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Accordingly, the Commission should approve PEF’s 2010 costs as reasonable and 

prudent pursuant to the nuclear cost recovery rule. 

III. CAPITAL COSTS INCURRED IN 2010 FOR THE LNP. 

P. 

4. 

What was the total overall difference between PEF’s actual 2010 costs and 

PEF’s actuaYestimated costs for 2010? 

Overall LNP costs, inclusive of transmission and generation costs, were 

=or - less than PEF’s actuayestimated costs for 2010. The 

reasons for this variance are described below and = of this variance is 

related to one item also discussed further in Mr. Elnitsky‘s March 1,201 1 

testimony. 

A. GENERATION. 

P. 

4. 

P. 

4. 

Can you please describe the work and activities that were performed for the 

LNP in 2010 to generate these costs? 

Yes. PEF performed work on the following activities for the LNP in 2010: 

Licensing; Engineering, Design and Procurement; Project Management; Real 

Estate Acquisition; and Power Block Engineering and Procurement. The work on 

these activities for the LNP in 2010 resulted in preconstruction and construction 

costs. 

Can you explain what licensing work was done for the LNP in 2010? 

Yes. Throughout 2010, the Levy New Generation Programs and Projects 

(‘NGPP”) group continued to provide responses to NRC Requests for Additional 
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As reflected on Line 3 of Schedule T-6.2, the Company incurred License 

Application costs of = in 2010. The costs incurred were for the licensing 

activities supporting the LNP COLA that I previously described. 

For the Engineering, Design and Procurement costs, please identify what 

those costs are and why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 4 of Schedule T-6.2, the Company incurred Engineering, 

Design, and Procurement costs of = in 2010. The costs incurred related to: 

(1) APlOOO design finalization royalty milestone payments of = pursuant to 

PEF’s contractual obligations under the partial suspension terms in the EPC 

contract; (2) 

management, quality assurance, PO disposition support, and other Home Office 

Services such as Accounting and Project Controls; (3) - - under the EPC agreement; and (4) = of PGN labor, 

expenses, indirects and overheads for general project management, project 

scheduling and cost estimating, legal, and other support services that were 

necessary for the LNP. 

in contractual payments to the Consortium for project 

How did Generation preconstruction actual capital expenditures for January 

2010 through December 2010 compare to PEF’s estimatedactual costs for 

2010? 

LNP preconstruction generation costs were =, or = less than PEF’S 

actual/estimated costs for 2010. 

million) variances are provided below. 
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License Application: License Application capital expenditures were =, which was =less than the actuaYestimated License 

Application costs for 2010. This variance is primarily driven by a shift in 

the NRC COL review schedule which resulted in lower than estimated 

NRC fees and related licensing and consultant fees, as well as the 

associated contingency, internal staffing and expenses and outside legal 

counsel costs that were related to the NRC review schedule shift. 

Engineering, Design & Procurement: As I previously indicated, 

Engineering, Design & Procurement capital expenditures were =, 
which was = less than the actuavestirnated Engineering, Design & 

Procurement costs for 2010. This variance is driven primarily by the 

deferral of the 2010 estimated = for one-time LLE PO disposition 

cost to 201 1 based on the continued negotiations with the Consortium and 

its vendors regarding the LLE PO dispositions in 2010. The status of the 

LLE PO disposition and the reason for this variance are also discussed in 

more detail in the March 1,201 1 testimony of John Elnitsky. The 

remaining - variance is related to lower than anticipated payments 

for engineering and design work, associated project management and 

development, PO disposition support, Home Office Services, and PGN 

labor, expenses, indirects and overheads and - - under the EPC agreement. 

10 
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ii. Construction Generation Costs Incurred. 

Did the Company incur any Generation construction costs for the LNP in 

2010? 

Yes. As reflected on Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred generation 

construction costs in the categories of Real Estate Acquisitions and Power Block, 

Engineering and Procurement. 

For the Real Estate Acquisition costs, please identify what those costs are and 

why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 3 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Real Estate 

Acquisition costs of = in 2010. Costs incurred related to land acquisitions 

for the LNP, including = for the purchase of state lands for the LNP Barge 

Slip easement and = for the Jnglis Island Bike Trail. 

For the Power Block Engineering and Procurement costs, please identify 

what those costs are and why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 8 of Schedule T.6-3, the Company incurred Power Block 

Engineering and Procurement costs of- in 2010. These costs were for EPC 

milestone payments for certain LLE items including the: - 
11 
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How did actual generation construction capital expenditures for January 

2010 through December 2010 compare to PEF’s actnawestimated costs for 

2010? 

LNP construction generation costs were =, or = greater than PEF’s 

estimated projection costs for 2010. The reasons for the major (more than $1.0 

million) variances are provided below. 

Real Estate Acquisition: Real Estate Acquisition capital expenditures 

were = which was = greater than the actuaVestimated Real 

Estate Acquisition costs for 2010. This variance is primarily driven by the 

transfer of funding responsibility and payment for state lands Barge Slip 

easement from Levy Transmission to Generation. The transfer was 

reflected in cost management reports after the April 30,2010 

actuallestimated cost filings. 

Power Block Engineering and Procurement: Power Block Engineering 

and Procurement capital expenditures were =, which was = 
greater than the actuaVestimated Power Block Engineering and 

Procurement costs for 2010. This variance is driven primarily by 

payments to the Consortium under the EPC contract for the earlier than 

scheduled completion ofpartial milestones for certain items of LLE -- 

B. TRANSMISSION. 

Can you describe what transmission work and activities were performed in 

2010 for the LNP? 
12 
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Yes.  At the beginning of the year, responsibility for any active Levy 

Transmission activities was re-assigned to the NGPP Licensing organization. 

Primary activities for 2010 included review and closeout of transmission activity 

contracts, project management reviews related to adjusting entries for the Levy 

portion of the road widening construction project along Sunshine Grove Road 

completed by Transmission Operations in 2010, and minimal strategic right-of- 

way (“ROW’) acquisition work in the 500kV common corridor. The work focus 

was on strategic acquisition and planning for the new Transmission Study 

scheduled to start in the fourth quarter of 201 1. Further transmission activities 

were suspended due to the partial work suspension for the LNP and the schedule 

for the revised in-service dates for the Levy nuclear units. 

1. Preconstruction Transmission Costs Incurred. 

Did the Company incur transmission-related preconstrnction costs for this 

transmission work and activity for the LNP in Z O l O ?  

Yes, as reflected on Schedule T-6.2 the Company incurred transmission-related 

preconstruction costs in the categories of Line Engineering, Substation 

Engineering, Clearing, and Other. 

For the Line Engineering costs, please identify what those costs are and why 

the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 17 of Schedule T-6.2, the Company incurred Line 

Engineering costs of m. These costs included the residual trailing charges 

kom 2009 to complete payments for contracted design and engineering, wetlands 
13 
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delineation, survey and mapping, and other general environmental services from 

the Patrick Energy Services and Golder & Associates contracts. 

!8352951.1 

For the Substation Engineering costs, please identify what those costs are 

and why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 18 of Schedule T-6.2, the Company incurred Substation 

Engineering costs of - This decrease results from a true-up of residual 

charges from 2009 to complete adjusting entries to transfer responsibility for the 

Levy Central Florida South substation projects to Transmission Operations. 

For the Clearing costs, please identify what those costs are and why the 

Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 19 of Schedule T-6.2, Clearing costs were =. These 

costs reflect accounting entries for the Levy portion of the road widening 

construction project along Sunshine Grove Road completed by Transmission 

Operations in 2010. 

For the Other costs, please identify what those costs are and why the 

Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 20 of Schedule T-6.2, the Other costs were =. These 

costs included = for PGN labor and related expenses, indirects and 

overheads to perform general project management, project scheduling and cost 

estimating activities, and costs for external relations and legal services necessary 

for the transmission aspects of the LNP. These costs were offset by a negative 
14 
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=of remaining residual project indirect costs to complete the true-up of the 

transfer of the Levy Central Florida South substation projects to Transmission 

Operations. 

How did actual transmission-related preconstruction capital expenditures for 

January 2010 through December 2010 compare to PEF’s actuavestimated 

costs for 2010? 

LNP preconstruction capital transmission costs were = or = less than 

PEF’s actuaVestimated transmission-related preconstruction capital costs foI 

2010. The reasons for the major (more than $1.0 million) variances are provided 

below. 

Substation Engineering: As I previously indicated, Substation 

Engineering capital expenditures were = which was = less 

than the actuaVestimated costs. This variance is mainly driven by the 

deferral of Crystal River Energy Center (“CREC”) switchyard design 

engineering and environmental permitting work for the LNP due to 

Crystal River 3 plant outage schedule adjustments and coordination with 

planned completion of environmental licensing activities. 

ii. Construction Transmission Costs Incurred. 

Did the Company incur any transmission-related construction costs for the 

transmission work and activities you identified for the LNP in ZOlO? 

15 
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Yes, as reflected on Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred transmission-related 

construction costs in the categories of Real Estate Acquisition, Line Construction, 

Substation Engineering, Substation Construction, and Other. 

For the Real Estate Acquisition costs, please identify what those costs are and 

why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 21 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Real Estate 

Acquisition costs of-. These costs included survey and title services for 

minimal strategic ROW acquisition in the Levy 500kV common corridor. 

18352951.1 

For the Line Construction costs, please identify what those costs are and why 

the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 22 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Line 

Construction costs of =. These costs were for the Levy portion of the road 

widening construction project along Sunshine Grove Road completed by 

Transmission Operations in 2010. 

For the Substation Engineering costs, please identify what those costs are 

and why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 20 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Substation 

Construction costs of =. These costs were the remaining adjusting entries tc 

complete the transfer of responsibility for the Levy Central Florida South 

substation projects to Transmission Operations. 

16 
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For the Substation Construction costs, please identify what those costs are 

and why the Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 23 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Substation 

Construction costs of =. These costs were final contractor payments and 

material inventory credit adjustments for work to complete the installation of 

three new 500kV switches at the Levy CREC switchyard. 

For the Other costs, please identify what those costs are and why the 

Company had to incur them. 

As reflected on Line 24 of Schedule T-6.3, the Company incurred Other costs of =. These costs included labor and related expenses, indirects and overheads 

to perform general project management activities, and the Levy portion of indirect 

and overhead costs related to the road widening construction project along 

Sunshine Grove Road completed by Transmission Operations in 2010. 

How did actual transmission-related construction capital expenditures for 

January 2010 through December 2010 compare to PEF’s actuaYestimated 

2010 costs? 

LNP construction transmission costs were =, or = less than PEF’S 

actuallestimated construction transmission costs for 2010. I will explain the 

reasons for the major (more than $1 million) variances below. 

Real Estate Acquisition: Real Estate Acquisition capital expenditures 

were m, which was = less than the actuallestimated Real Estate 

Acquisition costs for 2010. This variance was primarily driven by the 
17 
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Please summarize your direct testimony. 

The Company’s decision to continue the LNP on a slower pace focusing near-term work 

on obtaining a COL required the Company to address the status and disposition of the 

LLE for the LNP. During 2010, PEF developed a long lead material purchase order 

disposition methodology that combined quantitative and qualitative criteria to meet the 

Company’s objectives to minimize near term costs and impact to customers while 

maintaining optimal flexibility for the future LNP construction. This methodology was 

implemented throughout 2010 in negotiations with the Consortium and the Consortium’s 

vendor supply chain to make reasonable and prudent decisions with respect to the LNP 

LLE POs consistent with the Company’s objectives. PEF believes its approach to the 

disposition of LNP LLE POs is reasonable and prudent. The Company’s negotiations 

resulted in internal LLE disposition decisions that reduced the overall estimate of the 

LLE disposition costs to an estimated 

planned in 2010 for the disposition of LLE POs. The Company’s step-by-step, analytical 

decision-making process and negotiation approach has significantly reduced the 

estimated LLE PO disposition cost impact to customers. 

in 201 1, versus =that was originally 

STATUS OF LONG LEAD EQUIPMENT &LE) DISPOSITION AM) 

ASSOCIATED PURCHASE ORDERS @‘Os) 

What are the LLE for the LNP? 

The LLE for the LNP are the fourteen equipment items listed in Exhibit No. - (E-1) tc 
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REDACTEC - Most of these items were originally part of the Company’s March 

28, 2008 Letter of Intent with the Consortium that were later incorporated into the EPC 

Agreement when it was executed on December 31,2008. 

Can you please describe the status of LLE disposition work following the execution 

of the EPC Agreement? 

Yes. The work on the LLE continued to progress in accordance with the schedules for 

the LLE in the EPC Agreement. This work continued until April 30,2009, when PEF 

notified the Consortium of a partial suspension in the work under the EPC Agreement as 

a result of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (‘WRC”) determination regarding the 

Company’s then-pending Limited Work Authorization (“LWA”) that impacted the LNP 

schedule in the EPC Agreement. As required by the contract terms, the Consortium then 

directed its vendors to suspend work on all LLE and to mitigate any additional costs to 

the extent practicable pending further instructions from PEF. 

As discussed in my April 30,2010 testimony in Docket No. 100009-EI, to 

provide PEF the information it needed to make an informed decision on the LNF’ 

schedule shift the Consortium engaged in an extensive analysis of various schedule 

scenario impacts on all aspects of the work under the EPC Agreement. This included the 
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~ - From July 2009 through August 2009 the Consortium requested and obtained 

this information from vendors with respect to the pending schedule shift options. 

In August - October, 2009, PEF made preliminary decisions on three LLE items 

where work had progressed to the initial manufacturing stages to efficiently advance the 

work on these LLE items. A summary of our decisions on these items was included in 

the LLE timeline that was provided as an exhibit to my April 30,2010 testimony, which I 

have included as Exhibit No. - (E-2) to my current testimony. 

As I described in detail in my testimony in the docket last year, PEF received the 

confidential schedule shift analyses including cash flow impacts by mid-August 2009 and 

evaluated these scenario estimates. This evaluation included developing an 

understanding of the impacts of schedule shifts on LLE given the vendor and Consortium 

information the Company had at that time. The Company’s detailed analysis of this 

infomation occurred between August and October 2009. As a result of the Company’s 

initial analysis, the Company met with the Consortium on October 23,2009 to discuss 

PEF’s initial decision on LLE PO dispositions. At that time, the LLE disposition options 

included continue manufacturing and store completed equipment, PO cancellation, and 

PO suspension under four schedule shift scenarios, with the longest shift in the first in- 

service date being 36 months. Accordingly, in early 2010 the Company requested the 

Consortium to obtain information regarding the costs of the cancellation option that was 

necessary for the Company to make an informed decision with respect to a longer term 

schedule shift. 
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LLE PO disposition costs were always one of the factors that PEF and the Consortium 

were looking at and analyzing as PEF reviewed the schedule shift scenario options. On 

February 15,2010, I made a presentation to the SMC regarding the Company’s options 

for the LNP. This presentation included a preliminary overview of PEF’s discussions 

with the Consortium on potential cost impacts for deciding to continue or cancel specific 

pieces of LLE. The cost data we had at that time was still in draft form and preliminary; 

however, it was the best data available. 

What cost estimate for LLE PO disposition costs was included in the February 15, 

2010 presentation? 

Based on the preliminary information and discussions with the Consortium a 

conservative estimate was that PEF would incur 

2010. These costs were attributable to the applicable cancellation fees. This preliminary 

cost estimate was based on dialogue with the Consortium regarding most likely LLE 

disposition options under a longer-tern partial suspension scenario. These LLE 

disposition costs were presented to senior management in February as estimated costs 

based on best available information at the time. 

in LLE PO disposition costs in 

Did PEF receive additional information related to the LLE PO disposition options 

and cost impacts? 

Yes. Following additional discussions with PEF, the Consortium provided refinements I 

the preliminary LLE disposition data on March 15,2010. This information, however, 

was still preliminary; therefore, in order to make a more informed decision regarding the 
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LLE disposition options of continuation or cancellation at that time PEF needed more 

information from the Consortium. In April 2010, PEF requested additional supporting 

information from the Consortium, and documentation of the cost data that had previously 

been presented to PEF. 

Throughout April 2010, PEF and the Consortium continued discussions between 

themselves and with vendors regarding the potential LLE disposition options. These 

discussions revealed a third, alternative option involving the suspension of LLE items, 

rather than continuation or cancellation. As a result, PEF began verbal inquiries 

regarding the types of costs that might be incurred if PEF elected to suspend LLE items 

as a potential path forward. Negotiations on suspension of an LLE PO involved several 

The Consortium responded to PEF’s inquiries on May 5,2010 with preliminary, 

estimated values and data on the costs of the cancellation, continuation, and suspension 

options for each piece of LLE equipment. PEF used this information to begin its internal 

PO disposition analysis. 

What was involved in PEF’s internal LLE disposition analysis? 

PEF developed a LLE PO disposition methodology that combined quantitative and 

qualitative criteria to meet the Company’s objectives to minimize the near term costs and 

impact to customers while maintaining optimal flexibility for the future LNP 

construction. PEF retained an independent third party to work with its internal PO 

disposition team to review and refine criteria used to analyze disposition options and to 
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assess PEF’s final decisions. In April through mid-June 2010, the PO disposition team 

developed a disposition package for each item of equipment using the quantitative and 

qualitative criteria outlined above. Each detailed andytics spreadsheet analyzed 

estimated cost and schedule impacts for each piece of LLE for the three potential paths, 

1) continue and store, 2) suspend and resume, and 3) cancel and re-negotiate. 

What did PEF’s internal PO disposition team recommend regarding PEF’s 

proposed disposition of the LLE items? 

At the end of June 2010, PEF completed its LLE disposition evaluation and 

recommendations to senior management. Seven (7) items were dispositioned as 

“Continue Manufacturing to Completion” and seven (7) items were dispositioned as 

“Suspend and Resume.” PEF officially notified the Consortium of its preliminary 

decisions regarding the disposition of the LLEs and associated POs. Under the EPC 

Agreement, this notification triggered the Consortium’s contractual obligation - 
~- ~ - The Consortium sent the RFPs out to its vendors at the end of July 

2010. Pursuant to the EPC Agreement 

For the LLE POs that PEF initially decided to “Suspend and Resume,” PEF 

thereafter continued to work with the Consortium and its vendors to negotiate favorable 

suspension terms. 

Was PEF’s decision on LLE disposition fmal at this point? 

No. We provided recommendations to Company management on paths forward based on 

11 
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the best available information at the time the recommendations were made. However, at 

that time, formal RFPs had yet to be issued and vendor negotiations, while ongoing, were 

not concluded. Thus, PEF’s recommendations regarding the disposition of LLE POs 

reflected initial decisions that were subject to change based on refined, formalized cost 

data &om the RFP responses and the conclusion of negotiations with the Consortium and 

its vendors on the terms and conditions. 

Please describe the information received from the Consortium in response to the 

RFPs? 

By mid-September 2010, the Consortium had received a portion of the requested 

information in iesponse to the RFPs &om its vendors. The Consortium proceeded to 

evaluate, review, and package the data prior to PEF’s review. On September 29,2010, 

the Consortium provided an update to PEF on the status of the vendor data it had receivec 

and reviewed. 

~~ 

Thereafter, kom mid-September through mid-December 2010, the Consortium 

and PEF held discussions regarding analyzing data to try to separate LLEs into similar 

categories to facilitate decisions on certain pieces of equipment. These categories were 

identified as ‘Wear-term,” “Intermediate-term,” and “Longer-term.” The “Near-term” 

designation indicated that the vendor suspension and resume option information was 

complete and change orders were finalized for these LLE items. There were three (3) 
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vendor infomation that PEF has received since that estimate was generated in 2010 and 

that I have described above. As a result, of this additional information PEF has reduced 

the overall estimate of the LLE disposition costs to an estimated = in 201 1, versus 

that was originally planned in 2010. 

Why is this different from PEF’s original estimate to management in February 2010 

or PEF’s April 2010 filing? 

As I indicated previously, PEF originally included = for the estimated LLE PO 

disposition costs in its presentations to senior management in February and March 2010 

that were the foundation of the Company’s decision to proceed more slowly with the 

LNP by extending the partial suspension and deferring substantial capital costs to after 

the COL for the LNP was obtained. This was a conservative estimate, as I again 

indicated above, based on the estimated costs to continue or cancel the LLE POs for later 

re-negotiation. Those were the viable options presented by the Consortium at that time 

for the disposition of LLE items, given the Company’s decision. The Company included = of this estimated cost in its actual/estimated 2010 cost estimates in the docket last 

year. This decision was made because the Company anticipated obtaining the 

information needed and concluding negotiations to a point where it could make LLE 

disposition decisions in 2010, thus, leading to the incurrence of LLE disposition costs in 

2010. 

As PEF obtained information regarding the disposition of LLE items and 

continued LLE disposition negotiations with the Consortium and vendors in 2010 the 

Company’s ability to identify suspension and resumption of the work as a third option in 

14 
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these negotiations had the greatest positive impact on the estimation of the LLE 

disposition costs and the timing of when they might be incurred. The ability to negotiate 

a suspension and resumption of LLE work option with the Consortium provided the 

Company the opportunity to minimize the LLE disposition costs estimated as a result of 

the cancellation option. PEF successfully pursued this opportUnity in 201 0, by first 

obtaining information to c o n f m  that this was in fact a more cost-effective option to 

cancellation with most LLE vendors, and then, by reaching the point in negotiations with 

the Consortium and most LLE vendors where this option could be selected and a change 

order executed. This process, of course, took time as I have described above, and as a 

result the timing of the expected incurrence of any LLE disposition costs was deferred to 

201 1. The successful negotiations of this option further reduced the estimated cost impac 

to PEF and its customers from the originally estimated = for primarily cancellation 

to an estimated = for disposition. As mentioned above, the estimate included 

in the 2010 ActuaVEstimated NFRs last year was not incurred in 2010. The most up-to 

date estimate (approximately 

NFR's filed later this year. As a result, there is a variance associated with the 

estimated amount in the true-up of actual estimated 2010 costs to 2010 actual costs, as 

indicated on Schedule T-6B.2 line 2 in Exhibit No. - (WG-2) to Mi.  Garrett's 

testimony. 

will be included in the 201 1 ActualEstimated 
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REDACTED 

these issues earlier, but having these corrections earlier than June-July 2009 

would not have saved PEF’s customers any money. Said another way, if PEF 

had deployed the expert panel the first day work began to review each page of the 

draft LAR document as soon as it was completed, PEF’s customers would not 

have saved one penny over what they are being charged now. Granted, this 

hypothetical process would have likely avoided AREVA having to do re-work on 

the LAR document to correct issues, but as I have made clear, all costs of the 

correction work that AREVA had to do did not cause any delay costs and that 

work was performed solely at AREVA’s cost. 

How do you know PEF did not pay AREVA twice for the same work on the 

quality and completeness of the draft LAR document? 

AREVA was paid a flat fee of - to write the draft LAR document 

sections reviewed by the expert panel in June-July 2009 using the RS-001 and 

Ginna LAR draft submittal document as guides. These payments are identified at 

line items 8.28, 8.28 revised, and Note 2 in the “Deliverable Section” on page 4 ol 

Work Authorization No. 84 between PEF and AREVA for design and engineering 

work to support the CR3 Uprate project, including the work to support the LAR 

document and draft the LAR document. These line items demonstrate that 

AREVA was paid - for LAR inputs and draft comment responses and 

that AREVA was paid another -when the LAR document was ready for 

submittal to the NRC. See Exhibit No. __ ( E l )  to my testimony. That is all 

AREVA will be paid for the initial draft LAR document work. After the expert 

panel issued its report and recommendations, AREVA corrected their quality and 

20 
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The low end of the range, or $0, represents PEF’s testimony and document 

evidence in the 2010 NCRC proceeding that the issues with the draft EPU LAR 

document that led to the expert panel and adverse conditions report 

recommendations resulted in no additional costs to PEF’s customers. For the 

reasons I explained earlier, PEF’s customers paid no more than they should have 

paid for the development of the EPU LAR document for submittal to the NRC. 

The high end of the range, $40 million, was first identified in the Office of 

Public Counsel’s (“OPC”) post-hearing brief in the 2010 NCRC proceeding. It 

simply represents the @&l of all Licensing Application and Project Management 

costs incurred in 2009 for the CR3 Uprate project. PEF obviously did not 

spend all of its 2009 Licensing Application and Project Management costs on the 

management of the EPU LAR draft document by AREVA. 

PEF incurred - for EPU LAR document development work by 

AREVA and a total of $132,059 for PEF internal project management oversight 

and associated PE Company labor costs for the LAR document development work 

kom January to June of 2009. To illustrate this point, I have provided a line-by- 

line breakdown of the $40 million in License Application and Project 

Management actual costs incurred in 2009 in Exhibit No. ~ (JF-5) to my 

testimony. As this exhibit demonstrates, the vast majority of the 2009 ClZ3 

Uprate License Application and Project Management costs were not incurred in 

connection with the EPU LAR document development. Most of the $20,016,839 

in License Application costs in 2009 for the CR3 Uprate project was incurred for 

the extensive engineering work under WA 84 including the fuels analysis, safety 

analysis, and system and program reviews. Most of the $21,154,156 in 2009 CR3 
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Uprate Project Management costs were incurred for the management oversight of 

the BOP phase engineering work that was completed during the R16 CR3 

refueling outage in 2009. 

Can you please explain how you calculated the costs for the 2009 AREVA 

and PEF LAR document development work in Exhibit No. - (JF-S)? 

Yes. The NSSS contract WA 84 with AREVA was approved on February 27, 

2007. WA 84 provided the basis for all engineering and accident safety analysis 

work required to support the EPU LAR submittal and the work required to draft 

the EPU LAR document. WA 84 is attached as Exhibit No. - (E-1) to my 

testimony. As I testified earlier, line items 8.28, 8.28 revised, and Note 2 totaling - show the fixed price amount PEF contracted with AREVA to draft 

sections of the initial EPU LAR document. Two additional items are added to the 

2009 EPU LAR development costs. The first work item was change order 

number 23 to WA 84, executed in December 2009 (Rev 1) in the amount of 

m. See Exhibit No. - (JF-6) to my testimony. Of this total change order 

amount, =was incued  in 2009 for LAR document development activities 

(the remaining change order amount was incurred in 2010). &Exhibit No. 

-(JF-5). The second work item is the inclusion of internal Company labor for 

the management oversight and work on the LAR document development in 2009. 

As I indicated previously, for January to June 2009, PEF costs for the 

management oversight and associated PEF labor costs for the draft LAR 

document development process was $132,059. 
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Numerous organizational and management changes, and lack of clarity 
regarding roles and responsibilities adversely impacted organizational 
effectiveness and contributed to insufficient alignment between EPU 
Engineering and LAR acti~ities."~' 

The company implemented a corrective action plan to resolve the issues identified by the 
panel and to strengthen the content of the application. The company hired outside consultants to 
assist with this reshuchuing. Specifically, the company determined that its original format 
template was not adequate in addressing the details necessary for the NRC review The company 
developed a new template. which required AREVA and the licensing group to reShuCWre the 
existing application. The Exprt Panel completed two additional reviews through January 2010 
to monitor thc changes incorporated into the LAR application. 

,\RRVA C b r a c  Ortlwr 
PEF cwuacted with AREVA to complete T R ~  EPU LAR &-write ~c t iv i t i e s "~  for 

cation. In October 2009, PEP initiated a change ordcr on 
to perform a thw-phase work scope that included re- 

prcvioudy drafted sectio 
the W A  contact for 

Additionall in October ux)9. the company initiated a separate contract change order to 
AREVA for y for additional LAR work. This work was a result of the Expert Panel 
evaluation and focused on finalizin en 'neering and design dated topics. Thin contract amonnt 
was increased in January 2310 w. As with the other change order. the increase was 
for the additional time it took to complete the enginecdng scop Io tolal, these two change 
orders added to the company's LAR expenditures. 

Audit staff recognizes the. important role of the Expert Panel and its critical evaluation 
had in insuring a complete and thorough LAR submittal to thc NRC. Given the pancl's findings, 
there was a potential for significant Mays in the LAR approval pmcess had the company not 
commissioned this detailed evaluation. Additionally. the company devised an initial schedule 
that included a float, which allowed for the necessary time needed for resmcturing and 
strengthening of the application without impacting the pmject timing. Appropriately. the 
company performed a rootcause analysis to assess the reasoning for the deviances in its 
application and developed an action plan to resolve any outstanding issues. 

While audit staff acknowledges the importance and value in the self-assessment process 
used by wmpany. the findings of its Adverse Cwditions Investigation are concerning. This 
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internal PEF investigation ~ t e S  a lack of understanding. experience. and oversight of the 
licensing preparation team. 

The company points out that the regulatory review process is ever evolving and the 
N R C s  expectations can differ based on the specifics of each application. PEF also believes that 
the NRC's expectatioos expanded during the time its licensing gmup developed its application, 
based on the NRC's handling of the Monticello and Point Beach EPU applications. The 
company states that this environment created an uncertainty and lack of expertise within the 
industq on LAR applicatioa While this may be an m a t e  descriptio0 of the evolution of the 
pmcess, two of the four members of the expert panel were Progress Energy Camlina employees. 
This indicates that Progress Energy Corporation had the corporate knowledge to assess and 
evaluate an application. However, these needed resOuIces were not deployed for the CR3 LAR 
work during the earlier stages of thc process. 

Audit staff believes the panel's findings were less about shifts in NRC expectations than 
project team knowledge and supervisory oversight The company's internal findings clearly 
identify poor management oversight and lack of the very specitic type of needed expertise 
among its staff as thc critical reasons for the deficient draft applicalion. While audit staff agrees 
that significant reswmes are necessary to complete the WI application and the company's 
extensive efforts post-expcrt panel to revise its application may bavc k nszssary to develop a 
sound application from the onset, significant resources were spent prior to develop the final draft. 
These resources may not have been appropriately supported by the company to allow for a 
successful outco111c. As a result, avoidable-work may have been performed as corrective action 
work by AREVA and the additional efforts by PEF staff. 

Low Presssure Turbine Repl;senirnt 
AS part of the EPU project. PEF contracted with Siemens for two 18n2 low pmsun  

turbims. Originally. the company included installation of the.% turbines as part of its Phase II 
work scope. Howwer, in mid-2009 the company determined that it would shift the installation 
of the low ptrssurc turbines from Ph- II until phase El of the project At the time, the 
company was still evaluating the impact of a major turbine failure at the D.C. Cook Nuclear 
Plant. which inwlvcd similar Siemens 18m2 Rlrbines. Tbis 2006 event and resulting fm caused 
signitlcaol damage to that facility resulting in a costly repair and extended outage. 

While PEP was monitoring the results of the D.C. cook event. the company continued 
with the order of these tuhines. c&n quality tests 00 

this equipment. One quality assessment required the turbines to successfully operdtc at I 2 0  
Dean1 of maximum OUIDUL The comvanv refers lo ulis as the "svin test." Siemens nerformcd 

In addition to concerns from the spin-rest failurc. PEP stales that the D.C. Cook incidenr 
created an unwdingncrs by the Nuclear Electric lnsuraocc Limitcd (XEILMc gmup that 

41 ESIII.WEI) I W I V ~ H  LPI(AIEYIIOIEC~ 
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insures nudear plants against a variety of risks"-to insure any newly-installed Siemens Ismz 
turbine for its first two in-service fuel cycles. It was determined that the cause of the D.C. Cook 

The turbines are a critical component to maximizing the additional W e  output from the 
EPU efforts. The contracted Siemens mOnel-lSm2-aUows for the maximum capture of steam. 
Esulting in the largest MWc output While thc company stab it anticipates resolving the 
cumnt turbine issues and installing the Siemens 18m2 model, management is evalualing several 
replwment options as a precaution. These options are shown in EXHIBIT 15. 
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3.1.2 Impact on Schedule and Cost 
While there is no d m  correlation between the work for the EPU project and the events 

leading to the delamination of the CR3 containment vessel. the completioo of the EPU project 
will be delayed as a result of the delamination repair work necessary to bring the unit back 
online. The timeline for completing the necessary repairs is in flux. Origi~lly,  the company 
anticipated the unit to be operational in midrlOl0; however, after further evaluating the repair 
scope, the company shifted its estimate for start-up to third quarter 2010. 

This will require a shift in the refieling schedule 17 (R17). The final phase of the EPU 
project is currently scheduled to ocolr during he R17 outagc. As of May 2010, the company 
anticipates the R17 to shift from fall 201 1 to spring 2012. However. if additional delays aria in 
the delamination repair schedule. the R17 schedule could shift further ont in time. 

The company states the cost implications for the shift in R17 will not significantly impact 
the EPU pmject Currently, the company does not anticipate any additional direct costs to the 
project other than costs asscciated with any cost escalations ovcr time. However. the company 
does not have an cstimatc of the cost impact at this time.. The total shift in schedule is 
anticipated at six to twelve months from the original November 201 1 timeline. 

While the company anticipates minimal cost-impact resulting from this schedule shift. 
andit staff rezommends the Commission monitor for any additional EFT costs associated with 
the Phase UI work. This schedule shift is a direct result of the delamination issue at CR3, and 
PEF and the NRC arc investigating the m t  cause of this incident Depending on the outcome of 
this investigation, additional EE'C project costs related to the shift may need to be excludcd from 
the NCRC docket and addressed separately. 

I.aw Pvessure 'L'urlpine. 
The company is currently assessing the overall impact of the Low Pressure Turbine 

installation on Ihe project. The unresolved issues sunounding Siemens 18mz turbines resulted io 
a shift in installation from Phase n to Phase UI. Because of this shift. them. may be additional 
costs associated with the deliverv and installation of the turbines dudne Phasc UI of the EPU .. 
Additionally. the shift in iilhtallaiion required the company to adjust ce&n engineering designs 

Ork. This d e s i g n  required an additional work authorization with AREVA, 

Staff recammends that the 
Kcompany only ~ q u e s ~  Tecovery 

of the appropriate costs and excludes an i  resnlting from a possible vendor ermr 

. In addition. if the company chooses not to move forward with its current Siemens. low 
pnssnre turbine sclection. then will be a decrease. in the final Mwe output for the pmj& If 
this occurs, ah evaluation would be necessfq to assess the appropriate hindling of the dnction 
in planned Venus achieved MWe output In effect, the upme would then have cost more per 
additional MWe added, and adjustments may be warranted. 

. 
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License Aniendnienl Request 
The wmpany has shifted its LAR submittal timeline from ux)9 to mid-tmlate 2010. The 

wmpany originally incorporated a float into its original schedule, and with the impact of the 
&lamination repfin on the R17 outage, the company has gained additional float in its submittal 
window Audit staff does not believe the delays resulting from the company's restructuring and 
revising its LAR application will ultimately impact the EF'U schedule. The company stales that 
the Phase tlI work will continue as schedule, even if there is a delay in the LAR approval. If the 
wmpany completes the work prior to approval, however, the unit will not be able to operate at 
the higher capacity prior to the NRC's issuance of an amended license. 

Thc company increased its spcnding on the LAR preparations in 2009 and 2010. This 
was a result of the expert panel's assessment that the final draft would not meet the expectations . .  

The company estimated its 2009 License A lication capital expendihrres at 
However, the company spent an additional w o n  this effort. This was 

LAR after the Expert Panel 
review. Of these additional wsts. AREVA was paid d mstmcture 
attributed, in part, to the additional work necessary to s 

mvlouslv drafted sections within the LAR application!'. A d d i t i o o ' % , w a s  paid to .~ 
finalize the engineering rcqukments. 

The company anticipates tbat through 2010, it will spend an- to 
wmplete its L+efforts. PEP estimates that at co 
cost approx' over its original 2007 
estimate of (mRR Thc company stales the application is ready to submit to the NRC, 
but it does not anticipate filing the application until fall 2010. 

Overall Project Cost 
The overall anticipated fmal cost of the EPU project has increased during the wurse of 

the pmject. The company originally anticipated the project to cost $425.6 d o n .  while the 
most recent estimate is $479.4 million. a I2 percent increase.ld The project team documented 
and updated b e  cosfs within its 2009 IPP. and w i v e d  senior management's approval for the 
additional cxpcnditurcs. The company states the increases in costs include additions and 
mcdification to the enginwing specifications and increases in labor and support wsts. 

3.2.1 Project Controls, Risk and Management Oversight Changes 
As dimssed in  the wntext of the Levy plant. the wmpany requires an Inregrated Project 

Plan (IPP) for each major project implemented by the company Por both &e Levy and the 
Crystal River 3 Uprate. the IPP establishes the financial requirements necessary to complete the 
project along with the project scope. deliverables. and risks associated with the project. Senior 
management uses this document to assess the overall feasibility of thc pmject and to track the 
overall financial commitment for the project 

' I  PEF -pnrar u) Suff Dau R q u e r t  CR3 4.2. BiuPMOOOl 
" PEFRcspanscu,SuflDataRulucrrCR)4LBsltr~21 

PEFRcspoasctoSmffDauRcquss1CR3 1.18. 
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PEP provided all RFPs issued and bid evaluations (both financial and technical) 
supporting the CR3 Upratc projcct contracts in excess of a $lM),ooO bid.= A listing of the 2009 
EPU contracts is provided in EXElBIT 22. 

P 

The &VA contract. change ode; 23, increased the Wark 
-on a time and materids basis for CR3 LAR re-write activities. 
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AREVA wntrad. change order 31, increased the Work Authorization value by- 
on a time and materials basis to support revisions to the design models du 

avc bun nezxsary if the 
F'EF is working with Siemens and NEIL to resolve the 

Plnnned Contracts for 2010 
Engineering design specifications of malerial ax scheduled and are progressing for the 

remaining EPU work scope. After the engineering design specifications are issued, the 
procurement of material will begin. The company states it has used a competitivebid RFF' 
process for all its mneacts and materials. The procurement of material is scheduled with end 
dates selected to s u p p i  the pre-outage milestones established by outage and project 
management. 

Long-lead items that have becn identlfied to datem include: 

Feed Water Bwster Pump Motors 
Condensate Pump Motors 
Atmospheric Dump Valves 
Safety Related Motor Operated Valves 
Low P m s m  and High b s u r e  Injection Components 

"he cnntra~s planned for 2010 (R17)66 are in their initial bid process. These contram 
and t k i i  stabs are: 

POD/HCTS Supporting Sbuctures - vendor selection expected in early 2010 
Booster Fad Pnmps - RFP under dcvelopmcnt 
Condensate Pumps - RFP under development 
Atmospheric Dump Valves - RFP under development 
Fed Pump I Main Impeller - specification under development 
Main Feed Pump turbine E-rate - specifcation under development 
Motor operated Valves - specification under development 
LPI Cross Tie - specification under dcvelopmcnt 

As noted previously. PEF is continuing negotiations with Siemens and NEIL regarding 
the LP Turbine issue. Based on documentation reviewed by WSC staff, the uampany appears to 
have followed its procurement procedures for initiating and implementing its EPU contracts. 
Staff recognizes that many remaining convacts for the EPU project will be initiated in 2010. 

PEFRcapales u) Staff Dam Wussl  I 19. BATES oMMo28. 
'PEFRcrponrctoStdfDetpRalue5 121.BATESww030. 

55 EX r m m )  P O W ~  umxrE PRVJEIX 



Docket 110009 
Progress Energy Florida 

Page 1 of 8 
Exhibit No. (JF-4) 

EXHIBIT JF-4 
REDACTED IN ITS ENTIRETY 



CR3 EPU Licensins Expenses Submitted on 2009 True-Up Filins T-6 Schedule 2009 REDACTED 

Areva Non-Licensing Engineering Support 
Other Misc Non-Licensing Engineering Related Expenses Support 
PE Company Labor, Augmented Labor, Non-Licensing Expenses 

Subtotal of Engineering Related Expenses 

Actual Expenses JanuaryJune 2009 (Pre-expert panel) 
Areva LAR Inputs (51-Doc) 

Actual Expenses July-December 2009 (Post-expert panel) 
Areva LAR Re-Write Activities CO-23FN’. 
PE Company and Augmented Labor and Expenses Jui-Dec 
Areva LAR Support Progress Payment 
Excel Services June-Dec 
NRC Charges 
Adjustment of 2008 Charges to Permitting 

Subtotal of LAR Submittal Related Expenses 

1 Licensing Expenses on  2009 T-6 Schedule 
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17,520.1 37.00 
67,970.00 

445,525.00 
18,033,632.00 0.90 

126.667.50 
-106,077.00 - 

20,016.838.88 1 .oo 

I 18360668.1 
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CR3 EPU Proiect Manaaement Expenses Submitted on 2009 True-Ua Filina T-6 Schedule 
_. 2009 

Power BiocklNon-Power Block Engineering, Procurement, Etc., Permitting and Construction 
Facilities Related Project Management Expenses 

Licensing Application Related Project Management Expenses FN’. 
License Amendment Project 20072135 Related Project Management Expenses 

90% Related to Engineering Suppoii 
10% Related to LAR Submittal 

Actual Project Management Expenses JanuaryJune 2009 (Pre-expert panel) 
Actual Project Management Expenses July-December 2009 (Post-expert 

panel) 

Project Management Expenses on 2009 T-6 Schedule 

18,298,585.00 

2,855,571 .OO 

2,572,649.80 
282,921.20 
11 7,236.42 

165,684.78 

0.90 
0. IO 
0.04 

0.06 

21,154,156.00 1 .oo 

FNI. Areva invoices under LAR Re-Write Activities CO-23. in the amount of -, were misailocated to Power Block Engineering in 2009. An 
adjustment will be made to correct this allocation in 201 1. Based on the updated CO-23 spend in 2009 the project management percentage allocations 
indicated above would ais0 be changed. Accordingly, for 2009, License Application Project Management Expenses were 2.855.571 and of that 85% or 
2.419.589 was related to Engineering Support and 15% or 435.981 was related to LAR Submittal. Further, actual project management expenses 
January-June 2009 (pre-expert panel) were 110.261 and actual project management expenses July -December 2009 (post-expert panel) were 
325.720. 

18360668.1 
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costs on construction cost balance, CCRC recoverable O&M, and deferred tax asset 

carrying cost associated with the CR3 Uprate, as well as the revenue requirements 

associated with the various in service projects, and was calculated in accordance 

with Rule 25-6.0423. 

Q. What is the carrying cost rate used in Schedules T-2.1, T-2.2, and T-2.3? 

A. The carrying cost rate used on Schedules T-2.1, T-2.2, and T-2.3 is 8.848 percent, It 

is explained in detail at footnote “A” of these schedules, and it is based on the 

approved AFUDC rate pursuant to Order No. PSC-05-0945-S-E1 in Docket No. 

050078-EI. 

111. CAPITAL COSTS INCURRED IN 2010 FOR LEVY NUCLEAR PLANT 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

What are the total costs PEP incurred for the LNP during the period January 

2010 through December 2010? 

Total preconstruction capital expenditures, excluding carrying costs, were 

million, as shown on Schedule T-6.2, Line 8 and 21. Total construction capital 

expenditures, excluding carrying costs, were 

6.3, Line 10 and 25. 

million, as shown on Schedule T- 

How did actual Precoustruction Generation capital expenditures for January 

2010 through December 2010 compare with PEF’s actuauestimated costs for 

2010? 

Schedule T-6B.2, Line 6 shows that total preconstruction Generation project costs 

were -million, or = million lower than estimated. By cost category, major 

9 of 24 
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Q. 

A. 

I 
cost variances between PEF’s projected and actual 2010 preconstruction LNP 

Generation project costs are as follows: 

License Application: Capital expenditures for License Application activities were 

=million or million lower than estimated. As explained in the testimony 

of Sue Hardison, this variance is primarily attributable to lower than estimated NRC 

fees and related licensing and consulting fees. 

Engineering & Design: Capital expenditures for Engineering & Design activities 

were =million or million lower than estimated. As explained in the 

testimony of Sue Hardison and John Elnitsky, this variance is primarily attributable 

to the deferral of an estimated one-time Long Lead Equipment (“LLE”) disposition 

cost to 201 1 based on continuing LLE negotiations with the Consortium. 

How did actual Preconstruction Transmission capital expenditures for January 

2010 through December 2010 compare with PEF’s actuaVestimated costs for 

2010? 

Schedule T-6B.2, Line 11 shows that total preconstruction Transmission project 

costs were -million or 

major cost variances between PEF’s actuaYestimated and actual 2010 

preconstruction LNP Transmission costs are as follows: 

million lower than estimated. By cost category, 

Substation Engineering: Capital expenditures for Substation Engineering activities 

were = million or million lower than estimated. As explained in the 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

REDACTEI: 

testimony of Sue Hardison, this variance is primarily attributable to deferral of the 

Crystal River Energy Center work due to the Crystal River 3 plant outage schedule 

adjustments. 

Q. How did actual Construction Generation capital expenditures for January 2010 

through December 2010 compare with PEF’s actuaVestimated costs for 2010? 

Schedule T-6B.3, Line 8 shows that total construction Generation project costs were 

million, or = million greater than estimated. By cost category, major cost 

A. 

variances between PEF’s actuallestimated and actual 2010 construction LNP 

Generation project costs are as follows: 

Real Estate Acquisition: Capital expenditures for Real Estate Acquisition activities 

were 

testimony of Sue Hardison, this variance is primarily attributable to the transfer of 

responsibility and payment for the state lands easement related to the Barge Slip 

fiom Levy Transmission to Generation. 

million or million greater than estimated. As explained in the 

Power Block Engineering: Capital expenditures for Power Block Engineering 

activities were million or million greater than estimated. As explained 

in the testimony of Sue Hardison, this variance is attributable to payments to the 

Consortium for earlier than scheduled completion of partial milestones. 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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23 

24 

REDACTEI 

Q. How did actual Construction Transmission capital expenditures for January 

2010 through December 2010 compare with PEF’s actuavestimated costs for 

2010? 

Schedule T-6B.3, Line 15 shows that total construction Transmission project costs 

were w million or 

variances between PEF’s actuaUestimated and actual 2010 construction LNP 

transmission costs are as follows: 

A. 

million lower than estimated. By cost category, major cos1 

Real Estate Acquisition: Capital expenditures for Real Estate Acquisition were 

-million or w million lower than estimated. As explained in the testimony of 

Sue Hardison, this variance is primarily attributable to the shift in the LNP schedule 

and the transfer of responsibility and payment for the state lands easement related to 

the Barge Slip &om Levy Transmission to Generation. 

Q. What was the source of the separation factors used in Schedule T-6? 

A. The jurisdictional separation factors are calculated based on the January 2010 sales 

forecast, using the Retail Jurisdictional Cost of Service methodology that was 

approved in Order No. PSC-10-0131-FOF-E1 in PEF’s base rate proceeding in 

Docket No. 090079-EI. 

IV. O&M COSTS INCURRED IN 2010 FOR THE LEVY NUCLEAR PLANT 

Q. How did actual O&M expenditures for January 2010 through December 2010 

compare with PEF’s actuavestimated costs for 2010? 
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SCHEDULE APPENDIX 
REDACTED 

EXHIBIT (WG-1) 

PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. 
CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3 UPRATE 

COMMISSION SCHEDULES (T-I Through T-78) 

JANUARY 2009 - DECEMBER 2009 
True-up 

DOCKET NO. 100009-El 



CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3 UPWTE 
S lb  SslenlonlPrsConrVuction Costa and Carrying Costs on Construction Cost Balance !S€€llon (aI(cl1 

Schedule 1-7 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

COMPANY 

DOCKET No.: of the contract. 

TrtJe.Jp Flltng: Contracts Executed 
REDACTED 

EXPLANATION, Pmvide B list of Cmlracb exemfed In excels of $ I  million 
induding. a deaaiplim offhe Warn. the ddbr miue 
and tern of the cmlracl. lhe method Ot uendaseleclion. 
the idenlily and afilmlim 01 the vendor, and cumnl status 

1z11112009 Far the Year Ended: 
Progress Energy. FL 

,000OO-El 

(AI (B) (CJ (Dl !El !PI (G) (HI (Jl 
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SCHEDULE APPENDIX 
REDACTED 

EXHIBIT (WG-2) 

PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. 
LEVY COUNTY NUCLEAR 1 and 2 

COMMISSION SCHEDULES (T-I Through T-7B) 

JANUARY 2010 - DECEMBER 2010 
FINAL TRUE-UP 

DOCKET NO. 110009-El 



LEVY COUNTY NUCLEAR 1 B 2 
Site Selsctlon. PreFonrhucUan Cosk, and Carrying Cos* on Con61RIction Cost Balance 

Scheduia T-6.2 Final True-Up Fiilng: Prasonstrucllon Catmgory . Monthly Capita AddltlondExpendltu,~~ 

REDACTED 
EXPLANATION Provide !he final Truevp of monthly Pan1 addilions by mala 1860 performed Whin PreCMStwction calegory lorlhe par. 

Ail PreMJIwCiion m ~ &  ab0 included in Sile Selection costs a ComtruYdim emis must be ldenlined. 
List generalion reiated expenses separate firm Iranrmi~sion relaled expenses. 

m h l D n * I " .  

Izs-e.O423(5)(c)1.a.,F.A..C.l 
125-6.0423 (ZXg),F.A..C.I 
I266 0423 (6Xd).F.A..C.I 

~.V,",r^,.l 
Pmgiers Enemy - FL Wilnerr: W. GairslVS. Hardison 

110009-EI ForYearEnded: iZnIRO10 
DOCKET NO.: 

(4) (8) (C) (0) (E) IF) 1'3) IH) 
une Beginning Actual AcIuaI Actual Actual Actual Actual 6 Month 

June Tot8 Additions NO. Deecdplion Balsn~e Januav Fsbwary March Aptll MBY 

1 -n Addit I b S :  
2- 
3 Licens~ Application 
4 EngineMw, Derign B Pmcursment 
6 Pemnfing 
6 Ueatlng. Grading. and EXCBYBliM 
7 On-Sile Conslluction Fadtills 

1 
? 

6 Pemnfing 
6 Ueatlng. Grading. and EXCBYBliM 
7 On-Sile Conslluction FadtUs 
6 Total System Generalim Preconslnnfla I Colt Addillow (a) 

9 -  
10 Non-Carh Acmair 
11 JoinlOwnerCredil 
12 Olher 
13 

14 Junrdiclimal Facta 

15 Jutiadinlonal Generation PracomlrucUon Capnal Addilionl 

16 Transmission: 
17 Liw Engineenw 
16 Subsfatian Enginasdng 
19 Cleating 
20 Other 
21 

22 Adlustmentr: 
23 NonCashAaruair 
24 JanlOwnerCredil 
25 CXher 
26 

27 JutisdictioMl Facior 

26 Jutisdlctionsi Transmbrion Premnslnnfion Cspitai Additions 

29 Tdai JYfi3diClioMI Precm61~1ion C a t  Addllions 

Adjusted Syslem Generalim Piemnrlruclim Cmf Addlllms (b) 

Total Splsm Tranrmbaim PremSlNnion Cml Adddms (8)  

Adjusted swim Trammasion PreCCnSlwYdbn Cmt Addillonr (b) 

(Lines 15+26) 

N n a  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

091089 091069 091069 091089 081089 081069 091069 091069 

066113 066113 066113 Ob6113 066113 068113 066118 0 66113 

5363,409,363 E6.461.202 58,367,956 $7,969,897 514,296,165 52,225,018 51,489,635 141,639,873 

[a): Liner 6 and 21 repwent capital sxpendilurer M a n  accrual basis. gmss oljdnl owner billings and exclude AFUDC. Beginning balance lie9 Io endlng balance on Schedule Tb.2 
(b) Lines 13 and 2% represent capital expenditure3 m a cash basis. ne1 oljoinl m e r  billingE. 

Page 20 Of 56 



LEW COUNTY NUCLEAR 1 6 2  
Slte Seiecuon. Preconslrucuon Cos&, and Carrying CosO on Conslruclion Cost Balance 

Schedule 1-6.2 Flnai Tcue-Up Fliing: Preconstructlon Category. Monthly Capifal AddifionslExpendifursl 

REDACTED 
EXPLANATION: Pmvide the Final Trus.up of monthly piant additions by mejOrWsk$ perfamed Whin PreCONlNCtiOn cafegoryfor the year. 

Aii P-slnrclim costs also included In Sile Seieclim cost% o/ Conalruclion msfs must be tdsnfifled. 
List generalion related expenses separate f r m  lransmirsion related expenses. 

1256.0423(5XC)l .B..F.A..C.l 
[256.0123 (Z)(g).F.A..C.l 
(25-5.0423 (6)(d).F.A..C.I 

Wilnesr: w. GamlllS. Hardisan Pragrerr Enemy- FL 

IlWO9-Ei FarYsarEnded l Z n l l 2 O l O  

COMPANY 

WCKET NO.: 

in) (I) IJ) IK) IL) IM) IN) IO) 
Line Adval Aclyai Adval A d m i  Actvai Acluai 12 Month Ending 
No. Dercnplim July August September October November December Tolai Balance 

t PreCDnllrYCt Ion Addllia "6 
2 3 % E Q q l m  
3 Liceme Appiicalim 
4 Engineedng. Design & Pro~u~rnenl  
5 Pennilling 
6 Cteadnp. Greding. and Excavatim 
7 OnSile Constmion Faciiitie. 
6 

8 AdlurtmenO: 

Toll1 Sygfm Generelim PremSIruclion C a t  Additiom (a) 

10 NahCaahAccruals 
I 4  Joinl h e r C i e d i l  
12 Other 
$ 3  

14 Junadidionai Fsclor 

15 Juflsdictionai Generation Precm61ruclioO CBpRai Additions 

16TranrmirSKln. 
17 Une Engine%Ong 
18 Subslalion Engineemng 
18 ciesring 
20 Other 
21 

Adjusted S p t m  Generation Preconslruclion Cml Addiuom (b) 

. .  

Talai SpIem Tranmission Premnrtruclion Cml Addiiions (a) 

zz,!!mm&% 
23 Non.CeshAccruair 
24 Jdnl h e r  Credit 
26 Other 
26 

27 JuriSdidiOMi Fad08 

26 JUllJdidioMi Tranamiasion Prec~n~lrudion Capita Addilbm 

Adjusted Splsm Tremmission PremmWCtiM Ccol Addillom (b) 

28 Toisi JUNdliOMi PieCOmtNdlOn Cost Addilima 
(Unes 15 128) 

0 " 0 

0.94089 0.94089 0.91089 0.91068 0.91089 0.SlOBS 0.91089 0.91089 

Sl.osa.sss364.529 13,558,314 $1,093,230 12,206,526 $ 1 , 6 6 0 . ~ 1 6 9 . 1 8 2 . 7 2 6 5 4 2 3 . 1 8 2 , 0 8 8  

Note 
[a) Uner 8 and 21 repieren1 capiiai expenditures an an a m a i  basis. gross of join1 owner biiiingr and exclude AFVDC. 
(b) Mer 13 and 26 represent capite! expendilures on a cash basia, net ofldnt wner biiiing3. 
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LEWCOUNTYNUCLEAR~ a 2  
Site SslecUon. PmconslcUEtion CosD, and Carrying Coifs on Construction Cost Balance 

Final TrueUp Flllng: Construnion Catsgory . Monthly Capltal Addltionr,Elp.ndlNr~, Schedule T-8.3 

REDACTED 
EXPLANATION: Pmvide Ihe Final Truevp of mmlhly plant addilionJ by mala task3 performed Mlhin Cmrfruciim cafsgary forthe year. 

AIi Colutwdion cosls also included in Sile Seledian cos& a PRCMslrudian mts musf be identified. 
List generation relaled BXP~NBS separale from transmission R l e d  expen~es. 

[256.0423(5)(C)i.a ,F.A..C.l 
125-6.0423 (Z)(i),F.A..C.I 
1256.0423 (8)(d).F.A.C.l 

Piagrerr Energy - FL Wiioerr: W. GamlVS. Hardson 

llW09.El FaiYeaiEnded: 12nlROlO 

COMPANY 

WCKET NO.: 

1.41 (01 IC1 (01 (El IF1 (GI (HI  
Line Beginning Adual Actual A b " d  Anuai Actual Aduai 6 Mcnlh 
NO. D~suiplian Balance Janualy February March April May June Tolsl Additions 

1- 
2- ti 
3 Real Ertale Acguhilimr 
4 Pmjen MaMgement 

8 Sile Pmparallan 
7 On-Sile C w t r u d m  Fadlilies 
8 
8 

I O  

11 Adlurmenlr: 
12 NonCaih Accruals 
13 Jdnt Ownercredit 
14 n h e r  
15 

16 JurisdiclioMi Faciar 0.81088 0.81088 0.91089 0.9IO89 0.91089 0.91089 0.91069 0.01089 

17 Jui*rdicllonal Generation CanalrunIan Capilal Addiliani 

5 ~~~~~~~t slanrrrainiw 

Pawer Blach Engineering, Pmuramnl.  efs. 
Nan-Pwr 01ak Engineering. Pmuremenl. elc. 
Tnal System Gensratian Canatrunion Cart Additions (a) 

Adjusted System Generalran GwsLrudian Cmt Addillonr (b) 

18- 
19 Une Enginesong 
20 Substallon Engineering 
21 Real Estate Acguisltion 
22 UOB COlutrUMM 
23 SubSlalim Co(u1ruE1icn 
24 Other 
25 Tolei Splem Transmission Colutrudion Cml Addifiolu (a) 

28 &&amQ& 
27 Nan-Cash A-als 
28 Jdnt OwnerCledli 
28 Other 
30 Adjusted System Trsnsmhiricn C w l w d b n  Cost Addltims (b) 

31 Jurudidimal Facta 0.88113 0.88113 0.88113 0.58113 0.68113 0.68113 0.68113 0.88113 

32 Juhrdinimai Trammlsion CDMtrunlm Capital Addilianr 

33 Tala Jurisdldlmal Ccnstrunlon Cas, Addilim3 $88,07O,M9 134,l 10 $5,873,671 $34.579 52.620.238 $2,137 $4,588 18,288,324 
(Li"n5 17 + 32) 

NnB: 
(a) Lines 10 and 25 mpmseni capital expendilures ea an a m i  barb. grmI ol j m l  Owner biilingr and exduds AFUDC. Beginning balance fist 10 ending balanCB on Schedule Td.3 
(b) Lines 15 and 30 mpmsent capilai exwndllurer M a cash bal?i. net Of ldnl owner biiiingr. 
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LEWCOUNNNUCLEaR< & l  
SRe Selection, PreconoVucUl)n Coots, and Carryina Cor- on ConsUYctton Cart Batmce 

Flnal TmB-Up Filing: COnrtrucUon Catsgory . Monthly Caplht Addition~Expendttuisr 

EXPWNATION: PrMde the Final TmRlp af monihiy plant sddilions bymaiartarkr pelfarmed Whin Cmstmclion calegorflor IhB mar. 
AI1 Constmaim mts eiso included m Sile Seledian U I s I  or Prem9tmcttm costs mull  be identified. 
UP, generation niatsd emsnses sepam@ lmm tmnsmbiion mUed ~xpeose5. 

Schedule T4.3 

REDACTED 
[25-6.M23(5XC)i.a..F.A..C.I 
[25S.M23 (2)(i).F.A..C.l 
1256.0423 (6Xd).F.A..C.I 

Progress Energy. FL Witness: W. GaneliIS. Hadison 

110W9.EI ForYearEnded: iZn1ROlO 

COMPANY. 

DOCKET NO.: 

(HI (1) (JI iK) iL) (M) (N) (0) 
Line Adval Adual Actual Actual Actual Actual 12 Month Ending 
No. Detcnpli~n July AUQUJI Seplembsr Oclobsr Nwember December Tolal Balance 

,- 
2- 
3 Real Ellale ACqUislom 
4 Prmect Management 
5 Permanent Shffmmlning 
B slle Preperation 
7 OnSils Cmnrlnrtim Fadlit ie~ 
8 PaweiBlDcx Engineehg, Pmrement. BIC 
9 

10 

11 
12 NDhCash A M l a i r  
13 Joint o*nsiCiedil 

N m P w e r  Bl& Enginesring. Pmuiemsnt, etc. 
Total %tern Generation Con9INcLioo Cml  Addil im (a) 

14 Other 
15 Adjusted Splem Geneliltion CONtNdiM C a t  Addillom (b) 

33 Tole1 JunOdldional construnion Cosi Additlms 
(Lmes 17 + 32) 

0.9l08B 0.91069 0.9I089 0.91069 0.9i069 09lMlS 0.910S9 0.81089 

068113 088113 068113 066113 068113 068113 068113 0 66113 

16,0i6.%30 $44,20i $1,352,468 $19.739 $68.461 14396.235 120,134,377 $76,201,426 

NOls: 
(a) Linea 40 and 25 mpreaent CBpiht expenditures O n  an aCCmai barir. g i o u  oljdnl ~ s r  billings and exclude AFUOC. 
(b) Unel 16 and 30 mp'uent cdpiiai expenditurea On a cash bask. net djdnt M e r  billings. 
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LEW COUNTY NUCLEAR i a 2 
Site Selection. Pieconstruction Costs, and Carrying Costs on ConftruCtion Cost Balance 

Schedule T-68.2 Flnai TrudJp Filing: Preconstruction Category. Variance in Mdl t ions and Expenditures 

EXPLANATION Provide variance explanations comparing the annual system total expenditures Shown on Schedule T-6.2 with the expenditures 
approved by the Commission on Schedule AE-6.2. List the Generation expenses Separate from Transmlssion in the Same order 
appeaiing an Schedule T-6.2. This schedule is not required if Schedule T-6.2 is not Ried. 

REDACTED 
[25-6.0423(5)(c)l .a..F.A..C.] 
[25-6.0423 (2)(gl.F.A..C.I 
125-6.0423 (5)(a),F.A..C.l 

COMPANY: 125-6.0423 (B)(d).F.A..C.I 
Prngies Energy- FL 

Witness: S. Hardiron 

For Year Ended: 12/3112010 
DOCKET NO.: 

l lW09-El 
Preconstruction (AI 181 IC1 (0) 

Line Major Task 8 Description Sptem System Variance 
NO. for amounts on Schedule 1-6.2 EstimatedlAnuai Actual Amount Expianation 1 

Generation: 
Variance mainly driven by Shin in NRC review schedule which resulted in lower than estimated related NRC 
fees. licensing consuitant fees, contingency. internal staffing and expenses and outside legai munrel cos*. 

Variance primariv due to deferral of eStlmated One-time long-lead equipment (LLE) PO diSpOSiiiOn COS1 
while negotiations are in pmgrers with the EPC Consortium. 

1 License Application 

2 Engineering. Design. B Prncuiement 

3 Permining 
4 Clearing, Grading and Excavation 
5 On-Site Construction Facilities 
6 Total Generation Costs 

7 Line Engineering 

8 Substation Engineering 

9 Clearing 
10 OUlW 

1 - Total - 

Variance driven mainly by deferred design engineeiing and envimnmental permitting work due to CR plant 
outage schedule refinement3 and coordination with planned completioO of environmental licensing 
activities. 

Variance driven primarily by adjustmenu to transfer responsibility and residual charges for Cenval Florida 
South (CFS) substetion projects to Transmission Operations. Also, the LNP Schedule shifl resuited in 
reduced pmje~l  management. external mmmunity relations. iegai, general overhead cos!% and decreased 
pmject SWfcng requirements related to the defeml In the tianSmirsian work plan. 
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LEVY COUNTY NUCLEAR i a2 
Site Selection, Preconstluction Costs, and Carrying Cosls on Construction Coat Balance 

Schedule T-6B.3 Final True-Up Filing: ConstrYcUon Category. Varlance In Additions and Expenditures 

REDACTED 
EXPLANATION Provide variance explanations comparing the annual SyStem total expenditures Shown an Schedule T-6.3 with the expenditures 

approved by the Commission on Scheduie AE-6.3. List the Generation expenses Separate from Transmission in the same order 
appearing on Scheduk T-6.3. ThiS Schedule is not required if Schedule T-6.3 is not filed. 

[25-6.0423(5)(c)l.a.,F.A..C.l 
[25-6,0423 (Z)(l).F.A..C.] 
[25-6,0423 (8)(d),F.A..C.I 

Witness: S. Hadison 

For Year Ended: 1213112010 

COMPANY: 

DOCKET NO.: 
Progress Energy - FL 

110009-El 
CondNCliOn (A) (8 )  (C) (D) 

Line Major Task & De~wipflon SyStem Synem Variance 
NO. for amounts On Schedule T-6.3 EstimatedlActual Actual Amount Explanation 

Generatiox 
Variance driven primarily by transfer Of responsibility and payment for state lands Barge Slip easement fmm 
Levy Transmission to Geneation. The transfer war reflected in cost management repans aflerthe April 
30th EstmatedIActual Riing date. 

Variance ptimatiiy due to payments to the Consonium under the EPC contract for the earlier than 
Scheduled completion of panlal mileEtoneS far certain items Of LLE 

Variance driven primarily by the shin In the Levy Project schedule. The land acquisition plan was re- 
evaluated in light of the schedule shin changes and resulied in a SignMcant redudion of stratesic ROW land 
acquisition and Siting expenditures in 2010. Also, rerponslbiiity and payment for the state lands Barge Slip 
easement was Shifted to Generation. 

m. 1 Real Estate Acquisitions 

2 Project Management 
3 Pemanent Sfaff/rralning 
4 Site Preparation 
5 On-Site CanstNction Facilities 
6 

7 
8 Total Generation COSU 

power BIO& Engineering, Pmwrement. etc. 

Non-Power Block Engineering. Procurement, etc. 

Transmlssion, 
9 Line Englneedng 
10 Substation Engineering 
11 Real Estate Acquisition 

12 Line COnStNdiOn 
13 Substation CanSINdlOn 
14 Other 

15 Tdal TranSmiSSion Costs 
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LEW COUNTY UNITS 1 6 I 
Sib SeIedionRmCOnilmCllon CosU and Camylng CoIb on Conitmction Colt  8dlncs 

Schedule 1-7 ~rue-up ~iiing: c o n t n ~ t r  Erecvtea 

tnciuaing. a desdption M the worn. the aoiiar vaiw 

REDACTED 
FLORIDA PUBLiC SERVICE COMMISSION 

COMPANY 

WCKET NO.: dlhecontian. 

UFMNATION: Provide B list M mntmctr exemled in excess d SI n'illim 

and tern of !he contract. the m e l h d  of venda reledon. 
the Identity and affiliation of uie vendor. and mmnl slatus 

1256.0423 i8l(cl,F.A..C.1 

Wilness: Sue Haidisan 

ForYBar Ended l U 3 i i Z O i O  

Progmrr Enemy-FL 

110009-El 

(Ai (01 IC1 (Dl [El (Fl GI ini ill Nl iK1 

C""B"1 
Amwnf 

Emended in 

Eonlrad NO 
NIA 
- 

- 
NIA 

- 
Easement 
131959 

- 
283651 

Amendment 
1-3 

- 
W255934- 

OOWZ 
Amendment 

1 -7 

002559% 
00003 

Amendment 
1.6 

- 

- 
00255934- 

OW05 
&mendmen1 

1-6 

~ 

25593446 
4mendment 

1.5 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

COMPANY: 

DOCKET NO.: 
P m w r r  Enemy. FL 

110009.Ei 

[25-6.0423 16)Icl.F.A..C.I 

Witnes1: Sue Hardlaon 

ForYear Ended lZnllZOl0 

:ontract No. 
25593449 
Amendment 

3.3 

- 

- 
414310 

~ 

NIA 
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ti"* 

1 
2 
3 

8 

15 
16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 
2'1 
22 

23 
21 
25 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
24 
35 
36 
37 
38 

38 
10 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
48 

47 

PROGRESS ENER GY FLORIDA WckelNo. 110008 
APPENDIX D 

REDACTED 

End of 
Aslual Anual ACl"al A ~ l m  Actual PenW 
2008 2007 2005 2009 2010 Total 

$0 $31,803,418 
0 0 0 0 
0 

0 

0 
0 0 0 0 

0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 

so $31,803,446 

12.e48.210 120,535,888 $8,417,338 $0 
0 
0 

12,848,210 120,538,898 18,417,335 $0 

so 11,511,538 $668.950 $0 $0 12,178,488 
0 171,433 21.860 0 0 193293 

0 866,018 482,025 0 0 1,348,038 
$0 S2.548.987 $1.170.833 sa Io 13,71S,B20 
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SCHEDULE APPENDIX 
REDACTED 

EXHIBIT (WG-3) 

PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. 
CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3 UPFWTE 

COMMISSION SCHEDULES (T-I Through T-76) 

JANUARY 2010 - DECEMBER 2010 
FINAL TRUE-UP 

DOCKET NO. 110009-El 
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