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

LINTRODUCTION -

. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is William R. Jacobs, Ir., Ph.D. I am a Vice President of GDS Associates,
Inc. My business address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, Georgia,
30067.

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

I received a Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering in 1968, a Master of Science in
Nuclear Engineering in 1969 and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering in 1971, all from
the Georgia Institute of Technology. I am a registered professional engineer and a
member of the American Nuclear Society. I have more than thirty years of
experience in the electric power industry including more than twelve years of power
plant construction and start-up experience. I have participated in the construction and
start-up of s'even power plants in this country and overseas in management positions
including start-up manager and site manager. As a loaned employee at the Institute <;f
Nuclear Power Opel:aﬁons (“INPO™), I participated in the Construction Project
Evaluation Program, performed operating plant evaluations and assisted in the
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development of the Outage Management Eva{luation Progrgm. Since joining GDS
Associates, Inc. in 1986, I have participated in rate case and litigation support
activities related to power plant construction, operation and decommissioning. I have
evaluated nuclear power plant outages at nm-nerous nuclear plants throughout the
United States. I am currently on i:he management pommittee of Plum Point Unit 1,.a
650 MWe coal fired power plaﬁt under construction near Osceola, Arkansas. As a

member of the management commiitee, I assist in providing oversight of the EPC

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

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

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

WERE YOU ASSISTED BY OTHER GDS PERSONNEL IN THIS EFFORT?

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

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

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

proceedings.

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

represents the ratepayers of Florida Power & Light Company.

WHAT WAS YOUR ASSIGNMENT IN THIS PROCEEDING?

T was asked to assist the Florida Office of Public Counsel to conduct a review and
evaluation of requests by Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) for authority to
collect historical and projected costs associated with-extended power uprate (“EFU”)

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

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

new nuclear project through the capacity cost recovery clause.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

carryiné costs and escalation) of $11.1 billion. -

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

Capacify Cost Recovery factor.

IL.METHODOLOGY

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

RECOVERY CLAUSE.
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1 A I first reviewed the Coﬁlpany’s filings in this docket and assisted in the issuance of

2 numerous interrogatories and requests for production of documents. To evaluate the
3 issues related fo project schedule, cost and risk management, I reviewed many
4 internal documents, status reports and correspofidence with regulatory authorities. I
g 5 : teviewed responses tc.w discovery requests and~ issued additional discovery requests as
6 needed. I assisted OPC attorneys with the depositions of FPL wime;sses.
7
'8 Q.WHATIS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? _

9 A.  Inmy testimony, I will address three subjects. The first subject is the inappropriate

1.0' metﬁodology that FPL employs to assess the long-term feasibility of its EPU uprate
11 project. Next, I will describe how the deficient feasibility methodology and
12 imprudence on FPL’s part in the areas of selecting a “fast track™ approach for the
O 13 'EPU project, estimating the overall costs of the uprate projects and managing risk

14 ) during the project have potentially placed the utility in the position of incurring

' 15 unreasonable costs that are in excess of ﬂlos;e associated with an alternative
16 _ generation plan and so should be disallowed from the amounts that FPL is authorized
17 to collect from customers. Finally, I will address the issue relating to the estimate of
18 the capital c;)sts of its EPU project that FPL submitted in prefiled testimony dated

% 19 ‘ May 1, 2009, and that it decided not to update either prior to or during the September
20 2009 hearing in Docket No. $90009-EL |

I , 21 TIL.SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

.22 'Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS WITH RESPECT ']';‘0 THE

i 23 METHODOLOGY THAT FPL USES TO PERFORM ITS FEASIBILITY

?; 24 ANALYSES OF THE UPRATE PROJECTS.
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I conclude that FPL’s comparison of the cumulative present value of revenue
requirements of two resource plans—one incorporating the nuclear uprate projects and
another without the nuclear uprates-- in which FPL excludes amounts already spent
fiom the capital costs of the “with uprate” scenario, is ill-suited to the circumstance of
FPL’s EPU uprate project. This is becanse FPL had little grasp of what the capital
costs would be at the beginning of the project, and FPL’s estimates of the cost of
cr;mpleting the projects (“to-go costs”) have increased dramatically 'from the outset.
Excluding “sunk costs” is an accepted way of pcrfdmﬁng a feasibility study when the
overall project cost is known, stable and well defined. However, if the project costs
are largely unknown aud estimates are understated at the outset, and if as a result the
“fo go” costs increase nearly as.much as the annual “past s.pent” amount that is
excluded from the comparison over time, the exercise can cause misleading results:
based only on “to go™ costs, the analysis will likely continue to show feasibility, but
when all costs are considered, the project may be uneconomical f01: customers, If
,theré was ever a valid basis for using the comparison of revenue requirements as the
means of evaluating the feasibility of the uprate projects, it has eroded in light of
FPL’s experience with estimating the costs of the project. My GDS colleague, Brian
Smith, will illustéate the problem and propose a means of compensating for the

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

. replacement methodology. In that regard, for fiuture feasibility studies I recommend

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

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

FPL’s uprate projects began with what FPL styles an initial “scoping” study, followed
by an “indicative” bid from Bechtel, its EPC contractor. As FPL’s witness Jones
acmdwledg;as, an uprate to an existing nuclear unit is a hugely complex undertaking.
At the beginning, it is imbued with enormous uncertainties. This type of project is
uniquely unsuitable for the fast frack approach, in which an organization commits fo a
project and spends large sums before it has any idea of the ultimate cost. Notonly.
did FPL not have a reasonable idea of the final cost of the project, FPL_exacerbatcd

the situation by failing to quantify the “breakeven™ point (that is, the roaxinoum cost

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

effective than the alternative to the uprate). Such a “breakeven” analysis is better
suited to a project that is characterized by substantial vncertainty than is the
comparison of revenue requirements that FPL adopted as its long term feasibility
methodology for ifs uprate prqj ects. Even foday, FPL does not have a good handle on
the ultimate cost of the u;;rates, and it does not incorporate a contingency factor that
is adequate for the circumstances. Further, FPL was slow to recégnize and take into
account early indications that ifs initial estimates were inadequate. These missteps
constitute imprudence that has exposed customers .to the real likelihood that costs of a
plan with the uprate proj'ects will be higher than corresponding costs of a resource
plan that does not include the projects. In fact, OPC witness and fellow GDS
consultant Brian Smith will demonsirate that, af this stage of the projects, FPL’s own
data indicate that customers will see net costs, not net benefits, from the uprate

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

site can be evaluated individually rather than being lumped together,

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUﬁ CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE ISSUE OF WHETHER
FPL SHOULD HAVE AMENDED ITS TESTIMQNY CONCERNING ITS
ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE UPRATE
PROJECTS DURING THE SEPTEMBER, 2009 EVIDENTIARY HEARING.
Based on my review of information provided in discovery, I conclude the information
regarding the cost of the EPU projects that FPL included in prefiled testimony in May:
2009 was not the most current view of the utility, as the estimate in the M;y prefiled
testimony had been effectively superseded by revised estimates as of the Executive
Steering Committee meeting of July 25, 2009. At that time, managers of the uprate
projects increased the estimate contained in May 2009 prefiled testimony by some
$300 ;nilﬁon, repres;anting a Zl%jricrease above the estimate contained in the
prefiled testimonj. FPL’s uprate managers adjusted their estimates of capital costs
again in August 2009, when they increased csﬁmated capital costs by .another $144.5

8



10

11 .

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

22

2% -

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

hearing conducted on September 8, 2009. Fusther, because the capital cost estimate is

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

rule requires FPL tfo present annually, FPL also should have yevised its feasibility
calculations to reflect the increased capital cost estimate 'and the correspondingly
lower benefits aéso«:iated with the increase during the same hearing. I am informed
by OPC’s counsel that OPC regards these failures as a violation of the rule governing

the nuclear cost recovery clause.

IV. FPL’S INAPPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY FOR MEASURING

LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF UPRATES

_PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE METHODOLOGY THAT FPL EMPLOYS IN

ITS ANALYSIS OF THE LONG TERM FEASIBILITY OF THE UPRATE
PROJECTS.

FPL uses a methodology called the Current Present Value of Revénue Requirements
(CPVRR). Using this methodology, the Company compares the revenue
requirements flowing from a generation portfolio containing the EPU projects to &
generation portfolio without the EPU projects for the entire life of the I;rojects. The
revenue requirements include firel costé, capital costs, operatiﬂg costs and all other
costs related to operation of the plants. FPL calculates the present value of these
costs and comﬁares the sum of the revenue requirements for each generation
portfolio. The generation portfolio with the lower CPVRR is considered to be the

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

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

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

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

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

PLEASE TELL THE COMMISSIONERS WHY YOU BELIEVED THEN,
AND CONTINUE TO BELIEVE NOW, THAT FPL’S METHODOLOGY, AS
IT IS APPLIED TO THE EPU UPRATE PROJECTS, IS DEFICIENT.

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

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

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

ANNUAL ANALYSIS THAT FPL CONDUCTS?

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

the EPU projects have economic benefit.

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

FPL uses a “breakeven” methqdology to assess the feasibility of the new Turkey
Point 6 and 7 units. In the breakeven methodology, FPL calculates the total capital
cost at which the C?VRR of a generation portfolio including the new nuclear units
equals the CPVRR of the alternate generaﬁoﬁ portfolio. If the cost of the new nucléar
units exceeds the breakeven cost, the units are not economically feasible. If the cost

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

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

A breakeven analysis provides the project total cost that the project must coms in af
or below for the project to be beneficial to ratepayers. This information is very useful
for project managers to monit;)r the ultimate feasibility of the project as the project
proceeds. If project cost estimates are rapidly igcreasing, the breakeven analysis
provides an early warning to project managers that the project may no longer be

feasible.

11
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HAS FPL CONDUCTED A BREAKEVEN ANALYSIS FOR ITS UPRATE
PROJECTS THAT IS SIMILAR TO THE ONE IT PERFORMS FOR ITS
PROPOSED NEW NUCLEAR UNITS?

No. Inresponse to OPC Interrogatory No. 85 (included as Exhibit WRJ-3), which

asks FPL to explain why a breakeven cost analysis was conducted for Turkey Point 6

and 7 but not for the EPU project, FPL states:

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

This response further states:

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

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

comparison of the cumulative net present value of revenue requirements is the
appropriate methdd to use for the uprate projects. FPL offers no explanation for this

position.

Q.DO YOU AGREE WITH FPL ON THIS POINT?

A,

No. I believe the breakeven analysis is more appropriate than the CPVRR

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

proposed new units.

"~ IN RESPONSE TO OPC INTERROGATORY 85 FPL DISCUSSES ITS USE

OF A CPVRR ANALYSIS TO EVALUATE THE WESYT COUNTY ENERGY

12
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CENTER UNITS. Dt;) YOU AGREE THAT THIS IS AN’ APPROPRIATE
ANALOGY?

No, I'donot. The use ofa CPVRR evaluation is appropriate for the West County
Energy Center ﬁnits. These are gas fired, combined cycle units of which hundreds
have been constructed around the country. FPL has extensive experiencs, including
recent experience, in constructing this type of unit. For a unit with high cost
certainty, such as a combined cycle unit, a CPVRR evaluation is appropriate. This is

clearly not the case for the EPU projects.

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

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

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

13
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WHAT ACTION DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION ON THIS
SﬁBJECT?

I recommend that the Commission find the long term feasibility methodology that
FPL applies fo its uprate projects is. inappropriate and should not be accepte@. I
recommend tﬂat the Commission find tﬁat ’ch.e results of the feasibility analysis
sponsored by. FPL in this case are misleading, in that they mask what can be
desciibed a “shortfall in cost-effectiveness” of the uprate projects that I atfribute to
management imprudence. Finally, FPL should be directeci to perform a breakeven
analysis for its uprate projects similar to that which it prepares annually’fqr its

proposed new units.

V. IMPRUDENCE OF FPL’S MANAGEMENT OF THE EPU PROJECTS

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

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

WHAT IS A “FAST TRACK” METHOD OF CONSTRUCTING A PROJECT,

AND HOW DOES THAT DIFFER FROM A NORMAL APPRCACH?

FPL witness Jones, in his May 2, 2011 testimony, at page 17, quotes' the Project

. Management Institute’s “A Guide fo the Project Management Body of Knowledge”,

third edition. I will quote from the same book, page 146:
Fast Tracking, A schedule compression technique in which phases or
activities that normally would be done in sequence are performed in parallel.
An example would be to construct the foundation for a building before all the

architecture drawings are complete. Fast tracking can result in rework and
increased risk. This approach can require work to be performed without

14
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complete detailed information, such as engineering drawings. It results in

trading cost for time, and increases the risk of achieving the shortened project

schedule - (emphasis added) '
WHAT ARE THE ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING DRAWINGS,
AND WHY WOULD PROCEEDING WITHOUT COMPLETE DRAWINGS
RESULT IN INCREASE COST FOR THE PROJECT? '
The architecture and engineering drawings provide the final engineering design of the
project. “Final engineering design™ refers to the full specifications (size, materials,
configuration, etc.) of the physical components to be installed. Proceeding without
complete drawings and engineering can result in increased project costs in several
ways. First, as described above, rework m;cxy be required if the final desjén is
different from a preliminary design that is implemented on the project. In addition,
until the final design is complete, the true scope of the project is not known and the
final cost is impessible fo estimate with any degree of accuracy. Thus, the-actual
final cost may be significantly more than the original estimate because the scope of
work included in the original estimate was incomplete. Finally, an engineering and
construcﬁon coniractor will not be able to provide a firm bid on a project based only |
on preliminary engineering. Since the scope is not known, the risk is too great.
Therefore, to protect itself, an engineering and construction contractor will only
provide a bid on a “time ami materials?” basis. This results in a high likelihood of
increased costs. '
DOES FPL PLAN TO PERFORM WORK WITHOUT COMPLETE DESIGN
DRAWINGS?
Apparently, FPL is considering this option. The pace of the completion of design
enginegring drawings has been far slower than that which would be needed to support

FPL’s implementation schedule. I will develop this point in greater detail later in my

15
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testimony. For my immediate purposes, I have aftached as Exhibit WRI-4 a graph
that FPL uprate managers presented to FPL’s Executive Steering Committee for the
meeting of October 27, 2010. The.graph depicts the actual amount of désigu
engineering for the St. Lucie uprate project that has been completed over time, and
shows the status (as of the October 2010 meeting) of the design.engineering work
relative to the stated ta.rget date of July 2011 for 90% completion of the work. To
gain an appreciation for the degree to which the rate of completed design engineering
would have to accelerate in order for FPL to achieve its current schedule for
accomplishing design work, I have added a data point reflecting the status of
engineering as of April 2011 -- the most recent date for which I have FPL data -- and
then drawn a dotted line to connect that date to the target dafe. The steep dashed line’
shows that for FPL to adhere to its schedule for placing the additional megawatts of
capacity associated with the uprate projects.into service, either the speed with which
FPL and Bechtel are performing design engineering would have to increase
dramatically—at a rate which experience to date suggests would be highly unlikely—
or FPL would have to perform consiruc;:ion without having compléted design work,
which would mean the ultimate costs would be even more uncertain. Of course, the
alternative would be to slip the schedule. However, that would also have
consequences in the form of increased costs and a smaller amount of time within
which to generate firel savings sufficient to offset the capital costs of the upra‘;e
additions before the nuclear units” operating licenses expire—all of which has
hr;pﬁcation,s for the projects’ economic feasibility. To date, FPL’s positi;)n has been
that it intends to adhere to the existing scheduh;,, notwithstanding the large amount of
desi;gn éngineering that remains to be done, That plan necessarily entails the type _of

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

schedule and NRC poiut of view.

IS FAST TRACKING APPROPRIATE FOR PROJECTS SUCH AS THE FPT, |
EPUPROJECTS?

In my o;:)inion, itis not. I agree wholeheaﬁedly with FPL‘witness. Jones when-he sa'ys
“The EPU project is of exiraordinary managerial and technical difficulty. FPL’s EPU
project represents one of th;a largest and most complex nuclear design, engineering
and construction projects undertaken in the nuclear industry since the constru;ztion of
the last generation of U.S. nuclear plants.” (Jones May 2, 2011. testimony, page 4,
lines 16 — 19) However, this has been true of the projects from the outset. These
projects represent a combined 450MWe of nuclear capacity, whi;:h is larger than
some existing nuclear plants. Practically all of the last generation of nuclear projects
to which Mr. Jones refers were buil’é with variations of fast frack, time-and-material
contracts with disastrc;us results from a cost and scheduling standpoint. The ufility
industry said “never again.” For the current generation of new nuclear units, utilities
have chosen to.negotiate contracts that have fixed s;:ope and fixed price features to
confrol cost and 1’3rovide some degree of cost certainty to ratepayers , stockholders

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

units wére built.
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DOES FPL ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE FAST-TRACK PROCESS HAS
CAUSED PROBLEMS?
Yes. Cn July 25, 2009, the EPU project management gave a presentation to the
Executive Steering Committee (ESC) ;evealing significant project cost increa.ses.
Part of the presentation consisted of project management executives dfscussing the
“lessons learned” so far in the project. Conceminé the fast-track process, the
following bullets were included:
o Underestimated the risk and costs associated with the fast track project
concept (Turkey Point 7125}2009' update page 39-Bates 000094)
e Fast Track Modification Control(Turkey Point 7/25]2009 update page 40-
Bates 000095)
" o Looked at the project only from a high level risk assessment
" o Should have don(e) a more detailed risk assessment when estaﬂlis}ﬁng
the budget
o Did not assess the éuality of original site staffing due to fast tracking
These comments are from the Turkey Point presentation. Those from the St. Lucie

presentaﬁoh are essentially the same. (Bafes number 000474 and 000475)

DID THE PROJECTS START OUT AS FAST TRACK
PROJECTS?

No. Based on infonnafion that OPC acquifed from FPL’s former Vice President —

_ Uprates during discovery, it is my understanding that FPL contemplated proceeding

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

Pag_es TR-25-28.

IS THE STATUS OF PROJECT DESIGN COMPLETION AN
IMPORTANT FACTOR IN THE SUCCESS OF A PROJECT?
In my opinion, it is exiremely important. Completing the design is the key to
knowing the cost and schedule. Prior to the design reaching a relatively high state
of completion a signiﬁ(;ant amount of uncertainty exists in the key drivers of
project cost and schedule including: '

o Number of modifications to be installed;

o Estimated craft manhours;

s Estimated engineering costs;

s Estimated equipment costs;

e Estimated material costs;

o Licensing requirements;

¢ Project critical path.

As aresult, cost and schedule estimates for a fast frack project are highly
uncertain: Actual projects costs are likely to exceed initial estimates as the design
of the project is completed and the scope of the project is identified. Initiatinga

very large and complex project with a high level of cost and schedule uncertainty

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

DOES COST CERTAINTY INCREASE AS DESIGN ENGINEERING

ADVANCES TOWARD COMPLETION?
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Yes, and FPL agrees. Page 10 of the September 9, 2009 presentation to the _FPL
Executive Steering Committee (ESC) states:

Engineering and Design will comiplete in December 2010
improving cost cerfainty. '

(As of April 18,2011, only 31% of the engineering design projects, called

modifications or “mods,” have been completed.)
Page 7 of the March 8, 2010 presentatiori (a little over a year ago) to the ESC states:
The project is at the very early stages of design. Cost

certainty will improve as design is completed.

THESE QUOTATIONS ABOVE REFER TO THE “DESIGN”. WHAT IS

" MEANT BY THAT?

These statements are referring to design engineering. The project record is full of
references to cost uncertainty usually associated with the status of the design
engineering of project modifications. Design ené;ineeripg on this project is divided
into discrete packages that are associated with a particular project or modification. -
Examples are ’i‘mkey Point Unit 3 Main Feed Pump Rt;placemcn’t, Condensate Pump
and Motor Replacement and Containment Cooling Modifications. The total EPU
projects currently consist of 209 Mods, in_cluding 95 at St. Lucie and 114 at Turkey
Point. Over the past year, the Qrojects have grown from 191 t0 209 Mods, and there

likely will be more.

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

A,

As I said earlier, the latest information that I have is as of April 2011. Tt was supplied
by the Company in its response to OPC Interrogatory 50. It states that 31% or 65 of

the 209 Mods have completéd design engineering allowing some cost certainty for

. tiose Mods. From January 2010 until the latest data provided by FPL in April 2011,

20




1 a period of 15 months, the FPL EPU organization has completed the design of 65
2 Mods (31%) ora littlé over 4 per month. They are scheduled to complete all 209
.3 Mods by.the end of 2011, or 144 over 8 months, or about 18 per month, requiring a
4 significant hlc;‘ease.in the completion ra.tc achieved fo date. WRJI-4, to which I
5 - referred earlier, is a graph from the October 27, 201b, meeting showing the schedule
6 for Design Modification completion. The dotted line indicating the slow pace of the
7 progress during the six months prior to April 18, 2011 and the additional line
8 indicating the steep rate of acceleration that would be needed to enable FPL to remain -
9 “on course,” provide a dramatic visual of the lack of engineering progress.
10,

11  Q.COULDIT BE THAT A NUMBER OF MODS ARE ALMOST COMPLETE?

12 A, According to the data, there are 23 Mods that are between 90% and 100% complete

13 and 37 that are between 30% and 90% complete. There are 67 that are between 0%
14 and 30% complete and 17 that have not been started. I do not find these figures

15 ’ encouraging,.

16

17 Q.S THE COMPANY CONCERNED ABOUT THIS STYUATION?

18 A Yes, they are. In the March 23, 2011, ESC presentation (Exlublt WRIJ-5) on page 21,

19 FPL states that:

20

21 : Bechtel (the EPC contractor) has straggled with meeting

22 pre-outage milestones for design modifications

23 requiring inereased focus and management attention.

24

25 Tt also states that recovery plans have been established. FPL witness Jones stated in
26 his deposition of June 22, 2011 that he has started contracting out some of the work to
27 other engineering firms. (Jones deposition franscript, June 22, 2011, page 42, lines 22
28 . —24) With an outage starting in five months, this may be too little, too late. Thave
29 noted in the Company’s response to OPC Interrogatory No. 56, which asks for the
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outage schedule, that every outage date is prefaced with the tentative “currently

sclxedulcd..?’

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

Moved outage start dates to provide additional time. for

engineeiing and planning, bringing more certainty with

execution.
WHAT IS THE CURRENT OVERALL STATUS OF THE PROJECTS?
As witness Jones indicates in his testimony, the projects are still inthe ‘ea'rl‘y
stages. Engineefing is <;n1y 50% complete ori a mariho,l;r ‘basis and only 31% of
the known project modification designs are complete, At this point, according to
Dr. Sim, FPL has spent only $700 million out of $2.48 billion total. The first
major EPU implementation and ¢otmpletion outage is coming up.at St. Lucie 1,
only sorge 4 % moﬁﬂm away, atid X would poirit out that for that outage only 15 of
45 cyrrently identi_fied Mods have completed engineering. FPL has hired an
outside esﬁmaﬁng firm to help cost cut the completio.n on over 100 Mods for
Turkey Péinf, indicating that they are a lorig way from _lmyingl ¢osts nailed down,
on construction at Turkey Point. (FPL Respotise to OPC Interrogatory No. 83)
Because this Turkey Point estimating work is in the early stages, Iexpect that the
estimating for construction at St. Lucie is also very early in its development. FPL

has to speid almost $2 billion (according to their soft numbers) over the next 18
22



1 months for work that is, as of today’s date, unplanned and unpriced. Based on

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

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

5 COST AND SCHEDULE?
6 A. Yes. Witness .Jones identifies a number of additional problems beside the design
7 in his May 2, 2011, testimony: (Jones May 2, 201 f, testimony, pages 35 —38)
‘ ' 8 e Structural Integrity-This factor deals with the ability of existing buildiﬁgs,
9 floors, walls, efc. to support new, heavier equipmént in place and also as the

10 equipment is h'ansportéd fo its proper position in the plant. This engineering
11 and planning work has not been accomplished and will cause additional
12 engineering as well as consfruction.
13 e Limited Work and Staging Space—Because of the numerous mods to be
14 accomplished at the same time, the planning and scheduling of simultaneous
15 projects in the same work spaces are very difficult. This will cause additional
16 engineering and labor costs. .
17 e Rigging of Equipm.e‘nt—.l\ﬁ. Jones states that some of the equipment to be
18 replape or modified weigh up to 185 tons. Some of it is in places that are
19 ' difficult to .access. The additional costs are associated with engineering and
20 implementation of this unplanned for work.
2.1 e Operating Plant Environment—I discussed this earlier. This means that e%rery
22 | action taken inside a licensed nuclear power plant must take into account the
23 . plants NRC technical specifications. For example, there will some equipment
24 that cannot be taken out of service unless a backup is in operation. Physical
25 security, health physics, and radiaﬁd;n protection specifications ﬁus’: be

.23




1 strictly adhered to. Fitness for duty requirements must be applied to all plant

2 and contractor personnel.
3 e Work Order Planning and Integration with Routine Outage Activities—Work
4 in operating nuclear facilities must be detailed with strict, specific procedures
5 that must be developed before work begins. Also, during a refueling outage at
6 a nuclear power plant, there is a bechive of activity that will be taking place
7 normally without the installation of the 209 mods. Coordination of these
8 efforts will increase cost and lengthen schedules.
9 Witness Jones indicates in his response to OPC INT 80 that:
10 ...the extent and impact of these complicating factors cannot be fully
11 determined until the associated engineering and construction planning
’ g activities are completed.

4 Q. WHATDO YOU CONCLUDE CONCERNING THE MANAGEMENT OF
Q 15 THE FPL EPU PROJECTS?

16 A I conclude that that the decision to fast track these projects and to pursue them

17 without performing a breakeven analysis was an imprudent decision on the part of
18 FPL management. Iexpect significant increases in project cost and more project
19 delays in the coming two years. Project cogt will not be known until the project is
20 " complete, rendering FPL’s feasﬂaility analyses of relatively little use‘>. This fast
21 track decision will likely result in costs that will significantly exceed th;e cost of
22 ﬁe studied alternative.

23 Q. HOWWOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF ¥PL’S EPU

24 P'ROJEC’IfS, IN TERMS OF'T]EIE DEGREE OF UNCERTAINTY AND
25 COMPLEXITY?

26 A As witness Jones states in his testimony and I have discussed above, the EPU

27 projects are the largest and most complex since the last generation on U.S. nuclear
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- plants. I would maintain that it is even more complex, because it must be

accomplished within existing, operational nuclear plants, creating all the
expensive complications fhat witness Jones discusses so well. Twould add,
however, that witness Jones’ points regarding c;omplexity have been known from
the beginnings of the project, and demonstrate why the decision to “fast track” the

uprate projects was so risky.

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

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

be appropriate.

FPL’SPAST AND CURRENT FEASIBILITY ANALYSES INDICATE

" THE EPU UPRATE PROJECT HAVE BEEN AND ARE CURRENTLY

' COST-EFFECTIVE TO CUSTOMERS. DOES THAT ALLAY YOUR

CONCERNS REGARDING THE SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN THE
CAPITAL COSTS THAT FPL HAS ESTIMATED IT WILL INCURTO |

COMPLETE THE PROJECTS?
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No, it does not. As I discussed above, the capital costs are still uncertain at this

point. As OPC Witness Brian Smith points out, the EPU projects are not feasible

under the base case assﬁmpﬁons when costs spent to date are included. FPL has
not calculated a break-even cost and therefore does not know how much the
ratepayers can afford for them to spend on the projects. I recommend that the
Commission order FPL to immediately submit a breakeven analysis for the EPU
projects. The St. Lucie and Turkey Point projects should be looked at separately

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

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

At current estimates; the Turkey Point project’s estimated cc;st is approximately
$250 million more than the estimate for St. Lucie. .It is my understanding that the
capacity increase for the Turkey Point EPU project is less than that for St. Lucie.
In addition, the ojperaﬁng licenses for Turkey Point expire in 2032 and 2035,
while St. Lucie’s operating licenses expire in 2036 and 2043, giving St. Lucie 14
more unit-years of operation. Bear in mind that the economic feasibility of an
uprate project depends on the ability of the additional megawaits of nuclear
capacity to generate fuel savings over time that will more than offset the “price
tag” of capital investment. The higher capital costs, lower increments of
additional nuclear generating capacity, and sherter periods of serviee present a
greater “hurdle” that the Turkey Point uprate activities must overcome to
demonstrate economic feasibility. These differences between the two plants may

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

separate decisions with respect to whether each should continue.

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

FPL’s imprudent decision fo fast.track the EPU projects has led to a situation in
which FPL is spending substantial sums of money very quic;kly while not .
knowing what the final bill is going to.be. As FP1, has acknowledged, it is
impossible to know what the projects will cost until the designs are complete.
The final designs were only 31% complete as of April I?, 2011. By using
inaccurate, understated estimates of project costs and ignoring money already
spent, the projects will always look feasible even though they maj;f ultimately cost

the rate payer more than the alternative generation portfolio.

EVEN IF FPL’S EPU UPRATE PROJECTS TURN OUT TO BE NOT
COST-EFFECTIVE, ISN*T THAT OFFSET BY THE PROJECT’S FUEL

SAVINGS, FUEL DIVERSITY AND LOWER EMISSIONS OF

. GREENHOUSE GASES?

Project fuel costs are the majority of costs that are included in the CPVRR or
breakeven analyses. Thus, these savings are already considered. The cost of

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

worth pursuing at some level of cost.

WHAT DO YOUR OBSERVATIONS REGARDING MANAGEMENT
IMPRUDENCE INDICATE WITH RESPECT TO THE AMOUNTS
COLLECTED FROM CUSTOMERS ]N 2009, 2010,2011, AND THE

AMOUNT THAT FPL WISHES TO COLLECT IN 201227

.- Irecommend that the Commission require the Company to determine a breakeven

cost for each project. The Co-mpany should be allowed to collect future amounts
up to the breakeven costs. Amounts for 2009, ﬁOlO, 2011 and 2012 could be
collected as long as the breakeven values have not been exceeded. The amount of

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

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

and reviewed arid approved by the Commission.
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VI.THE 2009 ESTIMATES OF UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS
HOW DID YOU CONDUCT YOUR REVIEW OF THE 2009 ESTIMATES OF
UPRATE-RELATED CAPITAL COSTS TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE
MAY 2009 ESTIMATES REPORTED IN FPL’s PREEILED TESTIMONY
SHOULD HAVE BEEN U?DATED PRIOR TO Ok DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2009 EVIDENTIARY HEARING?

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

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

expressed his concern about (among other things) the dis;:egard with which managers
of the uprate projects treated indications that the costs of the projects were rapidly
increasing beyond the initial estimates, and the manner in which FPL would report
those increases in the costs of the uprate projects to the Commission. In June 2010,
John Reed, Presidént of Concentric Energy Advisors, submitted to FPL a report in
which Mr. Reed concluded tha;c the May 2009 estimates contained in FPL’s prefiled
testimony were not the best information known by FPL at the time of the S;:ptember )
2009 hearipg, and that FPL’s witness should have revised the estimate to reflect the
utﬁiW’s then current view of the costs. As the Commission is also aware, FPL took
issue with its consultant’s finding in this regard prior to the time that the Commission
deferred FPL-related issues fo the 2011 hearing cycle. In this docket, Mr. Reed has
reiterated his conclusion that FPL should have revised it; estimate of capital costs
upward prior to or during the September 2009 hearing, while FPL witnesses Art Stall
and Armando Olivera contend that, because the updated cost information was subject
to further review and efforts to control, FPL had no basis on which to revise its May
2009 prefiled testimony at the tine of the September hearing. OPC asked me to

perform an independent review of the facts and circumstances that gave rise to these
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differing assertions, and form my own conclusion regarding whether ¥PL should have
updated its May 2009 testimony to reflect hi ghér projected capital costs at the time of

the September 2009 hearing. .

WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN FORMULATING YOUR
OPINION? ‘

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

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

- September 2009 hearing.

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

The original estimate for the EPU projects was based on conceptual scoping studies
and indicative bids from the EPC coniractor. Detailed engineering was essentially at
zero percent, and there was a high degree of uncertainty ‘in the project estimate.
During 2009, EPU project m:ma gement made monthly presentations on the EPU
project, including cost estimates, to FPL’s Executive Steering Committee (BSC). In
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the May 2009 presentation to the ESC, the total cost forecast for both St. Lucie and
Turkey Point remained the same as the original estimate. (OPCPOD1,No. 9,
FPL000103 — 000132) (Exhibit WRJ-7) However, a closer examination of the May
2009 forecasts shows that the total of costs for engineering, materials and
implementation had increased from the original estimate by over 25% for St. Lucie
from ($475 million to $595 million) and over 27% for Tufkey Point from ($546

million to $696 million).

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

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

amount,

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

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

PLEASE CONTINUE.

31



1

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22.

23

A.

The Cost and Budget Summary maintained a constant Total project cost.by reducing
the cost alIocaéion for “Scope not estimated” from $182 million to $69 million for St.
Lucie and from $204 million to $50 million for Turkey Point. As of May 2009 there
was clearly upward pressure on the estimated cost of the project. In the June 2009
ESC presentation the Total cost estimate for St. Lucie and Turkey remained the same
but the “Scope not estimated” component had dwindled to $14 million for St. Lucie, a
92% decrease fiom the original $182 million and to $28 million for Turkey Point, an
86% decrease from the original $204 million. (OPCPODI, No. 11, FPL000191 —
000219) Projects costs had not stabilized and were continuing to increase. At the
July 2009 ESC meeting, the current forecast for St. Lucie was shown to have
increa:sed by $139.6 million above the original estimate and the current estimate for
Turkey Point “’ras $160.6 million above the original estimate. (OPCPOD1, No. 5,

FPLO00056 — 000095 and OPCPODI, No. 12, FPL000424 — 000475) (Exhibit WRI-

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

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

reasons for the cost increases.

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

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

WHAT HAPPENED AFTER JULY 2009?

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

to reflect the mcreased estimates of capital co sts.

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

I reached the same conclusion as Mr. Reed with respéct to whether the cajéitai cost
estimate should have been updated, with one difference. Mr. Reed approached his
task from the standpoint of whether FPL adhered to ’rts' own internal policies

regarding, among other things, communications to the Commission. My approach is

to assess whether FPL met Commission requirements for submissions in the nuclear

cost recovery clause, including the requirement of Rule 25-6.0423 that it prbvide an
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analysis of the long ferm feasibiijty of the uprate project annuall'y. Regardless of the
methodology that is used, a proper analysis of the long term feasibility of the uprate
project requires that the best available mfonn.;:ltion regarding the capital costs of the
project be used as an input to the analysis. This was not done in the September 2009

hearing.

FPL HAS ASSERTED THAT FPL HAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE THE

TESTIMONY ON CAPITAL COSTS BECAUSE DESIGN ENGINEERING

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

THIS PERSUASIVE?

No, Ido not. Design engineering for the project will not be complete until shortly
before the project itself is complete. For example, as of April 18, 2011 design .
engineering has been completed for only 31% of the Plant Change Modifications.
(Response to OPC In;cerrbgatory 50) The logical extension of FPL;S assertion is that
FPL wouI& need to updat'e its injtial estimate of capital costs (formed when little
engineering had been done) and adjust the capital cost input to its ongoing economic
feasibility analyses only when the project is virtually complete. This approach would
ﬁustrate the ability of the Commissioﬁ to monitor the feasibility of the project over
fime. Further, when FPL updated capital costs in May 2010, design engﬁeeﬁng was

only 10% complete.
FPL HAS ALSO CONTENDED Tf[AT AT THE TIME OF THE JULY 2069

PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THERE EXISTED OPPORTUNITIES TO

REMOVE SCOPE FROM THE PROJECTS, AND THEREFORE THE

34




10
11
12
13

14

15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

NUMBERS WERE PRELIMINARY AND NOT YET READY TO REPORT
TO THE COMMISSION. HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

I respond in two ways. First, the J ﬁly 2009 cost estimates were the result o;f extensive
line by line analyses of the capital costs which included identification and
quantification of all known reductions in scope. The reductions in scope were
quantified and reflected in the revised estimate of capital costs.. See pa;ge 9 of Exhibit
WRJ-9. It is doubtful that additional reductions in scope would be identified at a later
date that would have a signiﬁga_nt impact on the July 2009 estimate. This is borhe out
by the fact that FPL increased its estimate of capital costs materially above the July
2009 estimate in the following month. Secondly, FPL could have provided the latest
cost estimates and informed the Com.miss-ion of their preliminary naﬁma with a
promise to provide the Commission with the latest update when it became more firm.

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

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

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

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

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

proposal Estimate Changes™ show the following cost changes resulting from the

negotiations with Bechtel:;

s Original P50 Submittal;

o -Most' Likely P50;

a  MostLikely P50 Rev I;

o Reduted Scope Hours;

»  Consolidated Procurernent;

a  Reduced Enginéering manhours and Construction.
Pags 28 of 52 of Exhibit WRI-9 is a bar graph that was part of the presentation to the
ESC during the July 2009 ineeting, It indicates that FPL’s program of challenging
Bechtel’s nuthbets resulted in a decrease in Bechtel’s estimate of EPC-related costs
from the -COntainje,_d, in Bechtel’s May 12 prés‘ent_a_tim to- by
fhe time the package for tie July meeting was prepared. In short, negotiations with
Bechtel were far along at the time the July 2009 estimate was devéloped and |

meaniingful reductions in Bechtel’s cost estimate were ¢learly identified.

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

MAY 2009 TESTIMONY. DOES THIS CONTENTION PERSUADE YOU
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THAT FPL HAD NO OBLIGATION TO UPDATE ITS TESTIMONY BY THE

TIME OF THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING?

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

July 2009 estimate with whatever qualifiers were needed.

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

No. Aside from the fact that the negotiations had borne fiuit by July 25, 2009, itis
important to remember that the EPC contract with Bechtel is essentially an agreement
to compensate Bechtel for “time and materials’; associated with its services. At issué

at the time wés Bechtel’s estimates of labor that would be required. While of course

FPL’s objective properly was and is to require acemrate and reasonable estimates,

reporting a higher estimate to the Commission would not jeopardize FPL’s ability to
hold Bechtel to only the levels of staffing that would be required to actually perform
the project as it progressed by supervising Bechtel and reviewing invoices so as to

guard against paying for inefficiencies.

FPL PO]NTS TO THE FACT THAT ITS PROCESS FOR EVALUATING
CAPITAL COSTS WAS NOT FINISHED UNTIL SHORTLY PRIOR TO THE
MAY 2010 FILING FOR THE FOLLOWING YEAR, AT WHICH TIME IT
PRESENTED ITS FIRST REVISION TO THE ORIGINAL ESTIMATE OF
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CAPITAL COSTS. DOES THIS SUPPORT FPL’S CONTENTION THAT
THERE WAS NO NEED TO REVISE THE MAY 2009 ESTIMATES DURING
THE SEPTEMBER 2009 HEAR]N G? |

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

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

and 15 and page 36, line 12)

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE UPDATED FEASIBILITY STUDY
THAT MANAGERS INCLUDED IN THE JULY 2002 PRESENTATION, AND
TO WHICH MR. JOHN REED REFERRED IN CONCENTRIC ENERGY
ADVISORS’ JUNE 2010 INVESTIGATION REPORT?

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

information.

IN RESPONSES TO OPC DISCOVERY REQUESTS, FPI. CONTENDS THAT
THE PORTION OF THE JULY 2009 PRESENTATION TO THE ESC THAT
IS CARPTIONED AS A “FEASIBILITY ANALYSiS” WAS INSTEAD A
«SENSITIVITY STUDY” OF THE ORIGINAL FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS,
PERFORMED TO MEASURE THE SENSITIVITY OF THE ORIGINAL TO |
CHANGES IN CAPITAYL: COSTS AND MEGAWATT INCREASES. DOES
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THIS CHARACTERIZATION LESSEN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
EXERCISE, IN YOUR OPINION?

No. It merely means that FPL held constant all of the variables except those for
which its most recent information exhibited material changes. That is exactly what I
wonld expect FPL to do \’;fith new information regarding higher cépital costs and/or
increased capacity. It does not matter whether the calculations are labeled an updated
feasibility analysis or a sensitivity study-the significance is the same under either

designation.

IN YOUR OPINION, SHOULD FPL HAVE PROVIDED THIS REVISED
FEASIBILITY INFORMATION TO THE COMMISSION DURING THE
SEPTEMBER 2009 HEARING IN ADDITION TO THE REVISED ESTIMATE.
OF CAPITAL COSTS, EVEN IF THE RESULTS CONTINUED TO
INDICATE THE PROJECTS WERE COST-EFFECTIVE UNDER FPL'S

METHODOLOGY?

* Yes. FPL has an obligation to keep the Commission fully informed with the latest

available information as the EPU proj‘ect progresses. This includes material changes
in schedule, cost and/or overall feasibility that occur folléwing the regular sﬁbmission
date. In addition to a snap shot in time that these data provide, they also allow the
Commission to develop a trend over time which is imp(;rtant in determining the

ultimate success of the project.

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

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

communicated 611 the subject, and had adopted the position that upd;ﬁng the capital
costs was not calléd for. I did review one document that indicates to me the witness

was considering updating his testimony earlier in the process.

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

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

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

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

time. he wrots it.

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

M. Kundalkar stated:

In previous planning discussions with Armando and the
legal staff we had made them aware of the expected $5
estimated could be higher than the $750 million for PIN
and the $650 million for PSL based on Bechtel’s recent
view. Therefore, in the May testimony we indicated that
FPL will update this related information as seon as final
analysis and designs are complefed. Armando’s advise
(sic) at the time was fo infroduce the topic and
collect/finalize the facts and scope for further submittal at
appropriate time.

Therefore, the timing of getting the scope firmly defined
and validation of estimates becomes very important. We
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have laid out a schedule that Bechtel and the PTN/PSL/FW
teams are working to be ready for FPL-Bechtel meeting
scheduled for 6/12/09. Also, we will need the same
information for your review and Jim Robo meeting in mid-
late June.

1 believe the document shows that Mr. Kundalkar was concerned at the time that the

PSC Staff would observe the disparity between the estimates he included in bis May

2009 prefiled testimony and the higher estimates that were contained in presentations
to senior management tﬁafc Staff had requested. It appéa;rs to me that af the time he
was writing he regarded the conclusion of the period in which mz;nagers were
attempting to bring closure to the Bechtel-related challenges—scheduled to end in
late June—as the point at which pending issue§ of scope and estimates could be
clarified and the disparity Between his testimony and presentations to management

could be addressed.

WHAT DID MR. KUNDALKAR SAY ABOUT THE DOCUMENT?

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

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

ALTER YOUR CONCLUSION?

No.

WHY NOT?

In the first place;, 1 believe FPL had a responsibility to be forthcoming with the
information. In addition, neither witness was in a position to provide full information
in response to questions. This is because FPL did not share the fact of a revised
feasibility study containing higher (by $300 million) July estimates of capital costs,
much less the even higher (by $144 million) August estimate, with Dr. Sim, who
sponsored the feasibility study that was based on the May 2009 estimate. Further,
FPL did not inform Mr. Kundalkar, who helped present the Iuiy data to the ESC
shortly before he was assigned to a different position, that the uprate managers had
increased the estimate of capital costs again (by approximately $144 million) in

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

- and WRIJ-11, at pages TR-131-134. ‘ T

BASED ON YOUR REVIEW AND ANALYSIS, WHAT DO YOU
RECOIWI\JENﬁ THAT THE COMMISSION FIND?

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

estimate,

VILTURKEY POINT UNITS 6 AND 7

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

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

project at this time.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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William R. Jacobs, Jr. .GDS Associates, Inc.
Vice President - Generation Support Services Page 1 of 7
EDUCATION: Ph.D., Nuclear Engineering, Georgia Tech 1971

MS, Nuclear Engineering, Georgia Tech 1969
BS, Mechanical Engineering, Georgia Tech 1968

ENGINEERING REGISTRATION: Registered Professional Engineer

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP: American Nuclear Society

EXPERIENCE:

Dr. Jacobs has over thirty-five years of experience in a wide range of activities in the electric
power generation industry. He has extensive experience in the construction, startup and
operation of nuclear power plants. While at the Institute of Nuclear Power Operation (INPO),
Dr. Jacobs assisted in development of INPO’s outage management evaluation group. He has
provided expert testimony related to nuclear plant operation and outages in Texas, Louisiana,
South Carolina, Florida, Wisconsin, Indiana, Georgia and Arizona. He currently provides
nuclear plant operational monitoring services for GDS clients. Dr. Jacobs was a witness in
nuclear plant certification hearings in Georgia for the Plant Vogtle 3 and 4 project on behalf of
the Georgia Public Service Commission and in South Carolina for the V.C. Summer 2 and 3
projects on behalf of the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff. His areas of expertise
include evaluation of reactor technology, EPC contracting, risk management and mitigation,
project cost and schedule. He is assisting the Florida Office of Public Counsel in monitoring the
development of four new nuclear units in the State of Florida, Levy County Units 1 and 2 and
Turkey Point Units 6 and 7. He has been selected by the Georgia Public Service Commission as
the Independent Construction Monitor for Georgia Power Company’s new AP1000 nuclear
power plants, Plant Vogtle Units 3 and 4. He has assisted the Georgia Public Service
Commission staff in development of energy policy issues related to supply-side resources and in
evaluation of applications for certification of power generation projects and assists the staff in
monitoring the construction of these projects. He has also assisted in providing regulatory
oversight related to an electric utility’s evaluation of responses to an RFP for a supply-side
resource and subsequent negotiations with short-listed bidders. He has provided technical
litigation support and expert testimony support in several complex law suits involving power
generation facilities. He monitors power plant operations for GDS clients and has provided
testimony on power plant operations and decommissioning in several jurisdictions. Dr. Jacobs
represents a GDS client on the management committee of a large coal-fired power plant
currently under construction. Dr. Jacobs has provided testimony before the Georgia Public
Service Commission, the Public Utility Commission of Texas, the. North Carolina Utilities
Commission, the South Carolina Public Service Commission, the Jowa State Utilities Board, the
Louisiana Public Service Commission, the Florida Public Service Commission, the Indiana

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill. Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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Regulatory Commission, the Wisconsin Public Service Commission, the Arizona Corporation
Commission and the FERC.

A list of Dr. Jacobs’ testimony is available upon request.
1986-Present GDS Associates, Inc.

As Vice-President, Dr. Jacobs directs GDS' nuclear plant monitoring activities
and has assisted clients in evaluation of management and technical issues related
to power plant construction, operation and design. He has evaluated and testified
on combustion turbine projects in certification hearings and has assisted the
Georgia PSC in monitoring the construction of the combustion turbine projects.
Dr. Jacobs has evaluated nuclear plant operations and provided testimony in the
areas of nuclear plant operation, construction prudence and decommissioning in
nine states. He has provided litigation support in complex law suits concerning
the construction of nuclear power facilities.

O 1985-1986 Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO)

Dr. Jacobs performed evaluations of operating nuclear power plants and nuclear
power plant construction projects. He developed INPO Performance Objectives
and Criteria for the INPO Outage Management Department. Dr. Jacobs
performed Outage Management Evaluations at the following nuclear power
plants:

Connecticut Yankee - Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co.
Callaway Unit I - Union Electric Co.

Surry Unit I - Virginia Power Co.

Ft. Calhoun - Omaha Public Power District

Beaver Valley Unit 1 - Duquesne Light Co.

@ @ 6 0 ©

During these outage evaluations, he provided recommendations to senior utility management on
techniques to improve outage performance and outage management effectiveness.

1979-1985  Westinghouse Electric Corporation

As site manager at Philippine Nuclear Power Plant Unit No. 1, a 655 MWe PWR
located in Bataan, Philippines, Dr. Jacobs was responsible for all site activities
during completion phase of the project. He had overall management
O responsibility for startup, site engineering, and plant completion departments. He

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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1973 - 1979

1971 - 1973

managed workforce of approximately 50 expatriates and 1700 subcontractor
personnel. Dr. Jacobs provided day-to-day direction of all site activities to ensure
establishment of correct work priorities, prompt resolution of technical problems
and on schedule plant completion.

Prior to being site manager, Dr. Jacobs was startup manager responsible for all
startup activities including test procedure preparation, test performance and
review and acceptance of test results. He established the system turmnover
program, resulting in a timely turnover of systems for startup testing.

As startup manager at the KRSKO Nuclear Power Plant, a 632 MWE PWR near
Kirsko, Yugoslavia, Dr. Jacobs' duties included development and review of startup
test procedures, planning and coordination of all startup test activities, evaluation
of test results and customer assistance with regulatory questions. He had overall
responsibility for all startup testing from Hot Functional Testing through full
power operation.

NUS Corporation

As Startup and Operations and Maintenance Advisor to Korea Electric Company
during startup and commercial operation of Ko-Ri Unit 1, a 595 MWE PWR near
Pusan, South Korea, Dr. Jacobs advised KECO on all phases of startup testing and
plant operations and maintenance through the first year of corhmercial operation.
He assisted in establishment of administrative procedures for plant operation.

As Shift Test Diréctor at Crystal River Unit 3, an 825 MWE PWR, Dr. Jacobs
directed and performed many systems and integrated plant tests during startup of
Crystal River Unit 3. He acted as data analysis engineer and shift test director
during core loading, low power physics testing and power escalation program.

As Startup engineer at Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant and Beaver Valley, Unit 1,
Dr. Jacobs developed and performed preoperational tests and surveillance test
procedures.

Southern Nuclear Engineering, Inc.

Dr. Jacobs performed engineering studies including analysis of the emergency
core cooling system for an early PWR, analysis of pressure drop through a
redesigned reactor core support structure and developed a computer model fo
determine tritium build up throughout the operating life of a large PWR.

SIGNIFICANT CONSULTING ASSIGNMENTS:

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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Georgia Public Service Commission — Selected as the Independent Construction Monitor to
assist the GPSC staff in monitoring all aspects of the design, licensing and construction of Plant
Vogtle Units 3 and 4, two AP1000 nuclear power plants.

Georgia Public Service Commission — Assisted the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff
and provided testimony related to the evaluation of Georgia Power Company’s request for
certification to construct two AP1000 nuclear power plants at the Plant Vogtle site.

South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff — Assisted the South Carolina Office of Regulatory
Staff in evaluation of South Carolina Electric and Gas® request for certification of two AP1000
nuclear power plants at the V.C. Summer site.

Florida Office of Public Counsel — Assists the Florida Office of Public Counsel in monitoring the
development of four new nuclear power plants in Florida including providing testimony on the
prudence of expenditures.

East Texas Electric Cooperative — Represents ETEC on the management committee of the Plum
Point Unit 1 a 650 Mw coal-fired plant under construction in Osceola, Arkansas and represents
ETEC on the management committee of the Harrison County Power Project, a 525 Mw
combined cycle power plant located near Marshall, Texas.

Arizona Corporation Commission — Evaluated operation of the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station during the year 2005. Included evaluation of 11 outages and providing written and oral

‘testimony before the Arizona Corporation Commission.

Citizens Utility Board of Wisconsin — Evaluated Spring 2005 outage at the Kewaunee Nuclear
Power Plant and provided direct and surrebuttal testimony before the Wisconsin Public Service
Commission.

Georgia Public Service Commission - Assisted the Georgia PSC staff in evaluation of Integrated
Resource Plans presented by two investor owned utilities. Review included analysis of purchase
power agreements, analysis of supply-side resource mix and review of a proposed green power
program.

State of Hawaii, Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism — Assisted the
State of Hawaii in development and analysis of a Renewable Portfolio Standard to increase the
amount of renewable energy resources developed to meet growing electricity demand. Presented
the results of this work in testimony before the State of Hawaii, House of Representatives.

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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Georgia Public Service Commission - Assisted the Georgia PSC staff in providing oversight to
the bid evaluation process concerning an electric utility’s evaluation of responses to a Request
for Proposals for supply-side resources. Projects evaluated include simple cycle combustion
turbine projects, combined cycle combustion turbine projects and co-generation projects.

Millstone 3 Nuclear Plant Non-operating Owners — Evaluated the lengthy outage at Millstone 3
and provided analysis of outage schedule and cost on behalf of the non-operating owners of
Millstone 3. Direct testimony provided an analysis of additional post-outage O&M costs that
would result due to the outage. Rebuttal testimony dealt with analysis of the outage schedule.

H.C. Price Company - Evaluated project management of the Healy Clean Coal Project on behalf
of the General Contractor, H.C. Price Company. The Healy Clean Coal Project is a 50 megawatt
coal burning power plant funded in part by the DOE to demonstrate advanced clean coal
technologies. This project involved analysis of the project schedule and evaluation of the impact
of the owner’s project management performance on costs incurred by our client.

Steel Dynamics, Inc. — Evaluated a lengthy outage at the D.C. Cook nuclear plant and presented
testimony to the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission in a fuel factor adjustment case Docket
No. 38702-FAC40-S1.

Florida Office of Public Counsel - Evaluated lengthy outage at Crystal River Unit 3 Nuclear
Plant. Submitted expert testimony to the Florida Public Service Commission in Docket No.
970261-EL

United States Trade and Development Agency - Assisted the government of the Republic of
Mauritius in development of a Request for Proposal for a 30 MW power plant to be built on a
Build, Own, Operate (BOO) basis and assisted in evaluation of Bids.

Louisiana Public Service Commission Staff - Evaluated management and operation of the River
Bend Nuclear Plant. Submitted expert testimony before the LPSC in Docket No. U-19904.

U.S. Department of Justice - Provided expert testimony concerning the in-service date of the
Hazris Nuclear Plant on behalf of the Department of Justice U.S. District Court. :

City of Houston - Conducted evaluation of a lengthy NRC required shutdown of the South Texas
Project Nuclear Generating Station.

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff - Evaluated and provided testimony on Georgia Power
Company's application for certification of the Intercession City Combustion Turbine Project -
Docket No. 4895-U. '

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill. Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. - Evaluated and provided testimony on nuclear
decommissioning and fossil plant dismantlement costs - FERC Docket Nos. ER93-465-000, et
al.. ’

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff - Evaluated and prepared testimony on application for
certification of the Robins Combustion Turbine Project by Georgia Power Company - Docket
No. 4311-U. .

North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation - Conducted a detailed evaluation of Duke
Power Company's plans and cost estimate for replacement of the Catawba Unit 1 Steam
Generators.

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff - Evaluated and prepared testimony on application for
certification of the McIntosh Combustion Turbine Project by Georgia Power Company and
Savannah Electric Power Company - Docket No. 4133-U and 4136-U.

New Jersey Rate Counsel - Review of Public Service Eleciric & Gas Company nuclear and fossil
capital additions in PSE&G general rate case. :

Corn Belt Electric Cooperative/Central Jowa Power Electric Cooperative - Directs an operational
monitoring program of the Duane Amold Energy Center (565 Mwe BWR) on behalf of the non-
operating owners.

Cities of Calvert and Kosse - Evaluated and submitted testimony of outages of the River Bend
Nuclear Station - PUCT Docket No. 10894.

Iowa Office of Consumer Advocate - Evaluated and submitted testimony on the estimated
decommissioning costs for the Cooper Nuclear Station - ITUB Docket No. RPU-92-2.

Georgia Public Service Commission/Hicks, Maloof & Campbell - Prepared testimony related to
Vogtle and Hatch plant decommissioning costs in 1991 Georgia Power rate case - Docket No.
4007-U.

City of El Paso - Testified before the Public Utility Commission of Texas regarding Palo Verde
Unit 3 construction prudence - Docket No. 9945.

City of Houston - Testified before Texas Public Utility Commission regarding South Texas
Project nuclear plant outages - Docket No. 9850.

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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NUCOR Steel Company - Evaluated and submitted testimony on outages of Carolina Power and
Light nuclear power facilities - SCPSC Docket No. 90-4-E.

Georgia Public Service Commission/Hicks, Maloof & Campbell - Assisted Georgia Public
Service Commission staff and attorneys in many aspects of Georgia Power Company's 1989 rate -
case including nuclear operation and maintenance costs, nuclear performance incentive plan for
Georgia and provided expert testimony on conmstruction prudence of Vogtle Unit 2 and
decommissioning costs of Vogtle and Hatch nuclear units - Docket No. 3840-U.

Swidler & Berlin/Niagara Mohawk - Provided technical litigation support to Swidler & Berlin in
law suit concerning construction mismanagement of the Nine Mile 2 Nuclear Plant.

Long Jsland Lighting Company/Shea & Gould - Assisted in preparation of expert testimony on
nuclear plant construction.

North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation - Prepared testimony concerning prudence of
construction of Carolina Power & Light Company's Shearon Harris Station - NCUC Docket No.
E-2, Sub537.

City of Austin, Texas - Prepared estimates of the final cost and schedule of the South Texas
Project in support of litigation.

Tex-La Electric Cooperative/Brazos Electric Cooperative - Participated in performance of a
construction and operational monitoring program for minority owners of Comanche Peak
Nuclear Station.

Tex-La Electric Cooperative/Brazos Electric Cooperative/Texas Municipal Power Authority
(Attorneys - Burchette & Associates, Spiegel & McDiarmid, and Fulbright & Jaworski) -
Assisted GDS personnel as consulting experts and litigation managers in all aspects of the
lawsuit brought by Texas Utilities against the minority owners of Comanche Peak Nuclear
Station.

GDS Associates, Inc., 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067
(770) 425-8100
(770) 426-0303 — Fax
Bill.Jacobs@gdsassociates.com
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EDUCATION; M.S., Mechanical Engineering, Stanford University, 1969
U.S. Navy Nuclear Power Training Program, 1964-65
B.S., Electrical Engineering, MIT, 1964

ENGINEERING REGISTRATION: Registered Professional Engineer, Retired
Mr. McGaughy and five others founded GDS Associates, Inc. in 1986. Mr. McGaughy

retired from GDS as an officer, board member and stockholder in May 2006. Since that
time he has worked for GDS on various generation related consulting assignments on a.

- part time basis.

EXPERIENCE:

While Mr. McGaughy was full time at GDS, he directed the power generation services
function at GDS Associates, Inc. He has more than 45 years experience in the power
generation field in the areas of licensing, design, construction, start-up, operation, and
maintenance of nuclear and fossil-fired power plants. Mr. McGaughy has worked with
top utility management to solve problems on a wide range of power generation issues. He
has successfully managed extremely large and complex generation projects, both nuclear
and fossil, which required the rigorous maintenance of project schedules and quality. He
has performed studies concerning cogeneration projects involving unit dispatch and
FERC operating and efficiency standards. Mr. McGaughy has provided testimony before
the Texas Public Utility Commission, Public Utility Commission of Ohio, South Carolina
Public Service Commission, Georgia Public Service Commission, Hawaii Public Utility
Commission, New Jersey Board of Regulatory Commissioners, Michigan Public Utility
Commission, Wisconsin Public Service Commission and FERC. He has performed work
concerning over 30 nuclear units and 24 fossil-fired steam units as well as numerous
combustion turbine and combined cycle units.

Specific Experience Includes:

2006-Present DS Associates, Inc.

As an Executive Engineer, Mr. McGaughy has worked on various power plant related
projects.

1986-2006  GDS Associates, Inc.

GDS Associates, Inc. « 1850 Parkway Place ¢ Suite 800 * Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 » Fax 770-426-0303 « jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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As Vice President and Secretary, Mr. McGaughy served as head of the Generation
Services Department of GDS. GDS has provided construction and operations monitoring
program at five nuclear units and six coal-fired units for minority owners. GDS has
provided expert witness and litigation support in lawsuits involving six nuclear units. Mr.
McGaughy also has been responsible for prudence, construction monitoring and litigation
support efforts at numerous other nuclear units and for development of a nuclear
performance standard program for the Georgia Public Service Commission. He has
testified on combustion turbine construction projects in certification proceedings and has
testified on dispatch, reliability, avoided cost and other issues concerning cogeneration
projects.

1984-1986  Southern Engineering Company

As Director of Generation Services, Mr. McGaughy conducted construction and
operations monitoring for clients at power plants throughout the United States. In
addition, Mr. McGaughy prepared testimony for various rate cases on generation matters
at FERC and state commissions. He provided assistance to clients in all generatlon
matters including contract administration and litigation support.

1980-1984  Mississippi Power and Light Company

Mr. McGaughy served as Vice President, Nuclear (1983-84) and Assistant Vice
President, Nuclear Production (1980-82). He was responsible for all aspects of
construction and operation of a multi-billion dollar power generation facility. In this
capacity he hired and trained the nuclear power plant staff of over 500 people, including
29 licensed operators and numerous experienced utility managers. Mr. McGaughy also
established a unique design engineering group which grew to over 125 people and had
overall responsibility for interface with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and all
contractors on the project. During this tenure, cost and schedule performance was better
than at any other similar plant (G.E. Boiling Water Reactor, BWR-6 design).

1973-1980  Mississippi Power and Light Company

Mr. McGaughy served as Director of Power Production (1978-80). In this capacity he
was responsible for all power production related activities including construction,
operation, engineering, maintenance, licensing, nuclear safety, staffing, and training. He
prepared and administered annual personnel and operating budgets for 600 people and

GDS Associates, Inc. * 1850 Parkway Place » Suite 800 » Marieita, GA 30067
770-425-8100 « Fax 770-426-0303 ¢ jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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more than $50 million, and an annual capital budget of $280 million. He also established
a formal screening program for hiring craft personnel, established a formal preventive
maintenance program, and reorganized his department based on job performance. He
served as project manager for 2-unit, 1,600 MW coal project.

Mississippi Power and Light Company

Mr. McGaughy served as Nuclear Project Manager (1976-78) and Assistant Project
Manager (1973-75). He was responsible for forming and managing an organization to
control the prime contractor on a $4 billion construction project. He began the formation
of plant staff organization. He was also responsible for relations with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the prime contractor (Bechtel). The construction permit was
awarded in record time.

1971-1973  Middle South Services, Inc.

Mr. McGaughy served as a nuclear engineer on the holding company staff responsible for
economic and engineering studies including the feasibility evaluation for Grand Gulf
Nuclear Station. He performed nuclear fiel and uranium buying functions. He also
performed generation-mix studies.

1969 - 1971 Arkansas Power and Light Company

Mr. McGaughy was responsible for nuclear fuel procurement and performed the licensing
work including the preparation of the Safety Analysis Report for Arkansas Nuclear One,
Unit 2.

1964-1968  U.S. Navy

Served as an engineering officer on nuclear propulsion power plants aboard navy
submarines.

SIGNIFICANT CONSULTING ASSIGNMENTS:

Georgia Public Service Commission/Georgia Power Co.—Assisting in GDS role as
Independent Construction Monitor a Vogtle 3&4, Georgia Power’s new nuclear projects.

GDS Associates, Inc. » 1850 Parkway Place * Suite 800 « Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 + Fax 770-426-0303 « jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com



Docket No. 110009-EX

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-2

Resume of James P. MecGaughy, Jr.

James P. McGaughy, Jr. GDS Associates, Inc.
: Page 4 of 8

Public Counsel-State of Florida—Reviewed construction costs on Florida Power & Light
and Florida Progress new nuclear plant projects and uprate projects

Pacific Gas & Electric Company — Performed technical analyses of two different
cogeneration plants to determine if projects had met FERC and state efficiency and
operating standards.

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation/Swidler & Berlin — Assisting in FERC proceeding
to set new rates for disqualified former QF. '

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation/Swidler & Berlin — Prepared extensive technical
analysis for filing in federal court and at FERC concerning efficiency and operating
standards of cogeneration facility in support of motion to revoke QF certification

Attorney General, State of Michigan — Prepared analysis and testimony concerning power
plant availability and system dispatch relating to the Midland cogeneration project in
Consumers Power fuel plan case.

Attorney General, State of Michigan — Prepared analysis and testimony concerning
purchased power costs relating to the Midland cogeneration project in Consumers Power
fuel reconciliation case.

Attorney General, State of Michigan — Prepared analysis and testimony concerning
avoided costs, PURPA rates, reserve margins, plant availability and dispatchability in
MCYV cogeneration facility settlement case.

U-10127.

Attorney General, State of Michigan — Analysis and testimony concerning Consumers'
application of requirements of order in Case No. U-10127 relating to the Midland
cogeneration project.

North Carolina Electric Membership Cooperative — Performed due diligence review of
management for a 3-site, 1,200 MW, peaking project. Reviewed management site
selection, fuel, equipment selection, environmental, contracting and other aspects.

VECO Alaska, Inc. — Served as construction proj ect management expert witness for EPC
contractor in lawsuit concerning construction overruns in a turnkey cogeneration project
in Alaska. Served as witness in successful mediation.

GDS Associates, Inc. = 1850 Parkway Place « Suite 800 = Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 « Fax 770-426-0303 -« jim:mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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H.C. Price Construction Company — Provided detailed analysis and mediation
presentations concerning construction project management in case involving construction
contractor and owner (State of Alaska) of a coal-fired plant in Alaska.

Rusk 'Countv. Texas Rural Electric Cooperative/Richard Balough — Testified before the
Texas Public Utility Commission concerning coal-fired plant station electric service in
territorial dispute with Texas Utilities.

Sam Rayburn G&T - Ongoing operational monitoring program concerning client’s
interest in Nelson 6 Coal Station operated by Gulf States Utilities.

Kamo Electric Cooperative — Operational monitoring program for client's minority
interest in GRDA Unit 2 Coal Fired Station.

Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative — Ongoing construction monitoring and operational
monitoring program concerning NTEC's interest in Pirkey Coal Station operated by
Southwestern Electric Power Company and Dolet Hills Station operated by Central
Louisiana Electric Company.

Sawnee and Coweta/Fayette Electric Membership Cooperatives — Served as Owner’s
project monitor on Sewell Creek Combustion Turbine Plant, Doyle Combustion Turbine
Project, Chattahoochee Combined Cycle Project and Talbot County Combustion Turbine
Project.

Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative — Served as Owner’s representative on Project
Management Committee for design, construction and operation of 500Mw combined
cycle plant.

U.S. Department of Justice — Served as expert witness in two tax cases involving
investment tax credits for nuclear fuel.

Blue Ridge Power Agency—Advised management concerning participation in new coal-
fired power plant projects.

Steel Dynamics, Inc. — Analysis of imprudence and replacement power costs at D.C.
Cook Plant.

GDS Associates, Inc. » 1850 Parkway Place * Suite 800 « Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 « Fax 770-426-0303 © jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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Corn Belt Power Cooperative ~ Performed review of available options for board of
directors with recommendations for future plan of action.

.East Texas Electric Cooperative — Assisted cooperative in negotiating steam and electric
service contract with industrial customer.

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff — Testified before the Georgia Public Service
Commission recommending that a nuclear performance standard be implemented in the
State of Georgia. The Commission implemented the recommended standard.

City of El Paso — Testified before the Public Utility Commission of Texas regarding Palo
Verde operations and maintenance expenses.

City of El Paso — Testified before the Public Utility Commission of Texas regarding
valuation of Palo Verde power plant and other merger issues.

City of Homestead, Florida/Spiegel & McDiarmid — Assisted City in lawsuit regarding
DeLaval Diesel-Generators. Prepared expert testimony and gave major deposition on
subject before favorable settlement.

El Paso Community College/Iaw offices of Jim Boyle — Prepared testimony concerning
level of Palo Verde Nuclear Station operation and maintenance costs requested by El
Paso Electric. Analysis was performed on bases of comparative studies and on specific
analysis of cost filed by El Paso Electric.

0ld Dominion Electric Cooperative — Prepared testimony filed at FERC concerning
prudent levels of coal inventory for inclusion Virginia Power working capital.

Long Jsland Lighting Company/Shea & Gould — Prepared expert testimony on nuclear
plant construction.

Ohio Public Service Commission — Prepared testimony related to decommissioning costs
of Toledo Edison's Davis-Besse Nuclear Station.

Georgia Public Service Commission/Hicks, Maloof & Campbell — Assisted Georgia
Public Service Commission staff and attorneys in many aspects of Georgia Power
Company's 1989 rate case including analysis of service company charges, construction
prudence of Vogtle Unit 2, decommissioning costs of Vogtle and Hatch nuclear units,

GDS Associates, Inc. 1850 Parkway Place + Suite 800 + Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 « Fax 770-426-0303 - jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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prepared expert testimony on operation and maintenance costs for Hatch and Vogtle
nuclear units, prepared expert testimony on Performance Incentive Plan for Georgia
Power nuclear units.

Georgia Public Service Commission/Hicks, Maloof & Campbell — Prepared testimony
related to Vogtle and Hatch plant operations and maintenance costs in 1991 Georgia
Power rate case.

Georpia Public Service Commission Staff — Prepared testimony concerning certification
of Mclntosh Units, Warmer Robins Units, Intercession City Unit and Florida Power
Corporation Power Purchase (three separate dockets)

City of Houston — Testified before Texas Public Utility Commission regarding South
Texas Project operation and maintenance expenses.

Sam Rayburn G&T — Prepared tfestimony before Texas Public Utility Commission
concerning certificate of convenience and necessity for co-op purchase of 38 mw interest .
in an existing coal-fired plant.

Aetna Insurance Company/Dickson, Carlson & Campillo — Assisted attorneys in analysis
of Southern California Edison claims of property damage and replacement power costs.
Prepared written analyses used in achieving favorable settlements for clients.

East Texas Electric Cooperative — Performed economic and technical feasibility analyses
on hydro and thermal generation alternatives.

Allegheny Electric Power Cooperative — Assisted co-op in review of various financial
and technical issues of Susquehanna Nuclear Station.

Saluda River Electric Cooperative — Assisted co-op in review of technical issues
including decommissioning and minimum net dependable capability ratings for the co-
op's minority interest in Catawba Nuclear Station operated by Duke Power Company.

City of Midland, Michigan — Assisted city in tax assessment case concerning Midland
Nuclear Plant with Consumer's Power Company.

City of Wallingford, Connecticut — Reviewed decommissioning costs of Millstone
Nuclear Units 1, 2, and 3 in CP&L rate case at FERC.

GDS Associates, Inc. « 1850 Parkway Place * Suite 800 « Marietta, GA 30067
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Nucor Steel/Ritts, Brickfield & Kaufman — Prepared testimony concerning prudence of
construction of Carolina Power & Light Company's Sheron Harris Station.

City of Austin, Texas — Review of cost and schedule of South Texas Nuclear Plant.

Sam Rayburn Municipal Power Authority — Performed operational monitoring program
- relative to the client's minority interest in Nelson 6 Coal Station operated by Gulf States
Utilities.

Tex-La Electric Cooperative/Brazos Electric Cooperative — Conducted construction and
operational monitoring program for minority owners of Comanche Peak Nuclear Station.

Tex-La Electric Cooperative/Brazos Electric Cooperative/Texas Municipal Power
Authority (Attorneys - Burchette & Associates, Spiegel & McDiarmid, and Fulbright &
Jaworski) — Assisted attorneys as consulting experts and litigation managers in all aspects
of the lawsuit brought by Texas Utilities against the minority owners of Comanche Peak
Nuclear Station.

New Jersey Rate Counsel — Review of Public Service Electric & Gas Company nuclear
and fossil O&M costs and capital additions in PSE&G general rate case.

GDS Associates, Inc. * 1850 Parkway Place * Suite 800 = Marietia, GA 30067
770-425-8100 » Fax 770-426-0303 « jim.mcgaughy@gdsassociates.com
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 110003-El

OPC's Eighth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 85

Page 1 of 1

Q.

In response to OPC’s Interrogatory No. 55, FPL states that it has not performed a breakeven cost
calculation for the EPU project. Please explain why FPL has not performed a breakeven cost
calculation for the EPU project, including an explanation of why this analysis was conducted for
the Turkey Point 6 & 7 project but not for the EPU project.

A.

It is pot necessary to perform a breakeven cost calculation in order to evaluate a potential
generating unit option. FPL typically evaluates generatmg unjt options using the same
cumulative present value of revenue requirements (CPVRR) approach that is being used to
evaluate the EPU project. This approach has most recently been used by FPL to evaluate the
West County Energy Center units 1-3, the Cape Canaveral modernization project, and the
Riviera modemization project; and it is appropriate for the purpose of evaluating the EPU
project.

In its need filing for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 project, FPL choss to introduce a new breakeven
cost calculation approach for that specific project. This approach was developed and utilized
because of the more numerous areas of uncertainty that would affect the analysis of a much
longer-term project. For example, at the time of the need filing, no technology had yef been
selected (and, therefore, the corresponding incremental capacity was not known), the permitting
time was uncertain, and the in-service dates were uncertain. The combination of the long lead
times for the project, and the greater number of uncertainties such as these, led FPL to develop
and utilize a breakeven cost calculation approach in evaluating the project. FPL believes that it
is still appropriate to utilize this approach for evaluanng the long-term Turkey Point 6 & 7
project. However, as FPL has stated a mumber of times in the NCRC dockets, in later years, as
more information becomes available regarding the cost and other aspects of the new nuclear
units, another analytical approach may emerge as more appropriate.
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PSL/PTN Executive Summary

Issues impact/ Plan o
1 Muclear Cost - Over 200 Interrogatories and data requests responded to on time
Recovery - FPSC Audit of Project Controls Completed - Sat
- Final Testimony Completed - 5/1/09
; Page 20
2 PTN ISFS] ~-FDEP Approved Site Certification

- Miami-Dade zoning restriction — resolution still open
- Need to agree upon scope and start construction by July 1, 2002
Page 22

3 LAR Final Plans

PTN EPU Submittal:. June 2010

PSL1 EPU Submitial: Sepiember 2009
PSL2 EPU Submittal January 2610
PTN AST Submittal: June 2009

o

Page 129

4 Scope

Performing Scope Validation for Separate & Apart
' . ' Page 21

5 Bechtel Staffing

1oND 4 fhs EEL

Bechtel preliminary estimate greater than indicative bid; refining estimates
and developing Level 1 (Best Case, Worst Case, and P5()

Page 14
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|| Awarded - FP- Flowserve

h et Mrmmwess 4 B et e

Awsarded « 1 « TE]

JREP bid In review (Awarded L’=FI\/[)
|Awarded - Bechtel

e e I IR » smeems

'B8%

257.0[ |

.8 p—

o]

'Em Elementatuon

Turbine & Generators

‘ S/G Mods
i Main Transfaimers

EW Heaters,

Condensate F’umps & Motars.

FW Pumps & Moiors

NMSR, Condenser “Valves

| MisgnBoE, iy, LEFM, Cnir R, c.,*

Qutage Ext,

85%

'Final negotiafions in progress - Siemens,__

/A

Awarded - T&M - Bechisl (E&C Soope)

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

Awarded - T&M - Bechiel (E&C Scope) _:ﬁ

JAwarded - T&M - Bechtel (E&C Scope)

Awarded - T&M - Bechtel (E&C Scope)

|Awarded - T&M « - Bechiel{f&C Scope) .

LFPL estimzate

b
s
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FPL 000108 ,
NCRAL . T CONFIDENTIAL —
. :
Cost and Budgel Summary
- Turkey Point
Gost Category Proforma 41172009 5/1/20090  |Source of Cost Estimate |
Budget $MM | Forecast $MM | Forscast $MM|
Engineering . $oo $115 $115  1100% Contracts and Staff |
‘Materials $257 $243 $243  |75% Contracts )
‘Tmplementation $190¢ $339 . $339 71% Conlracts
‘Subtofal $546 . $656 §696  |77% Contracts
iScope not estimated | $204 $54 §50 " TRef Risk Mafrix T
Total $760_ $750 $745 |
FiPL Estimaie
'T&D Esfimate $20 $20 $24
Total §770__ $770 §770
Notes - ~
JICDR 1.6h-3 EFU 001163

O
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FPL 000109
NCR-11

Cost and Budget Summary

EPU Bud:

CONFIDENTIAL

qet Detanﬁs Turkev Point

caw v =

FIS0%, . R

4/1/2009

Engmeermg

$ ML

Engmeermg & Staff

T NSSS Analysxs for LAR

BOP Analysis for LAR

_. $ MM

Modification Engineering i
1

"

114.6 1

s s v e

75%.

—

Materlalls

Turkbine Generator & Components.

- S/G Mads

T Misc. Przr Lvi RX Hd Cnirl Rm

Mair Transfomers ,

o fon Ao Cdiad o b 4

W Heaters

i Condensate Pumps & Motors

FW Pump & Motors

MSR, Cor_r_d_engg_g

Valves

e R ey RN KR

TBCW and Cont Cogling MTX (4)

. Misc. Materials | i

. mrt——— C e

2427

5/1/2009¢

Awarded - T&M - FPL and Contractors
Awarded - Ta&M - Westinghouse
Awarded - T&M - SWEC

Awarded ~ T&M - Bechtel

e -

Awarded - FP ~ Siemens

| FPL estimate

FPL astimete
t Awarded - Siemens
-Awarded ~ FP ~ TEI

4 Bid Evaluation in Progress
I Bid: Evaluation in Progress
tAwarded - FFP - TE] ‘
[FPL estimate

tFPL estimate

-Awarded - Bechtel

PRy

71% —

lmpliemen‘tat;on e )
Turbme Genera‘tor & Cormponents ¢

S/G. Mods.-

Mise. Przr Lvl, Ry Hd, Cntri Rm

Main Transformers

. FW Heaters

 Condénsate Pumps & Motors,
FVW Pump & Mo‘tors

MSR, Condenser, Valves

Outage Extension

—"701)11 1663 !:PU

[[FPL estimate

= PL aestimate

_Awarded T&N - Bechtel
Awarde_d T&M - Bechte|

FAvwarded - T&M - Bechtel

Awargded - T&M -~ Bachtel

:FPL estimate

YT

. b wmey e

[Final negotialions in progress - Siemens

. Final negotiations in progress -~ T&D Dept

007164

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000110
NCR-11

o~

)

CONFIDENTIAL

Project Dashboard- PSL

by WEC PM; will continue
ta monitor

. Mod Packages _Preps & Plans ;
LAR Submittals (5 umntty mBsstons} (inciudes é‘;ﬁ}% elfya)d WMaterizl Execution
Staggered submitials will [
allow better resource ot Work Order Planning :
Schediul allocation for FPL, W, behind due to Mod i i
chnedule SHAW, and Plant Engineering approvals for Proforr: = _955 g
Spring 2010 e
(PSL-2 12 months float)
Major Contracts issued for { Contracis issued for Mod
Contracts LAR support Enginsering Confract issued to Bechtel | Contract issued to .Bechtel
W _and Shaw resources
Ies;s challenqed with )
Staffing & Vendor | revised submitial plan Quality Issues with Implementaiion team on
Bechtel provided Design sits and planming
Support Bi-weekly report provided Fapkages milestones met

Other Issues or

1. Rod Control Phase 2 4

8 Potential mods resulfing will be evaluated post

from LAR analysis

CP: Generator Rewind
(Outage duration -66 days)
7.7 days best case

spring Outage Core team Identified; staffing | Savings identifled
= after Cutage .
. Chailenges -Added 1dueto Unit2 1, \/poing scope for v Generator Hot Spots could
Steam bypass capacity { Separate & Apart and extend Outage
% process improvements (5- 7 days)
2008 Budget for Engineering & Staff: $ 54.5 VIM 2009 Budget for Mtls & Implementation: $88.6 MM
Costs 2009 YTD Budget forEng. & Staft . $ 21.1 MM 2009 YTD Budget Mtls & implementation:  $17.7 MM
2008 YTD Actual for Eng. & Staf: § 174 MM 2009 YTD Actual for Mtls & Implementation: $07.5 MM
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001165
Propriefary and Confidenttal
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FELGETLLL CONFIDENTIAL
NCR-11 - ‘ .
Project Dashboard- PTN
: Mod Packages Preps & Plans .
LAR Submittals (@ Wonth Milestone) (includes;zr;_‘g;ewa)d Material Execution
AST Stafion review .
No Negative Float
No negative Float {o - :
Schedule NRC will acoept EPU LAR Station Miestoné Nis Nagafva flost LR TN E
after AST LAR Approval 4
Major Contracts {ssued for Confracts issued for Mod . .

Contracts LAR support Enginsering Contract issued to Bechtel { Contract issued to Bechtel

Staffing & Vendor
Support

W and Shaw resources still
challenged; some relief
from EPU submittal
schedule change

Need FPL Design
Engineering Manager

Monthly report provided by Other staf]f"g\%elsyels under
Shaw PM; will continue to
manitor

S
)/ Xa: '\-i‘ o _; i
B

Other Issues or

4 Potential mads resulting
from LAR analysis

Options review of BOP

implementation team on
~ site and planning
milestones met

S s i
iy 150
st
TlsEs
U

‘ Site Interféce Model Draft
Complete. Review with
Station Leadership post

RFO. CP: Condenser & FW

Heaters

2008 YTD Actual for Eng. & Staff:

Chal!eng o Cond/FW planis Potential Site Capacity (Csiage:chimtion <70 deys)
Chalienge due {07 EPU,
RTE, Policy 14, ISFS!
N 2009 Budget for Engineering & Staff: $ 56.5 MM 2009 Budget for Mtls & Implementation: $ 79.2 MM
éb sts 2009 YTD Budget for Eng. & Staff:  $ 19.3 MM 2008 YTD Budget for Mtls & Irhp: $40.9 MM
‘ $ 144 MM $ 07.7 MM

2009 YTD Actual for Mtls & Imp:

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU

Proprietary and Copfidential
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FPT. 000112 N CONFIDENTIAL
NCR-11

Plans and Targe‘t%

- Saint Lucie

PROFORMA FORECAST
u-1 U2 U1 U-2
LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/08 9/30/09 1/31/10
1 outage
Duration

2™ Qutage
Duration

Sen g W ow—

|

i Service Date Deocember

2011 2012
MWE » 129 ® 136 °
Notes

All Cutage.durations to be reviewed & approved by CNG upon'compfeiion of scopse defintitiornr
* Outage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the.approved Qutage schedule
“ 2 Qutage dumﬁqn driveh by Alloy 600 tald leg nozzle repair
2 Qutage duration driven by HP & LP Turbine and MSR Replacements
4Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations:
ICDR 1.80-3 EPLS Mwe based on Siemens heat balarice (contract target) — designs not final 001167
Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business model

Proprietary and Conﬁqlantial
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FPL 000113 '
NCRI1 .~ CONFIDENTIAL

Plans and Targets*

T.u rkey Point

PROFORNA . B0 FORECAST
U3 U4 pig U-3 A U-4
LAR Submittal 9/01/09 9/01/09 6/30/10° 6/30/10°
1% Outage. : 3 ]
Durzition i A
: g
2™ Qutage ] i
Duration T 1 ¢
. Qctober ) May December
In Service Date 2012 2012 | 2012
NWE 104 . 18 ° BECK
Notes o
All Qutage durationsto be reviewed & approved by CNQ upon completicn of Scope definition
1 Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Qutage schedule
. 2 putage duration driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements
" 3 Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations
4 M\We based on Siemens heat balance (contract target) — designs not final
(CDR 1,603 EPU.S AST LAR must be approved priorto submiital of EPU LAR 001168

A

. Longer duration Qutages have been included in the business modef

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000114
e : CONFIDENTIAL

EPU LAR-PSL

" Technical Challenges

MSSY Lifting during Normal Plant Trips

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

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

— Increased Steam bypass to condenser capacity and valve speed, add relief
valves downstream of MSIVs, and add turbine trip time delay

)

&

Unit 1 and 2 CCW Piping
~ Selected porfions of piping exceed siress analysis temperatures at EPU

st otne THGOOQTT SONIFINOQ siemememm i Aot e sty simrmgissms & Sonsbosssvoiis & oo e vmivstots 5ot

conditions, analyses underway to minimize impact
- Unit 1 PRA Evaluation cgus
-~ Issure involves current PORYV sizing and ability to accommodate once-through qéé g 5
cooling _ | ' | kT
— Alternate options under evaluation ~ §’§ g
o . : gL #
" ’é 5 g
. Unit 1 LBLOCA — maximum Containment Spray flow E
wor ees SAREVA working LBLOCA ruins — challenging schedule fo complstes g
; | S

Proprietary and Confidertial
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FPL 000115 ‘
NCRL CONFI]?ENTIAL

EPULAR-PTN

»  Containment Anaﬁysis

~ Acceptable containment peak pressure/lemperature resuils

— Current Component Cooling Water System temperature [imits will be
exceeded

- Evaluating Modification Options

-- Evaluating Hot Leg Injection flow path for long term cooling and
nreclude boric acid precipitaiion

« Steam Line Break Core Analysis
~ [nitial results did.not mest acceptance criteria

- Acceptable results achieved by adding lead/lag module fo SAIS fow
steam pressure input '

— Also reduces limiting peak containment pressure for SLB

o DNB Parameters (OTAT, OPAT Trips)

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

e idReplacing PZR. Pressure gauges with digital fo gain operabmng margin

Froprietary and Confidential -
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FPL 000116 .
NCRA1 ‘ CONFIDENTIAL .

Bechtel integration )

EPC Estimates

« Estimates have increased over ‘&h@éﬁﬁﬁ@aﬁm bids
~ ENM and Manual Labor hours higher ' |

-- FPL validating process and accuracy
— Home Office and JW support costs appear to be redundant
-- Will minimize/eliminate Bechtel JW
= Larger scope than in indicative bids (both new scope and trends)

Challenge ltems ~ Plan for Resolution
— Sharing resources between Sltes : 5/27/08
- Work scope 5/28/08
- — Assumptions used — work hours, overheads, eic. + B/05/09
~ -Outage duration assumptions . B8/26/09
—Optimize manpower by eliminating Outage overlap 6/26/09
JCDR 1.65-3 EPU 001171

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000117
LT A CONFIDENTIAL

Bechtel Integration

Bechiel EPC Estimates

» Estimates are based on preliminary design
— More detail in'scope as modification process proceeds
~ Some undefined scope is now identified
— Some items as a result of on-going LAR & Engineering Analyses

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

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

— Target date for completion 6/30/09 -
ICOR 1.603 EPU | - 001172

o Proprieiary and Confidential
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FPL 000118 . .
TLIIE comENTLAL . | -

Bechtel Integration -

Bechtel ERPC Estimates |

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

_ PI50 —is the most likely case with a 50/50 probability of executing the
project plan and scope. This results in the most probable (50/50) project
costs and schedule '

— Best Case — Results in the lowest fotal proje,ét cost, if the implementation
went better than planned {scope simplified, beat schedule, no emergent
items, no rework, ho gquality issues) -

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

ICDR 1.86-3 EPU DOT7S
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FPL 000119

NCR-11

~—

Bechtel Integration

Q)

CONFIDENTIAL

Example Criteria

PED Best _Waorst
Management Morat Servics Staiff 10/site Mgt Service Staff 8islte Mgt Service Staff 25/sis
) 20% turnover in personnel 10% tumover in parsennel 50% turnovear in personnal
work hours 5-8's with secasional OT work hours 5-8's with occasional OT work hotrrs 8-10'
JWV staif at 9 people JW siaff at 3 people JW staff 2t 9 people
ODC and QHO limits ODC and OHD Imits 0ODC and OHO Tmats

. féﬁ&@f&fﬁnﬁmﬁ%ﬁni&mﬁ%&@% R

02 1»‘} a5y B

Project work 8-10's,

R e e s

R T

Project worl 6-10's,

1;-,"53;‘5.’1%{2’*"@%{ SRR

TP on 7-12's, Double time OT on 7th day.
Assign cost and prabability of ocourence to

Construciion 2 shifis duting Quiage, no double Hime 2 shifts during Quiege, no double fime specific CP and near CP high risk mods
FNM at full staff 30 taT 30 Gays priar 1o Cutage FNM at full staif 2 weaks prior fo Qutage FNM at full staff 4 weeks prior to Outags
Grart at full stait 1 week prior 10 Outage .| Craft at full staif 1 week prior fo Outage Craft gt full staff 1 week prior o Outage

Tlaimng___g processing - 5 days (40 bry

SR

e ,ﬁ@éww% R S

Project Scope Is the work list as approved

Eareman/GF 1210 ~ Ideniy jor each project | Foreman/GF rafio - Identify for each project |ForematyGF ratie - identify for each project
. Outage Schedute - 10% improvement .
per statioh plan, per Outage (and Quitage Schedule - 20% push to Quiage per
Quiage Schedule per plan corresponding Job hour saving) stafion plan, per Quiage
Most stafion milestones ars met  Wost stefion millestones are met Most station milestones zrs met

Trainln

Deflne savings in rasoursss

Using T+12 approach rasulfing in huge

Engineering by FPL in April (e.g., can the Eles Lead do Elee and 1%&C) __ jramp-up of engineering staff to patform work
. |Levelized and oplimized T-0 with some - .
mods moved {o other Qutages. :
Optimize Frederick/HO seope split Some milestones o T-5 Risk items ocour - define most probable
Most milestenes met (8Mo criteriz) Most Engineering in H.O. as appropnate All Englineering af site
A

SRR

Materials and Subs

ey

RS

|Award all 3 sites 1o same subconiracior

G A

ﬁ,""lw.n-} m , i AT

Justin time.matenal dellveﬁes e
warshouse cosis and muliiple handiig

Sl R B

milestones met '12 mo crlterta)
:I.‘ mm “‘mvi@%

3 separgte subconiracts and 3 siies

Bulk buys as much as possible -

Minimal stock material remalning

Welders - yse "golden arm* subconiractors
PLUS 40% wald rapair tewsrk

0C 40 L1 9F8g

Ensurs BOM s not factorad by Englnesring

More Subsoniractars and less Direct Perform

Bechiel/FPL oplimize purchasing effort and again by Feld Engr, Craft
ICOR 1.66-3 Hifdsiders - use "golden arm” Use welders from "hall” for afl welding . 001174
subconiractors for erifical welds (no contract welders) Sigriificant Stand-alone purchases
Risk items occur « define probable righ
Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL 000120 ' , :
L0020 CONFIDENTIAL

Bechtel Integration =

Project Overlap

« EPC Scope @V@ﬂam FPL in some areas

» Reviewing the following fumﬁmmﬁ areas to eliminate
overlap

— Project Management
— Project Support
— iject'Engineerﬁng

- Will have better view when June 30t Bﬁ@h*ﬁeﬁ da‘&a is
available

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU : ‘ . " oott7s

18 Proprietary and Gonfidential
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FPL 000121 '
NCR11 CONFIDENTIAL —

Heat Balance |
\ Potential MWe Gain
» Preliminary design heat balance indicate more MWe likely
> Will be performing additional testing to maximize MWe output

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

St. Lucie:

Siemens | . _' ——
Unit Needs Contract _. \I'\./m.terl;;l Planning | Summer }Dlanmng
+ Filling (MWe) ax Min
: (Mvve) (MWe)
Unit2 | 103 | R 151 | 123 |
] 1
, A .
- Turkey Point:
| Siemens . N ]
Unit. Needs Contract errte{w ZI:nnmg Summe}&l:lanmng 1
Fitling (MWe) i

(MWe) (MWe)

Unit3 104

_ | T | 121
1GOR 1jgb-3 eklnit-4 104 . 111 121 ootdpe
- —; _ _ |2

Proprietary and Confidamtial A
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FEL Do0122 CONFIDENTIAL

NCR-11 -

Reguiatory — Cost Recovery

Nuclear Cost Recovery

EPSC Internal Corntrols Audit begins x 1122109 {3)
2008 True-up and festimony filing 3/2/08 {a)
Discovery begins 313109 (a)
2008-10 Projections and Testimony filed 511109 (a)
Intervener Testimony 7114108 {e)
Staff Testimony 7128109 (=)
Rebuttal Testimony 8/21/08 (e)
Discovery Completed 8/28/08
Hearings 8/31/08, 8/2/09-9/4/0%
Staff Recommendations . 10/02/08 (e}
issue Order 1472109 {e}

= Qver 200 Interrogatories and Data Requests responded fo on time

« Testimony - complete L ‘

° .ngSC' audit of Project Controls - complete

Notes:

ol e g et 001477

Focus — S8J's, Competitive bidding, “Separate and Apart”

Proprietary and Confidential
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FPL. 000123
TLINB . CONFIDENTIAL

Scope Validation

Evaluating Project Margins and Scope

» [nitiated a validation of identified modification margins

— Condensate / Feedwater Pumps
— Feedwater Heater Scope
— Exciters

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

» Technical Challenge Board to review resuits and plan
going forward

ICOR 1.6b-3 EPU ’ 001178

Proprietary and Confidential

0€ Jo Yz #3eyq

"ol EyEasatd SuIIN DSH 00T AL

R S I P S

"I ‘sqoasp " WRINA

LTI M Ny
wr e GOOO L FONLIRHIO e o




ooy S

FPL 800124 an
NCR-11 —~ o CONFIDENTIAL . -

PTHN ISFSI ;

Confirmation/ Approval for ISFSI Location

. Rewmm;endaﬁam is for EPU Craft facility inside PA and relocate ISFSI
Pad outside PA : .

— Revisiting Faclility needs

. FDEP Approved Amendment Request to the Site Certification for ISFS
%@ca‘twnﬁ outside PA. Agenciles and third parties have about 30 days
o appeal.

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

— Plan is.to confirm zoning approval through County Building Department
permitling process '

— Requirement and Telated process for revision of the Conceptual Site plan is still
. under discussion with the ‘County

— Uncertainly exists on I‘SﬁSl Zoning a%mvalfor}ocaﬁon outside PA. Any
construction of EPU facility on inifial ISFS| location should await better
understanding of zoning status :

. Based on time needed for Engineering and Consiruction, need to start
EPU Graft Facility by July 1 and ISFST construction is August 3, 2008

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU . 001179

- Proprietary and Confidentiat

gcJo 77 °8ey

uoprjuesey SUPNW DS 6007 eI
FH-G000TT ONINPOQ+ +- v sz s o Soon = in 2

JEGER) i L ClU b
A 'sqoder ¥ WelM

g eresaae



FPL 000125
NCR-11

—

Project Risks — PSL

CONFIDENTIAL

1 8/8/08

Impleméntaticn and Schedule ;
exécution may cost more than
Proforma 1

Significant

2 413108

Ellmination of MSSVs lifting ona
Plant Tripwill requifa a significant
modification to the Steam Dump
system ~ or = reductlon of T-cold

Significont

Daalgn

U-f PRA for Tetal Loss of
Feedwater Indicates PORVs are
undersized for uprate condition

Schedulo-
Cort

o

12308

Avallable Containment Pressure
Margin reguced due to the
discovery of Legacy LOCA
analysls error

Sipnificant

Docign

s 12188

Preliminary evaluations Indicate
that the cumrent design flow far
U1 hetleg Injection mzy be less
ithan adequate o suppart the
uprated condition without 2
medificatian

Maorginat

Sthedule/
Caost

'WEC & SHAW vendor statfing
{evel may not ba suffcient to
support project

M

Signiicant

Schadulo

7| 7oavs

Rewind ot PB and PSL overlap

™M

Shynlicant

Schedulo

< Prior1o
‘27100

License Amendment Request
NRC Review could be delayed
dua to errors and omissions:
~NRC Acceptance
- NRC Tachnical Review
~ACRS Review
- SBLOCA Confirmatery
Analysis

ICOR 1.6b-3 EFU

Critieal

Regulatory/
Schedulo

al be nocdad o

d forany

5 notp bYF

Note: Bechiel Indieates Engineering costswill be
higher than propessl
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Project Risks — PSL

CONFIDENTIAL

New NRC mandated
Maintenance rule working hours EPU managemen worklng vith Liconsing to ensure
S| BT i further Yimit allowed working P o8 g ok AR KEeay
hours s i
i
“I'wo such items have slready been #
There is. potential that Legacy idenfified: PB FWtémp and PTN CTMT  |ngysloped and lssued EPPI-345: miaw instruction
: Analysis or License basis issues ) analysis which are belng tracked by 2 ihat dafines rigk idontifleation 2nd Tifligation uiitzng
10 {om4ms may be tincovered ducing re- M Slynificant | Programmotic separate line tem, W2A-AA-1000; A
analysis for EPU LAR ‘The impact is difficult to quantify unfil Thus far, tha procsss haa been effectve b
discovery
¥
Given the planned construction of 3
new muclear plants in FL., \WIT continua to moniiar <
obtzining adequate skilled labor . 3 — 2
to support EPU at PTN and PSL Schedufe! Alack of adequate skl craft could fmpact- |}#2V8 institdod 3 60 doy rehirs policy forihase
Ll Bl may be problematic (Note: This M Sinificant paies the outage schedules and related costs — {ugunndy St i o siefa) e
was the same #1 risK Identified :
by each of the perspective EPC instiiutad monthly meetlngs with BAs ;:
vendors) 4
- -|Per Fleot wids Change Management Plan .
2 eraro0a Transition ta Nuclear Asset M Marglnol | Progrommatic May cetse delays with review and spprovdl o [Hold maeting with-NAMS coordinator and Ste PMs 5
: Management Systems (NAMS) 1 Engineering Decumbnts Transition to NAMs curently schoduled for Doc 09 .
. AR
7 § EES
. Canlinua:to manltor aciual sia’fing levels againsit® = =
Vendor Stafiing Level may not T T — ostablished staff ramp up Plan o O R E
1| orens  |be suficientto support the N Sigaficant . | ProjectMgmt, s R IR =S % E 3
Project Condusiing quariery mesiing with Major Verda O é = Z
[and CNO starting InApril . e R
DR &
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Implementation and Schadulas
exectlion may cost more than
Profamma

Significant

Cost

| Turbine Gardry Crane travel
speed. availabla Jaydown space.
e(c, Crane may be Lassthan
Adequate ta eflicently suppart thef
EPU oulages

A2

Crilieal

Srhodule

Erordiscoverad in the
Containment (ntegrity Design
Basis Apalysis

1a1008

-Crieal

Pragrommatic

Prior{a

npe: |Project Staff Level not suificient

Significant

Projoct Mome.

Site Capacity:
Given the total quantity of work
planned (including work from.

240 |impased on the statien for such
ltems as PORC reviews,
procetiures, fraining, WO
Revigws, ete, may be beyond the
capacity for the station fo support

M Signifieant

‘| Cos¥ Scheduls

|
i other projects), the overall worlc
|
1

NRR Instruction (LIC-109)
requires the AST.LAR to be
submitted and approved priorto
submitting the EPU LAR

022008

M Crilent

Rotnutetory

5 Thera is potential that Legacy

“.. | Analysis or Liconse basls issues

may be uncavared during re-
analysis for EPU LAR

1071408
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(Candngancy wil ba roodad to expendad forony

erttnls not prodieted by Proforma
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Sae Algation Plun tor Dotally
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rocommendations

Rey dotlsas Bnd Impk ropele 2%
neemry 10 Improve emna reRabiity ond com!‘Jan
Soe Rizk Mitigatlon Plan fordorlls

& Efror ien £opservaiive) may siorilficantly
ics tha Contalament Prossura Margln naoded
orhe Extended Powor Uprata concllions

Pavorable rasuls wkh hoatzink modal, Further

CCW mods may bo socassary. Porfoming KT

Annlysls 10 dutarming scopa and slgnificancs of
madification to bo dotarmined by SA31/43

Toe Risk Mitigatien Plyns tor Demlle

Yrojéct not bls (0 e2tblish ind swlilaln sh
aquata laval of [a-housx and augmontad swafd
afsonnol. Stonay Levol nat 2t 10 mancgn

Ralsad 1o High dos 4o tecont rasignations of Kay

rajact aftelonty.

Saw Mitigation Plan for detults

tantlol o extend o Cutsge andler =iip o cyclo
rthe l~candcs dote

Bolag roviowsd per Bacatal levolization ord Ouicge
[Scopo Plon

=3uming i $akos 12 months forappvat of the
ST and 14 Months for EPU LAR, thare la only 4
fleatin thoLAR schedules,

ftha E2U LAR s not recalved by Decomber
0, thon wout be unabla 1g porfonn new Fuol
ealfl (SFP Crillealdy)

|Aply nocasaucy prajsel focus to ansura the AST
LAR b5 submitied 0 Latar than Juna 03

Peo-opplieazian Meethg with NRT hald un 42409

LAR ¢ ba submiliod forStation Raviaw by 212; All
|reviewars perdenally notiled

& such floms hove 2iroady been idontiflod: PE
1emp, FTN CTMT tnalysis ond PTN ECF
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Impact s diticukio quantify urdll dissavory

EPP145 now Instuction thi doffncs rigk
{dentificailon nnd mtgetion uilldng WM-AA1000.

otondally todsnd oulega Duaions and/or
icronse costs
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Project Risks — PTN

d WEC and SHAW vendor glaffing
i ° s2ows  |level may not be sufficient 20 M Signifiount, Sehasklo-
support project
h FPL.PRA suppart is not adequate
10 420m9. |t compleia all achvifies within Y] Margian! Schodulo

thae schadhle.

Transiilon ta Nuclear Asset

Management Systams (NAMS). ]

1 ENRYoY

Macglaal

|License Amendment Request

HNRC Review could be delayed

|dueto errors and omisslons

-NRT Acceptance

-NRC Technlcal Raview
~ACRS Review

- « SBLOCA Confimalory
Analysis

12 2112100 M

Crdlcal

Regulatocy/
- Schodule

Bazsed on the amount of wark
plannad, the work'may noi be- m
sufficlendy intedrated to pravent
Interference with Implementation

3 «iiioy

Muegkiol

Schaduls

Control Room ventlistion Iritaka
14 2103 |Modifications are {ikely based on
E the analysis forthe AST LAR

Morghal

[Cauld esusa daloys vath lARlI’\.tMI anellor

cos| nddifianal monios.

(Wactnghouzo prevides! Rocovory Plon
Mepeton nclom bakyg implomentad
Wil bondnue 1o mankar the offectivenes-of actions

|Agreamont on ro-beeelning roschad; no Impact =
wad datofar Show and WEC

[ Thorp exe = largo nomber oT activities whizh noed
%2 b performed o2 woll a0 PSL ond FTN PRA
sctivitive ota belng performed concumrenty with all
st bobg schodvied mwaries. PRA group hos
Xmised rosourean to aceomplsh Yk pnd several
naks hnve no revolreos oxsigned ntol,

Detorming If any activiios dan Up decamalishad in
worolel

rSnppl«mealm::(.’lh.’rmg;h £PU W nacoecary
i

May cause dolays vath teviewans spprovel of
work plopning.

Per FineTvide Change Managoment Plan
Hald meefing with NAMS coordinator nd Stz Phls

Dapondng on the wxiart afthe dalay. could rosult
In a::.m" coet nnd oxension of Tia Baojeet.
Tony

! &;{Mﬂu Resoyrces aco noadei 1o syppéet

1, Ptegore LAR contleramtwih RS-001,
NRR Reviow Standerd for Extondog
Potwer Upeotas,
» Dovelap EPPI {or format and feve!
of detall
2. Use Glana EPU submittol s u galde forf
Yormot and Jovel of datall
3. Sequecisr reviewes und chalonge bosriz
2% cortaln Instin LAR mllastonae
* Sell Asyetzmont alter 12 LAR
Sacdon

}4. Hulpuny paes reviews using

tnduptry end rogulsiory oxpers

5. Advamee martnis with NRC prior o

wbminal

6. VP Nuclear Posur Uprots mot vith NRR

imehogoment 7/Z1/08

|7. Monthly moctings vJh NRR

9. CNO mwtwity DG on 3.23 1o dlssurn ocheda)e

9, Plan1a g5tablich z prevencs JnWashinglon to
KR U W 1o RAls

ndequits o mant

~
ISehodule Fraphat @ be revlewed by Eochiteland .
Projoct 1eam oot Szope, Orge Duradens and
Crane conditlan are boltyrdetined

 NoviSeope Hemied for AST LAR] eatid Impact
I Projoct Scopa and Cazt

Definy 3copo, Kxva SCTN und Inchxdo st project
scopa
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Performance Indicators
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CONFIDENTIAL

Performance Indicators - PSL

Stafon O Milesione Stafus
Projec Pre-Outage Cdtical Path U1R23
Miestone Status

LAR Crilcal

Major Dellverables Histopran

10

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU

Proprietaty and Confidential

Schedule U1R23 - Spnnizmn

| RP-2| RE-1{ CRp

Schedule U2R18 ~ Fall 2010
I RP-2 | RP1
w | w 1 Sﬁﬂon szge Status
S R
B ' Y |3 LARMIlestons Status
5 SRS Crincal p3ath
5 Major Deliverahles Histogram

0D 2D
m
EEELEEIEE

Eng. Deliverables U2R18 - Fall 2010

r0) Management U1R23 ~ Spring 2010 Project Management U2R19 - Fall 2010
RP-Z RP-1 CRp RP-2 | RP-1] C
Y 1 1_Rerformancs (EV) Status U0 GHD D Pertormanoe[g}gsmhu
0D ’unw uoz 2 Tssk Pians |ZUDT|N0D% |5 UD {2 Task Pians |
S =.2‘L=..r11.m_=.‘:r1°£i1a ' e

l Engmeered Material Material U2R19 - Fall 2010
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Performance indicators

Performance Indicators - PTN
-

Schedule U3R25 - Fall 2010 . Schedule U4R26 - Spring 2011
RP-2| RP-1] G}

1 Station Oufaqa Miaslune s::ms

is () & ¥ h i (+)
+) & Bazsline Varlancs Is (), BL Dale 5> DataDate
+) & Haselina \ariancs is (=), BL Dale s< D ate
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U] Metrie 1o be Availablo 054503 |
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Proprietary and Confidential

28

0€ 40 87 93¢y
© UONEBIUISALY SUBAIN DSH 6007 AeTA
UL SQOdYL Y WRIIIAL

L-(TIDLFAL HQIYxH
o -JAZ6000 TE SONLINIO c-ovs v



O

o

¥PL 000131
NCR-11 - CONFD)ENTIAL —
Supplemental )
Saint Lucie Cash Flow

$700

$650

: AR Appraval $600

PSID 24157201
LAR Approval 2012 $500 &
PSLI 11/01/2010 M ‘ =
) M ‘ UTHEN $450 £
EPU LAR Sobvaitial %( 2011 $400 %
P41 % 115010 /f’ $350 g
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EPU AR SUBTIGE] f 3010 $300 2
- Pl 80142009 $250 %
SCA Approved &
Q2008 11 Spring $200 o
Actual 2010 ' $150 :
| A

: $100

$50
FAS T T T T $O
Jan . Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 ' 20'13
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Suppliemental "
Turkey Point Cash Fiow
%800
3750
1 $700
_ $650
LAR Approval U4 Fall %500
/0172011 : oz 2
- $550 =
o - $500 =
EPLLLAR Snbmiftal U3 Spring $450 &
&1515016 , [ 20T $400 3
Q
ASTLAR Approval =
BA15/3010 f $35g g
- ASTLAR Submizal U4 Spring $30
61912009 7 TR i’;gg
"SCA Appmved ‘ﬂ U Fall
1012912008 L 15510 $150
Achual —_——————— $1 00
Ly W T 7 | T : T $O
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2007 ™~ 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
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S Extended Power Uprates

.f - Project Update |

| . Turkey Point o o

- July 25, 2009 -
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CONFIDENTIAL
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Overview .
Area Summary & Line by Line
implementation | |
Risk and Mitigation

NRC Schedule

Lessons learned
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FPL 000058 ,
NCR-11 CONFIDENTIAL N

I. Overview

o S
SesE ‘
i858 Current Plans and Targets
Sgzfe | -
K2R~ Eo » \
- P
EEdEx PROFORMA FORECAST
g E E[—E :‘:D U-3 U-4 u-3 . U-4
LAR Submittal 8/01/08 9/01/08 6/30[0°__ | 6/30/10°
{1°* Cutage i
Duration: 2
3
2" Qutage o
Il Duration 5
- Apri October May December
ki bl 2012 2012 2012
MWE 104 18" | 118"
Notes

All Outage dﬁraﬁans to be reviewed & approved by CNC upott completion of Scope definifion
1 Outage durafions driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Outage schedule

2 Qutage durafion driven by HP Turbine and MSR replacements

3 Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind outage durations

4 MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contract target)

AST LAR must be approved prior to submittal of EPU LAR

" loERtea el Longer duration:Oufages have been included in the business model o e

3 Draff - Proprié‘sary & Corifidential Business Information
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Turkey Point Timeline

NRE-Time Line
ERCETIAR fdnwilReny MREURULIRRerav)'d my her i
I E DS 13 u‘ 1 1 L3 { ol TR ° 5 ¥ * L4 W i wod 2R 1 1 L) !l 1 § 3 1 v 1 1
Z3 485y § 8101612123 45 s?aem 112 1 zads-ai ag'winzyzs 4% 6789101112
R
- e oy
& e B Sl BRS AmsiorEs
S 2 R iry LB S5
| 4 108 Mwe - EPU
EPU Tim= Lina Total = 235 Mle

L &
-
Teingy &
d
Fd
2
-2

Newv Fusl Raseinr
ICDR 1.8b-3 EPU
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I. Overview L
Gost Overview

: e 8

! b g

Ly M <

24851 -

SSEGA .

o § 2fg ORIGINAL, CURRENT ESTIMATE ACTUALT AMOUNT
ZRESS ' _ESTIMATE | ESTINATE | DIFFERENCE | ACCRUALS TO Gb
CEERER R R e e s e R S e
REAZER

! LAR

| -aﬁ@émﬁfﬁﬁ%ﬁ@ww ;

i

0 267 ENGINEERING

AN WMATERIALS

E‘&”‘ ‘ ': 'f}iA ....s:;'r'g'szjﬁk;'.

: 4 5{,3767 , mm.emsmmon

P B
kY =

SCOPEI UNDEFlMED

$749,181,110 | $909,741,225
795

-$160,560,115 5821 ,3378,654

$88,362,571 |

WL Tit e wee Atmes e 4 4

ICDR 1.86-3 EPU E . [ 7 oY ' 001244
i 5 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information ' *
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il. Area Smﬁrﬁaw

and Line by Line
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July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
. (Turkey Point) Presentation

Wiltiam R. Jacabs, Jr. -

_ Exhibit WRIJ(FPL)-8

" Doikét No, LIO00RE ~ "7 - <o

FPL 000063
NCR~11

iL.

Page 8 of 40

—_ " CONFIDENTIAL -
Area Summary

Current Budget of $749M increased
1o $833M (Current Forecast*)--

- The causes for the increase were primarily due fo the
- following:

— Initial Shaw feasibility estimates wers based on conc:eptuai
scope .

— Sc::ope Growth driven by — LAR and Design Evolution

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

— Material costs significantly higher than Shaw ongmai
estsmates

*excludes scope undefined

{COR 1.6b-3 EPY ’ o 001247
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Docket No 110009y " = =~ =~
William R. Jacohs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-S

oy

NCR-11 ""'

?E Area Summas'y

CONFIDENTIAL

Ucemmg Cmg'&

Licensing Engmmﬂng costs were higher '&ha.m pﬁann@d
by $34mm due to:

Base contract costs higherthan an’ﬂczpafed

EPU analysis significantly more extensive and mtruswe than
siretch power uprate like Seabrook

New analysis methodo!c:g;es required to achieve accepiable
resulis

NfRC regulatory guidance lssued expanding scope/ c:umple:\ ty
o

Fast Track schedule caused work to be perfom'xed with draﬁ
inputs and re-worked later

Core LAR staﬁ owner’s functions Eargely contrac'ted

ICOR 1.66-3 EPU ' ‘ 001248
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S E..mensm@ Engmeermg costs were hagherr than planned

E ;sr \\_

Fl=) : g
= ) DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT . VARIANCE  |EXPLANATION/ NOTES-

§§S§E’ Analysis and Engineeting’
WEC NSSS and Fuel Analysis $20,000,000 i Base Scope
Areva Replacement Components Analysis
Contract Incentives.

RAI Support
SFP Criticalty Anzalysis
Decay Heat Analysis [ Transferred from Shaw Base Scope
PRA Analysis |ACRS now. requres showing EPUS risk beneﬁcal
Reconstitute BMEStress Analysis | No existing-analysis of record
TRACE Inputs ~ NRC Confimmatory Analysis [ New NRCreq't to-perform confirmatory LOGA analyses
EAF Scoping/Pressurizer Impact | Frior methodolagy: for EAF no-longer accepted by NRC
Unreselved WEC Scope Changes Analysis areas requiring more work than originally estimated by WEC

) ‘ due fo unacceptable results

Mid Process Scope Review Changes |#1 - ¢ FWH, Cond Furrps, SCGFFs

Additional Analyses ;
: - Analyses from réview cycle, unacceptable results, LTC/BA precipitation
SUBTOTAL $20,000,000 $33,603,830 -$13,603,330 )
L]
) continued on next page

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU
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NCR-11 "‘

il. Line By Line —

LAR

CONFIDENTIAL

LAR Walk=-thru

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentatio

3
s .
= DESGRIPTION ORIGINAL ‘CURRENT. |. VARIANCE |EXPLANATION/NOTES
e BOP Analysis and Engineering
& |Shaw-BOP Analyses 56,000,000 Base Scope
P Contract Incentives Base Scope
RAI Suppart Base Scopa
Shaw scope adjusiments: Base Scope
MSVMSCV Disk Qualiflcations: Industry OEof failed disks
Mid Fracess Review #1 -4 PWH, Cond Pumps, SGFFs
Additional Analyses Analyses fromreview cycle, uracceptable results
FPL LAR BEngineering -
FFL MOD Engineering Supportfar LAR
SUBTOTAL '$6,000,000{ ‘18,050,705 -$12,050,705
. ) |
Grid Stabiity R k Study $250,000 ﬁ
Qther Contracts 20 [
Tnird Party.Reviews ] $222,000 Owners Support and independent reviews
Environmentally Assisted Fatigue Reanalysis Prior methodology for EAF no'longer aceepted by NRC
AST Dose Analysis . New dose analysis needed to support aceeptable resulls at EFU
conditions and address control room habitabiity conditions
Carreron Testing Services.for MUR Valates power uncerfainty for determining RTPvalue for uprate
Integrated. LAR Corvpilationt Compile.LAR in E-form for submyttal !
Other RAI Support
SUBTOTAL $242,000 57,226,563 37,004,563
NRC Review Fees e ST "$2 200,000 3,385,564, ~31,185,864| AST, EPUdhd Carifirrratory Analyses
SubTotal m, wlHs, o o B ... 2,200,000 $3,385364 SIA85E8Al - o s S G
$28,672,000 562,648,935 ~$33,976,935

Total without Escalation and Contigehicy

JCDR 1.55-3 EPU

14 Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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NeRan o~ CONFIDENTIAL -

ll. Area Summary

Engineering Costs

July 26, 2609 ESC Meeting

(Tarkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-8
Page 12 of 40

e ..])%.ék.e.f-m:.nmuy.m- s e te o tes
William R. Jacobs, Jr.,

« Modification Engineering costs increased by $4%9mm .
- due to:

. — Original Shaw Estimates conceptual vs. detail

L '~ Number of Modifications increased due fo Scope Growth and
LAR Analysis |

~ Bechtel increases in Home Office and Overhead costs

FCDOR 1.6b-3 EPU 901251

12 Draft - proprigtary & Confidential Busivess nformetion
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FPL 000068

—

NCR-11

ro—

li. Line by Line - Engineering

' CONFIDENTIAL

This table represents the variance in Engineering costs between the original

b0 5
i= =
Eg:
= o ; . P = = PR T
= ¢ budget and the current forecast. The significant differences are shown.
vy P«
§ "’_—_? - SCOPE URIGINAL FORECAST - VARIANCE EXPLANATIONS 7 NOTES
=) E [OVERRUNS .
g P H ENG. ENG. ENG.
NN Amertap and cathodlc protection sy"tem replacements vs, upgrades.
=t ibndenser Replacement/Arrertap $500,000 Scope increase:
): b i~ Reagtor.core model vs, entire 87 parameter change model Scope
Simutator $50,000 in¢rease,
New Turbine Contrals DEHV/EHC $500,000 Engineering underestimated
Replace FAC-Kentified Piping $100,000 Configuration veritication.and stress analysis required
Allow ance for Additional Cooling Mads to TPCW/ICW -$200,000 Existing heat exchangers can nothe modified for EPU conditions
Rewound mators adequate, new punps required with motor fifter
Install Condensate Pumps - Replace Internals $20D;000 . _|nndifications. Scope increase-
Modify The kolated Fhase Bus Duct Caoling System $200,000 Coolers acceptable. FED not adequate for load, Scope increase.
Allow ance for MSR replacemant. $1,300,000 Install drain tanks and modify crossover plping. Scopé increase.
Add New Fast closing FW Isolation Valves: Outside Gonfalnment- $1,080,000 . MOV'S cannot meet design requirements AOVs must be used,
Nain Steam Piping Support Mods.And / Or New Supports -$300,000 Fotential for more extensive modification with additions
Sub - Total $4,430,000 $21,378,000 -$16,948,000
OVERRUNS $1M
Implement LEFM Check Plus MUR $500,000. Based on detailed mod package estimates. -
] Actuatars, pasitioners and new cahling fromcontrol reomvs, luca! vave
Steam Duirp Valves/piping Moditications $120,000 3 work only
Replace 2 HP FW Hirs « 5 (4 Sub - Total For 2 Units) $300,000 Scope Increase;larger heaters, stress analysis plus stranded costs
Replace 2 HP FW Hirs - #6 (4 Sub - Total For 2 Uhits) '$345,000 Scope increase;larger heaters, stress analysis plus stranded costs
Altarnate SFP Cooling System .. $200,000 Seope Increase, noreased analysis tranhours-and Job ¢ortplexity
Scope Increase: Innger pipe seotien replacement and stress analysis
Allowance For Replacenenat OF Gravity Drain Piping -#5 Heater $200,000 issues,
' Scope Inorease; actuator and solenoid replacements w ith additlonal
FW Regulating Valva (FRV) Trim Replacemsnt $200,000" stress analysic
BOP hstrurentation & Control Setpoint, Rescaling & Hardware V¢~ $450,000 Larger BOP instrument & Control setpoint chances.: ocopemcrease.
- Engineering svaluation eliminated transformer replacement in lieu of
Replace The Wizin Transformers $350,000 ¢ooler uprgrade. Seope Ingrease.
Increase Aux FW Pump Capacify & CST Volure $100,000 Minor vake madifieations in lisu of pump mdrﬂcaﬂons Scope increase.
ICNE 4 AR R Sub - Total $2,765,000 - $9,107,097 ~$6,342,097 A(1oRT

13
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FPL 000069 - v
. . CONFIDENTIAL "

1. Line by Line- Engineering

110009=E1 - =

on 5
g8
. &8
S2s 8
D ol . =
2 8 £ :
& g e SCOPE _ QRIGINAL FORECAST VARIANGE EXPLANATIONS 7 NOTES
iy . B D 5 X|UNDERRUNS ) i F,
FHEES XS
B .g a \f?‘ § = . . Biminated due 1o scope reduction (1-4 feedw ater heaters no longer
fg‘ = -:5 ] SolAdd FW Hir £ 5 &2 6 Digital Leve] Controls $2,450,000 being replaced) -
A2 8 A& E & |Brergency Containment Fiter Rerroval $724,000 Abandsn i place vs. complets ramoval.
B * |Station Bectrical Load .Study (ETAP) $400,000 Reduction due tc singls ETAP2nalysis per outage vs. by mod.
Sub - Total $3,574,000 $2,010,000 $1,564,000
SCOPE INCREASES

Heater Drain Tank Alternafe Drains Existing valves undersized for EPU conditlons

Extensive emargency control room venfiiation and NaTB baskets vs,

S taeetant e e

Modifications for AST $100,000

chemcalinjection
@ HVAC CBUS Switchgear (Actuals) Actuals for 30% design, Mod not required for existings heal lnad_.
G Turbine TAPS . S0 ; Needed for data collection for HP turbine design
- Sub - Tatal $100,000 $3,245,000 -5$3,145,000
& \
SCOPE DELETIONS: A
Rx Vessel Upper Hzad Temp Conver. (DHEHC) CROVIAnal $1,000,000 Not required per engineering eyalsatior
I 24 Manth Fuel Cycle $1,000,000 Not being pursued.
’ Pressurizer Loop Seal Removal ; $1,0006,000 | Rermoval net requited, setpsint change anly.
; Trimcooler not required. Existing cooler being replaced thh larger
& Addition of Trlm Coolers to Exciter $400,000 capaclty
2 Replace 2 LP FW Hirs -#3 (4 Sub « Total For 2 Units) $300,000 Not required due fo 3 condensate punp option,
Replace 2 LP FW iirs -#4 (4 Sub - Total For2 Units) ~ $300,000 T ot required due to 3 condensate pump optlon.
FW Pump Thrust Bezrings $250,000 FM pump madifications rot raguired due to 3 condensate pump oplian,
Hydrogen coolér engineering cost Included in Siemens generamr
Cocler Replacement fo Support Gen Fydrogen Cooling $200,000 upgrade
Allow ance For New Jet Impingement Shiglds:And 7 Or Fipe Whip R $150,000 Stope-sombined with main steam pipe supports and w hip restraints
P . Current Transformers & Bushings Replacement $20,000 {Scope combined with Slemsns generator upgrade cost
Containment Caoling Mads - Chilled Water {(NCC's) $650,000 A Replacing NCCs only. Notadding chiied water,
Sub-~Total) | $5270,000° $1,682,000 93,588,000
% e PN ; . 2Ranis
; ) TOTALF  $16,139,000 $37,422,097 -$21,283,087
*Total i do not represent all Engineermg items
; Z_ .
14 ~ Draft - Proprictary & com" dential Business Inforfation '
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ll. Scope Reductions

CONFIDENTIAL .

on
g% .
e ®
Eh: -
251 Major Sci Reduction |
35 2 ajor ocope Reduction ltems
235 5
AT . :
e DESCRIPTION MITIGATION W——
= 2 5 b
k:' »5 £ r:f Reactor Vessel Upper Head . |Potentizl CRDM femperature ’
Temperature Conversion issues " |Medium |AREVA to perform CRDM Thermal Analysis
Replace flie Main increased cooling capacity for exisiing
Transformers Norne Lovr fransformers
Increased inspection cycles. Potential fiow
. ; aceelerated comosionand intermal vibration issues.
Feetiwater Heaters #1 thru Increased inspections May require some upgrades after EPU based on”
#4 deletion. required Medium  |inspection resulis.
Addition of Trim Coolersto ;
|Exciter CostSavings . Polential reduced lifo cycle  |Low Siemens analysis/Project Management reviews
During outages, Intake and
component cooling water will
Alternate SpentFuel Pool notbe ableto be remaoved
Cooling Sys from service Medium  |Additional Spent Fusl Pool Heat Exchanger .
24 Month Fuel Cycle Not techrically feasible Low Keep-existig Fuel Cycle
Cooler Replto support Gen
H2 Cooling Potential reduced life cycle.  |Low Additionel monitoring
Pumps will be spetating the
limit of their capability. Sperforming field testing and dynamic an4lysis of
Use of Existing Feed Water Polentially itcreased secondary perfornance, Upgrading control T
Pumps maintenancs . Meditzm  |instrumentation. .
: _ Nomnal Containment Coolars are being replaced
Containment Cooling Mods instead ofa new, supplamental coaling system
{NCCs) None Low installed onthe plant Aux: Bldg. roof.
: Exciters are Inspected on a prevenfive
Exclier Re-Wind - ost Savings Exciters are forty years old Low maintenance programand the fleet has a spare.
Balance of Scope
Reductions 3
W.Gb'?) EPU ) $57’0507914 ) 00125-4
15 Draft - proprietary & Confidential Business Information 4
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I. Scope Additions

CONFIDENTIAL

Major Sﬁ@pé Additions & Increases

License Amendment Reguest Support
Activities

NRC Requirad

TOTAL
DESCRIPTION REQU!REMENT RISK OF NOT DOING VARIANGE
Results inincreased MW's and increased plant
Condenser Replacement/Amertap reliability . MW Loss
Results in increased MW's and increased plant
Allowance for MSR. Replacement relizbility MW Loss
HE Internal & Rotor/Generator ' _ .
Rewind/Rofor Hi Lift Resuls inincreased M's Can not perform upgrade

LAR activities required to up-rate :
units

Project Support-FPL Project
lfianagement Services

Appropriate contractand project administration

Reduced Contract-Oversight can :
resultiri anunwanted plant svent
and budget/schedule over-runs.

Steam Generator Moisture Carry Over

Reduce moisture of steam to turbine.

Potential turbine damage

~ |Plant Craft Suppor

Various work scopes:such as disposal costs,
fransportation, supplemental sernvices

Significant to Stafion:

Replace FAC <ldentified piping

Higher Flows

|Additional inspection ofand

maintenance cost

Qutage Extension

SupportPlant during extended outage

Required Plant Support not
available

New Turbine Conirols DH/EHC

New HP Turbine Upgrade

NIW Loss; EPU notachieved

Addifional cooling required for geherator.
components:

Limit unit load during Surmmer
(MW [oss)

Add'l Cooling Mods to TPCYWICW

|Upgrade requires replacement of lsophase Bus

Ductsystern rather than increased cooling.

Mod's

Jsophase Bus DuctCosliny Sys capacify MW Loss
- ' Control Reom Emergency
License Amendement request~AST  |Alternate Source Term LAR required Ventillation and Actident,

| modifications

mifigation- NaTB Baskeis.

Balance of Scope Increases |

T&EP‘ 1.66-3 EPU

16
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EEL 000072 " . CONFIDENTIAL , .

Area Summary
Material Costs

- Major equipment estimates increased by $36.5M due to .
changes in fabrication cosis and scope increases.

— Original estimates based on best known price of materials at
the time. Condenser matetial cost ~ 75% higher than original
Shaw eslimate :

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

— Other lar%e components exceeded estimaies-Feedwater
" Isolation Valves, IsoPhase Bus, Turbine Digital Controls,
- Turbine Plant Cooling Water Heat Exchangers.

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

[CDR 1,603 EPU ' B =y 001256
« P + § WF

17 Drafl — bropristary & Contidential Business Information
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NCR-1L = — CONFIDENTTAL | o~

l. Line by Line - Material |
This table represents the major variance in material costs between the original budget
and the current forecast. The significant material cost differences are shown.

w
g€
R
*E 3
E- S o DESCRIPTION |” ORGINAL | FORECAST VARIANGE _ |EXPLANATION] NOTES:
BE o OVER-RUNS ) ]
E =y 5 SCondenser Replacement $  30,000,000]% Raw material price, Amertap; Cathodic protection ..,
& A« ‘GNgw Turbine-Controls DEH/ EHC $ 4,800,000 { 5 Seope increase, replace captial spares N
:g ::; E‘ PAdd FW HTR S & #8 Digital Level Cornitrols ¥ 4592001 § Based on Prefliminary-estimate, Forecast baged on recent PTN Tnstaiations
;E' =5 ‘$idd new-fast closing FW Isolation valves 3 1,500,000 | $ nt contract exdeads. origindl budget
=8B SFW Regulating Valve Trim Replacement $ 330,0001 & Current contract excesds orlginal budget
TOTAL ) . 5 36885200} % 69656214 ~§32,757.014]
UNDER-RUNS o
Replace HP FWH #6 $. 6,000,000
Alternate SFP Caoling System 15 3900000
Allew ance for replacement of gravily dr. piping 5 250,000 |
TOTAL 1% 10,150,000
SCOPE INCREASES . :
VSR Replacement 5 242000001 5. ] N v icivztcd drain tanks, pping and valve size shanges
Additiorral Cooling Mods to TPOW ICW $ 20000003 B Heat Exclianger Costs, Original Scope: - Vatve instalkition.
Madify the so-Phase Bus Duct Coollhg System $ 450,000 | § Scope shange from Couling to replace entie lsophase bus *
Troplernznt LEFM Chieck Plus MUR 3 2400000 Gurrant contract exceeds otiginal budgst
Contro} Room Erergency Veniilation $ BB I AST driven additional soope
TOTAL $ 29,050,000 | § 47,179,442 :
SCOPEDELETIONS v . .
Replace The Main Transformer 5 16,000,000 |.$ l 5 | Urrate vs. Replacement:
Replace LP FWH# $ 4000000 % EN [Not required for 3 Contensate Pump opticn
Replace LP.FWH# 2 5 300000013 | ot rsguired for 3 Condensate Pusrp option
{Replace LPPWH#3 $ 3,000,000 |.§ | Not raquired for 3 Condensate Purp-aption
Replace LP PWH#4 $ 3,000,000 | $ |Not required-for 3 Condensate Pump aption
Feedwater Purrp Thrust' Beamgs 3 800,000 | 8 - | Nid Cycle scope feview reductions (Risk item)
Mesin Steam Fiping SUppart Meds $ 200,000 | 3 - [Eased on Prefivinary estirate.
Increase Aux FW Puirp.Capacity & CST volurme $ .. 100,0001% - | Engineeering Evaluation.(Risk itern)
TOTAL $ 30700000 (5 9210200 | §.  20;888,800
ICDE L Sh BB " : : ok Lo A
GRAND TOTAL $ 105,189,200 -$ 131,269,728 -§25, uau,szs{
*Totals fo not. r%present all Material ltems
%
18 Praft - Propnetary & Confidential Business Information
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FPL 006075 . : ’
T CONFIDENTIAL -

IH. Implementation

ggégm Project Implementation
£5 % %";.; « Original Project Organization structure contemplated in
HEEEY 2007 was with seconded (coniract) staffing overseeing the

EPU effort
- QOriginal Stracture
-~ Self Perform model (FPL + Confractors)
- - Contracted staffing was approximately 88+ for PTN

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

- Early 2008 Decision to utilize EPC Coniractor

— Project Organization structure changed based on contract
award to Bechiel EPC Provider
-- FPL Management stationed at PTN 01/01/2009

: - Oversight reducad to 52 FTE including Engineering, Project
Management and Project Conirols

ICDR 185-3EPU 4 : - 001259

20 Draft - Propristary & Confidential Business Information
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FPL 000076 - _ Ny —

[, Implementation o - h

o0 §
£ b . . . .
w9 3 & . iR N _ . - " o . .
gg £ summary of all implementation costs
QSES : : N
Ttk .
23 -
Z5E % T .
CIER-E Originai Forecast at Vs. | To
Cost Center _ Budget - Complétion Current Budget Go
Implementation 1 $192,033,500 | $438,589,705 ($246,556,205) $386,934,648

{EPC Construction v

EPC - Bechtel Indirect Constr.
Siemens Labor

1Siemens Alliance Open/Close
Outage Extension Costs

Project Support - FPL Home Office
FPL Project Management.

Plant. Craft Support

Start-Up -

Training & Proceduras

RX Vessel Upper Head Temp. Conv.
Steam Gen. Moisture Carry Ovwer
Pressutizer Lodp Seal _

MSR - Grossover Piping / Valve .
Misc. Non-EPC Work '

[CDR 1.66:3 EPU " ) ' 001260
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o~ CONFIDENTIAL _ , -

. iImplementation

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

- July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
{Turkey Point) Presentation

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-S
Page 22 of 40

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

- Capacity of organization-does not support. seif perform. EPC
construction costs will be higher. Rxsk of outage schedule
impacts are reduced.

P e ) Dﬁc.k.et.N.o.:.liﬁo-og;El-..-...\u, e piess Bus ar

- Lack of Constructability reviews of the Original Eslimates
— Increased Scops in original modifications
— Increased number of 'required modifications

i —~ Bechtel Field Non-manual, Home Office and Indirects

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU . 001281
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1. Implementation Line by Line
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= N
ﬁ = L . ) . » x o ” " . g o . g o 4 -
s Original implementation estimates based on limited fieid
@ [N ag A oL A [ . . ) - ) L gy W .
£ information. Costs for EPC contracters are higher than anticipated.
ERS DESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL | FOREGAST | VARIANCE , EXPLANA TION/ NOTES
RIVER-RUNS - 1. ¥
Y] Increased work scope definition: heavy haui, handling. lncreased scops,
enser Replacement/Amertan 23,500,000 Améttap, cathodic protection, Bachie! indlrects:
=y _ Original estimate based on prefminary sfaffing pian (5.5% o1 total cost) |
Froject Support - FFL Project Mansgenent Services 19,624,800 52FTBS . P )
HP Turbine Siemens Allance - Open/Close Cost 0 Notincluded i turbine scope estimate
Generator - Rotor Replace Open and Clase 7,000,000 Not included in generator rewind dollars )
. i Originatestirmate based oh prelitihary ivplemantation staffing plan, -
|Profect Support ~ 5'FPL Horre Office 4,368,000 forecast is conbined support _ .
: ' Add Individual Siemerts tasks w rapped into one project (H2 cooler,
Ganerator - Stator Rew ind ) ) 70000001 CTs; bushings, rewind)
Replaces 2 HP FW Hus - #8 (4 Tofal For 2-Units) 1,850,000 Increased work based on detailed seope, Beehtelindirects
Raplace 2 HP FW Hitrs - #5 (4 Total For 2 Units) 1,650,000] Increased work based on detailed S¢ope, Bechtel indirects
R Vi Course:Scope Raview « Added addifioral work for S-pump
Install Condensate Purrps - Replace Initsinals C o, 1,800,000 operation. L
Allow anee for Additionai Cooling Mads fo, TPOUW/ICW 1,500,000 Seope growth - He Rplemt ve isolation vaves  :
BOP Ihstrurrentation & Contro! Sefpeint, Rescaling & Hardw are Mg 210,000} Inoreassd work scope dug to better scops definition
Allow arice For Replacerrent Of Gravity Degin Piping - #5 Heater 1,162,400 Increased work based.on detailed fleld walkdow ns
Main Steam Piping Support Mods And / Or New Supports 350,000| Increased scope due to added supparts
Add New Fast closing FW isolation Vaives Quiside.Containtnant 6,000,000 'Scope changed due to different vaive type .
. Mi Course Scope Review - Scope rédused but per unit estimate
Add FW Hir 35 &# 6 Digial Level Cantrols 2,640,000 increased .
mplement LEFM Checke Pus MUR 3,100,000 ncreased work based on detziled field walkdowns
{Lpgrade MSN Internals 150,000 [roleherntation costs
TOTAL $ 81,705,200 | $ 255,056,832 «$170,359,632|
[UNDER-RUNS
Conhtantrent Caaling tods ~ Chilled Water (NCCT's) 5.500,000 Allogated 1o sther Mads
Main-Steam Safely Valve / Piping Niodification “700,000] . Conservative original estimate based an w orst case scops
Alternate Spent Fusl Cooling System 3,900,000
TOTAL.. ) . 110,100,000 3,570,000 45,230,000 ]
ICDR 1.65~3 EFU i Z 001262 -
23 . L,
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lil. Implementation - Line by Line

=]
3£ ‘
= 2 TESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL, FORECAST VARAICE | — EPLANATON/FOTES ]
8 ph. SCOPE INCREASES : .
Kk o ] Increased worK due to.drain tarik addiions, height elevation change and
& EQ Allow ance for NSR repldsernant ] farge bore pipe
S8 ; Low.original estiTats besed & Ghaw recommended Scopp, Bechie)
o : Replace FAC-Kentified Figing ] indirects
b4 2 Training & Procedures i Specific tem notinciuded in Shaw's base scope
>5 % ] i Scope evolution and increased cost to implement duct replacement vs.
3 = & Wiy The fso Phase.Bus Duct Cooling System- i coalirs
Replace The Main Transformers i Total contracted cost for cooler replacerment
08N ] [Anticipated materalw ie-ofTs.
[Heater Drain Tank Alternate Desins ] | Additionsl work required
[General Condions (& (Bnv, Permitting, Other) i Scope evoluton |
|Turbine Gantty Crane scoping study ] New_soope for waskn oAl
Turbine TAPS ’ New scope forturbine perfortrance. lesung
Steam Dirrp Valves/piping Modifikeations Increased-work due 1a better gcope definition .
| New LAR seope: Control roomventilation, NaTB Baskets (vs. Chemizal
Wodifications for AST ) infeotion) ; ]
Repiace normaland emergency heater drain valves yplermgntation costs
. Wrplerentation costs: inciudes capital spare replacenment corponents
New turbine contral DBVEHC notln bassscope |
outage Extention Gost B Trijed up for aciual outage: duration
FW Reguiating. vaive (FRV) i Replacen'ent , lerrentation cost i
Steam Cenerator Malsture Carry over(errosion Toorosion degred ) Bechtel support of Westinghouse
TOTAL $57,454,300/ $144,987,559 --$87:533,259
SCOPE DELETIONS . i N
24 Nonth Fuef Cycle Scope-decrease based on evaliation
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs ~¥#3 (4 Total For 2 Units), Cycle seope review reductons
Replace 2 LPPWHUus -#4 (4 Total For 2 Unitsy Wi Cyole scoperteview reductions
|Pressurizer Loop Seal Renoval Seope detrease basad onevaluation
AGGON O TTim COolers 10 EXCRter , SEope evolubon and GiSTIDUTIon Into Giher rod
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs -1 (4-Total For 2 Units) Cycle scope review teductions
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs - #2 (4 Total For 2 Unlts) M4 Cycle scope revigw reductions
| Casler Replacement ta Support CGen bydrogen.Coofing | | 'Scape evolution from Shaw evatuation and distribution Into ather mod
[FW Purrp Thrust Bearings M Cycle.scope review. reductions ]
Allowance For New Jet mpiagemertt Shielis And/ Or Hpeme H Englneering evaluation’
Nozzie block and blade modification ] Incorporated-into turbine work.
Reactor Vessel upparhead tamp conversion CROManslysis Engineering:evaluabon; not requirad
New Turting High Lift valve Nod (See item 39) ncorporated Into Trbine. W orK.
TOTAL 40,335,000} 3,067,500 $37.267,500§
PP A ey ! - - OO
CRAN OTALT o o O TEOE0RE00 407,018 -Bi5.595.501 09126%

24

! *Totals %o not r%resent all Im p[em entatron items'
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il implementation

oo g :
5% .
o & 5 Bechiel Proposal Estimate Changes
22E¢g FPL-EPU Turkey Point Project
z < %‘, - Bechtel Forecast Adjustments
Z2E 8
m3EL

1 3

// Base Scope * Bechtel Contract Or%ginaIAPsu Most Likel Most Likely Reduced Consolidated Reduced
— [ndicative Award - Submittal ‘ P50 Revi ScopeHours Procurement Eng'g ManHrs
Staffing Bechtel &
c L i RS
001264 1O

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU Events

* Base scope as defined by Contract scope list
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This timeline shows original Bechtel costs and the

w Nk

-+ ) . L . y @ ! e g : e
5 changes that resulted in a reduced EPC cosis
Q . j - .
[ . . .
3 T R . PTN EPCScope and Forecast Evolution SRS NS
Approx. Date s/isp2008 © | Priortocomtract N .
. {10/15/08) _11/07/08 05/03/08 06/30/C8 7/1/2009 77 07/02/09 07/02/09 07/14/08
- P50 with reduced
FPLProject Forecast Contract Award Sime as praviats P50 with reduced scope PSO with reduced
‘prior tp EPC FPLProject Forecnst| date, FPLProjest Original Bechtal P50 ub rr'ﬂt;I with " | scope (Changesto (ansolidation of | .scopaand reduced
hem {Shaw Estimatés) | basedan Bechtsl | Forecastbasedon | g';zm,m, MostlikelyPso | St o | MODSscopefrom | Procurememt& | Eng&CraftHrs
We only have indicativestaffing. | Bechtel Manning scope ~$ 4765 M Mid-‘cyq{escbpe 'Ref{i{&ﬂon In after MOD bw[ MaD
-dollars. Strhmittal . revlew) Mardgement Estlmate Reviews
. Services)
Total NM Man-hours
Tota] Craft Hrs I - . i
Totd! Dallars _5 ' ¢ & § . &
Based on 43 |Based on 43 EPC
. . revised/eliminated |Based an43 EPC Modifications
Based on 43 EPC. :::;‘;:;:jc 3::%2:’5:6 £PC ModHications | Modifications Jdentified in SpecM-
h:’:l ﬁ°“ﬁ der) "T i1 Soec M- |identfie in Spec .|| dentified in Spec M| identified in Spec M {156 Rev.1 Including
33 mC Based ori43 EPC ocilcatlons. edinopes I SpeC M| o e mavd Including |156 Revd Includinig {seope revision's to
Based o 43 MODS |Modifications Modifications Identl_ﬂed 1n Spec M-156 Rev.1 Including 1156 Reval including scoperevision'sto |scoperevision’sto |MOD's, Reduction
seepe erUnit  |ldentified In Spec M- [identifted in Spec Mc| 5 fev-d plus  |scoperevision'sta jscoparevision's o e tonowith | MOD's, Reduction  |on DesTgn Engr &
i 156 P 156 Rev.l ? “[additional seopefor |MOD plus MOD plus Reduetion to Design fon Des;gn Engr & Startup hrs and
N ) AST MOD'$ anidd additional scopefor |addidenal scope for Enar & Supv, And FE. [Start up hrs and removing
Wraparound MOD's MMOD% and AF-TMODIS and {hours hrs b;sed on |removihg Management Service
Wraparound MOD's | Wraparound MOD's Argz and NSR Management Service|& reductions dueto
' strategy. MOD.estimates -
ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001265
25 Draft —Propristary & Corifidential Business Irformation K
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L
. Line by Line - Total

o B ) '
X . . . . . .
Ef  This table represents the total variance between the original budget and

4
5i  the current forecast. Further breakdown for LAR, engineering and
s 2o Implementation appear on other slides , . -
S e _DESCRIPTION | “omiGNAL | FORECAST | VARIANGE |EXPLANATION/NOTES N
& BVERRUNS
o o . ; Balance of Plart material cost, heavy haul, Amertap replacement,
E ;&onﬁe’nser Replacement/Amertap $54,000,000 Cathotlic protection and Bechtel indirecls

HP Internals & Rotor/Geriarator Rew Ind, Rofor/ HkLit Valves -$100,062,000 Sleens' proposal gredter than ofigingl estimate -

License Armendmeant Request Engineering, Licansing and Support}  $28,670,000, NSSS/Fuel, BOP Engineering, Licensing, LAR Support, NRC Fees

) , .| Implernentation osts; includes caphal spare replacement corrponents -

New Turbine Corrrols DEWEHC $10.480,000 {not In base Scope

Allow ancefor Additiorial Conling Mads. to TPCNICW - §3,700,000 Heat Bxchanger Costs, Orlginal Sedpe - Valve installation

Ihstall Condsnsate Putrps - Replace Infernals _ $5,000,000 New Purrps, Re-wind Mators, Recire Pping, HVAC

Replace 2 FIP FW Hirs - #5 (4 Total For 2 Units) | $4,950,000 Heater Cost, Increased work based on irplementation:detalls

Allowance For Replacement Of Gravily Draln Piping « #5 Heater | - $1,612;400 Intrezsed w ork hased on détzlled fiskdwalkdow ns

rplernent LEFM Check Flus MUR b .$6,000,000 1Baséd o preliminary estrrafes

Replace-2 HPFW Hirs - #6 (4 Total For-2 Units) $7,995,000 | Based on prefivinary estimates

Main Steem Fiping Support Mieds And / Or New Supports $850,000. Enginesring ideniified additional supports required

BOP Insirumeniation & Control Setpoint, Rescaling & Hardwars Nof 31,285,000 incressed w ork ssope due to betterseope definition

Add New Fastclosing FW isolation Valves Ouiside Containment $8,580,000 Rased on prefivinary estimates

Add FW HIr # 5 & # 6 Digital Leve) Controls $5,548,200 Reduced scopefotLP Hoaters .

Steam Dumyp Valves/piping ModTications - .$360,000 , increassd work scope due t hetter scope. defm:ﬁon .

] Reactor Core Simulator mogel / versus entire EPU paramster change
Sirrulator $850,000 {mrodal
, FW Regulating Valve (FRV) Trim Replacerrignt . . $880,0000 | hereased material costs
“Tatal Walk-Thru™ Over-Runs &:b-Tofal 5240803600 | $463,174,382 $222,570,782

UNDER-RUNS . .

Containmrent Cooling Mods Chilled Water (NCC's) $10,150,000 .1Scope raduced frorn Supplerantal Chillers on Aux roof to NCCs:

WVilp Steam Safety Vialve / Fiping Modification $1,175,000 Baseéd.on prefimisiary estirates -

“"Total Walk-Thra" Under-Ruhs Sub-Total:  $11,325,000 9,968, $1,356,314
. 1 zZ
ICDR 1.8b-3 EPU " Continued on next page 001266
Draft - Proprietary & Confidentia] Business Information K
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g
-
3
=
=4
E_g‘ DESCRIFTION | ORIGINAL | FORECAST | VARIANCE |EXPLANATION/NOTES
CHPE INGREASES ~ ; ) 0
'E\ﬁ ) Material Cost, Bevated MSRs- rew ork Crossover Fipes, drain tank
lsw ance for MSR replacement $32,360,000 addHion .
BE ] Original based on prefminary nzeds assessrrent {total 5.5% of total
'ﬁmjecrsmpnrt - FPL Project Nanagement Services 528,419,300 cost); based on 52 FTRS
Steam Generator Molsture Carry Over{Ercsion-Carresion Degradg:  -$25,000,000. Bechtelsupportof Westinghouse
’ i Project Services not ncluded in base: disposal, NPS, securrty. transport
Flart Craft Support S0 ot
Replace FAC-Kerntiffed Piping $6,020,000 rplemetitation cost, Bechiel ndirects
Outage:Extensior Costs $18,000,000 Trued up for actual outage durations .
. Eng detetined scope changes from caoler replacement to iscphase
ModFy the tsofated Phase Bus Dutt Coaling System $1,040,000 duct, aka includes Generator Neutral work
| Transter of work responsibilfy (Nurses/Ops, ety 30 Bechitel work transfefred fo FFL. *
’ : New LAR stope: Control Reomvantilation, NTB baskets (vs chem
Modifieations for AST $1,500,000- itjaction)
Training & Procedures 30 Specific item tiot included in.Shaw's base scope
Start-Up $0 Spacifia termnot included in Shaw 's base scope
{Feater Drain Tank Altermate Drains 30 | Additional wark required
‘| Terp: Faciities $210,000 Warehousmg and increased Inprocessing not inbase
TAFW Contiols- $ Additional w ctk tequired
Replace Normal & Erergency Haater Drain Valves $2,062,600 plementation costs
Q&M . %0 Miterial writevoff .
Turbine Gantry Crane scoping study $0 Not.in original scope » Cans Is mssu:n crificat
Turbine TAPS $0 New scope forturbine performance testing
{Ubgrade Internal Trim and Oantrolle:s on the MSR Réheater Steam 30  Additional work required .
HVAC CBUS Switchgear (Actuals) 0 | Additional work required, then Mid q;cle scope revisw
General Condifons (Env. Permitiing, Other), $0  Additional wark required
SGFP=Actual ) ) $0 ) Expended engineering dollafs prior to vid course scope raview
"Total Walk-Thro" Scope Increases Sub<Total ¢ §114,611,900 } §297,207.790 | ~$182,555,810

ICDR 1,6b-3 EPU

28
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continued on next page
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= g
8 S . DESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL | FORECAST | VARIANCE |EXPLANATION! NOTES
M Hsgope DELETIONS _
25 §Vessex Upper Head Terrp Conver. $14,000,000 Engineerlng Braliation; not requirad My
:~ “»lReEplace The Main Transformers $18,394,200 Scope reduced from replacemeant to cooler replacerment
: f,: Addttion of Trim Coolers fo Bxciter $4,500,000 Not reqilted-due to turbine plant coofiny waterreplacerment:
E [:'X_ZEmate SFP Cooling System $8,000,000 Reduced covling capaciy for incremental heat load (Risk item)
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs <#4 (4 Tofal For 2 Units) $4,950,000 Not required for 3 Condensate Purmp opficn
Replace 2 LPFW Hirs ~#3 (4 Total For 2 Uniis) £$4,950.000 | Not required for 3 CondensatePump option
24 Nonth Fuel Cycle $3,000,000 Engineering Evaluation; not required
Cooler Replacerrent to Support Geri Hydregen Cocling $2,800,000 Part of Generafor scope
Replace 2 LP FW Hirs ~#1 (4 Total For 2 Unlts) . §5,850,000 interferences
Presstrizer Lodp Seal Repval $3,304,000 Enginesring Evaluaticn: not required:
Replace 2 LEFW Hirs ~#2 (4 Total For 2 Units) $4,850,000 Not required for 3 Condensate Putrp opiion
FW Pump ThrustBearings $1,200,000 Vid.Cycia'scope feview radoctions
LPTurbine =Analysis ) $400,000 Enginearing Evaluation: not-retuired
Allow atce For New .Jet Inpingerent Shislds And/Or Fpe Whip Rl $375,000: Enginearing Braluatidn; ot requirsd,
Community Outreach $370,000 Mid Cycla scopereview reductions
Update EQ Qualification $250,000 Engineering Evaluation; not required
Update Checksum Software For FAC -$100,000 Enginesting Evaluation; nétreduired )
EBrargency Containment Filter Rermoval . $1:839,000 Mid Cyele gcope raview reductions (Abandon in place)
Upgrade MSV Internals ’ .$870,000. Enginearing Evaluation: not required
In¢rease-Alx FW Pump Capacity & CST Volume .. -$300,000 Engineering Evaluation (Risk tems to replace rotafing element)
“Total Walk~-Thru” Seope Deleffons Sub-Tofal | $80,902,200° $26,407,411 $55.494.,789
OTHER.
Station Hectrical Load Study (ETAP) $400,000
Project Suppert « § FPL Horre Office 36,825,000 ) . :
Esezlation 50 Qriginal escalation insluded i individual fine tems
NSSS Materlal / Mainstreaty Check Valve Implementation %0
Project Escalatian (Shaw) ’ $52,008,028
Project Contigeney (Shaw)
“Total Wall<Thru” Other Sub:Total | $301,788410 $36,827,649" ,
$743,181,110 | $832,505,838 | 583,404,728 ek

29

A

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information

2




FPL 000085 ' CONFIDENTIAL -

“Docket No. "110009:

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

Exhibit WRJ(¥PL)-8

NCR-11
il. Risk and Mitigatio
l. Risk and Mitigation
w0 § '
=5 -
S«
Q=
v =
-
S ek - ‘=‘;~’j\, #ﬁ,;u a-;{;;'
1
(& 7 i
0\" ;v...'iﬁ (' m x,r K. ’
8 y 5 00)ici! %‘2‘ % - l i
« Wﬁ!'e“')i. ul- t"
&
(\.] -
-E‘ B C'n Contingsncy will be needed to expended for any
= 12 el Implementation and Schedule execution may cost shartfalls net predicted by Proformar . |Assessing scope and staff estimales:
1 | 9/8/08 |marethan Proforma (Bechtel Engineering and Slgnificant Cost :
Implementation) Note: Bechte] indicates costs will be higher then|See Mitigation Plan for Detalls
indicative bid .
Obtaln qualified OEM 1o evaluate the owerall
condition of the Crane and provide
. recsmmendations
Turbine Gantry Crarie travel speed, awilable insbllity to efliciently remove and replace
2 | 4/23/08 (laydown space, etc, Crane may be Less than Ciitical Sthediils equipment needed for power uprale withinthe  |Review fatlons and impl | repaics
Adequate to efficiently support the EPU outages. - propesed Outage time frame as necessary to [mprove crane reliability and
. " conition
See Risk Mitigation Plan for details
Fawrable results with heat sink medel, Further
The Error(rion consenative) may significently  |CCW mods may be necessary. Performing KT
Error ciscovered in the Contalnment Infagrity " recuce the Containment Pressire Margin Analysis to determim= scope and significancs of
3 | 1011008 | i Basty Aralysis Cmical | Programmato naeded for the Extended Power Uprate mediication
conditions
See Risk Mitigation Plans for Detalls
Site Capacity: - g o
Given the tolal quantlty of work planned (including g""’:;"‘"‘: o Bechnel vaiiatior and
& | 2408 work from other projects), the-oveérall work imposed M |Sigrificant | Cost! Sehedul Potential to extend the Qutage and/orslip 2 Hege Seop
on the stetlon for such items as PORC reviews, L o s cycle for the insenice dater Mestings: roulirely being hefd with staion to
procedures, training, WO Reviews. efc. may be emuregﬂﬁy erg iyn!egra%ed with the pru]ec:
beyond the capacity.for the station to support
Thres such items hawe already been [dentiiied:
el rmanite . o ksl o et and g o WAL
5 | 10/14/08 [basis [ssues may be uncovered during re-analysis Significant | Frogrammatio [ 1600,
e ERULAR, ) PTN has alreadyy exparfehced smergent mods
- addltional anzlysis
6 | waos Neiws NRC mandated Malntenance rule working # | sarginal st Potertially extend outage Durations-and/or EPU manegement working with Licensing to
hours will further limit allowed working hours L [nerease costs ehsure ansceeptable procezure which will
minimize ihe Impact to EPU
T 237
Sp— A '
ICDR 1.6b-3 EFU 001269
!
. . . e - %
30 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business [nformation




' FPL 000086 -
E e e CONFIDENTIAL N

ill. Risk and Mitigation

i s P

ing
ion

~—
o
=
-

Vv gholse pi Y Plan
Mitigation actions being implemented
Will continue to monitorhe effectiveness of
actions

buld cause delays with LAR schedule and/or
adeHiénal monies’

WEC and SHAW vendor stafling level may net be

S/z/08 sufliclent to support project

M |[Significant} Sehedule

July 26, 2009 ESC Meet

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8
i ol

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

/Agreement on re-baselining reached; no impact
to end datefor Shavs and WEC

" Docket No. 110009-EX'

2 are 2 large number of activities which
aed {5 e performed as vell as PSL and PTN
RA &livitles are being performed cancumently
ith afl fasks heing scheddled in series, PRA
up has limited resources to accomplish this
hd several tasks hawe no resources assigned

all i .
. .|Pear Fleet wide Change Management Plan
ot cause:dc{ays with revies and "?’p’““?"“ Hold meeting with NAMS coordinator and Site
ork planring. PMs
1. Prapare LAR consistertt with RS-001,
NRR Review Standard for Etended
Power Uprates.
= Deselop EPPI for format and lete!
of detail
2. Use Ginna EPU submitial as 8 guide for
format and level of datall
3, Sequaster reviews and ehallengs beards
at eertain Interim LAR milestones
» Self As¢essment after 451 LAR
Lieense Amendment Réquest NRC Review could ng on the extent of the dalay, could Section
be delayed due o emors and omissions ult 'In gdditional cost and extension of the 4. Multi-party peer reviews using
~ NRC Acceptance Ortical Reguiatory / toject length industry and regulatory experts
= NRC Technical Review Schedulé 5. Advance meatings with NRC prior to
-ACRS Review gineering Resourcas zre needad 10 support submittal
~SBLOCA Cenfirmatory Anzlysis R 6; VP Nuelear Power Uprate met with NRR
mdnagement 7/21/08
7. Monthly meetings with NRR
8. CNO me1 with EDO on 3723 1o disouss
schedule '
8, Plan to establish 2 presenca in Washington
to coordinate NRC questions and responses.to
RAls

Determine if any asliutles can be accomplished
FPL PRA support Is not adequate to completa all in parallel

’ § | 408 activities within the schedule, Slgrifficant

Schedule
Supplernent stalf through EPU if necessary

Ttansition to Nuclear Assel Management Systems
&/3/2008 (NAMIS) M | Mamginal

10 | 212/08

[N B D A |

Current schedule adequate to meet curment
needs

Schedule Fragnets ta be reviewed by Bechtel
otéhtial ta extend 1he Outage duration - and’@?ﬂi {earn aftar Seope, Outage Durations
S condition are better definad

Based on tha amount of work planned, the wark
11 | 4/8/08 (may not ba smﬁclenﬂé Intagrated to prevent M. | Marginal Schedule

inl; QQXE&WP‘I‘% Uﬂaﬂon

1 237
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7/18/08 SDVs to Condenserand Runback

Interim Operation Eveliaticn (Umbrella
Opamﬁcr‘./Ew:Iua‘ion)

73 7118108

Punback Cisouit Mods for' Candansam SG
feedwaler, and healer Dralis Pumps

14 | 7M8/C9

15 | 7118/09. Wrap Around Mod for LAR

[P ——

Gland Stearn F'nplng ta Gland Steam Condensarls |
undersized

SG Feedwaler Pump Reclre Lines

16 | 7118/t9

17 | 7i18iCe

18 | 7/18/08 CCW Cooling Capacity Undersized

19 | 7/18i09 i”;;’i:’::ybcwf;:;;"m Filter Remowel (Abandon | Marg‘lnal

20 | 7HWOS: Add Fdwtr Hir#t ;hru'#d. Dx-g:l‘;l .L;wl C;\‘:r;ls a M |[Significart

;1 71103 Turbin.e.stx[ld!ng Structure Mods (potential) M s?gnzﬁcant' |
22 | 7/18/03 Siemens fenerator Bonus (p;r c;ﬁ;act: o M Sf;n(ﬁmnt

Potentlal PlantTrips / Loss o ¥W

Loss of Interim satpolnts and configuration;
Potential of system transients/tip

Potential Plant Trips / Loss of MW
Plant Ccnrgurabcrv may not-match Plant
Techmcal Specification.

Pbténtla{ Turbive damage

[Potemla! feedpump damage

B(ceed chhn!ml Speclﬁcaﬂon liriits for
component cocling water companen's
Patentlal reduclion to oulage durations not
fealized

Control Stakility during transients

e e g i ot ot e gt 8 A "

Vibration and potertial equipment damage

Unbudgeted funds

lmpl#ment modification to increase reciteulation’

Install Runback medilications

Prep:lm e\aluzman. Revisa appropnate
pro\.cdur.,s Ops ﬂalnlng

Install successiul runback circuit

Identify inputs, Perfomm' modification

C e b ) e b savme)

Rasiza the gland steam piping

pipe size

tany-amalysi;
Remowe one housing and removal of Infemal
componanis-of two

Completa analysis and i

Implement modification

Repair duilding structurs / structure aralysls

1m;5ruuz schedule to dzfray addilonal costs

ICDR 1.6b-3 EFU
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' 2-_ 2 n . A 2
H - = !
P E% Risk Matrix
™ W W
E5 w2
P ~ ~
g 43 d
=) =2
=5s
=S5
LS
S
sEEgg A
L= AN ‘838/03’ Siemens Tuthine boriua.Upgrade (per contrast) M {Significant Cost Unbudgeted funds Improve schadule to defray addltlonal costs
QT W <
[ 3 [S e [ ) e s ¢ v S gk Sekamanin . o wm b e s vesmmamans ¢ sssloadns bt o] S0 0Ys s i——te ey o
S v . ' o o
24 | 72008 .Jp?nt Fuel Caoling 100% Redundant Heat M |Signifcant o §|ngl.e point fallure wvinerabllity decreased plant nstall second fodundant Heat Exchangér
-|Exchanger mangin
. | 25 | 222709 |Additlonal Westinghouse and Shaw PIN grewth Slgnificant Cost Unbudgetad funds Scope control
; - = .Required Pump overhauls to-maet Plant Ensure pumps upgraded including spars;
: 26 | 7/22/09 jAux Fesdwater Pump Upgrade M |Slgnificant: Cost Technleal Specieations complete analysis
Lack of Completeniess of MOD Eng.& Lack of g o . | : . S
27| 122f09 Detail Estimates Slgnificant Cost Future cost overruns due to scope grovth Catriplets Engineering
28 | 7/22/09 |Transportation for Slemens Component Slgnificant, Cost ‘Cost avernun per cdntract -|Fund cost
28| 7/22/09 g:{:‘ni A e Sigaificant’  Scheduls Uneudgeted funds |Streng Contract Management and Oversite
S i . ' - D -Cvaluate exnsmé‘& expected EPU vbmtion to o . - o n
1 30 | 7/22/09 [BOP Piping Vibration Madifications. 2l Significant - Costr Schédu! SOP piping and implement recommended mods f:f",‘g";fa:ﬁ“;:‘;“"“ In prograss8cope has
. -as necessany
: - s147.087

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU
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o0 8
25 =
s 8
X
= OE‘\ ‘;‘I = b ¥ i
282% Turkey Point Timeline
~ P~
E5En
SE-
= NRC Titve Line
NRC.AST LAR Review {12 mo.) NRC EPU LAR Review (14 ma.)
| a =
| 1 1 1 ] 1 1 T T 1 1 P 1 1 1 1 T a1 T 1 ¢ L] 1 S | ,I 1 ¥ A -l y ] T L 1 £ ¥
2345607 601011121 23456 691011121 235 46567 &8 51011129 23 4 &6 6 7 & 9 101112
1/09
6/25/09 610 6/0 811
Submitted NRC Approves Submit "NRC Approves
AST LAR ASTLAR EPULAR - EPULAR
+118 Mwe-.EPU
EPU Time Line Total =236 MWe
Today
+ 118 Mwe - EPU
Ne# Fusl Recslpt
ICOR 1.65-3 EPU 001276
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V. NRC Schedule

g

NRC LAR Schedule

Exhibit WRJXFPL)-8

July 26,2009 ESC Mee
(Turkey Point) Presentation
Page 36 of 40

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

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

- Dk No T TO009ET

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

ICDR 1.60-3 EPU

56 . Draft — Propristary & Confidential Business Information
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V. NRC Schedule

—

CONFIDENTIAL

o0 8
25 =
s 8
X
= OE‘\ ‘;‘I = b ¥ i
282% Turkey Point Timeline
~ P~
E5En
SE-
= NRC Titve Line
NRC.AST LAR Review {12 mo.) NRC EPU LAR Review (14 ma.)
| a =
| 1 1 1 ] 1 1 T T 1 1 P 1 1 1 1 T a1 T 1 ¢ L] 1 S | ,I 1 ¥ A -l y ] T L 1 £ ¥
2345607 601011121 23456 691011121 235 46567 &8 51011129 23 4 &6 6 7 & 9 101112
1/09
6/25/09 610 6/0 811
Submitted NRC Approves Submit "NRC Approves
AST LAR ASTLAR EPULAR - EPULAR
+118 Mwe-.EPU
EPU Time Line Total =236 MWe
Today
+ 118 Mwe - EPU
Ne# Fusl Recslpt
ICOR 1.65-3 EPU 001276
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V. Lessons Learned

= Scope Control

— Did not use formal process such as Plant Review Board to
approve scope growth during design process prior to 01/01/08

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

Exhibit WRJ(FFL)-8

July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Turkey Point) Presentation
Page 38 of 40

" Pocket No. TIGO09EY ™" =7 == -
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

» Cost Reporting and Early Warning

— No contingency established of emergent items or increased -
scope

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

— Key Performance Indicators not established early

~ Individual Modifications Budgets and Site Department budgets
not established | -

ICDR 1.66-3 EPU ' o 001277

38 Drafi - proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
(Tarkey Point) Presentation

Page 39 of 40

Exhibit WRIGFPL)S .

" Docket No: ¥10009-EL
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

FPL 000094,
NCR-

V. Lessons Learned

11

L]

@

39

o~

' . CONFIDENTIAL ‘ —

@@mengemy and Risk Assessment

v

Did not assess the licensing risks and establish contingency that was
aligned to the licensing risk

Did not look at individual projects risks early such as Feedwater hea’sers
Need a better way o assess risks to material costs increases

Under estimated the risk and costs associated with the fast frack project
concept

Did not assess the regulatory nsk of the imked LAR {0 AST

NRC Licensing Costs
— Need a formal hcensmg risk analysis of the LAR and related

jssues

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

LAR analysis

— Need o follow industry trends for estimating licensing costs and

factor in plant specf‘f“ ¢ scope considerations

ICDR 1.6b-3 EPU 001278

Draft ~ propristary & Confidentia! Business Information
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July 26, 2009 ESC Meeting
{Turkey Point) Presentation

Page 40 0f 40

s .Mﬁ,ﬁ.ék.ém_:imo-ogfgr__,u PETEPSEN
William R..Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-8

— S ' CONFIDENTIAL

V. Lessons Learned

» - Fast Track Modification Control

— Looked at the project only from a high level risk assessment

— Should have don a more detailed nsk assessment when
eslablishing the budgset

— Did not assess the quality of original sife staffing due {o fast
fracking

[COR 1.506 EPU ‘ ' oo1z78

Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business information

i




FPL 000424
NCR-11

7530 1 o8eg
wonEIuessay (pony 18}
Supasiy 4ASH 6007 ‘9T Al

-(AIZDLEM NIy
*ap ‘5qodep “Y WA
LA-60001Y “ON 323300

CONFIDENTIAL

Extended Power Uprates

ect Update

Saint Lucie
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July 25 2009
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Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

NCR-11
g : Agenda
%éi »  Background
é‘é}} «  QOverview
°  Area Summary & Line by Line
e Implementation
Risk and Mitigaticn
¢ |mplementation Options
~  NRC Licensing Schedule
—  35/85 Option
—  FPSC Needs Filing
—  Cost & MWE
- CPVRR Results summary
- Lessons learned
2 Draft - Propristary & Confidentlal Business Information .
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Docket No. 110009-E1

William R. Jacobs, Jr.

x_;

CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibit WRJ(FPL}-9

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

Page 3 of 52

Background

3

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

FPL 000426
NCR-11

-,
*,

Schedule plan based on minimizing regulatory risk
— Activity progx‘ession different from conventional sequence

“Full scope still not known

— Many costs are still at the conceptual level

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information : ' 4

Y




PR AP SR P

Docket No. 110009-EI
William R. Jacobs, Jr.
Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

CONFIDENTIAL

ing

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

Page 4 of 52

Background

4

Key Activities and Milestones

Leading to Current Situation
"~ (2007-2009)

Project Authorization
ta Proceed

11112007

Slte Certlfications «
Submitted

FPL 000427
NCR-11

12/31/2007

EPC Contract
Award

.- feb Mar Apr M
1/1/2008 '

il

e
L
Nov

Dee
12/31/2008

I

{
Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct
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CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucic) Presentation

Page 6 of 52

. Overview

Plans and Targets

| ~PROFORMA FORECAST
U-1 U-2 u-1 U2
LAR Submittal 9/01/09__ | ©/01/09 __ K& - 9/30/09 /31710 __
(1" Outage_ - ‘
Duration,
2""F0ufagg = K
Duration
. ; Qctober § April December June:
In Service Date 2011 2012 2011 2012
MWE ' ' 103 103 i 129° 136 °
Notes

Ali"Outage durations to be reviewed.& approved by CNO upon completion of scope definition
1 Outage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Outage schedule

3 Outage duration driver by HP & LP Turbing and MSR Replacements

4 Target goal for Six.Sigma. Team rewihd olitage durations:

5. MWe based on Siemens heat balance (contrdcttarget)

Longer duration Outages have been included in the Business model

6 Draft - Proprietary & Conﬂ‘de_mial Business Information’
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Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9

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

Page 7 of 52

I. Overview

St. Lucie Timeline

NRC Time Line

‘U2 NRG EPU LAR Revlew (14 mo.)

1. EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

9/08 110,
SubmitU1  Submiit U2
EPULAR EPULAR

EPU Time Line

5 AR £
T

Today

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information

1110 3M1
NRGC Approves ‘NRC Approves
U1 EPU LAR EPULAR

B
i iRl b

|.»+ 20 Mive - LP Rotor I

+116 Mwe - EPU
Total =265 MWe

.

+ 129 Mwe =« EPU
Total = 148MWe

£~
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William R. Jacebs, Jr.
July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucie) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
Page § of 52
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Overview — 8t. Lucie

Cost Overview

ﬂ
I

i Wﬁ I

ﬂ
il

L ‘f

ORIGINAL

‘W’! T

$1 18,714,200

$182,130,797

$69,524 707

$656,380,604

I
T W"Pl"’ﬂfdﬁ
e

CURRENT
FORECAST

ﬂmﬁr i

$360,383,433

$60,031,616
e

$11,840,000

$795,057,390

W

;’1!
I
H ﬂl' .}1J

I umu I

A LM.,,_!Méﬁﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁl{Em

AGTUALT
__AGCRUALS

S
i

L

($139 ,566.786)

T

T

AMOUNT
TG G0

$32,225,798

$28 450,002
Nii

q
it

T

$212,022,141
A

$339,534,976
T

1
$60 031 616

$11 ,40 oo
MR

$112,052,857

$683,004,533

Draft — Proprietary & Confidential Business Information

O

I N

FPL 000431
NCR-11




R P Y Vi

Rl Pet S, ettt

Dot leidomeaslt fan %y e B %

R

e wAea ot o) BT

P P

Docket No. 110009-E1
William R. Jacobs, Jr,

CONFIDENTIAL

Exhibit WRIEPL)-O

July 26,2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lueie) Presentation

Page 9 of 52

I. Overview

Forecast Overview Walk-Thru

ldenfifies changes from otiginal budget to current forecasi

FPL 000432
NCR-11
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.y L Area Summary
:‘: = ”-'a: S gg N ‘ ? i = )
SEEgis e P | .
¢52::% » The causes is primarily due {o the budget being based on

feasibility study / estimates not detailed engineering and
project planning:

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

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

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

— Capacity of the plant and other support oréanizations‘to absorb
additional work was under estimated .

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

ettt s wreamaaTukls AR B Flumes s s e estwle osar oua er e meremra e sate %no

T
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il. Area Summary

Exhibit WRJI(FPL)-9

g

g o ~
¢ < Licensing costs increased by $27M due to higher than.
£  budgeted base scope major coniract costs

— WEC
- Shaw
-~ Areva

12 Draft - proprietary & Gonfidential Business Information : %
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il. Line by Line - LAR

Docket No. 110009-EX .

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

[-13]
g
b+
=5
= . v R . )
aF Base Scope costs were higher than expected
<
§ E ~ DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL {CURRENT VARIANCE EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT VARIANCE
8 (u\nv-!( i ' e
g % o |NSSS$ Analysis-and Englneering ]
] = |Westinghouse Unit 2 Fuels, NSS§ $25,157,000 Base Scope
-E’ «1 B0 Areva Unit 1 Fuels, Unit 2 RSGs, Rx Heads . e Base Scope (original budget for RSGs shown)
= £ & |gaW Ganada RGGs. $500,000] Base Scope
Areva Unit 2 RSGs §200,000{ included in Areva scope above.
.|Contract incentives i Base Scope
RAI Support I Base Scupe
PRA Analysis. $350,000 ACRS now requires showmg EBUis risk
} benaficial )
Areva Addi Sensitivity Runs~SBLOCA, SDBS, Additional analysls to achleve acceptable
SBO, LBLOCA, §GTR resilts
Contamment Spray Flow Reanalysls—LB LOCA Emergent technical issue Fom CBDls
Pos{-LOCA LTC add' analysis Initial resulis woere unacceptable
New P-T Curves Saves extensive additional effort in 2 - 3 years to
) ) ) reanalyze and Hfcense new P-T curves
Mid Process Scope Review Changes j#16-FWH replacement scope dsletion
Additlonal Analyses Reduced HPS! flow for SBLOCA, -additional
) analyses from review cycle, pzrnozzle loads
SUBTOTAL .$26,207,000 $41,931.,385
BOP Analysis and Engmeermg . .
Shaw BOP Analyses $7,350,000 Base Scope
ETAP Analysis ~-$400,0001. Base Scope—included In BOP analysls
Contract incentives. ’ Base Scope
RA! Support Base Scope .
Separale teporis for PSL1 and PSL2 LARs Separating PSL1 and 2 LAR schedules forced
issuing certain dellverables twice, once. for each
. _ unlt to reflect.each unit's analysis
Piping Vibration Analysis High- displacements at PSL .atyplcal . .
PORV Piping Analysis Aralysis reconstitution required
Rx Vessel Supports Increased Temps Temps exceeded oxlsting values analyzed
High Containment Spray Flow Emergent techrical issue from CBDIs
Mid Process Scope Review Changes #5 FWH reptacement scope deletion
Additional Analyses . Additlonal analyses from review cycle
SUBTOTAL $7,750,000 $13,268,355 019,390

Continued on next page

13 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business infornjation '
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Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

July 26, 2009 ESDD Mecting
(St. Lucie) Piesentation

Page 14 of 52

ii. Line by Line - LAR

FPL 000437
NCR-11

DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL

JEXPLANATION OF GIGNIFICANT VARIANCE

, JCURRENT VARIANCE

Grid Stability Risk Study $250,000f . $0 $250,000

Othor Contracts - ' T —

Third Party Reviews/Owner Support $222,000}: Review vendor outputs, generate CLBs; LR
lsections o

Radiological Analyses Base Scope—Update AST analyses for EPU

'Spent Fuel Criticallty Analysis Base Scope '

Other Analyses Update Base Scope | '

Integrated LAR Compilation [Compila LAR in E-form for submittal

Additional Analyses [Owners suppart and radicloical

Other RAI Support B

SUBTOTAL $222,000

NRG Review Fees $3,000,000 N
2 EPU Independent LARS, recent EPUs 10,000

. . hours, TRACE model confirmatory analysis

Licetising and Environmental ‘Eivironmental permitting analysis

SUBTOTAL. $4,480,00

LAR Internal Stafing 6,578,000 Ownars Fonotions—Additional effort 1o 2 EPU
LARs

Total $45,487,000 $72,503,139f  -$27,106,139

!

14 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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il. Area Summiary

Docket No. 110009-E1
William R. Jacobs, Jr.

Engineering Costs

» Modification Engmeermg costs increased by $18M
primarily due to new scope addltlons and ex:stmg design
iIssues.

= Detailed LAR evaluations 1dent1fled additional scope and
. existing design issues not addressed in Feasibility Studies.

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

- Lack of margin in secondary systems, structures and
components

Addition of EPC contractor nece351tates additional EPU BOP
Vendor (Shaw) interface

- EPC vendor used for PC/M development

~
Y

July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting

(St. Lucic) Presentation

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
Page 15 of 52

15 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information 5 FPL..
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ll. Line by Line -~ Engineering
Modification Engineering costs increase. primatrily due to hew scope additions and
existing design issues.

July: 26,2009 ESDD Meeting

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
(St. Lucie) Presentation

@& [ENGINEERING (EXCLUSIVE OF LAR). 1 _ ! <
'45 DESCRIPTION | ORIGINAL CURRENT | VARIANCE { EXPLANATIDN TNOTES
D . OVER-RUNS ot seee™ s vy oo LTI e ey e WL TS s e Sosnae L h i U e e b S LT o Sl e R
— B j . MSR's are Iumer lhan nxlsgmg, addificnal lmpacls lo structures and syslems. Includes
b ALLOWANCE FOR MSR REPAIR /REPLACEMENT $ 1,300,000'{ § J Bechtal Engl cosls.. .
~ RP JLP | GEHERATOR TOTAL $. 22200008 R Bechtel.Engineering costs for dasign pack
% ] IHea(arsare larger-than existing, addilional Impacts to struct d
; FAC plps repk t, Bethtsl pre-oulage ramp value exness}ve inclides
REPLACE 2 KP FW HTRS « # 5. [ 346,000 ) § f ’ﬁechtﬁl Engineering cosls,
. F =qulred suppun 1or orlgmal £00pe By E addltional scope underestimated. 1 F1ES,
PROJECT SUPPORT - FPL HOME OFFICE $ 1,482,000 [ § 3 FTE's
. Component inspecilons Weniified additianal scope from linkage and bus damage, -also
R . dueto inoreased lernperaturss at EPU condilions an auto {ransfer feature Is now
MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUCT CODLING SYSTEM $ 200,000 |$ ) J.. Includes Beghtel Engl g cosls.
] F . Requlrud auppnn for onglnal sncpe and additional scopa und imatsd. 11 FTE'S
FROJECT SUPPORT - 20 FPLI CONTRACTORS $ 4,075,500 | § 15 FTE'S i
E Rev-sad scope from rsplaolng 4 tnmsformers to replace 2, upgradﬂ coolers, and swap
REPLACE TRANSFORNERS s 350,000 ($ ¢ 3 spars, | costs,
o E Com bined all ather CQndnnsar modifications, increased scope based on vendor
o |revommendatians for tube slaking and alr removal piping modificetions, ncludss
CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS $ 100,000 [ § | Bechlel Engineering cobts,
] Revised scope from reforbish existing pumps to replace wilh new, Inciudes Bechlel
FEED PUMP MODIFICATION $ 500,000{8 . 4 | E"B'“”““Q coals:
4 Revised scops from tvfurbllh exlsung pump rotaling assemblies [o replace wilh new,
UPGRADE CONDENSATE PURPS § 400,000 {§ R inchides Bechtel Engl 9'20818:
; Original vst!mala was not suﬁ' oient for salﬂly related Installation and missile pmlac tion
CONTROL RODM AC MARGIN ISSUE < PSL2-ONLY $ 400,000 |$ | q |udns. Bechte! Engineering cosis.
HEPLAGE 42 HEATER DRAIN CONTROL VALVE s 180,000 | ji Increase in soape from 2'ta-10 valve enls, Baohtel & custs.
] Revlssd :Seope from refurbish existing valvas to.cul out and replace with new valvas and
FWREGULATING VALVE (FRV) REPLACEHENT | 3 +120,000 | § Bechle! Enginsering coste,
N ] sed scope from refurblsh exlsting actuaters to replace-with new ac + Includ
MSIV ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT 3 125,600 | § Bechtel Enginseiing vosts,
UPDATE CHECKWORK FOR FAC $. 100,000 [ § Minor
TOTAL i | {$12,727,984)
UNDER-RUNS- : > ettt 2 B DL LT e e 5 s e .. .
MISC MATERIALS AND SF.RVI(:ES : 1s 150 000 , Allocated to other mods.
ELEC BUS SYSTEM MARGHN I{PROVEMENT 820,000 . Minar
- [COMMUNITY OUTREACH 370,000 | 5. Allocaled to other moda
BOP INST. & CTRL SETPOINT, RESCALING, & HOWR CHHGS . . 450,000 i
CONTROL ROOM HABITABILITY UPGRADES - -845,000 i j [Eechlsl Engineefing cosis.
! ¢ Material Gosts Jess than estimated based on PTN bids for simllar scope, includes
OEK COMPUTER REPLACEMENT $ 800,000 - . Bechtel Engineering oosts.
UPDATE EQ QUALIFICATION DOC PACKAGES 3 .250,000 A B Allocated to.othsr mods
CONDENSER MODS « BATERIAL CONDITION |3 200,000 i Scupu maved lo Condenser Uporade N odifioelion
. : : talion cosis were underestimated based on Shaw. scoping study, Includes
INPLEMENT LEFM GHECK PLUS MUR 3 500,000 | $ . ! IBechlal Enginsafing costs,
SIMULATOR UPGRADE s 50,000 | § [MInor
TOTAL . i 4 $3;587,288 ] .
Z
Confinued on next page :
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ll. Line by Line - Engineering

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

Y]
B
b
g g
-k
a3
Q= ! . - -
g4 {ENGINEERING{EXCLUSIVE OF LAR) :
a n’: a e ‘DESCRIPTION l ORIGINAL GURRENT VARIANCE ] EXPLANATION. /-NOTES N
L o'  [SCOPEINCREASES : g o e,
< g ~ Additional support and analysis, bld spacifications and desngn interface with-EPC
SO0 [sHAW ' - : vendor
-E' ?;) op [TCWHEAT EXCHANGERS : ) - ! New scope nol In feasibility evaiuation - dentified In Shaw -scoplng study
™= =R |INGREASE STEAM BYPASS FLOWTO CONDENSER PSL1 | - : . i New scope -Lﬁf;

HEATER DRAIN { KSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS I N New nod resulting from elimination of Feedwater Healer Digital controls;

. {IMPROVE ROT LEG INJ FLOW y -|$ New scope ~LAR K

HEATER DRAIN PUMPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE 2 -8 New soepa resulling from Shaw BOP hydraulic modeling.

[TURBINE GANTRY CRANE- . - . ] New scope - Rellabllity and margin improvement

STRENGTHEN PARTITION PLATF.S 4A &45 FW HEATERS - . _|New-scope - LAR .

RESIZE HSR-FLOW ORIFICES. - Naw-scape resulting from Shaw BOP hydraulle modeling.

TOTAL | {$10,040,638)

5COPE DELETIONS .. bt L ar A P AT e el T Y Aot 2 et o7 e o . - ) -

ADD FWHEATER LEVELDIGHALGONTROLS $ 1,020, 500 $ Maodification not required for EPU-afler Engineering reviev

REWIND CONDENSATE PUMP MOTORS FOR 6.9 KY 3 '300,000 | $ Madification not required for EPU -afler Engineering review

IDEM CONSTANT PRESSURE PUMPS $ :200;000 _IModification not raquired for EPU.afler Engingering review

{MAIN STEAM BAFETY VALVE ORIFIGE CHAHGE 100,000 Modification not required for.EPU afler Engineering review

CIRCULATING WATER PUHMP REFURBISHMENT §. 100,000 . ] Madification nol required for EPU after Engineering review
IMAIN STEAM-SAFETY VALVES 1 PIPING MODIFICATIONS 125,000 Modificatlon not requited for EPU -after Engineering review .
TOTAL » . - §1,693.271 1 . ’

" [BRANDTOTAL i e e '
| T I T RIT528,073]

17 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information 4
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« [l. Scope Reductions
2
Q@
A L@ =
¥ i =]
Ferrt S Reducti
2498 % cope Reductions
Sgmdg
el 8% g
iSEZITT
P e 5O oo [EEME|DEEEHpIG e e R
R :.§ 3 _3 : 1 {Circulating Water Pump Refurbishments — refurb {Re-establishes original baseline of pumps and Risk for down-po
e ; = = o0 pumps to orlginal design condliion Improves rellabillty Cannot be Juslified for EPU .
) 2R
. = sheh s 2 |Condensate Suction Piping U2 - increase pipe  {Eliminales source of oxygen (strainers) and ‘|Does not address pump vibration issues Med
size reduces pipe flow velocities X
3 jAdd Dedicated power Supply for 1C/2C Eliminates existing OPS burden with transfer Auto-swap very expensive and cannot be justified | Low
Condensate Pumps ~ replace exist 1C/2C 4.16 |switch forEFU

kY motors, inslall 6.9kV Switchgear cubicle and
remove transfer switch

4 |Replace DEH Constant Pressure Pumps - Eliminates obsolete unloading pressure regulators{Cannot be justified jor EPU X Low

Replace exlst centrifugal pumps with constant and tubing fatigue Issues
pressure
5 |Feedwater heater digital controls Im proves reliability Does not eliminale obsolescence [ssues Low
6 |Main Steam Safety Valve/ Tailpipe Mods Not required after engineering review N/A . None
! 7 |Maln Steam Safety Valve Qrifice Change — Not required after engineering review N/A None
8 |Maln Steam ADV Trim Change out - Not required after engineering review _|N/A None
9 |Exciter Upgrade / rewind Not required after Slemens raview . None None
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Increase rellef valve size based on Input from

Turbine Supplier (Siemens)-Margin

capacity‘Increase required to protéct MSR/LP

. |equipment from overpressure.

temz: Descriptio i : \Requirements it I RIgkioTHaHdolg:
1 |Replace TCW Heat Exchangers ~ Shaw Siudy Increased Turbine Generator Heat Loads at EPU  |ExIsting heat exchangers have ho margin for
Condilions current plant conditions. Downpowers during
) summer months
2 |Rad Control Upgrade - Margin Reliability . Decreased Rellabllity
3 |Replace Heater Drain Pumps & Spare - Replace [Need greater flow and NPSH for EPU condltions {Invalidate EPU Hydraulic-Model, jeopardize
Pump internals using existing cans and motors - |Original analysls targeted Condensate Pump achieving planned uprate
Shaw Study replacement, but hydraulic model pinpointed
! Heater Drain pumps
4 |Heatler Drain/MSR Digltal Gontrols — Replace Existing pneumatic level conirols are obsolete, Inability to reinstall and return-to working stalus
current pneumatic level controls with digital time consuming to install and difiicult to callbrate. [could delay the outage. Level cantrol failures
Level controls- small bare piping must be reworked|could resuli in a plant trip.
as part of héat exchanger replacement.
5 [Turbine Gantry Crane - Margin Gantry Crane parts are obsolete and exisling Outage-delays
cranes are unrellable to support-EPU lift' schedule
6 |Improve Hotleg Injecilon Flow - Increase flow Hot leg Injection flow requirements to address Invalidate EPU boron precipitation calculatlon,
‘|capability w/ full bore valve or plpe size Increase - [boron preclpltation Increase for EPU. Flow path jeapardize achieving planned uprate. Not in
LAR cannot achleve flow. NRC Regulatory compliance with NRC regulatory requirements
requiremants.
7 |Shaw Modification Support Provide: package input to EPC contractor as EPC contractor will not-have adequate.basis for-
. required to support EPU modifications
8 |Increase.Steam Bypass Flow to Condenser U1 - {Plant trip cannol be accomplished withoutliting |MSSV’s will lit on a plant irip.
LAR the MSSV's. Increased capacity and improved
opening time will resolve this problem.
9 |Strengthen Pass Partition Plates 4A/B FW Partition plate maximum allowable dP [s Partition plate fallure.
Heaters - LAR excesded with 2% tube plugging at EPU .
conditions. One #4 FWH has 2% tubes plugged.
Modification will allow #4 FWH's to accommodats
10% tube plugging simllar to all other heaters.
10" [Spare FW Pump - Shaw Study To retain Capital Spares stock, a spare FW Pp  |A cumenf capital spare fo replace the existing
) comparable to the new pumps Is required would not be realized
11 {Increase MSR/HP Exhaust Relief Capacity — EPU steam flows increase by ~12%. Rellef valve |lnvalidate EPU sieam relief requirements,

jeopardize achieving planned uprate

19 Draft —Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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g II. Area Summary
L ™ o § _§
$758%
SEEAE :
SuEELE Material Costs ' “
§£292% - Material costs increased from Eto NI primarily. |
AZES LA

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

* Transformer and pump materlal costs escalate at greater
than assumed rates

- Added scope for LAR and Design analysis has also
caused increased matenal cost for the added ltems
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o y
s Material costs iricreased from $221M to $255M- primarily due to .
=& Turbine / Generator cost.
2= MATERIAL . . - .
g '_ﬂ . QESCRIPTION ] ORIGINAL. CURRENT, . § ' VARIANCE | -t EXPLANATION LNOTES
Qe ovm-nuus T L T A T T T e bty Gl A TSt e S -
=4 ,n:\‘v,: WP ILP | GEHNERATOR TOTAL 3 141,100,000 [ ; . sTomens 1ahat fojui e el unnlrnntw : - .
™ .5 O [FEED PUNP HODIFICATION » 450,000 | Added 4pAls.lor Spais Fead Pump
r-o '_-_‘,’ ;" REPLAGE2 1P FWHTRS- 85 : 6,000,000 Actuyal PO valyes slightly Mhet tan ssfimats, addsd FAC piping .
‘; [ |UF GRADE CONOENSATE PUMPS- ‘s 671000 1% . S copa ahtange from Tabuiid, 1o- pety rotating-assembiies
= - .?‘0 MODJFY [SOLATED PHAGE:BUS.DUCT COOLING SYSTEM . 3 +450,000 K Aclual PO.values higher then es{imate:
= Ra MSIV.ACTUATOR REPLAGENENT j 5. ..50,000 E | coper-ghange iam. rebulld-1o new acluaiors
CONTROL ROOMHABITARRITY UPGRADES ~ * 300,000 .. __.|Ogine) estimutehased on GAR Estimais iﬁ ped m 2005
REPLACE #2 HEATER ORAN GONTROL VALVE. 3 86,000 | § . Minor
CONDENSER HODIFICATIONS- *800,000
TOTAL =y —— 1 M R - . -
B DR RUTS gy 2ot o I s e - T " o s — ——
REPMGET-RMISFORMERS . ]3oope-changed-from replaco 4-o.roplae 2.4 upgrade 2
OEH COMPUTER REPLAGEMENT, Valuea obtained from Pm-Muroposm

ALLOWANCE FOR HSR REPAIR / REFLAGEMENT _
\MPLEMERT LEFA CHECK PLUS:MUR
MATERIAL CONDITION

PO valus-slightly lower ihan esiimate
PO value slighlly [owar.than eslimate
Beope movad Lo CondenserUngrade Modlification

b 1" S
Tenlolantorlarlcalentcnl

. ELEC 8US SYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMENT AMinor .
SIMULAT OR-UPGRADE: Minor
. [FW REGULATING VALVE [FRV) REPLACEMENT KK Y . nar, .
0P BT % CHTRL SETPOINT, REGCALINGAHDWR CRHES. | 6- 805,000. g - Minor - . .
CONTROL ROOM ACTAARQIN ISSUE » PAL2 ONLY . ' 1;140,000 | . Minar .

TOTAL- . A |‘ 50,8830 . o
R I OCLIER S PG S P l’u"':‘-lll.": e
- . . i BW.2C0pB Mot In feasIuly svaluation - [dsntiledIn Shaw scoping SIIGY . i
N ow scope.resulllng from-Shaw. BOP hydrolis yradjing. -
New med resulling from- sliminallon of Feadwatar Haater Dlgital controls.
"~ )New scopp ~LAR .
New tcops -LAR

S COPETHEREARES

& ‘..r o s._.:‘_ gL,

vfelifo]n
L

_ B A Noty.soops - LAR
G - :
AR STER AP ‘iAL\iE ORTFIGE GHRIOE - DE AT o i ‘ Wodiioation not requirad for EP afer Enpnearing review
- |REVWIND CONDENSATERUMP AOTDRS FORGIKY . 1% 800,000. i) fcation-not-r2 um[or-E5 afier Engingering review
CIRCULATING WATER PUMP REFURBISHMENT [§. 2,700,000 | i Modifiealion not reauired.for EP U sfter Enginaaring roview
ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGITAL CONTROLS. KX sas-,notrF : wilgation nol requlied for & PU.ehet Enginsaring mvisw
DEY GONSTANT PRESSURE PUMPS - DELETED 400,000,/ 8- f . IModiGaation nat reqtslrad for -altor-Enginesring raview
WAR.STEAM-SAFETY VALVES f PIPING LIODIFICATIONS-+DEI : 103,800, |.§ Modiinetion nobraquited for EP nnur_ww
TOTAL L ) : P ' — .
GRAND TOTAL =7 TP I T TR B L T Y A = . X )
. e i { . (534,247, 228)
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g [l Implementation
3ic < Original Project Or%anizqtion structure envisioned minimal
En b staffing supplemented with competent suppliers

Exhibit WRIFPL)-9

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

— Project Organization structure changed following performénce issues with
Point Beach Fall 2008 Qutage :

- %ba?don Self Perform model and use Engineer-Procure-Construct (EPC)
ideology :

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

-- EPU Balance of Plant Vendor (Shaw)} services still required for overall EPU
assessment '

. 23 Draft - Propristary & Confidantial Business Information . %
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- e =

SiEAT

=== & « B : y g
| SoEgas Summary of all Implementation Costs
{ N Y o

i g Exg a8y -

R EER

 SEARBR

Cost Center -

Plant Support

g FPL Project Managemerit

: Siemens Labor

Rod Control

. Outage Extension

Turbine Gantry-Crane

{FPL Juno PM/Eng Support

f Cabital, Non-Recoverable

i Scope Growth Allowance

i
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¢ lll. Implementation
¥ :§§ : Implementation Cosis
EES N - | . .
22835« Implementation costs increased from $120M to $360M.
EEEEE --|nitial budget / Feasibility Estimate was based on conceptual

scoping

| ~-Scope additions contributed to the cost increase above the

original budget. Examples of scope adds are Rod Conirol, TCW
Heat Exchanger, and Turbine Gantry Crane upgrades.

[ --Implementation model changed from FPL self-perform fo EPC

--Plant and other owner support was not fully recognized in
Feasibility Study.
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IIl. Implementation - Line by Line

FPL 000449
NCR-11

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

HP {LP { GENERATOR TOTAL $ 44,100,000 |.$ Prlmary il is implsmentation costs.(Bachiel & Siemens) N
Project Serd nat inel in base. Plant and plant crak suppost, Slarf-up
{semdcan, Sasurity, work Is, QA/QC, Const craft from suppiomental labor
PLANT SUPPORT $ -|% coniract, officas and fachities ntenance,
1 . v Required suppod for ofiginal scope and addillonal scope underesimated 26 FI1E S,
Currently al 52-FTE's dre required 6 mariage LAR submittals, major procurements amid
. multiple outaga oonstriotion modifications.. A Imatly-3,000,000°m to
PROJECT SUPPCRT - 28 FPLI CONTRACTORS $ 19,094,400.1 S imp ent lhis project, 5% -totsl project:
i Hulus are lacger than cxlsﬂng. additional impaets to siruolures and syslems,
. FAC plpe ent,. B achtel pre-outage ramp value excdsslve, includes
REPLACE2HF FWHTRS -2 6 3 1,660,000 |-§ 8 Bachie] kmp costs,
Original uumall usad $150K per day, forecast based on $200K per day. Foracasl will
. be udjus!:d based on final values from Bysiness O lons and outage op
QUTAGE EXTEMSION COSTS $ 18,000,000 | §° det
[ all other Cond maodifications, lncrenud acope based on vendur
) recommendations for tube staking snd air | plping modlficati
CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS $ 800,000 | & Bachtel impi tlon-costs-
R MSR's are Iarger than exlsting, addluonaumpncls 0 struclures and systems, includes
ALLOWANGE FOR MSR REPAIR J.REPLACEMENT $ 6,660,000 | $° Bachtel implementalion costs.
N Orlginal esﬂmnte was not surrclsnt 'ror saiely ralated installation and mlsslie protectlon
CONTROL ROOM AC KARGIN ISSUE . PSLY ONLY $ 2,300,000 | 8", costy,
. | Camponent In:pacuum identlnod addlLInnaI s£0pe from Ilnkage and bus damape, -luo
E due lc Increasetl lempentures al EPU condllions an avio transfer feature Is now
MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUCT COOLING SYSTEH 3 390,000 { § k Bechiel Impl E costs,
. Reqvlmd "suppott for originel scope and additional-scope undarestimated 6 FTE®, 1%
PROJECT SUPPORT - 8 FPL HOME OFFICE $ 1,976,000 $- total project..
Ravisad scope from refurolsh oxlchng pumps (o replace wl!h new, includes Beshtel
FEED PUKP MODIFICATION 1s 1,200,000 [ $ Implementation coste. .
BOP INGT. & GNTRL SETPOINT, RESCALING&HDWR CHNGS | $ 210,000 } S Based on clarificatlon of scope ES desion evolves,
Original estimale was not sufiiclent for rantal of outsida factlity largo enough lo house
OFFICE TRAILER PARK / EQUIPHENT / CAPITAL FURCHASE | § + 30,000 |8 the-EPU profect tasim ‘and Bechiel, for 2 yaars end Incluslon of Jgplter West faollity.
. i Increase in scope fram 2 to 10 valva rapl ts, | Bechtel Impl tatl
REPLACE #2 HEATER DRAIN CONTROL VALVE i3 150,300 | § costs.
lmplemenlnlicn cosls were under estimated based on Shaw scoping study, inciudes
WPLEMENT LEFM CHECK PLUS MUR, $ 1,600,000 |'8’ Bachtol | costs,
PROJECT RELATED O&M 3 -3 [Allowanee for O&M related sccounling ireatment
] Ra\dsad scape. Tfrom refurbish exlsting valwes.to cut out and raplace with new valvas and
FW REGULATING VALYE {FRV) REPLACEMENT $ 340,000 | § Baohtel Implem -posly.
Revsad scape from replecing 4 transformers 1o replace 2, upgrade caofers, and swap
IREPL:\CE TRAYSFORMERS 4,388,000 | §: }_pm. Includes Bechitel Implementation:costs.
CONTROL RDOM HABITABLITY UPGRADES 326,000 { §- Bechiel Implem eniafion costs.
ELEC BUS SYSTEM MARGIN IMPROVEMENT 560,000} 3 Bechtel Impl. lon 00515,
i Rews od scopa from relurbish exisling pump rotaling assembles (0 replace with rew,_
UPGRADE CONDENSATE PUMPS- -$ 887,000 | § Implem cos(s.
SIMULATOR-UPGRADE $ 300,000 [ §. Bechiel Impl costa.
v Revzed scope from nmbllh oxisting actualors to rcplaco with new acivators, inciudes
WSV ACTUATOR REPLACEMENT $ 50,000 | § Bachie! Implementation costs.
TOTAL {$193,810,171)
UNDER-RUNS | 1§ (0 ovn it oot = s et b oot o it e g oo 7 0 RN
ALLOWANCE FOR-SCOPE 1% 4,000,000 Alloszated tor other mods.
26 Draft ~ Proprietary & Confidential Business Inforfiitwed on riext page %
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lil. Implementation - Line by line

FPL 000450
NCR-11

GONSTRUCTION /IMPLEMENTATION

DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL CURRENT YVARIANCE. EXPLANATION I NOTES
T L e, o
ALLOWANGE FOR SCOPE ] 1% 5,000,000 | Allocated io other mods:
CONDENSER MODS « MATERIAL CONDITION: $ -2,500,000 | $: Seope moved-{o Condenser Upgrade-Modification

Ei Material costs lsas than estimated basad on PTN bids for simular soope, includes

DEH COMPUTER REPLACEMENT $ 2,000,000 | $i . |Bechtel Implemeniation costs,
MISC MATERIALS AND SERVICES $ 200,000 | § Allocated to othar mods
TOTAL $8,004,688 |
SGOPE INCREASES . . et e
!E@ CONTROL UPGRADE ] - New scope - Reflabllity and margin improvement ]
TCW HEAT EXCHANGERS - _|New-scope not in feasibilily evaluation - Identified in Shaw scoplng study
TURBINE GANTRY CRANE - New.scops - Rellability and margin improvement

REATER DRAIN { MSR 5YSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS

IMPROYVE HOT.LEG INJ FLOW
HEATER DRAIN PUMPS REPLAGEMENT. & SPARE

[INCREASS STEAM BYPASS FLOWTO CONDENSER - PSL1

STRENGTHEN PARTITION PLATES-4A & 4B FW HEATERS'

REBIZE MSR FLOW-ORIFICES,

ICREASE USR / HP EXHAUSY RELIEF C.APAC Ty

Nev mod resuiting from efimination of Feadwaler Heater Digital cantrols,

New scope -LAR .

Naw scopa rasuiing fom Shaw BOP-hydiolic modling.'

New scope - LAR

New scope ~LAR

New $oope resulling from Shaw BOP hydrolic=m ediing,

New-scops resulling from Shaw BOP hydrolle modling.

TQTAL {$60,067,251)
SCOPE DELETIONS__, 571 e s b, I IR e e :
ADD FW HEATER LEVEL DIGIT, » 2,200,000 Modifcatlon not required for EPU afler Enginearing review
REWIND CONDENSATE PUMP MOTORS FOR 6.9 KV - 750,000 | § Modification not required for EPU after Engineering review
WAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVE ORIFAGE CHANGE: [ 730,500 {-§ Modificalion:nof required for EPU after Engineeting review
[CIRCULATING WATER PUNP REFURBISHMENT _ ] 600,000 Modlfication not required for EPU:aiter Engineering review
[MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVES /PIPING MODIFICATIONS.  [$ - 543,000 )% Madfication not required for EPU. after Englneering raview:
|DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE PUMPS [3 300,000, 1 § .|Modification not requirad for EPU .after Englneering raview
TOTAL 5,125,500 '
GRAND TOTAL ..+ .. s, vt T
r {$240,668,233)
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lil. Implementation

Change Walk- Thru

BECHTEL FORECAST TIMELINE

FPL 000452
NCR-11

May-08

BECHTEL PROVIDED INDICATIVE:
VALUES AS PART OF TOTAL
PROJECT FORECAST

May-09

INTTIAL BECHTEL TOTAL PROJECT
FORECAST

June-09

P-50 REV.0 ESTIMATE

June-09

P-50:REV.1 ESTIMATE

June-09

P-50 REV.2 ESTIMATE

. July-09

P-50 REV.2 ESTIMATE

40

BASED UPGN ORIGINAL BECHTEL "INDICATIVE STAFFING PLANS®
Based on 19 EPC Modifications’

' BECHTEL SUBMIT INITIAL TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE
+ 43Madliegtions with Bachtellnvoleament )
{Based o cope-Growth and clarification) |
. 34 Mods B
139 Original EPC Mod(ficstions Plus 15 New modificatiohs added to Spec M<157

15 New jtems
3 MSP's, 4 new mods, 5 LAR Modificatlons and & support other vendors.

P-50 ESTIMATE-BASED'ON PARAMETERS PROVIDED BY FPL

43 Mlili IiIIIoii wiii ﬂeiitel.llfmiim ent

34 Mods
19 Original EPC.Modifications Plus 15 New modificatlons added to Spec M-157

. 15 New ltems
5 MSP's, 4 new niods, 5 LAR ModIficstions and 1 Suppart atlier vandors,

REDUCED CONTINGENCY IN-FIELD'N O?ANUAL STAFFING

] sca NS
40 Moditications with Bechtel mvelvement

LI.

9-Deleted scope

SCOPE.REFINEMENT
40 Modlficatiohs with.Bechite! involvement

9 Daleted scope

Based on scope refinement and Gap analysis

29 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information
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fil. Line by Line — Total

This table represents the total variance between the original budget and the current

b
=]
=
[
-]
-
K =]
imsS 9 s 3 forecas rther b k or L/ i 5 P N . .
id s38 orecast., Further breakdown for LAR, engineering, materials and implementation
A - A s y ]
M= Tr—) w0 o . H - )
;S5ERE appear in other slides.
e s
iTSg8&in  [TOTAC — F | >
= - Z R @ g DESGRIFTION | ORIGINAL CURRENT | VARIANCE I EXPLANATION / NOTES
: E g w..'; o GVER-RUNG it T . A e oo -
2 =3 E ~ ,3 “3 HP /LP / GENERATOR TOTAL $ 187,420,000 [§ Primary contribuior Is inplem N odts, (| | and Sis b}
p 8 .-;-: o -E' - %ﬁ * Project Senices not Included in base. Inoludes Plant.and plant craft
g - - . services, § work contrels, QA/QC,
B SN RN PLANT SUPPORT s - ® Cons crafl from supp anul labor co: t, offices and
- facilitias. mainténance.
: LAR ] 45,487,000 | § See Detalled LAR Analysls
" scope and additional scope
. undurnllmated 23 FTE‘s. Currently at 52 FTE's are requirnd to
PROJECT SUPPORT - 28 FPL/ CONTRACTORS $ 22,140,400 | §- manage LAR aubmiltals, major procuremanta and multiple autege
- . . construction modifications. Approximiatety 3,000,000 man-hours o
: Implement this projeot. 5% total projeot.
) . Heaters are.larger than addmannl p oS and
REPLACE2 HP FWHTRS -# 6 $ 7,995,000 | § systems, Includes FAC pipe i t, Beshte! p tage ramp
valus exoessive, Includes Reohtal implamentation- oosts-
1 j i i j Original estimale used $150K por day, foravant basod on $200K per
| |OUTAGE EXTENSION COSTS 3 48,000,000 | 8 day. Forecnst will be adjustsd bosed on final values from Busliness
ES and outage pptimization determination
: ALLOWANCE FOR /SR REPAR / REPLAGEMENT $ 31960000 | §. ;"yssm“:"’ lerger than exisling: additional impacts to ztruclures and
. plem .
., . Combined all. other candensar modifications, increased scopa based
CONDENSER MODIFICATIONS s 1,80b,600 |8 on vendor tlens for tube. and alr removal piping
m odificatl Beohte] lmpl station costs.
- j Qriginei numela was not luﬂ'nlent 1ur sately related instailation and
. CONTROL ROOM AC LIARGIN ISSUE - PSL2 ORLY 5 3,840,000 | $ missile pr req Bedhie! Implementation
costs.
i Companeant Inspectlons identlfied additionai scope from linkage and
: . p . bus demage, aiso due to Increased temperatures at'EPU eanditions
i MODIFY ISOLATED PHASE BUS DUDT COOLING SYSTEM  |S 1,040,000 | § e auts trenafor fesluro Is now requlred: meludes Beohtal
= ilﬂprementaﬂon ‘costs.,
3 nre . Revised scope lrom rsfurblsh sx|stlng pumps to repiace with-naw,
" FEED PUMP-MODRIFICATION s 5,850,000 | § costs, !
: PROJECT SUPPORT « HOME OFFICE s 3,458.006 |3 3;::,,":7,;,‘;*;::@':;;:’%";‘:,1 ’t:f;’fp:ﬂ'}:;f""“‘"" s00ps
e REPLACE 22 HEATER DRAIN CONTROL VALVE s 306,300 | ¢ Increase in ;oape fram 2 to 10 valve replacemants, includes Bechiel
z M implementation.costs. 5 .
: HOP INST.& CNTRL SETPOINT, RESCALING ] 1,265,000 | §. Baaed on clarficalion of scops ss dasl n evnlves.
: Original estimate. was nat suliclent for rental of cutsids facliity large
- OFFICE TRAILER PARK / EOUIPMENT / CAPITAL PURCHASE | 8§ 210,000 | $* w‘enclvu’q‘h to ?SUS; th;VEPtUI Df;lll!y!:t tsam ‘and Baechtel, for 2 years and
a3 inclusion of Juplier W eat fao! k
UPGRADE CONDENSATE PUMPS P 4,666,000-} $ Rsvlsed at::]:‘ee‘f”r?m refu Bhg:alt..:lllnn pump ra(aang ::::.mbllas [T]
H IRM-:H soope from refurbish axisting valvu to cut oul and replace
: FWREGULATING VALVE (FRVYREPLACEMENT 3 1.120.D00 -§. wuh,nuw valvag. and Bachtel Imp
: oosts,
: PROJECT RELATED O3M $ - -1§ Allowance. for O&M r-!ated accounting treatment
B CONTROL ROOM HABITABILITY UPGRADES & 1,270,000 | 8 echtel implementation cosfs.
. —_— Revised scope from ! sxisting A to repi with new
: . MSIV ACTUATOR RZPLAGZMENT N 225,000 | §. dotuators, inclydes Bachtel knp| COSts.
H - - B P Impl jon costs were und [ d based an Shaw scoping
IMPLEMENT LEFM CHECK PLUS MUR $ B‘BOQ.DDD $ $tudy, includes Bechlel Impk coats.
. 60,000 Minor
: 1,680,000 | § Minor
H 00,000. Minor

(S264,086,533),

-

_ [ .
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Line by Line - Total

M on
: £
% Al
3 D o
G E ’1 Ao § DESCRIPTION ORIGINAL . CURRENT | VARIANCE . EXPLANATION [ NOTES.
W w .q Q ~ .
== R
i Se R g [IWoERRUNE — - —_—
o | : o f_“ 3| ALLOWANCE FOR SCOPE $ 5,000,000 18§ . Allocated to other modifioations
: .-4 h o 8 Pu 1|CONDENSER MODS ~MATERIAL CONDITION 3 3,500,000 1§ - Scope moved to Condenser Upgrade ModHlcation ™«
o ; ~ G
P QE‘ 2 R 2" SloeH COMPUTER REPLACEMENT % 7,800,000 |§ , Mm"’l B e than ff“'“""dAb‘?’.:‘:::t: TN bids for similar
w B8 gH ! 1P .
¥ « ~ L] - 'Tlavlsed scope from replacing 4 transf To replace 2, d
% = = 2 j ?;REPLACETRANSFORMERS $ 28'438'000‘ $ . jcoolers, and swap epare, lncludes Bechlel Implementalion uos!s
5 B é g 173 ﬁ‘: MISC MATERIALS AND SERVICES $ 1,450,000 S Allocated to other mods
N~ FHCOMMUNITY OUTREACH $ 370,000 | . * |Allocated to.other mods
K UPDATE EQ QUALIFICATION DOC PAGKAGES 3 250,000 | § Allocaled to other mods
% TOTAL - $14,212,899
SCOPE INCREASES ;- T 5
' TCW HEAT EXCHANGERS s .3 I . :l&w s:u:c»pe ‘not in {easibility evaluailon Identified in Bhaw acuplng
' ROD CONTROL UPGRADE § ~| 5 New scope. -~ Relfabilily and margln Improvsmen!
: HEATER DRAIN PUMPS REPLACEMENT & SPARE $ -1§ New scope resulting from Shaw BOP hydraulic.modeling.
: HEATER DRAIN / MSR SYSTEM DIGITAL CONTROLS 3 Ll Zl:;; r:'lsod resulting from slimInation of Feadwater Heater Digital
TURBINE GANTRY CRARE $ -1 % Nsw scope.- Raliabillty and. margin improvement
H IMPROVE HOT LEG INJ FLOW $ -18 New scope - LAR
s \ Addltlonal support and analysis, bld specificatlons and design
& SHAW NON LAR'ENGINEERING $ . <% inferiace with EPC vendor !
INCREASE STEAM BYPASS FLOW TO CONDENSER - PSL1 -8 - . New scope - LAR
BTRENGTHEN PARTITION PLATES 4A & 4B FW HEATERS - - T New scope - LAR
RESIZE MSR FLOW QRIFICES . E - New scops rasulting from Shaw BOP hydmullo modeling.
, INCREASE MSR /HP EXHAUST RELIEF CAPACITY - New scopa resulting from Shaw BOP hydraulic modeling.
TOTAL j . — I 1 {880,330,091) )
SCOPE DELETIONS v T e e . ,¥ e ] ’ -
K ADD.FW HEATER LEVEL DlefTAL CONTROLS $ 4,624,000 _ |Modificatian not required for EPU after Englneerlng review
1 MAIN STEAM SAFETY VALVE ORIFACE CHANGE - 1,897,600 ‘Modification not raquired for EPU afler & Hing review
s REWIND CONDENSATE PUMP.MOTORS FOR:6.8 KV i § 1,660,000 Madification not required for EPU alter Enginesring review
CIRCULATING-WATER PUMP REFURBISHMENT . 3,400,000 j & Modification not required for EPU after Engineering review .
3 DEH CONSTANT PRESSURE PUMPS K3 800,000. Modjfication not required for EPU after Enginearing raview
‘ MAIN STEAM SAFETY-VALVES / PIPING fA0DIFICATIONS 3 . 771,800.[ §.. i Modlfisation not required for EPU afier E ngineering review
| TOTAL g $10,683,952
: GORTINGENGY , §_ 182,130,797 18 : e
" ESCALATION K] 69,524,707 | § 3 Er
4 TOTAL -$261,865,504
. Unalotasd Escalaion - 3 13 5 1611,640,000)
K GRAND TOTAL . ., . .. . T I L PR A R S N
: I ] 1 T ($79,535,169)|.
iy ' 2
i
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ill. Risk and Mitigation

oD
£
Rl
S =
. =
- e 2 :
S =
! AR S ik i T u([ (u AT AT H,(iwu AR ' T AT TR m(-rl TERTTI: I[l -H, o T T 3'- i ':-"1 , x'h A
G
Soun g ptlai il i i o it J‘ i ; 2 i v
S ocolbm g ’l T;‘l'l I’,'; I‘. i f .]
S S o = [l l“ ll ll il i i ’n‘:.%" IS 'i !”’]‘ i “ F;[ il i 1” ' 1 i
. . X = Rn Utz
! 2 A r_‘: = ) » ! Plan (o Increase capacily of SIeam dump and
PO ERrS Y Elimination of MSSVsiiting on a Bypass System, Revlewed and accapled by Plant
T O AN =™ Plant Trip will i far It Health Commillez
2 ER i | - ant Trip viill require a signilicant Sonffcant Dision U-1 Significant cost lo'medlfy the sleam dump
R I~ B ) odification 1o the Steam Dui e system or & reduclion In MWe f Toold Is lowered |,
- = - m mp U-2:
A A sng system = or - reduction of T-cold Parform K-T analysis and provide racommendelions
! lao Sanlor Managemenl
ready for Inlernal challange with Chlef
\Working on altemnalive Solufions
U-1 PRA for Tolal Loss of ‘ Wil likely re
- fquire mods cther than FORV
2| 4n009  |Feedwaterindicates PORVsare | Slonlficant ch:::gle ﬁ::;‘ig’é:‘r:;i‘g:’”'d bolmpacted ¥PORVE |0y cement
undersized for uprate-condllion Risk Milgaton Plah n development
Automate U1 Contalnment Mini- :
Purge — Replace manual ’ Contalnmant design pressure will be exceeded . .
. . . . withoul & reduellon In Inltial pressure, [Enginear In pragress, scope hes nol
| § 713100 |isolafion valv_es with aulom§hc~ Significant c/s Lower oparalifig contalnment pressure cannol be:: [baen 1dentiled
e valves, controls and Indication - - malntained withaut a tink-purge similer to Unit 2,
i LAR
MSR Shell Drain Loop Seal Shaw modeling of syslem rdlcales steam Dala Coliacllon, snginesring evaluation in progress,
1 4 7/19108 Piping Slgnin:an!‘ cis ;in’::lnq;;‘r::ln MSR dialns causing high flow acooe hes not been idsntiied
3 ; ; inearing evalunlion X
: 5| 7reme  |Generator Slator Core. Hol Spots Sigalficant cls &E,,n;ﬂu%:;ml IR
= = . i R EPU candllons challenge abliity to-achieve Once |Engineering evalualion in progress, scope has not
g ] 1979 |U1 PRA Modifications SigniNieant cIs it Conbi fOTC o et P
= Main Steam, Feedwater, & Gvelualo for EPU dynomlc and Increasad thermal
i 7| 7Hame  |Condensale Plping Support Significant crs: o and inplement tecommended mods @5 E:g:‘“;ﬂ'l‘i:f“a“" in progress, scapahaz ol
. Modifications  siacicd
Sleam Bypass Control System - Plant Irip cannat be accomplished withotl lifing ~ [Enpineering evaluslionin progress, scopa has nel
: ] 71809 Significant cls e
: Increase Fiow to Condenser —U2! o the 4SSVe. been (dentiied
Yuba repoit for FWH review at EPU condllione
§ p— Low Pressure Feedwater Heater Slaiificart cIs identified numerous nozzla flow: criferla exceeded Engn:eﬁnucmlunlunmpmgmss scops has nol
| J i Inspections! Modifications SOuioE a1 EPU condilions. Inspections wil valldate been idenlifind
i exisling coridition of the FWH's.
' BOP Piping Vibration Evalualo exsling & expected EPU Vbralion 1 o\ oo g evalualian In progress, scope has not
10 7719109 : Elgnificant cls BOR piping and Implament recommendad mads '
. Modlficalions 19 Rl [oeen dentifod
Evaluate U2 CVYCS piping for :
~2 " t 5 CVCS will bo crediled for EPULOCA analyses.  |Engneering evalualion In progress, scope has not
: 11| 7em0  voiding under NRC Generic Significant cle (6L 200601 would then apply lo he system. |been [dantFed
Letter 2008-01
’/Vi 2
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ili. Risk and Mitigation

i T

jf:i ll!& i[!“l ll

T

|
i

.

T

'SBLOGA enalysis wll not mael design omena
withoi! ari Increasa In SIT pressure.

tm

-ab.

FPL 000456
NCR-11

e

Englngering avaluntian In progress, scops has not
baen [dentified

Evaluale: CCW for increaséd therma| |oads ahd

mods 25

Englneering evaluslion In progress, scope has nat
been idenlified

Unit 1 and 2 [sophase bus duct configurafions are
cifferent, Test wil ensure the replacement

Englneering avaluation In progress, scope has not
heen idenlified

jeonert s ropery s
hn calonmatnc uncerialaly calculations show that

of these Isr y or ! ) eval in progress, scope has not
steom enlhalpy uncartainty vl becoma the been idenlified
dominant ferm In the calorimelric,
& Conlinus lo Taniior and
mthﬁg?&;ﬁ::: : to support FPL perform any posshble evalualions in-holise (Io\vnr
' rales)
Conlinua to monilor end
Potantial of labor Increases to supparl FPL
: perform any poaslhle wnlmuan: irrhause (lower
through NRC review phese, rles)
Contlaua to menllar conl it and
E’r:g‘rlnﬂlc‘?:rvénwﬂ;::: :_b Support FPL. perform ary possible evalualions in-house (lower

rales)

Additlonsl personnel required lo support NRC
reviavr.

Manege personns| and overlime.

Addihonal perscnnel required lo support scope

-{growth,

Conlinue |o monilor conlractor parformance and
perform any possible englneering In-house (lower
rates), FPL manage engineering or lump sum

Addillonal personnal requirad to support scope
growlh,

conversion.

Contlinue lo monller contractor performance and
perfonm any possiie engincering In-house (lower
ratos)

|Addilione! personnel required lo support scope

|arouth,

Manage personnel and overlime,

| Addilonal personne! required lo suppartscope
growth.

Idenege personnel and overtime.

| T&M conlract for Baahtel

Cenlinua 1o manilor purchasing program.

| Addltional crait requirad Lo support extra woik,
Construclion stimales supplied by Bechtel a2
Order of Maghltude al this {ime.

Addiianal seapa s [ikely to add Impacl to plant,

Cenlinue to eslimate *To-Go" scope in delail and
ramurco lond datnll achedules. Lump sum

Cenlinua 1o eslimate *Te-Go" scope in detail and
resource load datel schedules,

| Additionel parsannol overtime required fo control
ject,

Menage personnel and overtime.

“|No conlraels liava yet been signad,

Usa any economles of scals possible,

Lock dovm lump sum contracls es saon as possibla.

Weslinghouse sludy not yel final:

Revlew vendar sludy lo oplimize system
modificalions and reduca.cost

! !" il ;! ii‘ 'h if}i il ‘E'IL e
q l“’*’ﬁ?‘ !““' 0 M‘ Gl il
@ [l i W AL
'2. 12 71809 PFESSUTE Increase - Significant cis
0 BE. 2
& CCW Piping Analysis /
)
& 3 IR S (U2 Only) Signilicant c1s
B | L, . [Additional Isophase Bus Duct Al
SR s - et U1 Significant cls
15| 7Hg09  |SG Calorimetric Tranemilters Sigrificant cls
| 7rone Vlfé_ﬁngh"use I AREVA/B&W - | Slgrifteant cls
17| 7nene-  |Shaw/SWEC-LAR Slanificant ¢Is’
. Third Parly Revisws / Grid i .
18. T119/08 Stablhty LAR. ' Significart cis
18- 7119100 FP_L F_ngmeer[ng -LAR Slgnificant cis
; Bechtel Engineering - :
W T ons Signlficant cis
21 71008 |Shaw / SWEC - Modifications Signiticant cls
22 |. 7Hee  |FPL Engineering - Modifications Significant Crs:
. |FPL Juno PM / Engineering
23 719/02 Suppc t - Modifications Significant cIs
24 | 71903 |Bechtel Procured Materials ) Siniicant cis
25| 7haw9  |Bechtel Construction Slgnificant cis
% 1908 |Plant Support Sgniflcant cls
27 | 7Hawa  |FPL Project Management ) Significant cIs
28| 7ros  [Siemens Implementdtion Labor Sigriificant crs
29 | 71908 |Rod Control Modifications Slgnifican! crs
30| 71908 |Turblne Ganiry Crane Updrade: Signifleant €is

33

Construction risk:

Control supplamental labor.support and validale
lanning end Implementation processes,

5
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lil. Risk and Mitigation

FPL 000457
NCR-11

Avallablé Contalnment Pressure I Frellmlharyr;:nﬂysglor U-2Is acceplable
Margin reduced due to the mpact1s not yol Aslyanalyzed. Currant ovaliablo [U:1 ¥l reaulre & minl-pucgs systam
31 1r20/08 discovery of Legacy LOCA Significant Deslgn miorgin hos been reduoed from 7 PS| fo 4 PSI Plant Health Commitiee has reviewed,
dnalysis error Wil process Scopa Change
Preliminary evaluations Indicate
that the current design flow for .
% . May require an eddilional modification. Will require system madification.
.82 12/18/08 }1]%13::tdtgl:g{:ctgo:ugmgﬁb;rss Marginal s"'&i‘:“” The scope/cost of mod Is not yet
i G . op determined Processing Scope Chenge
|uprated condiflon without a
modificalion
i 1. Prapare LAR cons'stent with R8-001,
NRR Review Standard for Exlended
Power Upralss.
» Develop EPP] for farmat and [sval
of detail
2. Use Ginna EPU submittal as a guids for
License Amendment Request «format and laval of detall
NRC Review could be delayed 2 Slcnuxsll:rl 'fff"'ﬁ'ﬁd ;hﬂ::na hoards
due to errors and omissions i o oo i sy
; - NRC Accept Depencing on tho extont of the delny, could rosult | * S0\ Assessmant altar TstLAR
.33 Prir 208pIEN0e Gritical Roguiatory/ in addilonal cost and exiension of the project Seclian
21168 - NRC Technical Review Schedula snoth 4. Mulll-party peer raviews using
- ACRS Review v induslry and raguiatary experts
45. Advance meelirgs with NRC prior to.
- SBLOCA Conflrmatory submittal
Analysls 6. VP Nuclezr Powzr Upmle'metwith NRR
management 7/21/08
7. Monthly meetings with NRR
8, GNO met with NRC EDQ on 3/23/08 to discuss -
review, schedules .
8. FPL 1o eslablizh a presance InWashinglon to-
coordinste quealions and RAlS
Slemans requireg 31 days from stan of PaNP’
N 1 i d the start of PSL outage; currently 38
T end are required 24109 N > .
" |days exist In The schedule (Differ=nce of & doys)
the same time at PE.and PSL. Could delsy
34| 710008 Ind at PB and PSL overla Significant Schedula at :
Rewing a1 P . rowind at PSL 3nd aflect PSL Cfifcal |Sespn Shift from 5L-1-23 to 51124 befng
. evalualed which mzy alleviale the overlap.
: See Millgation Pian for dalels
£ 0
gzﬁ
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iil. Risk and Mitigation ~ '
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oo Ay e
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TS S e e
JI"‘:'?gcﬂqm ' ] e ..
4 9 2 ot il i GiifE
;-me P S :;Iih [
iw B g0 = o i ’[ s
b 0
) :2 2 TE N - LTS lJ J I
A g (=] -E = « o Losaii ]
o “ o . —
PAZ RS LA WEC & SHAW véndor stafling .
= . 5 N .|Could couso datays vith LAR schedule-and/or Agreement on re-baselining reached; no Impnet to
2 86| s, |levél may not be sufiicient to cost addtanal mones end date for Shawand WEC
i support project
- New NRC mandated
- 3 178108 Maln_lenanoe rule working hours Marginl i|Potentialy exiend outags Duralions and/er EPU management worling with Licensing lo ensure
i wiil further limit allowed worklng Increass costs. an scceptable procedure which will minimize the
4 Hours gnct L
There s potentlal that Legacy Two such Ilagi;mvn alrandy booh idontfiad: PB E&vﬂbpﬂd and !?dsuud EPPI.345; now Instruction
3 Analysis or License basis Issues FW temp ani CTMT analyzls which ara iat dofines risk (denlification and mitigation utllizing
¥ 4 » 4 i
; 37 10/14/08 may be uncovered during re- bolhg trackod by o soparate line ltem. [WM-AA-1000,
A analysis for EPU LAR [The Impact Is difficult to quaniify urtl disaavery  [Thus far, the procass has been cffectva
" Pa: Flost vids Chango Management Plan
a 67312008 Transition to Nuclear Asset Marginal May cause delays with review and approva’of  [Hold meeling with NAMS caordinalor ond Site FMs
Management Systems (NAMS) » Englnaering Documents Transition {© NAMs currenlly scheduled for Dec 09
._.i
“J
g
4
;
i
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» Risk and Mitigation
=]
SSsEh 2 ) \
- g = o E % 7 - i L ) . . « ] ]
29838 * Undefined Scope in Formal Analysr;sz-
;f g é :5-"3 "En | ’
EERZES ] _ ' o |
» Approximate High Risk Weighted Exposure =]l <
» Approximate Total weighted Risk Exposure :'-'- 2
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! ¢ IV.Implementing Options

3@%9%5

2492 %

IS dmE g

LEELE . b
i£5igts NRC LAR Schedule

iﬁégbj 5

iaEdEaen

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

J « PSL2 EPU LAR Planned Submittal January 2010
' — 14 month review period projected
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V. implementing Options

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)-9

Z

N

g

A g
»n <

A 5 X \ . ~,

=2 St. Lucie NRC Scheduie :

L8 =
355
Bag

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

NRC {1 EPU LAR Review (14 mo.)

8/09 110 11710 311
Submit U1  Submit U2 NRC Approves NRC-Approves
. EPULAR EPULAR U1 EPU LAR EPU LAR

+116 Mwe - EPU

EPU Time Line Total = 265 MWe

e e ey

12008 12/10 1211

Todiay [+:20 Mwe - LP Rotor | e i
or = e
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g iV. Implementation Options

E’jgif PSL and PTN EPU Outage Durations being considered {o have

SEE @5 one short — one long Outage. Advantages appear to beas

e LEEEY: follows: ‘ .

SEES TS h

EEELE M

SEREEE

—No overlapping Outages o
~ —Improves certainty in Engineering and Planning

~Allows Site teams to develop team work and efficiencies
- —Fewer complex Outages

~Improved leveraging of Fleet and Specialty resources

40 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information % R
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¢ IV.Implementing Options

s 5 '

252 - Estimates are conceptual only s
ﬁé‘; — Formal estimates can not be established until designs are complete

Exhibit WRJ(FPL)}9

- Current design completion will not ocour until 2011.
— Current Bechtel EPC costs are based on a “load board” concept

~ Significant variability in the cost when compared fo original budget
> Initial licensing and engineering has resulted in in¢reased
project scope

» Capacity of the orgamzation does not suppori self
gerfcrmance EPC construction costs will be higher but
ave lower implementing risks |

« Current higher estimates continue to show value to th
customers without reliance on increased MWe output

41 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Buslness Information - _ » *

o o ®




Docket No. 110009-ET

William R. Jacabs, Jr.

CONFIDENTIAL

IV. Impilementing Estimates

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

(St. Lucie) Presentation
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Sep 2008 Ocl 2009
SUBMIT  'SUBMIT
_ENGREST CONST EST.
Sli-23 BL1-23

PR T e ','f;.:( A *ﬁ"‘iﬁ J}‘} e lllﬁ e Hi eI
.

i E

ool (113100 (MLIEIET ..ht e 4

i\ AR T
AR [hr el ikl
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Feb 2010 Aug 2010
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
SL1-24 SL1-24
Mar 2010 llay 2010
SUBMIT SUBMIT

oAl Kl
i R

e L P e e i O
e

B SR L SR SN Y
1108
Sep 2010 Mar 2011
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGREST CONSTEST
5L2-20 §L2-20
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V. lmplementing-Estimates

43

PTN - Design'an‘d Estimating Time iin:e
Current Plans to not complete estimates until 2011

Jan 2010 Apr2010

&,

~

-Aug 2010 Jan 2011
‘SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONST EST
U3R28 U3R28
Apr2010 May2010
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST CONSTEST
U4R26 U4R26

N
25% e E;' '}’

AR S o
b

@'1}.6(’ %‘%«; n,:d%’ G0 % rin et SN SNaS Acta ot 4 1087
gﬁn@m ”?ﬁ?@%ﬁﬁ;%@f%@w i A e
1/09 |_ |__

U
E% W:Er*:sz

=

=)

NIRRT
".vi'g'r:i’,’“‘
A i
R A A A UGN

5

SR

Mar2011 Aup 2011
SUBMIT SUBMIT
ENGR EST TONST EST
U4R27 USRzT
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. £ IV.Implementing Estimates |

EEES | FPSC Needs Filling

(SEERE St. Lucie (9/17/09)

1328838 | | | ~
13 ; zgiz -« Perform Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011
(REEFES and 2012 . o

Increase in Gross Power of 11% for Each Unit

@

Net Electrical Increase from 840 MWe to 943 MWe

L]

Combined Two Unit Total Qf 206 MWe

@

Estimated Nominal Cost for PSL are Approximately $651 Million

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

®
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45

NCR-11 |
LI}

IV. Implementing Estimates

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

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

= |ncrease in Grdss Power of 14% for Each Unit

-]

Net Electrical Increase from 700 MWe to 804 MWe

M ]

Combined Two Unit Total of 208 MWe

@

[\I)—Ii'?l’gimated Nominal Cost for PTN are Approximately $750
illion |

[

Annualized Base Revenue Requirements for the First 12

Mg]:lr}ths of Operation, PTN3 - $76.4 Million PTN4 - §72.9
illion |
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g IV.Implementing Estimates

ag

25 - FPSC Needs Filing

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

o gggfgrm Major Work for Each Unit During Separate Outages in 2011 and

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

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

» Customer Bill Impact Between 2009 and 2012 is Conservatively Estimated
Between $0.34 to $1.79 per 1000 kWwh . o

- Customer Bill Impact in 2013 from all 4 Units.is Conservatively Estimated
’E’) bet$0.21 per 1000 kwh for the First Full Year of Operation of All th
prates |

» Aggressive Schedule to Complete in 2011 and 2012. May be Impacted by
geﬁuéatf)ry Reviews and Procurement and Could Cause Delays in
chedule - ;

» Requested Exemption from the FPSC Bid Rule

46 Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information % L.
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¢ ¢ IV.Implementing Estimates
1S3E23 FPSC Needs Filing
58858 St. Lucie & Turkey Point
i3 : 252% Common Elements (9/17/09)
AP ARER
: e Economic Analys;s performed on Nine Scenanos of Fuel Costs and

Environmental Compliance Costs |

o Uprates have a lower CPVRR in 8 of 9 Scenarios

: o l(\.‘,ﬂl-‘i'l\/RR Savmgs in 8 of 9 Scenarios range from $122 MIH!OI‘I to $ 863
; illion :
s« In7of9 CPVRR Savings is Greater than $200 Million
. In One Case with Low Gas and Minimum Environmental Costs Results
. Inclicate a $33 Billion in CPVRR Savings for Our Customers on an FPL
1. System Wide Basis Due to the Large Amounts of Natural Gas Used on
i FPL's System.

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

47  Draft - Proprictary & Confldential Business Information &
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IV. implementing Estimates

Saint Lucie Oufages

Proforma Current ForeCast

PSL U-1 u-2 u-1 u-2 U-1 u-2
LAR .
Submittal 9/1/2009 | 8/1/2009 [ -9/1/2009 | 1/31/2010 9/1/2009 | 1/31/2010
45t
Outage
Duration
2nd
Qutage
Duration
In Service [§i October April | June June
Date 2011 2012 Déc-11 2012 Dec-11 2012
MWE 103 103 1295 136° 1295 136°

Notes ' .

All Outage durations to be reviewed & approved by CNQ upon cornplétion of scope definition

1.Qutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently In the approved Cutage-schedule

2 Qutage duration drlvén by Alicy:600 cold leg noz2le repalr

3 Qutage duration drivenby HP & LP Turhitie and MSR Replacements

+Target goal for Six Sigma Team rewind oulage durations

5§ MWe based on Siemens haal balance (contract arget)

Longer duration. Qutages have been included In the business model

Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information “
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IV. implementing Estimates

F Ty Turkey Point Outages
D=2 g
iSSE8 8 Proforma Current Forecast
imS e aal
iswBE8 g% PTN - u-3 u-4 u-3 U-4 U-3 U-4
T E=gEg
- R
iEEEESE LAR Submittal _ —
s 9/1/2009 | 9/1/2009 W 6/01/10% | B/01/10° [il 6/01/10° | 6/01/10°
, 1%* Qutade
Duration
- 12™ Outage

Duration

April October May December May December

In Service Date 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
MWE — W 104 ~ 104 [] 1187 T18% T8 ¥ 118 2
' Notes

49  Draft - Proprictary & Confidential Business Information

All Outage durations-io be reviewed & approved by CNO upof-completion of Scopé definifion

1 Cutage durations driven by Generator rewind currently in the approved Qutage schedule

2 Qutage duration driven by MP Turbife and MSR replacerments

3 Targef gaal for Six Sigma Team rewind ‘outage durations

4 MWe based aon Slemens hedt balarice (conlract target)

§ AST LAR must be.approved prior to submittal of EPU LAR .
Longer duration Outages have been Included in the business model

W o~
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Feasibility Analyses for EPU Project

Feasibility Analyses for EPU Project

William R. Jacobs, Jr.
July 26, 2009 ESDD Meeting
(St. Lucie) Presentation

PSL EPU MWe

PTN EPU Mwe
Total EPU Mwe

$/kW

CPVRR $M

AFUDC (Approx
Notes: :

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

2. PSL 2 Participation MWe removed from calculation

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

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

0y
2
Safe )
= T Bl e e e e e e e R e
E 5 il i ";lﬁ ‘ gl it it ‘kf’“‘i‘ﬁt'i T At e R Tig’ a e b V}ﬁfl i
i i -’} JIRET .‘1 T o
) i i it { ﬁﬂ%ixué nﬁb i "_ 5 ;pm%"ﬂérij\ ﬁ ; L ,_______'_';"'_:g lﬁ%é&
PSL CostSM | | $657 $796 |  $796
PTN Cost M % i; $756 | $990 :4‘ $910
Total Cost $M_| ;g [$1/am—"4; p+708' || 1706
' | [ 7 |
|1/ %7 ]

S TS,

‘\\
b

26/ 4
l 298/—~7 [/ /208
[ 399
ri $3,526 1*

$683-$1 574°]
|~ $350M “fi

T P O R T

PR

5 AR

$4,276 x $3,547

hé

T

$3,384
$122-$863 3|

$3,399
| $346-31, 1094

s o

izl
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l.essons Learned

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

— Need a better way to assess Engineering and fmp[ementatlon
: cost increase risk amountis

- g%dgéestlmated the risk and cosis assoclated with the fast track
]

— Current undefined scope allowance is not aligned to the risk
- matrix

— Did not assess capacity of organization and costs

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

Exhibit WRJI(EPL)-9
Page 51 of 52

« NRC Licensing
. — Need a formal licensing risk analysns of the LAR and related

issues
— Existing plant conditions with low margm were not assessed for
risk completely
51  Draft - Proprietary & Confidential Business Information ._ %
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Lessons Learned

8

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

— Should have done a more detailed risk assessment when
establishing the budget :

— Did not address the impac’c'of a fast track project on station staff

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

Exhibit WRI(FPL)-9
Page 52 of 52

- Cost Reporting and Early Warning

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

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

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

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

52 Draft ~Proprietary & Confldential Business Information % L.
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Q Email from Kundalkar to Nazar, May 30, 2009

Pagel of 1

From; Kundalkar, RajlvS

To: Nazar, Mano

Ce: Kundatkar, Rajiv S

Seint: Sat May 30 09:56:51 2009

Subject: -Ssntizeatial Legal and F. Reg Affalrs discussion- Cost Recovery FPSC request for past Exec Presentations
Mano:

Background: '

. FPSC staff{ not office of Public Councll ) has requested that we provide ALL previous Exec presentations and Bl-weekly

CNO presentatlons to the staff.
1 discussed the Implications with Bryan Anderson , Legal Dept and Tiffany Cordes, Reg Affairs Mgr and pointed out that

(a) al files contaln tables showing potential higher MWis outputs for PSL{ 106 pro-forma vs 118MW-axpected, per
_unit ), and PTN {104 vs 108 MW per unit} -, )

»

(b} Also recent presentatlons Indicate Bechtel's budget requests and required man-loading to be higher.than thely
original indicative non-binding proposal In Nov./Dec 2008. The slides‘also polnt out the path of resol iition the Project ~
team 1s taking.to bring order in the Bechtel's proposal that Includes challenging - assumptlons, ramp rates, HQ chargss,
fleld manual work hour assumptlons ete. :

In previous planning discussions with-Armantio and the legal staffwe had mada thefn aware of the expacted $$

astimates could he higher than $750 Million for PTN and $650 Million for PSL based on Bechtel's recent view,
Therefore, In the May.testimony wé Indicated that FPL will updatethisrelated Informatlon as soonas final analysls

and deslgns are completed, Armandd's advise at that time was to Introduce the topi{giand collect/finalize the facis and

scope for further submittal atappropriata time, !

Therefore, the timing of getting the scope firmly defined and validation of ésﬁxpﬁfres becomes very Important . We
have lald out a schedule that Bechtel and PTN/PSL/JW teams are worklng to be feady for FPL- Bechtel meeting
stheduled for 6/12/09. Also, we will need the same Information for yourrevi?w and Jim Robo meeting in mid-fate June.

Steps between now.and then are: !

i

. j
“Bachtel Is revising thelr estimates per our comment and Input on best, P58, and Worst assumptions for ALL the scope

currently on the list !

-Bechtel will provide Best, P50 case, and Worst case estimates next week

«In parallel Eng/Lic working with Shaw and Plant groups will firm up must have and nice to have scope lists

~Next steps will Involve site VP briefing before formal Tech Steering Committee review per charter of the project
-Document the outcome and results and provide that input to Bechtel for final adjustments before the 6/12 meeting if
possible.

~This same process will be followed for Polnt Beach as well.

Terry has heen brlefed by me. Wil keep you posted on the progress.
- OPlease let me know If you have any thoughts or questfons on the taplc.

"Ra}
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN RE: NUCLEAR COST RECOVERY ) DOCKET NOS:110008-EI
CLAUSE )

)

COPY

THE DEROSITION OF RAJIV S. KUNDALKAR

Wednesday, June 29, 2011

301 Clematis Street

Suite 3000

West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
1:02 - 4:55 o'clock p.m.

APEX REPORTING GROUP
DBA OFFICIAIL REPORTING SERVICES, LLC
12 SE 7TH STREET
SUITE 702
FORT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33301
(954) 467—8204
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Excerpts from Kundalkar Deposition ;.
Page 2 of 30 Page 25 :
I'm sorry -- one hundred and six million dollars

for implementation for the months of April and {
May, 2009, an increased number is shown of two
hundred and thirty million dollars, correct? “g

A. Yes, it is.

Q. So while the overall estimate is
constant at this six eighty-two, some of the
components of that have changed over time from the

time the indicative bid was submitted to May,

SRar et

20097 J

A. Yes. I would like to explaih that, but F

go ahead, ask me a question, I guess. |

Q: I think ﬁe will get to that. °
There's another column called: Scope

not estimated. What does that term mean? E

A, Mr. McGlothlin, this was a fast-track

project, so when we undertook this project, we

were doing a number of these functions in

parallel. And normally when we execute these

large complex projects, we do initial scoping ,
study, then do detailed engineering analysis, and

then we do detailed engineering design. And once

those drawings are available, then we do

construction planning, and then do constructionA

estimate, and at that time establish for the

(]
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_stage, would have taken us many years past the

Exhibit WRIFPEFIT
Excerpts from Kundalkar Deposmon g
Page 3 of 30 rage 26

contihgency or the implementation of that job and

then implement.

That process, in the initial planning

year in which there was need for electricity for
Florida's customers. Originally, this project was

going to be completed much later. So when we --

so when we established there was a need for
electricity of a certain magnitude in 2012 and we
were asked if we were to do this as a fast-track
project, can we implement that, and in doing so

what are the unknowns?

TS

And one of the unknowns, or one of the
things, risk factors we need to account for is i
identify and allocate.that there may be certain
scope activities not identified as part of the i
scoping study and they could be discouraged. So

allocate appropriate amount of money for scope not

identified, which will be identified as part of

the detailed analysis, part of the detailed
design. That's part of discovery.
.Therefore, a large percentage of amount 2
was placed in that bucket, which is here described
as scope not estimated. As I recall it may have

been in the range of forty-five or fifty percent,
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roughly like that. So, that's what that amount
was.

Q. You indicated that at one point the
uprate projects were contemplated to go into E
service at a much later date?

A. Yes.

Q. Can you tell me approximately what time :

|

frame that planning took place?

a. I don't know. I don't remember exactly,
but it was many years beyond 2012 is what I

recall. To go and do these -- all these major E

activities I talked about, scoping, engineering
analysis, design and then implementation.in series

would have put us many -- a significaﬁt amount of

time beyond 2012, and that was not in the best

interests of customers of Florida because the need
for electricity was in 2012.

Q. You were asked about what would a
fast-track approach accomplish. Who would have
posed that guestion to you? )

A. I don't understand your question, so
could you, maybe, clarify what you are trying to
ask me?

Q. T will try.

In an earlier answer you said: We were

————— - < TTRCL IR XL o8
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asked about the fast-track possibility after FPL
had originally planned to construct the uprates in
the more typical fashion and have it placed in
service at a much later date.

When you say: We were asked about the
fast—track; who would have been posing that
guestion to you?

A. It would be senior executive management,
and as I recall it was a -- about the time when
ﬁhe Glades coal~fired plant was not approved for
construction or implementation by PSE, so it may
have been earlier part of 2007.

I'm going back on memory here, but that
was about the time.

Q. Going back to this schedule, page four.

A, Okay. '

0. Exhibit 3.

As I understand the math that's
presented here, certain components of the overall
total, such as engineering and the implementation
that I referred you to earlier, increased over
time. And as I understand it, any increases in
the total of those other components were matched
by offsetting reduction in the scope not estimated

and that's how the proforma of six eighty-two

oy TR IWCAC N WEENIT)
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E:gc:?z gr(;)m Kundalkar Depgsa{téog 56
1 BY MR. McGLOTHLIN:
2 Q. Mr. Kundalkar, I have asked you to look {
3 a£ a document that we have marked as Exhibit 2, %
4 which is the one-page e-mail memo from you to Mano i
5 Nazar. f
6 Am I saying his name correctly?
7 A. It's pretty close. ﬁ
8 Q. Who is Mr. Nazar? |
9 A, Mr. Nazar was my supervisor, chief :
10 nuclear officer for nuclear division while I was 3
11 at FPL.
12 ’ Q. You've had an opportunity to review this g
il;:) 13 document; have you not? . i
14 A, Yeah, you gave it to me, and I had a é
) 15 | minute or two to look at it. Yes, sir. g
16 Q. As I understand the content, you were ﬂ
17 using this as a vehicle to inform Mr. Nazar that |
18 the PSE staff was collecting copies of previous %
19 presentations made to the chief nuclear officer ‘
20 and to the Executive Stéering Committee, correct? :
21 A, The purpose was just to keep him i
22 informed of where we are in general. That may :
23 have been step number one. He may have been
24 traveling. I may have been traveling. I don't %
;€i> 25 know my schedule when or where I'was on May 30th, Z
o o T T e S B e e g e e TR T e e e £ e Ko o ety PO A oo
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| E:;:r’;nisf gr:m Kundalkar Dep}_ggté%x 5-? l
1 but just brief him on where we are. Q
2 Q. Yes, sir. i
3 ' And in terms of telling him where you i
4 were at the time in this particular briefing, you ]
5 were informing him that the PSE staff had asked j
6 for all copies of presentations to the chief
7 nuclear officer and, I imagine, the Steering §
8 Committee, correct? |
9 A. That is correct, sir.
10 Q. You begin by saying that you had
1l discussed the implications with Bryan Anderson of 4
12 legal and Tiffany Cordes of regulatory affairs,
lQ 13 correct?
14 A. Yes.
15 Q.  Both with FPL, correct?
.16 a. That is correct. ﬁ
17 Q. And specifically, you pointed out that
18 the materials requested by the PSE staff would '
19 show estimates of capital costs higher than those
20 contained in the May prefiled testimony; is that ‘
21 correct? |
22 A, I think that -- are you referring to I
23 Ttem B, brayo, there? '
P 24 Q. Yes.
“‘0 25 A. So Bechtel's forecast, or Bechtel's wish .
e e |
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\ O Page 8 of 30
' 1 list for the forecast -- yes, yes. I'm conveying

2 to him that this info that I received from Bechtel !

3 ‘with respect to their preliminary forecast numbers
4 based on what is being done, and based on the %
5 man-loading that they are assuming is higher than
6 their original indicated nonbinding proposal. ﬁ
7 And then the paths the team was taking
8 to resolve those issues with Bechtel.
2 I think that is listed there.
10 Q. Looking at the paragraph that begins
11 with the words: In previous planning discussions. ;
12 Do you see that? !
(9 13 A. . Yes, sir. {
14 Q. You report that you had informed Armando i

15 Olivera, is that the Armando? é
16 A, Yes, it 1s Mr. Armando Olivera.
17 Q. And the legal staff, that the estimates

18 from Bechtel could be higher than the seven-fifty

i 19 for Turkey Point and six-fifty for St. ILucie,
20 correct?,
21 A, We had informed him of, like the
22 sentence says: Based on Bechtel's recent view,

23 they could be higher, but we also had pointed out

24 that we are challehging Bechtel's view., We do not
ﬁii) 25 accept that and there are certain things they can
[—&__,JJ - = AT TS R T T R e T IR T YT A W T e ~~wm.~.u:...:5m
APEX REPORTING GROUP (954) 467-8204
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do to bring them to the right scope and —- scope
and estimate assumptions and outage optimizing and
things like that. .

0. And the seven hundred and fifty million
dollars for'Turkey Point and six-fifty million for
St. Lucie correspond to the indicative bid values
that you included in your prefiled testimony,
correct?

A, I know you refer to that as indicative
bid earlier also, but I think these are the Needs
filing numbeis. That's what they are.

Input ?rom Shaw, Stone scoping studies
and the indicative bids came almost a year later.
So the Needs filings were in late 2007, September,
October, 2b07. Bechtel indicative bids came, I
think, in late 2008.

But, right, they are very, very close to
each other. But I'm referring to the Needs
filing. That's what I'm referring to.

Q. So on the one hand in the Needs filing
and in the May, 2009 testimony, you had presented
testimony reporting that the overall cost estimate
was'unchanged and at the same time PSE staff had
requested copies of presentations which would

indicate that from the Bechtel perspective those

o~
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costs were increasing, correct?

A, It was a long question you asked, so
please ask me that question again because I lost
you there in the question.

Q. I will take this from the memo that you
have explaining to Mr. Nazar that on the one hand
in the Needs case and in the Nuclear Cost Recovery
case, most recently in the May, 2009 testimony,
FPL had presented a cost estimate that had not
changed either from the Needs case or slightly
from the indicative bid. And it indicated that
there was no need to modify it at this time,
correct?

A, Yes, that is correct.

Q. And then the additional piece of
information conveyed to Mr. Nazar was that the PSE
staff had requested copies of presentations which
would have reflected the fact that the estiﬁates
being received f;om Bechtel were higher than those
being report in your testimony?

A3, I don't think I would —- the purpose of
this memo was to, well, first of all, make him
aware that there was some confidential
presentation information being requested.

So that's part one.

Bi G A Dt I e YRy
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Part two -is make him aware that our
current status with Bechtel, which is input --

preliminary input, unverified, not challenged,

based on preliminary engineering, are higher and

we are in the process of resolving those as they

AR gAT A gt ¢ w3

are discussed in these presentations.

.And so that's what -- that's all I'm
trying to communicate here. |

Q. As chief nuclear officer, he would have
received the presentation for the May, 2009

~Executive Steering Committee, correct?

A. He would have, but I don't know if he
was here, or if he was traveling. I .just don’t
recall. I just don't recall. J

I just wanted him to be aware that there
are some confidential -~ these ~- as you saw the é
label, they are confidential presentation
packages, and I wanted him to be aware that f
certain information is being requested and we are
going to make that available. .

And it has tﬁe following things because
he may be'traveling. I just don't know where he
was., I just wanted to make him aware of that —-
what is being communicated to the -- and how we I

are fulfilling staff's request.
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Q. And in the first paragraph you say that

you had discussed the implications of the PSE
staff's request.

Isn't it true that the implications
include the fact that FPL’s testimony filed in
May, 2009 contained one estimate of overall costs,
whereas the presentations being made to the chief
nuclear officer and the Steering Committee showed
a trend of increasing costs above that level?

MR. FEIL: Object to the form of the

question.

It's leading.

You can answer the question if you

understand it.

THE WITNESS: ©No, I don't understand

the question, sir.

Can you break it down into simpler

questions for me to understand?
BY MR, McGLOTHLIN:

0. Well, for instance, were you concerned
about the fact that the presentations being made
to the chief nuclear officer and the Steering
Committee contained indications of costs higher
than those that were being reported to PSE?

A, Absolutely not. Absolutely not, because

Excerpts from Kundalkar Depgm%on
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) ' 1 the same presentations also highlighted, as you
“ 2 went through that earlier package, steps being.
3 taken to resolve those differences and address
4 those concerns.
5 Sé absolutely not.
6 Q. Yes, they indicated steps were being ;
7 taken to resolve the differences between FPL and ﬁ
8 Bechtel and as one ramification of that, did you %
8 have in mind when you wrote this memorandum that :
10 in conjunction with resolving the differences with d
11 Bechtel, you.would also take whatever steps would |

12 be appropriate to reconcile, if that's the right

QO -
» 13 word, the testimony to the estimates being

14 resolved?

15 A, None of that even crossed my mind. :
le This was strictly to make him aware that

17 these —-— this information is being requested. It

'18 has these discussions. At the same time there’'s

©19 higher megawatt output being produced by the :
20 plant, make him aware. of that. The Needs filing

21 had different numbers, and this information would

22 | Dbe provided to the Commission. é
23 Just make him aware of that. 3
24 ' Q. If you will, read for me the two

,'25*r: paragraphs beginning with the words: In previous
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planning discussions.

A, In previous planning discussions with

Armando and the legal staff, we had made them
aware of the expected dollar estimates could be
higher than.seven hundred and fifty million for

Turkey Point and six hundred fifty million for

Port St. Lucie based on Bechtel's recent view.
Therefore, in May testimony we indicated

that FPL would update this related information as
soon as final analysis and designs are completed.
Armando's advice at that time was to introduce the
topic and collect and finalize the facts and scope
for further submittal at appropriate time.

Q. And the next paragraph, please?

A, Therefore, the timing of getting the

scope firmly defined and validation of estimates
becomes very important. We have laid out a
schedule that Bechtel and Turkey Point and
St. Lucie and corporate headquarter team are
working to be ready for FPL/Bechtel meeting
scheduled for June some date. And we will need
the same information for your review and Robo for
meeting in May to late June.

Q. Do I understand correctly that when you

said the timing of needing the scope firmly
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defined and validation of estimates are becoming
very important, that relates to the fact that the
May testimony ﬁaintained the original estimate
with the proviso that it would be updated at the
appropriate time?

A, No, there was no such tie. It was
strictly: We need to get this scope firmly
defined and estimates validated as soon as
possible because we have a meeting, a new Exec.
Steering Committee meeting, coming up with
Mr. Robo in mid to late June. We need to have
that information. The sooner we resolve these
differences, we can have a firm picture of where
we stand.

Q. When you use the terms getting the scope
firmly defined and validation of estimates, you're
referring to the process of resolving your
differences with Bechtel, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Ang -~

A, Go ahead.

Q. And that resolution was to take place as
we discussed earlier within the thirty-day time
frame from late May to late June?

A. As it was laid out in that May
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presentation, yes, sir.

Q. As we discussed, engineering of the
project at this stage was at a ver& early point,
correct?

A. Very low percentage of engineering, yes.

Q. So when you say getting the scope firmly
defined, you don't meah completion of design
engineering, do you?

| A, No, I don't mean that.

Q. And when you say validation:-of
estimates, you're not talking about the final
estimate that comes out of the detailed
engineering, are you?

A. No, it is validation of assumptions
Bechtel is making in giving us these preliminary
estimate numbers because we have serious questions
and doubts about assumptions they were using and
their man-loading preparation and overly

conservative,

.

That's what we mean by wvalidation.

Q. Then you lay out the steps for that
process and they are the same steps, or
essentiallylthe same steps, that were included in
the péwer point presentation that you and I

discussed earlier, correct?
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A, Let me look at it and then I --

Yes, that is very similar. I don't know
Word—by*yord, but I thinklit captures the chart
adequately.

Q. Looking again at the paragraph that
begins with the words: In previous planning
discussions.

A. Yes.

0. The last sentence in that paragraph was:
Armando's advice at that time was to introduce a
topic and collect, finalize the facts and scope
for their submittal at the appropriate time,
correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And the first word in the next paragraph
is: Therefore, correct?

a, Yes.

Q. S0, doesn't the substance of the
paragraph that begins with the word therefore
relate to the concept of collecting and finalizing
the facts and scope before the submittal at the
appropriate time?

A. I did not even think about why I wrote
that word therefore. I did not even think about

it then and I cannot even see it now.
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. independent vice president who would have seen

Excerpts from Kundalkar Deposition |
Page 18 of 30 Page 68 ;

It just says: We need to get the scope

firmly defined because we need to have that for
our own planqing purposes; for our own executive
presentation. And the sooner we get a good handle F
on the scope and the associated costs, it is best ‘
for the project -- next steps for the project.

Q. Below the bullet points this sentence

appears: Terry has been briefed by me.

A. Yes.

Q. Is that Terry Jones?

A, It is Terry Jones.

0. What was his position at the time?

A. Terry Jones was the vicé president for
the midwest region in charge of certain plans, but
he was also the vice president who was responsible
for Technical Review Committee.

If you recall, you asked me some

questions about what is a Technical Review

Committee and who headed that. So, he was the

some of the scope reduction or addition items

coming from this committee to let him know that

when these become available, you are not

surprised, so we would like to have a quick

turnaround of their reviews.
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Q. You were not aware -- or let me ask you
this way: Were you aware at the time that
Mr. Jones was slated to be the vice president of
uprates division?

A.  Not on May 30th, absolutely not. In
fact, this was strictly for the purpose that I
described. That's why I briefed him. And I kept
him briefed on similar activities before and after
this.

Q. At the time you wrote this memorandum to
Mr. Nazar, did you considér the point of which
these challenged items with Bechtel would be
resolved as an appropriate time to consider
whether your testimony should have been updated to
reflect the higher estimates?

A, Please ask me the question again, sir.

When I wrote this memo, what was the
question then?

Q. Your memorandum refers both to your
testimony --

A, Uh-huh.

Q. —- and to the concept that it would

be -- that any revisions would be submitted at the

appropriate time.
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Q. Tt also addresses the challenges to
Bechtel's increased estiﬁates and steps being
taken to resolve that.

A. Yes, sir.

Q. When you wrote this memorandum, did you

regard the poinf at which those contentions with
Bechtel would be resolved as the appropriate time
to consider whether your testimony should be
updated? . I
A. Sir, are you asking me what was my |

thought process to when I would be updating my

testimony based on what -- Bechtel completing
these action items?

Q. Yes.

A. Bechtel action items were just a small

part of the overall scope of the picturs of the

project.
This was an important part of that, but

there were a number of other activities, such as

the engineering analysis, which were reguired to
complete the scope definition of the project, or

the licensing analysis, which required -- needed

LI AR T YW

to be completed.

So, all those things needed to be i

completed, and once we have that complete picture
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‘and a corresponding Bechtel estimate, that would
be the ‘right time to update -~ to revise the
estimate for total inservice cost of the project,
once you have all those facts in hand.

Q. Bear with me. I did not get your full
-answer there. I did not understand everything you
told me.

A. Break it down.

Q. When would be the appropriate time to
reconsider?

A, Once we have engineering designs
complete, we have a firm understanding of the
scspe, and a firm estimate from Bechtel and other
implementers, fully vetted, challenged, and
accepted by FPL management, that would be the time
to apprise or revise the Needs filing or ~- not
the Needs filing, or the cost of completion of the
project in its entirety.

0. When you say design complete, are you
talking about the full design engineering
specifications?

A Yes.

Q. How long did you think that would take
at the time?

A, It may -- now, this is what I recall

Excerpts from Kundalkar Deposition

Page 71 |
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from memory. I don't remember. It was in 2010 or
2011 time frame. It was not something -- I mean,
pieces of it would be completed in pieces, but
that picture was somewhere between 2010 and -11, i
if I can subject to check. If I can say that.
I think that is roughly my memory.

Q. So based on your answer, do I understand

correctly that from your perspective there would

be only two data points in terms of testimony on

the estimates of the costs? There would be the g

indicative bid, which is zero to fifty percent, or

Mtiemsnam s & 8 et s

two percent design engineering. Then there would

be the final full-blown design engineering process

e o

completed, one hundred percent done, and that
would be the second time you testified as to an

estimate?

A. I don't know that because I think once a
year we have to look at completed work, as I
recall. BAnd once a year review the picture in
March or May, I forget. And my time of making é
filing to see what is the new information ‘
available and revise that.

So, if not one hundred percent of scope,
if fifty, sixty percent of the scope was

well-understood, defined in 2010, maybe that may
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have been the time.

T don't know the formats of what you're
asking, but I had not thought about them as the
only two points. There may have been
opportunities in between based on the completed
work, challenged, vetted, accepted by FPL and
formation of the view of what the total cost of
the project would be.

Q. So the components that would go into
consideration of whether to update one's testimony
would include additional information relating both
to the Bechtel work and also relating to the
defined scope of the project? .

A, That is correct. I mean, in reverse
order. Define scope of the project and then what
is the corresponding Bechtel.

But with that you are aésuming that
Bechtel may do all of the scope. There may be
other parts of it. Like, some of the scope may be
done inhouse. Some of the scope may be done by
others. And once that decision is made and the
picture developed, that would be the time.

It's not like Bechtel would be given all
the scope. FPL had not, as I recall at that time,

made a decision on Bechtel would be given all the

Page 73
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scope. Maybe parts of it could be implemented
more cost effectively by othexr means.

Those steps needed to take place to
formulate what would be the total cost of the
project and in May we hadn't reached that point.

Q. After you sent this memorandum to
Mr. Nazar, did the memorandum generate any
additional discussions about the content of the
memo, either with respect to the testimony, or
with respect to the Bechtel items that weré
subject to challenge?

A. I think it's a broad gquestion, so if you
can break it down. .

So can you break it down because -—
please ask that question a little more so I can
answer 1t.

So, I wroté the memo to Mr. Nazar and
then your gquestion is?

Q. Did Mr. Nazar respond to you either in
writing or orally on the contents?

A Verbally he responded by whenever we saw
each other in the next morning, next week,
whenever the next time. Yes, I understand: Yes,
T understand the steps you are taking and that's

the right course of action.
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Some words to that effect.

0. By the steps you were taking --

A. With respect to Bechtel in challenging
them, working towards better definition of scope,
getting better handle on what the forecast --
Bechtel forecast should be.

There were a number of items Bechtel had
not considered. Make them consider those.

There's a line item there in the middle
we did not get to. Challenging Shaw and some of
the other groups and to firm up what the scope
needs to be. Nice to have, but it says: Must
have scope. .

So all those stepé are the right steps
to reach towards —— what is that a line of, better
challenge and FPL management accepted estimate.

Q. Did Mr. Nazar in his response
communicate anything with respect to the
information that the PSE staff was requesting
presentations that showed Bechtel's higher
numbers?

B. No, absolutely not.

Because we had committed to providing
the staff and Commission anything and everything

they asked, and this was a step in that direction.
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I was just keeping everyone involved

apprised of that.

Q. Did anyone else communicate with you
with respect to the memo you wrote to Mr. Nazar?

A. I don't think so.

MR. FEIL: Objection. I think the
question is confusing because there's no
time frame put in it and it could be from
the day it was written until some time in
memoriam,

So, it may have been -- I think that is
one of the reasons he was having trouble
understanding your question. So...

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

BY MR. McGLOTHLIN:

Q. The memo was written May 30th, 2009, at
any point from May 30 of 2009 to the end of
September, 2009, did anyone correspond or
communicate with you about this memorandum?

A No, I don't recall anyone coming back,
talking to me, or writing any e-mail in response.

I just don't remember that.
©.- I'm going to provide another document to

the deponent.

This will be Exhibit Number 4.

[
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1 revise the prefiled testimony, that was with the
2 knowledge of senior management?
3 A, It was. I could not make that decision :
4 just on my own, sir. This was a company decision.
5 I'also believed in their decision. I
6 firmly believe in the action plan -~ actions that

7 were laid out. I believe that they needed to be ;

B completed before you could revise that testimony _
9 because also company's position and that's what I |
10 shared in that testimony, sir. |
11 MR. McGLOTHLIN: I have one more ;
‘ 12 document. :
g:) 13 (Thereupon, Exhibit Number 6 was Marked i
14 for Identification and is attached .
15 hereto.) E
16 BY MR. McGLOTHLIN: i
-
17 Q. Number 6 is captioned: Extended Power
18 Uprates, Executive Steering Committee, St. Lucie i

19 and Turkey Point, September 9th, 2009, i

20 S8ir,. I will represent to you that this

21 document was provided to us in response to a

22 discovery request, and the request was for the
,53‘ presentations made to the Executive Steering

24 Committee.

E?:) : 25 A. Yes, sir. . ‘ ) ]
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Q. This is the one prepared for the meeting

September S8th, 2009.
Now, at what point did you change
jobs -=- job titles?

A, It was changed in the beginning of
August, sir.

Q. Were you involved in any way in the
preparation for the September Executive Steering
Committee?

A. I was absolutely not involved in any

aspect of it, other than the work with the

Commiasion.
. So you would not have reviewed or --
A, I did not even know such a document

existed. I did not see it until maybe two or
three days ago. I did not attend this meeting, so
I have no knowledge of what other details.
I have seen it since, so I can relate to
what the information reads.
Q. You probably answered this question
already, but look at page nine.
A, Can I just flip through it, sir?
It is very difficult just to go to a
random page in a document that you are not

familiar with., You lose context with what is

gaogiom 30
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being said here.

Q. Take the time you need, sir.

A. I'm on page nine.

Q. You will see, and this is for Turkey
Point, I think, isn't it?

Yes. It was both.

A, I think on the left-hand side it says
PSL.

Q.. .8t. Tucie. It shows both. I had to
take a minute to orient myself on it.

Do you see that with respect to the cost
estimates that correspond in format with the ones
you are familiar with?

A. Uh-huh.

Q. For St. Lucie, the total estimate
increased from July of '09 from seven hundred and
ninety—five million to eight hundred and
thirty—one million dollars.

A. I see that numbers have changed, but T
don't know the basis for it, sir. I see the
numbers.

Q. T'm not asking you to explain the basis.
Just --

A, Yes.

Q. Please look at the information displayed
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there. ‘

A, Okay.

Q. For Turkey Point the corresponding cost
estimate increased from nine hundred and nine N
million dollars in July to a billion nineteen
'million dollars in August.

Do you see that?

A. Yes, sir.

0. Were you aware of those August estimates
at the time you testified to the commission?

A, Absolutely not. I did not even know
such a document was being prepared or existed.

.MR.:McGLOTHLIN: Let me fake a c?uple

of minutes to review my notes. I may be

ready to wrap up.

(Thereupon, a brief break was taken.)
BY MR. McGLOTHLIN:

Q. Mr. Rundalkar, with whom did you speak
in preparing for this deposition?

A, I spoke with my atto;neys.

Q. Did you speak with anybody from FPL?

A, I have not had any direct contact with
FPL regarding this deposition.

MR. McGLOTHLIN: I have no further

questions.

Excerpts from Kundalkar Dg@@i@onljg 4 }
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 110008-El

OFC’s Fifth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogafory No. 19

Page 1 of 1

Q.

Please identify all persons within FPL to whom the fact of the updated July 2009 feasibility
analysis and the results of the updated July 2009 feasibility analysis were commumicated
(whether by oral, written, or electronic means), and state when the communication(s) took place.
‘Was the witness who sponsored the feasibility analysis for the uprate projects during the
September 2009 hearings informed of the July 2009 feasibility analysis that employed revised

cost estimates and other inputs prior to the hearing?

A.
Please see FPL's response to OPC's Fourth Set of Interrogatories No. 13, explaining that this was
a sensitivity analysis and not an update to FPL's feasibility analysis, and FPL's response to OPC's
Fourth Set of Interrogatories No. 15 for the list of persons and dates of communications. The
witness who sponsored the feasibility analysis (filed in May 2009) during the September 2009
hearing was not aware of the sensitivity analysis prior to the hearing.

The witness performed the feasibility analysis based on the non-binding cost estimate that
existed at the time, His analysis showed that the BPU project continued to be cost-effective and
provide positive customer benefits. The sensitivity analysis, on the other hand, was performed
by someone else simply to examine a "what if* alternate cost scenario that was based-on
preliminary vendor estimates that had not been fully vetted or accepted. - That sensitivity analysis
also showed that the project would be in customers' best interests, even assuming a higher cost
than the Company's then-existing non-binding cost estimate.
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This interrogatory refers to FPL Bates Nos. 000221-000279, of the Power Point slide
presentation for the September 9, 2009 meeting of the Executive Steering Committee.

2.

b.

‘When were estimates of the overall costs of completing the uprate projects shown on Bates
No. 000229, of the Power Point slides prepared, and who prepared them?

Please identify, by name and position tifle, the FPL employees who participated in the
preparation of the presentation package; the persons who received the presentation package;
and the date(s) on which the presentation package was furnished to them. Was Mr. Rajiv
Kundslkar furnished the presentation package or informed of the estimates of the costs of
completing the uprate projects contained in the presentation package? If so, when were they
provided to him?

Please identify the persons who attended the September 9, 2009 meeting of the Executive
Steering Committee,

P

The cost estimates and forecasts shown on Bates No. 000229 are EPU iofal project estimates
and forecasts, not overall costs of completing the uprate projects (they are not "to go" costs).
The "Original" estimates shown on Bates No. 000229 were prepared in 2007. The "July 09
Estimates" shown on Bates No. 000229 were prepared in July 2009. The "August Forecasts"
shown on Bates No. 000229 were prepared in August 2009. The Original estimates were
based on preliminary feasibility and scoping studies and were prepared by FPL personnel
prior to forming the BPU project team in 2007. Both the July 09 Estimates and the August
Forecasts were prepared by FPL’s EPU project controls groups at PSL and PTN.

The presentation package for the September 9,'2009 Executive Steering Committee meeting
was prepared by William Ball — BPU Support Services under the direction of Steve Reuwer —
EPU Implementation Owner South, Don Fleetwood — EPU Controls Director, Liz Abbott —
EPU Licensing and Regulatory Interface Director, Martin Gettler — Vice President New
Nuclear Projects, and Terty Jones — Vice President Nuclear Power Uprate. The persons who
received the presentation are listed below in response to part (c). Those persons likely
received the presentation on or slightly before September 9, 2009. Additichally, after the
meeting, others within the EPU project would have had access to the presentation. To FPL's
knowledge, Mr. Kundalkar was not furnished the presentation package or informed of the
cost estimates included in the presentation package.
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. The following persons were invited to attend the September 9, 2009 meeting of the Executive

Steering Committee and/or included on the meetmg agenda. FPL does not maintain a record

of who actually attended,

Jim Robo
Mano Nazar
Art Stall
Mitch Davidson
Tetty Jones
Steve Hale
Don Fleetwood
Sol Stamm
Robert McGrath
. Martin Getiler
. Steve Reuwer
Deb Caplan
. Dan Tomaszewski
Liz Abbott
. Mike Moran
Bill Yeager
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