintenance support (WF,'IC, Ele.). From March 16,2003 
to August 3 1, 2003 we will have; 49 mechanical maintenance personnel and 
24 mechanical maintenance support. From September 1, 2003 to December 
31, 2003 we will have; 7 mechanical maintenance personnel and 3 
mechanical maintenance support. We will be cutting back on the contractor 
work force to match budget plan (KBR, EME). Gannon will look at placing 
contractors where we need them (Straight time, weekend, coal field 
maintenance, night shifts). As we cut back the TECO work force. The 
Impacts of these work force reductions will be as follows. With cutting back 

Will h a w L  58 mechanical ' 



.- . .. .., , . . . . . 

;--J : .  
*-. , ’ . 

. - .  
E X H I B I T W - 1 .  - _  

 page 27of45 -- . . 
.. , 

--- - \_ 

s -__ - 

coverage to tum over units including weekend. We will have to get the TEC- 
craft retrained for scaffold building (2 tier etc). We will decrease the amount 
of planning and scheduling staff for the “01” side after March, 2003. We 
will continue to combine crews as we loose people. 

Outage Schedule 

Gannon’s outage strategy since the Bayside decision has been to reduce 
, capital improvements (unless the payback period is very short) and maintain 
acceptable, but decreasing unit availability by performing annual 4-week 
long O&M outages. The 4-week outages generally allow enough time to 
perform needed inspections and repairs on turbines and boilers. They also 
usually provide enough time to complete high priority backlog work. For 
2003, Units 1 and 2 will not have a scheduled outage because both units will 
shut down March 15. Unit 5, is scheduled to come off in February for the 
Bayside tie in outage and has minimal plant maintenance work scheduled. 
Units 3 and 4 will have 4-week outages in early Spring with the intent that 
they can run until September with minimal forced outages competing for our. 
plant O&M dollars. We plan to have an outage on our Unit 3 this fall so that 
we can improve availability for the winter I. run . and minimize outage 
expenses in 2003. 

* 2003 Outage Plan: 

I 

Unit 1 -no  outage , . .  
Unit 2 -no outage, . , (  , 

Unit 3 - 28 day spring outage, 3/4/03 
Unit 4.- 28 dayspring outage, 2/1/03 - 2/28/03 . ’ 
Unit 5 - 96 day Bayside tie in outage, 2/8/03 - 5/16/03 
Unit 6 - 42 day Bayside outage, 9/1/03 - 12/22/03 

The Total Funds Available in the Planned Outage “bucket” is $1.5M. 

.. . . ._  . -I I 



. .  

- -  . ,  

r.J . Station Performance Issues 

Unit forced outage rates should not change from our current projections 
' . since Units 3 and 4 will have spring outages and units 1 and 2 will be shut 

down before the effects of not having their spring tages 

.. - Contingency PIan for Reducing O&M if Retail Sales a re  Below Plan 

Consideration can be given to shutting down Units 3'and 4 earlier. 

Other Considerations 

. I 

' . 
There are no layoff dollars included in this budget. Attachment I11 detail; 
the ES personnel projections for March and September 2003. Also included 
in Attachment 111, are the classifications, which will experience demotions to 
a lower classification and the % of employees in that classification that are 

dget assumes no red circles and considers top step wages 
ons required. This budget also does not include dollars to 

settle or negotiate changes in the six retention contracts. 

l i  I .  

I .  
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Case 9 Staff Requirements . .  

/\ttachment 1 Units 1-6 Units 3,4,6 FW/DEMO 
Head Head Head 
Count Count Count 

. CLASSIFICATION 01/07-3/15 3/168/31 9f 1-1 213 I 
2 2 0.5 , ' 

9 8 0 : 
Managers 
Technical Staff 
SUDerintendentS 4 4 0 .  , .  
Supervisors 9 8 1 

t 24 22 1.5 

Administrative 5 '  3 0 

Watch Engineers WE 10 6 0 

Boiler Turbine Operators BTO . 18 10 5 
cco 12 9 0 

A 0  5 13 0 
PA 4 o *  0 
PW 5 0 0 

54 38 5 

Control Center Operators 

WF 5 4 -  0 
Instrument & Controts Analysts 

r -  
Maintenance Mechanics 
Mechanic Certified Weldek 
Mechanical Maintenance 

Total Maintenance 

Production Apprentice 



. .  

.. . 

. . .  . . .  

AGachment2 ~ 

Kellogg Brown & Root 
Indirect Support Services 
Asst,  Proj Mgr. 
Admin 
Safety 

9lte Indirect 
General Foreman 

Planner 

> .  

. . .  
I 

CORE GROUP PERSONNEL 

Structural Welders (Craft Validated) 
Stdctural Weldek 
Operator (Crdft Validated) 
Boiler Makers (Mechanical) 
Civil (Carpenter,Scaffold) (Craft Validated) 
Millwright (Craft Validated) 

COAL CREW PERSONNEL 
Lead man -Jack Watts . 
Structu~l Welders - Jose Rub! 

. -. 

NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER 
0 .  I . I  

I I 0 
I i 0 
3 3 0 

1 .  1 0 
1 0 1 .  . .. 

' I  1 0 .  
I I 0 
4 4 '  0 

, -  . ,. .. . -?, 

I 
* I  

4 4 .. 0 
3 , I  0 
2 1 '  0 

1 .  1 0 
2 2 : 0 
I 1 0 

. r .  

3 2 0 

1 I 0 



. ~ . , . .  

. .  .. 

2) Transfer former TSSl employees (15) back toTSSl when no longer needed! May cause lay off at TSSI. 
3) 16 SUW positions @ BB are currently filled by temps. Can replace with demoted TEC personnel when needed. 
4) Normal Attrition is not factored into these numbers. Estimated to  be 25 to 35 people between now and 3/03. 
5) BPS people who have not moved are shown by skill vs CCS. 
6) Have six people In the supervisory retention program that we have to deal hth. 
7) In Sept 03 Gannon needs go to 16. 

. .  . .  . .  . . . . .  . .. . .--. . 'i: : 

(J 
, .  

). 

. .  



Note: Red indicates excess 
Blue indicates shortage 
[Slmtflo'tn&t:: S' j 

. .  
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:3:.-. . -  - . .  . ' Risk Associated with this Plan 
. ,  

. .  

I .  . .  . . _ .  ' .  
, -  . -. .- 2 ?.. I . .- 

I ._ * Unit shu t  downs must occur as planned (Base case). 
i 

- Shut  down Unit 5 February 2003. 
Shut down Unit  I and Unit 2 March 15,2003. 
Run Unit 3 and Unit 4 until Sept.1,'2003 or until O&M dollars are gone. ' 

Shut down Unit  6 Sept. I ,  2003. 

* A large equipment failure will result in the expenditure of O&M dollars 
which previously would be classified as capital. 

* Unplanned major O&M dollars may require premature unit s h u t  downs. 

* Environmental remediation in not included in the plan. 

* The Gannon 6 explosion insurance default ($1.8M) is not in the plan. 

* Lay-off dollars est. $1.8M - $3.OM (66 - 106 craft employees) are not 

' 

- 2  I - ,-.-. _ _  
utiori of the 'contract issues for the six 

ave accepted .. 1 retention . .  packages are not in the 



2006 - 2007 2003 - 2004 I_ 2005 - 
0 
0 

2,000 

0 
4,260 

6,444 2,700 1,500 1,500 1,500 

2,300 

0 0 
350 0 0 

2,229 0 0 0 

6,396 2,400 . 0 .  
0 0 0 0 

1,112 0 . o  0 0. 
1,984 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
75 0 0 0 

(1 65) 0 0 . o  0 
3,016 0 0 0 

- 
3,300 

C .age Maintenance 
Nor)-Outage Maintenance I 

0 

23,629 8,750 1,500 1,500 1,500 

TECO Stevedoring 
Fuel Handling Exp - Gannon 
Fuel Handling Exp - Other 
Residuals Handling Exp 
Residuals Revenue 
Total NIR Fuel ' 

I O  
0 

0 

26,645 8,750 1,500 1,500 1,500 

. 

. ,  .. ' 

W S  CYQ \\a!-. 
~5 5 JO 

0 

. . .  

., ., - .  

-. , , .  
. . .  
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. .  
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Hlttorlcal Operatlon 
1998. 1997 1996 19 1 ' 1999 '. 

280.590 262.842 , 246.327 265.722 186.212 
281.808 239.609 368.328 ' 251.464 186.383 
431.164 441.838 502.172 298.202 274.919 . 
408.955 486.831 474.906 486.874 463.970 

. 541.559 556.487 450.802 574.504 519.780 
693.039 860.597 920.526 892.742 897.070 

2.637.115 2.848.204 2.963.059 2.769.588 2.528.334 

. .  . .  
. .  . -  

. .. 

. 1. 

. .  

i 
! 

11/12/20024:02 f 
. . .  



6.510 6.788 7,266 
5.790. . 6,010 6,195 
6.318 . ~ 6.444 7.235 

(3.451) -51.1% (2.551) -43.6% 5.428 5.854 6.599 
5.471 5.930 5.764 

(1,980) -29.0% (2,462) -33.7% 6,765 7,305 3.149 

(23.871) -61.1% (23.154) -60.4% 35.282 38.330 36.208 

. .  

. . .  

, . .  

. , .. . _  . 

Htstorlcal Operatton 
1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

6.590 5.986 5,306 6,269 5.211 
6.272 5.519 7,563 5.915 5.058 ' 

7.070 6.798 7.599 6.077 5.487 
5,719 6.094 6,643 7,139 7.373 
6,765 7.523 5.990 7,456 8.898 
5,294 7.323 7.588 6,800 7.109 

37.710 40.042 40.609 39.859 37.135 

11112/20024:02 



I 

Hlstoorlcal Operation 
2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

I 

4.526 . 476.660 455.350 415.053 507.306 406.451 
6.727 434.667 381.654 598.809 469.901 399.249 
3.502 725.338 71.136 . 860.496 603.417 602.795 
9.815 655.398 816.059 858.393 954.970 999.072 
1.060 1,170.215 1,269.178 1.034.834 1.366.525 1,262.508 
9.588 1,500.422 1,965.635 2,153.967 2,107.664 2,140.321 

5.218 4,962.708 4.959.012 5,922.352 6.009.783 5.810.396 

. -  

I . .  

----7 -- - - _  - "B ; 
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2000 1999 

. .  
(6.4) -tO.O%. 72.4 * ' 64.0 65.7 73.1 

74.8 ' 66.0 71.3 ' 70.3 
65.9 

(5.1) -7.7% 
(1.6) . -2.3% 
(8.2) -12.2% 73.0 
(6.4) -8.8%. 74.2 

(4.4) -6.4% 75.6 69.1 71.6 72.6 

.-  .' 
(7.8) -11.2% 82.3 * 70.0 77.5. . . 78.8 

Hlstorlcal Operatlon 
1998 1997 1996 

67.3 66.6 68.0 
65.2 68.6 66.9 

' 67.9 73.1 64.1 
60.0 69.3 70.8 
73.0 75.3 79.8 
71.2 75.3 82.2 

60.8 ' 71.4 72.0 

I 

I 

. 11/12/20024:02 P 

* .  . :(>"' 
, - A , .  

1995 

65.6 
66.3 
70.8 
71.7 
79.7 
80.0 

72.4 



Q' 

2003 Burn 
. vs 

. 7  Year Avg 2002 (9+3) ' 2001 2000 1999 
Hlstorlcal Operatlon 

1998 1997 1996 

(10.7) -23.4% , (14.5) -29.2% 
(40.2)- -83.8% (40.2) -83.8% . 
(24.8) -47.5% . (21.5) -43.9% 
(28.5) -53.4% ~ ' . . (20.3) -44.9% 
(55.6) -92.2% j . (41.2) -89.8% 

' (23.0) -38.5% ; (24.0) -39.5% 

(29.4) -55.1% . (27.9) -53.8% 

. . .  

. ' :. 
. . _  

. .  . 
. . .  . .  . 
, .- 

. .  . .  . : 

. .  

- . s .  

.., 
. .  

. .  . . .  

53.0 49.6 . 54.4 
54.0 48.0 54.7 
53.0 49.0 58.7 
46.4 45.2 52.7 
46.8 45.9 44.7 
49.1 60.7 26.8 

49.6 51.8 43.5 

.1995 

55.0 46.0 40.3 48.7 39.0 
56.4 41.1 . 59.2 45.1 ' 38.3 
56.8 52.7 63.4 44.4 44.4 
43.0 53.5 52.5 57.7 60.3. 
56.4 62.7 . 51.5 68.0 62.8 
44.8 59.5 65.2 63.8 65.0 

52.1 52.6 55.4 54.6 . 51.6 

. .  

. .  . 
. .  . .. 

. .  . . .  
.. . . .  . .  . . *  

. .  

.. . . 

11112I20024:c 
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Resource 2003 Description 

03 
03 
03 500,000 City of Tampa 

. 03 70,000 Care Team - Station Nurse 
03 110,000 Demineralizer Water Trailer 
03 85,000 Hazardoushndustrial waste 
03 85,000 Waste &Trash disposal 
03 500,000 Solid Material Disposal 
03 12,000 Herbicides in ponds 
03 167,000 RO System maint contract 
03 30,000 Spectrum CEM Software 
03 
03 2,000 Toxicity Testing 
03 13,000 NPDES Annual Fee 
03 
03 
03 - Land Compliance 

75,000 Safety Budget (benefitting 931) 
15,000 Welding Equip - make repairs to torches, regulators, etc 

8,000 Spill Response Wildlifenoxicity Testing 

351,000 KBR core group plus (20% OT) 
30,000' Land Water consulting fees 

57,000 Safety Budget (benefitting 931) 

50,000 Green Mussels 
27,000 Bulk Hydrogen 
60,000 Lime Slurry 

. 85,000 Liquid Caustic 
18,000 Sulphuric Acid 
56,000 Oil Products & Lubn'cants 

,000 Bottled Water 
,000 'Office Supplies 
500 Print Machine Supplies 

' 1,500 Magazine subscriptions 

127,000 Betz Deaborn Boiler Chemicals 

2,000 Flowers 
' 3,000 Computer Enhancements 
62,000 Welding - purchase gases,oxygen etc. 
24,000 .Safety Budge 
28,000 Hand Held Ra 

378,000 Stores Issues 
15,000 Telecom Busine 
18,000 Travel - Gannon - SafetyBudge 
3,000 Safety Budget (benefitting 931) - Misc. costs 
5,000 Travel - Gannon (Misc. costs) 

7,000 Staff & Misc meetings 
10,000 Annual E-I Team Recognition ~ 

300,000 DEP 'Air' Annual Oper. Fee 
10 
10 
10 3,500 Employee Retirements 
10 1,000 Professional Dues  
15 4,000 Travel Gannon (Food) 

3,000 Employee Retirements 
3,000 Annual E-I Team Recognition 
4,000 Annual Employee Get-together 
9,000 Plant Overtime Meals 

500 Safety Budget (b 
7,000 Personal Auto Re 

.. . 

10,000 Safety Budget (benefitting 931) -Food 
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BASIC REQUIREMENT 

The Tampa Electric Company - Energy Supply Department - Hazardous Energy Control 
Program has been established, in accordance with OSHA Standards to prevent the 
unexpected release of potentially hazardous energy (e.g. electrical, hydraulic, thermal, 
chemical, pneumatic, potential, or radiation) during the maintenance and servicing of 
equipment. This Hazardous Energy Control Program consists of a comprehensive set of 
equipment-specific Hazardous Energy Control Procedures, employee training 
requirements, and guidelines for the periodic inspection of the Hazardous Energy 
Control procedures and program. 

SCOPE 

The Energy Supply Hazardous Control Program applies to the servicing and 
maintenance of equipment at all Tampa Electric Company facilities under the jurisdiction 
of the Energy Supply Department 

The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor has tagout authority and control over the 
equipment in all generation stations. 

The division of responsibility between the Energy Supply Department and the Energy 
Delivery Department will be the centerline of the unit transformers at the generation 
stations, unless otherwise indieted in specific tagout procedures or switching orders. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

It is the responsibility of Energy Supply Management to approve, implement, 
monitor and enforce the Energy Supply Hazardous Energy Control Program. 
Joint responsibility for continuous improvement of the Program is shared 
between craft and management through a partnership dedicated to protection of 
workers and compliance with regulations. 

Each facility shaH establish specific Hazardous Energy Control Procedures for 
the shutdown, isolation, tagout, verification and setup for retum to service for the 
control of hazardous energy for each piece of equipment and/or system. An 
Authorized Employee shall review these procedures for accuracy at least 
annually, or, upon equipment changesladditions. Facility management is 
responsible for the development and maintenance of the HEC procedures. 

All employees are responsible for assuring that all applicable procedures and 
Safe Work Practices are followed in the control of hazardous energy. 

It is the responsibility of the Plant General Manager or Plant Manager to select 
competent and qualified employees to hct as Hazardous Energy Control 
Supervisors. The Hazardous Energy Lontrol Supervisor is the person under 
whose orders the Hazardous Energy Control Procedures are performed. 

It is the responsibility of the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor to assure  that 
competent and qualified employees are assigned to a d  as Hazardous Energy 
Control Operators. The Hazardous Energy Control Operator is the person 
performing the shutdown, isolation, tagout, verification and set-up for each piece 
of equipment andor  system, as  directed by the Hazardous Energy Control 

1" Page I 
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Supervisor. Coordination between Energy Supply and Energy Delivery: 

1. When the Energy Supply Department requests clearance on a circuit or piece 
of equipment that is under the jurisdiction of the Energy Delivery Department, 
the switching and tagging shall be done under the orders of the System 
Dispatcher and shall follow Tampa Electric Company's Safe Work Practices, 
sections 218 and 522, which shall comply with OSHA standard 1910.269 
paragraphs (I) ,  (m), (n) and others that may be applicable. 

2. System Dispatchers shall be informed of all Hazardous Energy Control 
requests that will make generating equipment unavailable or that will curtail 
station capability. 

3. When the System Dispatcher requests a circuit or piece of equipment that is 
under the jurisdiction of the Energy Supply Department, the tagout shall be 
done under the orders of the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor in 
accordance with Energy Supply's Hazardous Energy Control Program. 

F. Tampa Electn'c Company's Positive Discipline Program applies to any violation of 
the mandatory provisions of this Program. 

' Departmental Safety Staff shall periodically monitor all areas for compliance with 
this program. 

Station management is responsible for coordinating work of outside contractors 
and will work jointly with the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor in the 
implementation of the Hazardous Energy Control Program for outside 
contractors. 

G. 

H. 

IV. HAZARDOUS ENERGY CONTROL APPLICATION and REMOVAL 

Prior to performing servicing andlor maintenance on any system or equipment under the 
jurisdiction of Tampa Electric Company, Energy Supply Department, all elements of the 
Hazardous Energy Control Program must be satisfied. 

A Preparation for Shutdown 

1. The Hazardous Energy Control supervisor, or designee, will validate the 
written tagging request. 

The Hazardous Energy Control Sypervisor and the Primary Authorized 
Employee will jointly determine the scope of tagging requirements. 

Prior to beginning a Hazardous Energy Control Procedure, the Hazardous 
Energy Control Supervisor, or their qualified designee, shall verbally 
notify all affected personnel. 

2. 

* 

3. 

B. Shutdown 

The HEC operator shall assure the state of shut down by utilizing the specific 
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HEC procedure. 

The Hazardous Energy Control Operator shall tum OFF or shut down the 
equipment in an orderly manner, utilizing the specific Hazardous Energy Control 
Procedure.. 

C. Isolation 

The Hazardous Energy Control Operator isolate the equipmenffsystem from the 
energy source(s), a s  described in the Hazardous Energy Control Procedure. All 
energy isolating devices that are needed to control the energy to the machine or 
equipment shall be physically located and operated in such a manner as to 
isolate the machine or equipment from energy sources. 

D. Application of Tagout Devices (Individual or Group) 

1. Tagout Devices 

NOTE: Tagout devices are essentially waming devices attached to energy 
isolating devices and do not provide physical restraint on those devices. 

a. Only approved tagout devices, including means of attachment, 
ordered through Tampa Electric Company Materials Management 
System, Appendix D, shall be used for the control of hazardous 
energy. 

b. Tagout devices applied to energy isolating devices shall identify: 

1. the Hazardous Energy Control Operator applying it; 

2. the Master Tag number, and; 

3. a description of the Hazardous Energy Control device to 
which the tag is being attached. 

25- A Danger tag must be affixed to EACH energy isolating device by the 
Hazardous Energy Control Operator, as described in the Hazardous 
Energy Control Procedure, in the following manner. 

Tagout devices will be securely affixed to each energy-isolating device so 
that they cannot be inadvertently or accidentally detached during use. 

a. Tagout devices shall be attached in such a manner as  will clearly 
indicate that the operation or movement of energy isolating 
devices from the 'safe' * or OFF position is prohibited. 

Tagout devices shall be fastened at the same point at which a lock 
would be attached. 

3. 

b. 

& Where there is no point at which a lock may be fastened, 
additional hardware will be utilized to eliminated the likelihood of 
inadvertent energization, such a s  'clamshells', chains, and switch 
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covers. 

d. Tagout devices shall not be removed until they are properly 
signed off. 

e. Tagout devices shall not be by-passed, ignored, or otherwise 
defeated. 

4. Only the Hazardous Energy Control Operator, under the authority of the 
Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor, utilizing equipmenthystem 
specific procedures, may apply tags to equipment energy isolating 
devices. 

5. If the Hazardous Energy Control Operator finds the procedure inadequate 
during the isolation of the system or equipment, the tagout is to cease. 

a. The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor will be notified to 
inspect the system or equipment. 

He/she will record any required changes to the Hazardous Energy 
Control Procedure, in writing, on the procedure form, and all 
authorized and affected employees shall be made aware of the 
changes. 

A safety work order will be generated by the Hazardous Energy 
Control Supervisor to ensure that the changes, if permanent, are 
made to the master copy of the Hazardous Energy Control 
Procedure. 

b. 

c. 

6. If the tagging request or list specifies that certain equipment not be tagged 
until a later time, those tags for the equipment shall be hung behind the 
Master Job Tag, on the Master Board, until the equipment is secured for 
tagging. 

StoredHazardous Energy 

1. Following the application of tags to energy isolating devices, all potentially 
hazardous stored or residual energy shall be relieved, disconnected, 
restrained, and otherwise rendered safe. 

If there is a possibility of re-accumulation of stored energy to a hazardous 
. level, verification of isolation shall be continued, by the Primary 

Authorized Employee or their designee, until the servicing or maintenance 
is completed, or until the possibility sf accumulation no longer exists. 

2. 

- 
Initial Verificatioflest 

After application of tags, and prior to commencement of work, the Hazardous 
Energy Control Operator shall, according to the  equipment specific procedures: 

1. operate the equipmenUprocess controls (push buttons, switches, etc.) to 
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verify that energy isolation has been accomplished, 

2. and check the equipmentkystem by use of test instruments when 
appropriate, and visually inspect to verify that potentially hazardous 
energy isolation has been accomplished. 

G. Notification 

Upon successful isolation of the system, the Hazardous Energy Control 
Supervisor shall verbally communicate to the Primary Authorized Employee that 
isolation and tagout are complete, so that verification by the Primary Authorized 
Employee may begin. The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor's initials on 
the Master Job Tag shall signify that verbal communication has  taken place. 

H. Individual Verification 

Upon receiving notification from the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor, each 
Primary Authorized Employee, upon verification of isolation, shall sign on to the 
Master Tag.. 

An Authorized Employee shall verify Hazardous Energy Control prior to signing 
on to the Master Job Tag. 

NOTE: An individual's signature on and off the Master Job Tag or the Master 
Job Tag Work Permit represents the affixation and removal of a personal tagout 
device. 

If the situation arises that a Primary Authorized Employee, who remains signed 
on to the Master Job Tag, finds themselves working alone on a later shift as an 
Authorized Employee, he/she will sign off the Master Job Tag, verify, and sign on 
the Master Job Tag. 

I. Release from Tagout  

1. Prior to removing their personal tagout device (signing off), each 
Authorized Employee must ensure the equipmentlsystem is completely 
reassembled and all tooldmaterials have been removed from and are 
clear of the machine/equipment. 

Each tagout device shall be removed (signed off) by the Authorized 
Employee applying it (signed on) at the end of their shiR 

2. 

a. 

b. 

No person may sign on or sign off for another person. 

If the work is completed, and the Authorized Employedcontrador 
failed to sign off from their personal tagout device, the personal 
tagout devices may be removed by using the Committeeing 
procedure: 

When working under Group Protection, the Primary Authorized Employee 
must ensure that the work is complete, all tools removed, and that each of 
their crew has  signed off on the Master Job Tag Work Permit or Master 

t 

3. 
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The Hazardous Energy Control Operator shall be notified by the 
Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor when the work is complete and 
and all personal tagout devices have been signed off. 

Only after the Hazardous Energy Control Operator has verified, through a 
visual inspection, that the work area is clear of all personnel, and that 
nonessential items have been removed and components are 
operationally intact, may the Danger tags be removed from the 
equipmenusystem. 

Prior to startup, all equipment guards shall be in place and properly 
adjusted. 

The Hazardous Energy Control Operator shall verbally notify affected 
employees that the servicing and/or maintenance is complete, and the 
equipmentkystem is ready for use. 

Committeeing a Tagout Device 

1. The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor must first verify that the 
employee who remains signed on to the tagout device is not at the facility. 

All reasonable efforts to contact the employee shall be made in order for 
that person to sign off of the personal tagout device. 

The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor initiates the completion of the 
Committeeing Form, Appendix C. 

Prior to removal of tags, the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor shall: 

a. obtain written consent from the facility Superintendent of Plant 
Operations, or equivalent; and 

b. obtain written consent from the Production Supervisor, or equivalent; 
and 

c. notifiy the Duty personlmanager. 

NOTE: At facilities where production supervisors do not exist, a 
competent representative of the craft performing work on the 

5. MJTWP & Tagout Device(s) shall be signed by all Committee members. 

6. If a system is tagged to a contractor employee, a competent 
representative of that organization must be contacted for consent 

7. The immediate supervisor of the employee shall be informed of the tag 
removal, and will inform and review the incident with the employee when 
that employee retums to work 

2. 

3. 

4. 

. equipmenusystem will be identified. 
I 
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8. All committee tags go behind MJT; 

9. The committeeing form, once completed, must be routed to the station 
general manager, and finally to the station safety coordinator. 

Special Situations 

Whenever any changes take place during the control of hazardous energy 
sources, all Authorized Employees shall be verbally notified. The Master Job 
Tag Work Permit shall be signed off by each employee to indicate notification of 
the changes, and a new Master Job Tag Work Permit shall be issued prior to 
starting work 

1. Testing or positioning of machines 

In situations where the energy isolating device(s) are tagged, and there is 
a need for testing or positioning of the equipmenffsystem, the following 

' sequence shall apply: 

a. The work area shall be inspected to ensure that nonessential 
items have been removed and that machine or equipment 
components are operationally intact. 

All affected and Authorized Employees shall be notitied of the 
intended changes, and Authorized Employees shall be required to 
sign off of the Master Job Tag Work Permit. A new Master Job 
Tag Work Permit shall be issued, as required, indicating 
modifications, in writing, to the Hazardous Energy Control 
Procedure. 

b. 

c. The work area shall be checked to ensure that all employees have 
been safely positioned or removed. 

When the tagout device has been signed off by all primary 
authorized employees, the tags may be removed. Indicate reason 
for removal, in writing, on tag, and place behind the Master Job 
Tag. 

d. 

e. Proceed with testing. 

f. If equipment is re-tagged after testing, numbers for the new local 
tags shall iorrespond to the numbers on the removed tags. The 
word "reissue" will be written on the new local tag. When the 'new' 
tag is issued the tag that'was signed & removed shall then be 
taken from behind thsMaster Job Tag and placed in the facility 
Hazardous Energy Control Tagging file. 

De-energbe and re-tag energy isolating devices to continue work. 

Operate controls, switches, etc. to verify energy isolation as 
outlined in Section IV, A through H and L of the HEC Program. 

g. 

k 
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3. 

Physical Removal of Isolation EquipmenUDevices that are Tagged: 

In situations where a device with a Danger tag must be removed for 
maintenance, the following provisions shall be made: 

a. Electrical Breakers: If a breaker must be removed that has an 
Electrical Danger Tag affixed to it: 

i. Additional tagging shall be performed to isolate the device 
safely prior to removal. 

ik The tag on the breaker will then be signed off by all 
Primary Authorized Employees. 

The Primary Authorized Employee must reinspect for 
compliance with the plant's Energy Control Program and 
insure that other Authorized Employees are aware of their 
rights to reinspect the tagging procedure. 

All affected and Authorized Employees shall be notified of 
the intended changes, and Authorized Employees shall be 
required to sign off of the Master Job Tag Work Permit. A 
new Master Job Tag Work Permit shall be issued, as 
required, indicating modifications, in writing, to the 
Hazardous Energy Control Procedure. 

Any tags removed will be placed behind the Master Job 
Tag. 

vi. A new tag shall be re-issued, labeled 're-issue', and the 
same tag number. 

Valves: If a valve must be removed that has a Mechanical Danger 
Tag affied to it 

i. Additional tagging shall be performed to isolate the device 
safely prior to removal. 

The tag on the valve will then be signed off by all Primary 
Authorized Employees. 

k 

iv. 

v. 

b. 

ii. 

iii. Any tags removed will be placed behind the Master Job 
Tag. L 

iv. the Primary Authorized Employee must reinsped for 
compliance with the plant's Energy Control Program and 
insure that other Authorized Employees are aware of their 
rights to reinspect the tagging procedure. 

When troubleshooting or performing routine/repetitive servicing energbed 
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equipmentlsystems during servicinglrepairs, safety-related work practices 
shall be employed. The specific safety-related work practices shall be 
consistent with the nature and extent of the'associated hazards. 

4. Work on cord and plug connected electric equipment for which exposure 
to the hazards of unexpected energization or start up of the equipment is 
controlled by the unplugging of the equipment from the energy source 
and by the plug being under the exclusive control of the employee 
performing the servicing or maintenance. 

L Group Protection Procedures 

1. The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor has overall responsibility for 
the adherence to the Energy Supply Hazardous Energy Control Program. 
He/she will coordinate Group Protection procedures with the Production 
Supervisor or equivalent and/or the Primary Authorized Employee, who 
oversees each crew or group, to ensure continuity of.protection. 

2. The Master Job Tag will be used on ALL jobs. 

3. Master Job Tags will be assigned a number by the Hazardous Energy 
Control Supervisor. 

a. This Master Job Tag number will be written on all Energy Supply 
Department Electrical Danger or Mechanical Danger tags related 
to this job. 

b. Each of these tags will be numbered in numerical order. The 
Master Job Tag number, the individual tag number, the equipment 
name, the energy isolating device to which it will be attached, and 
the name of the Hazardous Energy Control Operator applying the 
tag will be required on these related tags. 

c. 

Utilization to the Master Job T a m a s t e r  Job Tag Work Permit 

Master Job Tag boards will be located at  designated a reas  within 
each station. 

4. 

a. A Master Job Tag Work Permit will be used as an extension of the 
Master Job Tag, when one or more employees are working under 
the jurisdiction of a Primary Authorized Employee. 

b. Hazardous Energy Control Operators shall follow specific 
Hazardous Energy Control' Procedures to shutdown, isolate and 
secure the systendequipment. 

c. Upon completion of the shutdown, the Hazardous Energy Control 
Supervisor identifies the Production Supervisor andlor the Primary 
Authorized Employee and enters their name in the 'tagged to' 
column of the Master Job Tag, indicating the equipment has  been 
shutdown, isolated, and tagged a s  requested. 
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d. The Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor will indicate that the 
equipmenthystem is in a "hold condition', being held by the 
Production Supervisor, or equivalent, by writing 'Holdef in the 
sign on column of the Master Job Tag. 

1. The Production Supervisor, or equivalent, may, upon 
verification of hazardous energy isolating devices, sign on 
to the Master Job Tag. 

2. The Production Supervisor, or equivalent, may do 
equipmentkystem inspections as needed by signing on 
and signing off the Master Job Tag Work Permit, as an 
Authorized Employee, without signing on to the Master Job 
Tag. This allows the inspection without the Production 
Supervisor having to give up their 'Holder' status on the 
Master Job Tag. 

e. Each Primary Authorized Employee shall venfy that the hazardous 
energy controls are in place. Upon verification, h d s h e  will sign on 
to the Master Job Tag. 

f. The Primary Authorized Employee shall then sign and date the 
Master Job Tag Work Permit, the group protection device for their 
crew. 

g. Each Authorized Employee is assured the right to verify that the 
hazardous energy has been effectively isolated and controlled 
prior to signing the Master Job Tag Work Permit. 

h. Further verification may be necessary a s  outlined in IV.E.2 
'Storeflazardous Energy-'. 

1. Each employee working on the machine or equipment shall sign 
on and sign off the Master Job Tag Work Permit or related Master 
Job Tag. 

j. The Master Job Tag or Master Job Tag Work Permit shall clearly 
identify each employee who is being protected by it 

k. Signature, date, and time for sign-in and signout are recorded 
and retained by the Primary Authorized Employee for that group 
on the Master Job Tag Work Permit. 

1. Upon completion of the Master Job Tag Work Permit, the Primary 
Authorized Employee will retain the Master Job Tag Work Permit 
in their respective shop. 

m. Prior to beginning work and every shift thereafter, upon verification 
of energy controls, each Primary Authorized Employee must 
initiate a new Master Job Tag Work Permit. 

n. Upon completion of job requirements, the Primary Authorized 
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4. The 'Holder" of a Master JobTag (as outlined in sedion N.L, Group 
Protection Procedures) and their designated Primary Authorized 
Employees are the only employees who do not have to sign off the 
Master Job Tag at the end of the shift. 

Employee shall sign off the Master Job Tag, only after all 
Authorized Employees in their crew have signed off the Master 
Job Tag Work Permit 

0. The Production Supervisor (Holder), or equivalent, shall retum 
each completed Master Job Tag Work Permit to the Hazardous 
Energy Control Supervisor. 

p. , The Master Job Tag Work Permits shall then be attached to the 
Master Job Tag and filed along with the Hazardous Energy 
Control Procedural forms and related tags. 

. 

q. These documents shall be placed in the facility Hazardous Energy 
Control tagging file for a minimum of 30 days 

r. During the progress of work, the Primary Authorized Employee 
shall ensure the Master Job Tag Wobc Permit accurately 
represents exposed employees. 

M. Transition of Tagout at Shift Change 

If the tagout continues beyond the end of the shift: 

1. The Primary Authorized Employee shall not sign off the Master Job Tag 
Work Permit until all Authorized Employees on the Master Job Tag Work 
Permit have signed off. 

The Primary Authorized Employee shall not sign off the Master Job Tag 
until: ' 

2. 

a. the Master Job Tag Work Permit has been signed off by all 
Authorized Employees and, 

Protection is provided by another Primary Authorized Employee, 
or, another 'Holder", as indicated in the 'Tagged To' column, or, 
the work has been completed. 

b. 

3. Each departing Authorized Employee shall sign off the Master Job Tag or 
Master Job Tag Work Permit at the end of each shift 

a. In the event an Authorized Employee does not sign off the Master 
Job Tag Work Permit, the procedures for committeeing shall be 
followed. 
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Tampa  Electric Company, Energy Supply Department, will 'implement a Hazardous 
Energy Control Training Program, which will include authorized, affected and other 
employees. Training shall be provided prior to assignment. Training may be classroom 
or on-the-job format. 

A. Authorized Employee training shall include: 

1. The purpose and use of the Hazardous Energy Control Program. 

2. The recognition of hazardous energy sources. 

3. The  type and magnitude of the energy present or available in the 
workplace. 

The methods and means necessary for energy isolation and control. 4. 

5. Means of verification of effective energy control and  the purpose of the 
procedures to be used. 

6. The limitations of tags. 

B. Affected employee and  other employee training shall include: 

. 1. The purpose and use  of the Hazardous Energy Control Procedures. 

2. The prohibitions to attempt to re-start or re-energize any  
machineslequipment that are  tagged out. 

3. The limitations of tags. 

C. Upon successful completion, a record of this training, including employee's n a m e  
and date  of training shall be maintained in a centralized recordkeeping system. 

Retraining shall take place annually, or, as needed, based upon equipment 
changes,  employee transfer or employee performance. 

D. 
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HAZARDOUS ENERGY CONTROL PROCEDURAL INSPECTIONS 

A. Hazardous Energy Control Procedures (Appendix 6) will be stored in controlled 
files at each facility. Each of the facility's active Hazardous Energy Control 
Procedures shall. be inspected at least annually to assure accuracy and 
effectiveness. 

1. Periodic Procedural Inspections - Utilizing Appendix E, each Hazardous 
Energy Control Procedure, when used at least once a year, shall be 
inspected, at least annually, under the administration of the facility Safety 
Coordinator, by an Authoriied Employee who is not using the procedure 
at the time, and shall include: 

a. The equipmenthystem specific Hazardous Energy Control Procedure. 

b. The employees involved in the inspection, and the date. 

c. Whether the procedural steps are being followed. 

d. A review between the inspector and each authorized and affected 
employee of that employee's responsibility under the Hazardous 
Energy Control Program. 

e. Identification and corrective action taken on any deviations or 
inadequacies of the procedure to provide protection equivalent to 
lockout. 

f. The Hazardous Energy Control Procedure PeriodidAnnual Inspection 
Form will be kept on file by the facility Safety Coordinator. 

2. The, facility Safety Coordinator will certify that the required inspections 
have been accomplished by reviewing and signing the Hazardous Energy 
Control Procedure PeriodidAnnual Inspection Form, Appendix E. 

OUTSIDE CONTRACTOR COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES 

A. General 

1. Outside contractors are required to abide by all applicable OSHA Control 
of Hazardous Energy Standards as well as Tampa Electric Company, 
Energy Supply requirements. 

2, Tampa Electric Company, Energy Supply, shall inform the contractor of 
the applicable hazardous energy sources, the type and magnitude of 
energy available, and the means and methods necessary for energy 
isolation and control. 

3. Tampa Electric Company and outside contractors shall exchange 
information regarding the Energy Supply Hazardous Energy Control 
Program to be used by each employer's workers. Each employer shall 
ensure that their personnel understand and comply with restrictions and 
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prohibitions of the energy control program being used. 

4. Outside contractors shall utilize their own "Hazardous Energy Control 
Program" for protection of their employees only atter hazardous energy 
control on equipmentkystems has been provided to them by Tampa 
Electric Company. 

B. Implementation 

1. At the request of the contractor's authorized representative, Tampa 
. Electric Company, Energy Supply Department, shall implement 

' 

appropriate Hazardous Energy Controls on machines andor equipment 
utilizing specific Hazardous Energy Control Procedures. 

a. Each contractor shall provide Tampa Electric Company, Energy 
Supply Department with a list of Primary Authorized Employees 
that may request equipment to be tagged for their organization. 
This list will be updated annually. 

b. These authorized personnel must fully comprehend Tampa 
Electric Company, Energy Supply's, Hazardous Energy Control 
Program. 

2. Upon shutdown, isolation, tagout, and verification that all energy sources 
are controlled, the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor shall notify the 
contractor Primary Authorized Employee that isolation and tagout is 
complete. 

3. The Contractor Primary Authorized Employee, upon verifying energy 
control, shall sign on to the Master Job Tag. 

4. The contractor, upon signing the Master Job Tag, shall ensure individual 
protection of each of their Authorized Employees through .the 
implementation of that organization's Hazardous Energy Control 
Program. 

C. Coordination 

1. The contractor shall monitor compliance of their employee. 

2. The contractor shall provide all necessary lockoutltagout training and 
equipment (devices) necessary for the implementation of their own 
Hazardous Energy Control Prograp. 

l o "  Page 14 
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D. Termination of Tagout 

1. Upon completion of their work, the Contractor Primary Authorized 
Employee shall inspect the area, verify that their servicing a n d o r  
maintenance is complete. 

. 2. All affected employees in the area shall be notified by the Contractor 
Primary Authorized Employee of the intention to remove tagout devices. 

3. All contractor lockoutltagout devices shall be removed by the Authorized 
Employees who affied them. 

4. Upon notification from the Contractor Primary Authorized Employee, the 
Tampa Electric Company Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor will 
inspect and verify that all contractor lockout/tagout devices have been 
properly removed from the machine or equipment prior to removal of the 
Company’s tagout devices and subsequent retum to service. 

E. Removal of Tagout  Device 

In a n  emergency, or when the Contractor‘s Primary Authorized Employee is 
unavailable to sign off or remove lockout/tagout device(s), a committeeing 
procedure shall be used (refer to section IV. J. Committeeing a Tagout Device) 

F. Discipline for NonCompliance 

Enforcement of the Hazardous Energy Control Program shall be in accordance 
with the  contract and will be enforced up to and including immediate termination 
of the  contract  

VIII. EQUIPMENT DESIGN 

New machines/equipment or, existing equipment that is retrofitted, must be designed to 
accept a lockout device. 

IX DISCIPLINE FOR NON-COMPLIANCE 

The following guidelines apply to A l l  employees: 

A. Any employee who fails to follow this Hazardous Energy Control Program shall 
be subject to disciplinary action. 

6. Disciplinary actions shall be consistent with the Tampa Electric Company pclides 
and shall follow Positive Discipline guidelirles. - 
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APPENDIX A 

DEFlN ITIONS 

Affected Employee - A person whose job requires them to operate or use a machine or 
equipment on which servicing or maintenance is being performed under tagout or whose job 
requires them to work in an area in which such servicing or maintenance is being performed. 

Authorized Employee - A person who tags out machines or equipment to perfom the 
servicing or maintenance on that machine or equipment. When working alone, an Authorized 
Employee shall coordinate with the Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor to ensure adherence 
with Energy Supply Hazardous Energy Control procedures. An Affected Employee becomes an  
Authorized Employee when :hat employee's duties include performing sewicing or maintenance 
covered under this Program. 

Competent Person - One who is capable of identifying existing and predictable hazards in the 
surroundings or working conditions which are hazardous or dangerous to employees, and who 
has  authoriiation to take prompt corrective measures to eliminate them. 

Energy Isolating Device - A physical device that prevents the transmission or release of 
energy, including: manually operated circuit breakers, disconnect switches, line valves, blocks, 
and any similar device with a visible indication of the position (odoff or opedclosed) of the 
device. Push buttons, selector switches and other control circuit type devices are not energy 
isolating devices. 

Group Tagout Device - Administrative device to account for each Authorized Employee 
protected from.unexpected release of hazardous energy signified by affixing their name as their 
personal tagout device. 

. 

Group Protection - Methods and procedures designed to afford a crew or group of employees 
a level of protection equivalent to that provided by use of a personal tagout device. 

Hazardous Energy Control Operator - Energy Supply qualified person responsible for the 
initial physical isolation and application of the Danger Tagout devices to the energy isolation 
devices. 

Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor - Energy Supply employee with the  overall 
responsibility and jurisdiction for the Tagout of equipmentkystems. The person under whose 
orders Hazardous Energy Control is performed. 

Hazardous Energy Source - Any source of electrical, mechanical, hydraulic, pneumatic, 
chemical, thermal, potential or other energy source that may pose a hazard to individuals. 

Hold Condition - A condition in which equipment is isol&ed, tagged but not verified nor signed ' 

on. This condition requires signing off before the tapis removed. No work shall be done under 
this state. 

' 

Holder -The person for which a hold condition is established. 

IO" Page 16 
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Primary Authorized Employee - An Authorized Employee who exercises overall job 
responsibility for a group or crew of Authorized Employees, and coordinates with the Hazardous 
Energy Control Supervisor to ensure adherence with Energy Supply's Hazardous Energy 
Control Procedures. 

Qualified person - A person who is specially qualified to do a specific job because of 
education, training, andor  experience, 

Servicing andlor Maintenance - Workplace activities such as constructing, installing, setting 
up, adjusting, inspecting, modifying, and maintaining andfor servicing machines or equipment. 
These activities include lubrication, cleaning, or unjamming of machines or equipment and 
making adjustments or tool changes, where the employee may be exposed to the unexpected 
energization or start-up of the equipment or release of hazardous energy. 

Switch - A device for opening and closing or for changing the connection of a circuit. In this 
section, a switch is understood to be manually operable, unless othewise stated. 

Tag -An openly displayed card, ticket, plastic marker, etc. securely attached to something as a 
label to give inforination, waming or instruction. Accident prevention tags have standard signal 
works, symbols and colors to convey a danger, waming, caution or information. 

Tag, Electrical Danger Tag - Tagout device used only on electrical Hazardous Energy Control 
devices, such as circuit breakers, motor starters, and disconnects. 

Tag, Master Job Tag- Grouphndividual tagout device used as an administrative control and 
accountability device for group or individual protection. This device is controlled by the 
Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor, and is a personal tagout device if each employee 
personally signs on and signs off of it. 

Tag, Master Job Tag Work Permit - Group tagout device used in conjunction with master job 
tag and is a personal tagout device as well as a n  administrative control and accountability 
device for Authorized Employees who sign on to it. It is administered by the Primary Authorizied 
employee. 

Tag, Mechanical Danger Tag: Tagout device used on mechanical Hazardous Energy Control 
devices, such as valves, valve wheels, levers, and all other operating mechanisms. 

Tagout - The placement of a tagout device on an energy isolating device, in accordance with an 
established procedure, to indicate that the energy isolating device and  the equipment being 
controlled shall not be operated until the tagout device is properly signed off and removed. 

Tagout device - A  prominent waming device, such as ;tag and a means of attachment, which 
c a n  be securely fastened to an energy-isolating device in accordance with a n  established 
procedure, to indicate that the energy isolating device and the equipment being controlled shall 
not be operated until the tagout device is properfy signed off and removed. 

Verification - A confirmation of the certainty that a systerdequipment has been properly 
tagged out, and all energy sources have been controlled. 

Verify - Proving something to be true and establishing the certainty of it. Also, to determine or 
1 0 "  Page 17 
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test the accuracy of a state or condition. This can range from a visual determination to a 
physical examination and inspection. 

1 0 "  Page 18 

2369 



Exhibit No. WMZ-& 
page 21 of 26 

APPENDIX B 

HAZARDOUS ENERGY CONTROL PROCEDURE' 

, 

l W / W  Page 19 

2370 



Exhibit No. WMZ-& 

APPENDIX C 

page 22 of 26 * 
Energy Supply Department 

Hazardous Energy Control Committeeing Form 

Location : Organization: 

Hazardous Energy Control Supervisor: 

Date Time: Master Job Tag #: 

Identify the equipment to which the Tagout Device was attached: 

Reason for Hazardous Energy Control Device removal: 

Name indicated on Hazardous Energy Control Device 

What attempt was made to contact t h e  person who applied the Hazardous Energy Control 
Device? 

Has equipment been checked by a competent representative of the department doing the work 
to verify equipment and energy sources are in useable condition? Yes 0 No 0 
Has immediate supervisor of employee been notifled? Yes 0 No 0 

Signed: 
SPO/Equivalent 

Signed 
Production Supervisor or Equivalent 

0 Notification Signed 
0 Verbal ManageriDuty Person 

- Yes -No Authorized employee has been informed of tag removal prior to 
resuming work at the station 

Time Date Signature, Aut ho rued ,Employee 

Time Date Supervisor/Designee 

1 (y13/00 Page 20 
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Time Date General Manager 

Route completed form to Facility Safety Coordinator. 
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APPENDIX D 

Tagging Device Requirementslordering Information 

Tagging Device Requirements 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Tagging devices specify “DO NOT OPERATE”. 

Tagging devices are standard in size and able to withstand plant conditions. 

Tagging device attachment means shall be of a non-reusable type, attachable 
by hand, self-locking; with a minimum breaking strength of no less than 50 
pounds. 

Tagging devices shall be constructed and printed so that exposure will not cause 
the tag to deteriorate or cause the tag message to become illegible. All 
information required on the tag shall be properly entered and legible so that 
exposure to the elements will not cause the message to deteriorate. 

4. 

Ordering Information 

” DES C RI PTI 0 Nm STOCK NO 

TAG, AlTACHER - check on PM AR-159 6013153 

TAG, DANGER MASTER ORANGE 4 118 X 8 H-210 5858030 

TAG, DANGER PRODUCTION ELECTRICAL WHITE LAMINATED H222B 6013622 

TAG, DANGER PRODUCTION ELECTRICAL WHITE PAPER P/N H222 6013623 

TAG, DANGER PRODUCTION MECHANICAL WHITE LAMINATED H Z 1 8  6013624 

TAG, DANGER PRODUCTION MECHANICAL WHITE PAPER H221 6013625 

MASTER JOB TAG WORK PERMIT 
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Tampa Electric Company 

Energy Supply 

Hazardous Energy Control Procedure 

Period iclA n n ua I Ins pe c ti0 n Form 

Facility: Area: Date: 

EquipmentISystem: Inspector: 

Authorized Employees: 

Affected Employees: 

a. Has every energy source been identified on the procedure? Yes- No- 

b. Are all energy sources tagged? Yes- No- 

c. Are all Authorized Employees protected from all energy sources by a personal tagout 
device? Yes- No- 

d. Was equipment verified as having been tagged out effectively? Yes- No- 

e. What date was the procedure last reviewed? 

f. Do procedures specify equipment with appropriate disconnects? Yes- No- 

g. Are tags and devices available that are designated for tagout use only? Yes- No 

h. Do tags identify the person applying the tagout device? Yes- No- 

i. Do the authorized and affected employees understand their responsibilities under the 
Hazardous Energy Control Program? Yes- No- 

j. Are they following the specific Hazardous Energy Control Procedure? Yes- No- 

k. Identification of any deviations or inadequacies of the p:ocedure to provide protection 
equivalent to lockout? 

1. Corrective actions taken: 
I 

Certification of Inspection by: Date: 

Facility Safety Coordinator 

cc: Facility Safety Coordinator 



"A' . . 

Name: [Print] 

-0 I .  

Sign On Time Sign Off Time 
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APPENDIX F 

Group Protection 

Master Job Tag Work Permit 

Master Job Tag ## 

Job Description 

Energy Controls Visually Inspected By: 

Work Order # 

Print Name: Primary Authorized Employee 

Date Time 
Sign Off: Primary Authorized Employee 
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