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Mr. FrederidcF. Haddad, Jr., P.E. 
Vice President Power Resoufies 
Orlando Utilities Commission 
Post Office Box 3193 
Orlando, FIorida 32802 

Subject: Status Report Orlando Utilities Commission 
Proposal Evaluation - Stage Two Scteening Results 

Dear Fred 

Pursuant to the tem of the agreement between Orlando Utilities Commission (“OUC) and 
R W. Beck, Inc. (”Beck”) and in keeping with the relevant provisions of the proposal 
evaluation methodology and procedures developed by Beck and OUC and memorialized on 
July 10, 2000 (the “Evaluation Manual“), we have completed the Stage Two Screening. 
Pursuant to the provision of the Evaluation Manual, Stage Two Screening was limited (i) to 
reviewing each respondent‘s proposal for consistency in the pridng content and structure 
with OUC‘s requirements; (5) to requesting any pricing ciarifications and omitted 
information that will not materially change the original response from a respondent; (iii) to 
developing a spreadsheet to calculate the annual cost of power delivered to OUC on a 
busbar basis for each proposal; and (iv) to preparing a letter report summarizing the 
Stage Two Screening. 

On the basis of the results of the Stage 1 Screening and with OUC‘s authorization, proposals 
from the following companies were evaluated at Stage Two Screening 

1. 
2. 
3. Tractebel Power, Inc. (Tractebel”) 

Carolina Power and Light Company (“CP%L”) 
Texaco Power and Gasificationand TECO Power Services (”Texaco and TECO”) 

In order to expedite the evaluation process and with OUC‘s concurrence, Beck conducted 
clarification discussions separately by telephone with representatives of each of the three 
companies on Tuesday, August 1 and Wednesday, August 2. In cases where there was a 
need for further research by the proposer in order to provide the necessary clarification, the 
proposer was advised to submit the additional information in writing to Beck no later than 
the end of the day on Friday August 4. Information obtained from the proposers during this 
Stage 2 clarification process is reflected in the table included as Attachment 1, which 
summarizes the proposals and provides the basis for the inputs to the busbar-screening 
modeL Additional information provided by the proposers as clarification is included as 
Attachment 2 to this Letter Report 

800 North Magnolia Avenue, Suite 300 Orlando, FL 32803-3274 P.O. Box 53881 7 Orlando, FL 32853-881 7 a3 
Phone (407) 422-491 1 Fax (407) 648-8382 
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In order to maintain consistency in the Stage 2 Screening, it was assumed that gas 
commodity and gas transportation charges were the same for all proposals unless energy 
prices were fixed contractually. Also, transmissionwheelingchar~ were assumed to be the 
same for all proposals. The CP&L proposal and TECO proposals provided delivered rates 
which were independent of actual transmission losses. Transmission losses in the Tractebel 
proposal were assumed to be 2.2 percent and are a pass through (Le., if the actual loss 
percent changes, the rates will be adjusted accordingly). A list of the assumptions used in 
the Stage 2 Screening is included as Attachment 3. 

I Levelized Annual Busbar Delivered Costs I 

7, 

Detailed results of the Stage 2 Screening are presented in Attachment 4 to this Letter Report 

Please call me at 4O7-U-4911 if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 
R W. BECK, INC 

Paul A huaga,  P.E. 
Mapa land  Senior Director 

PWdmt 
Enclosures 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 
STAGE 2 BUSBAR SCREENING - 
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Dottin, Selvin 

From: 
Sent: eii j ect: 

Pa& 4 of 19 
I 

Saile, Thomas [thomassaile cplc.com] 
Monday, Au ust 07,2000 11: 9 7 PM 

OUCIKUNFMPA RFP - CP&L 5-Year Pricing 
'SDottin@rw % eck.com' 

Supplmontal2 - 
CPL.doc cc  * . * >>, ,_ 

Selvin, attached is CP&Lfs $-ypar pricing option as you requested. 
order 
to demonstrate the impact-of different operational strategies, this 
five-year alternative was based on a different market model resulting in 
a 
different set of operational parameters. For consistency and comparison 
sake, the ten-year proposal has also been restated using this same 
market 
model. Please call me if you have any questions. 

In 

\ ccsupplemental 2 - CPL.docrs 
It is CP&L's intention to be responsive to the Participant's energy 

needs. While there are several configurations that may meet those 
needs , 
CP&L has chosen a peak-s-t for our Proposal. 
that 
it is possible to structure the Citrus County site as a cor&ined-cyc..e 
facility. 
b@rmkng--or as part of a conversion that could be worked into cP&Lfs 

so that the Participants would have the option to Ifreturnff some or all 

the capacity during the term of the agreement. The point here is that 
of 

on1 y 
so much can be conveyed in an individual RFP proposal. Perhaps the 
optimum 
arrangement can best be determined by coming together in negotiations 
with 
the mutual aim of working-out the best project configuration for the 
Participants. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this supplemental proposal 
information and look forward to hearing from you regarding the ongoing 
evaluation process. I will be out of the office tomorrow (Tuesday) so, 
if 
need be, it would be best to reach me via pager. 

The consummation of the proposal provided herein is subject to the 
execution 
of a mutually agreeable contract, adequate counterparty credit 
facilities, 
and the approval of our respective managements. By accepting this 
proposal 
for review, it is agreed that this proposal in its entirety shall remain 
confidential, except as required to be disclosed by law and only to the 
extent required by law. CP&L swll be notified prior to any release of 
=Y 
information contained in Xhe proposal. Please let me know if these 
coqditions are not acceptable. This Proposal will remain valid until 

Business Development Manager 
Wholesale Power Department 

supply 

It should be noted 

If so requested, this could bS-%ccompl:-shed either from the > 
roposed project. Also, it is possible that a put option could be 8 r range d 

I 

,' 

ecember 31, 2000. e omas C. sail+-' 
1 



-_ 
Carolina Power & Light' 
thomas.saile@cplc.com 
(919) 546-2338 
(919) 546-2645 (fax) 
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--wplemental Proposal Information 

for CP&L's Prhposal to OUC/KUMFli!Q'A (the Participants) 
-_ - -  , dated July 11,2000 ' 

OVERVIEW 
o This supplemental proposal information reflects the Participants request for a five-year term option. 
o To demonstrate the flexibility available from different operatingldispatch scenarios, this propod 

uses a different market dispatch model to develop the priding. This market model, while resulting in 
lower pricing has more operational restrictions. 

o At the Participants request, the contract extension option is now based on a 2-yea1 advanced notice. 
It was a 3-year notice in the original ten-year proposal. 

o For the sake of consistency, the original ten-year proposal has also been restated using the same 
market model and extension option notice as this five-year proposal. 

a Prices given below are for a contract beginning October 1 , 2002 

PROPOSAL: 5-YEAR TERM 
o Unit Power Sale: 307 W e ,  (2) gas-fired simple-cycle peaking combustion turbines 
o 5-year term wl5-year renewal option (2-year notice) - 
o Capacity: %5.28/KW-m0 capacity charge, OR 

%4.92/KW-mo capacity charge w/ $1.8M up-front lump sum extension 
Option Premium due 01 OCT2000 (Option is optional) 

o Variable O&M: %1.75/MWh 

o Avg.startsfyear: 45 

o Capacity, Variable O&M, and Start-up prices all escalate at a flat fixed 2.5% 
o All other aspects of this proposal remain the same as the original 10-year proposal 

0 start-up: %9,OOO/start per unit 

o TargetCF: 3% 

PROPOSAL: 10-YEAR TERM (restated based on the same market model asthe requested s p a r  proposal above) 

o Unit Power Sale:, 307 MWe, (2) gas-fired simple-cycle peaking combustion turbines 
0 
0 

0 a 

~O-year term w/ 4-year renewal option (2-year notice) 
Capacity: $5.09/KW-mo capacity charge, OR 

%4.65/KW-mo capacity charge w/ $3.9M up-front lump sum extension 
Option Premium due 0 1 OCT2000 (Option is optional) 

Variable O&M: $1.75/MWh 
start-up: $9,OOO/start per unit 
Avg.starts/year: 45 

Capacity, Variable O&M, and Start-up prices all escalate at a flat fixed 2.5% 
All other aspects of this proposal remain the same as the original 10-year proposal 

Target CF: 3% 



Docket No. 010142-EM 
P. Arsuaga E h b i t  No. (PAA-3) 
Stage Two Screening Results Clarification Questions Regarding Teco/"l Pake 7 of 19 

Proposals in Response to Orlando Utilities C o k  - 
Dated May 24,2000 

The following questions and answers were based on a telephone conversation and 
subsequent follow-up between Ms. Rebecca T. AIex of TECO/rexaco'and Mr. Paul A 
h u a g a  of R W. Beck. 

Proposal A 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

\ 
/- --. 

With regard to TecoRexaco Proposal A, ii the peaking capacity in addition to 
the intermedia& optiart? 

Yes, the peaking proposal must be taken together with the intermediate proposal.--- - 

Pricing is for a 10-year term. How would the pricing change for Syear term with 
the option to renew another 5 years, if exercised at the end of year 31 

Tecoflexaco will provide pricing for such an option. (Pricing was provided in 
August 4 addendum). 

What are the pricing terms for the five-year extension period at the end of the 
10-year term? 

These pricing terms will be provided. 

Please confirm that the minimum requirements for the intermediate structure is 
that purchaser wil l  take is 25% of peak and super peak hours, and the mini" 
requirement of peaking structure is 50% of super peak hours. 

Yes, those are the minimum requirements. 

How did you calculate the transmission rate? 

Calculation of the transmission rate was based on appropriate transmission tariffs. 

Is the transmission cost a pass through? 

Yes, transmission costs will be passed through to the purchaser. 
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Proposals in Response to Orlando Utilities C o e  
Dated May 24,2OOO 

7. Confirm that the capaaty rate is fixed for the term of the contract 

Yes, the transmission rates for proposal A is firm for the contract term. The 
capacity rate for Proposal B was shown incorrectly to increase on the pricing 
proposal form. This rate wiU remain at $7.23/kW-month, for the 10-year proposal. 
As stated before, new pricing will be provided for 5year term with optional %year 
renewal. 

8. Confirm the energy costs are fixed contractually at 2.5% per year. 

Yes, the rates will increase at 2.5% per year and are not tied to inflation. 

9. Is the energy rate based on delivered energy? What happens if the transmission 
loss rate changes? 

Yes, the energy rates are based on delivered energy. If loss percentage changes, I_ 
rates will remain the same. 

Is the $4.17/kw-month rate for peak and super peak capacity? 10. 

Yes, that is correct 

11. Is the $6.67 rate for intennediate capacity? 

Yes, that is correct 

12. Please explain how energy is calculated for each category, peaking, super peak, 
and intermediate. 

Each hour is designated as peaking, super peak, or intermediate. In each hour, 
the purchaser will pay for the amount of energy &ken in each category, based on 
the amount of energy taken, and the rate for the type of hour. 

13. What is maximum capaaty factor of which we can take energy under the 
proposal? What are limitations on this proposal? 

The only limitation of the maximum capacity factor is forced outages, and 
planned maintenance. The availability is estimated to be 93% of the time. 



Docket No 010142-EM 

Stage Two Screening Results 
p Arsuaga Exhibit No. (PAA-3) 

aarikation Questions Regarding Ta~tebd PC Page 9 of 19 
proposals in Response to Orlando Utilities Comn. 

Dated May 24,2OOO 

7. Are the gas fuel and transportation costs a "pass through"? 

Tractebel is willing to fix the gas transportation costs, provided it obtains gas --. 

transportation from Gulf Stream. 

8. Are all environmental related costs, allowances, etc. included in return? 

Yes, unless environmental laws change between now and when the agreement is 
executed. 

9. Are startup costs to be added if less than 52 starts per year, if not, do we add the 
$21,300 for starts above 52, for example? 

If starts are less than 52, the $2,300 per start is applicable. If starts are above 52, the 
$21,30O/start is applicable. 

Paul A. Arsuaga 
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Attachment 3 
ORLANDO UTILITIES COMMISSIO 
PURCHASE POWER PROPOSAL EVALUATION 

STAGE 2 ASSuMPnONS 

Discount Rate - 8% 

Annual Inflation Rate - 25% 

Gas Commodity - See below 

Gas Transportation - $0.75/MME@ 

Transmission Losses - 2.2% 
Number of Starts Per Year - 

ractebelProposal Only) 
- 

25 for Peaking Resources 
10 for Base Load Resources 

Transmission Wheeling Charges - $ldO/kW-month 
Evaluation Period - October 1,2003 to September 30,2013. TECO/Texaco 

project is not available unt&Qrill, 2004 hnd the existing 
Reliant PPA was assumed to provide power d w g  that 
period. Tractebel Project is not available until Qctober '--- 1, 
2004 and the Reliant PPA was assumed to provide power 
for the first year of this proposal. 

Heat Rate - 10,800 BTU/lcWh 

Fixed Cost - $4.96/kW-month 
Capacity Factor - Same as proposal 

Reliant PPA - Option fee $46O,OOO 



$350 

$300 

$250 

$200 
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Proposal Evaluation 
Stage Two Screening 
Total Levelized Cost 

Capacity Factor 
-? - \  



fionlmmtlzdcod 2001 moz 2003 MW 2005 2008 2007 2w8 2009 .mi0 mil m i 2  m i 3  m i 4  
CPhL $000 

\ 

Tractekl 

0 $0.00 
0 $0.00 
0 sO.00 
0 $0.00 

$81.51 
$51.13 

m.17  

$ s i r  

29.02 29.81 30.08 30.51 30.94 30.25 29.57 30.04 30.53 31.02 31.53 
30.73 32.78 33.38 33.98 34.58 34.38 34.18 34.83 35.52 38.22 38.94 
27.55 28.99 27.48 28.01 28.53 29.09 29.51 29.93 30.39 30.64 31.33 
20.53 24.07 24.58 25.15 25.70 28.28 30.98 31.42 31.90 32.38 3289 

8M(Levenzdcod 2001 2002 2003 2OM 2005 2008 2007 1008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
CP6L $0.00 

0 10.00 
0 $0.00 
0 w.00 

\ 0 $0.00 
TECO Mer $54.39 
TECO Rak $61.04 
TECO 0 t52.60 
T d c k l  $51.38 

a 
0 
0 
0 

lECO Inter $49.43 
lECOPdC $56.13 
lECO 0 $49.38 
Tractekl $48.68 

34.93 33.80 34.11 34.64 35.18 34.80 34.M 34.81 35.20 35.81 38.44 
38.79 37.01 37.73 38.45 39.15 39.05 38.98 39.75 40.56 41.40 42.25 
34.03 32.20 32.89 33.82 34.36 35.14 35.13 3.32 36.95 37.58 38.28 
36.48 29.82 30.34 31.11 31.87 32.68 37.56. 38.17 38.83 39.49 40.20 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Em Intm Us.7 1 
TECO Peak $50.89 
TECO B $4892 
Tractckl $46.86 

mLevazedcort 2001 2002 2003 2 0 ~  2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
CPhL 

TECO Inlor 
TECO Peak 
' E W E  
Tradckl 

0 
0 
0 
0 

$42.02 
$47.25 
$45.03 
w.or 

40.55 
42.41 
40.50 
44.39 

36.95 
40.38 
37.41 
35.17 

3'7.56 
41.17 
38.29 
36.09 

38.18 
41.97 
39.24 
37.07 

38.79 
42.78 
40.18 
38.05 

38.30 

41.19 
39.08 

42.75 
37.02 
42.78 
41.94 
44.12 

38.49 
43.64 

44.91 
42.70 

39.19 
44.55 
43.52 
45.76 

39.80 
45.48 
44.34 
46.61 

40.82 
48.43 
45.22 
47.52 
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TABLE 1 

ORLANDO UTILITIES COMMISSION 
REQUEST FOR POWER SUPPLY PROPOSALS DATED MAY 24,2000 

STAGE 2 BUSBAR SCREENING - SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 

lumber of Proposals 1 

2 
- 
- 
3 
4 
- 

Carolina Power & Light 
one proposal 

5 
6 
- 

- 
7 

echnobgy 

Aanufadurer 
'rojed Location 

8 

- 
9 

Two (2) simple cyde F dan "bustion 
turbines 

General Electric 
Citrus County, FL 

'rammbsbn S ~ t e m b )  
klhrered capecity 

Florida Power Corporation 
308,220 kW. Indudes losses 

Iontract Period 

Lpadty Rate 

r"6mtSsbn ~ ; r t e ~  

5 yean (10/1/2002 - 4(30/2007) wilh a 5 year 
optional term (10/1/2007 - 4(30/2012). Two 

year nolice for 5 year opUon is required 

Contnctualty lied rate is proposed. Rate 
stat% at $5.09 per kW-mo. In year 1 and 
escalates at 2.5% per year thereah 

Current FPC tariff is included for the duration 
of the contnct. CP&L poposes to appty the 
actual tariff rates as hey may change from 
time to time to the dekred capadty to 

calculate the trammksion charge to OUC. 

T a c o  & TECO 
Two p r o p b  with differing pricing 
mechanism fw the same projed. 

Three-on-one ir.tegrated gasilkation 

General Ekdric 
combined cyde (Iccc) P dw as 

a g l e  Enetgy Project located in southwest Polk 
County, FL 

Florkk Power Corpotatbn 
190 MW. Combination d Intermediate and 
peaklng ophn must not e x d  500 MW 

5 yean (4/1/2004 - 3/31/2009) with a S year 
o p t b ~ l  term (4/1/2009 - 3/31/2014). Two 

year no@ for 5 year option is required 

PmposaI A 
ntermediate Structure - Ftxed, constant nte 

of $8.33/kW-mo. for first 5 years and 
$6.67/kW-mo. for 5 year optional period 

peaking Structure - Ftxed, constant rate of 
5.42/kW-mo. for first 5 yean and $4.1 7/kW. 

mo. for o p t b ~ l 5  year period 
Propowl* 

P d d ~  k ISmolMN-mo. lor tern d 
agreement 

Fied at $1 .22/kW-m0. for duration of 
mtnct. This prioe ls based on FPCS taM 

Tractebel 
one proposal 

Tw;o-on-one combined cycle C das CTs 

Siemens Westinghouse 
Fort Myers, FL 

Fbrkh Power & Light 
651 .S MW. Indudes a deduct of 2.19% or 

14.5 MW lor losses 

5 pars (10/1/2004 - l0/1/2009). 
OUC will h;Ne unilateral right to extend 

mtnd for additional 5 years 

cap* charge without losses for fied 
npital reavery is ked at 14.69,kW-mo. for 
the duraUon of the 5 year conbad and then 
xed at $7.73/kW-m. for the optional 5 yea1 
a d .  In addition, a ked O M  charge and 

a fuel capady charge are popmd 

Fked at $1.36134/kW-mo. For the te 
period. Fee bwd on FP&L FLOMI! 

eff& June 2000 

w 1 7 m  



Tractebel 
hnua l  guaranteed heat rates are proposed 

$2,300 each for up to 52 shrb per year. 
$21,000 each lor 53 to 300 starts per year. 
$41,600 each for Over 300 starts per year. 

The above asts will be in effed lor the first 
year of opention and will csahte annually 

15 

Variable O M  rate p”0Vided. Rate escalates 
unifordy from $1.82/MWh in the first year to 

$2.06 in year ten 

16 

- 

There k a minimum amount of houa requhed 
per year for the peaking and intermediate 

mmponenk of Propon1 A 

Operate in aooMdanoe with manufacturetk 
sugsested operating pocedures 

cat Rate 

basedOnCPI 
Project k not required to be d k p M  

paNcuhr time by OW, but when i 
dirpatched, it onnot be operated bel 

minimum output of M96 d rated capac 
to chbns OMlrtnints 

See above 

iriabk O&M Rate 

wl Commodity Priae 

wl Transporhtion Rate 

itart-up costs 

Must Run level 

Openting Consttaink 

Carolina Power & light 
11,500 mmBWMWh 

his heat rate is guaranteed for mntract term. 
:P&L is willing to discuss the use of a curve to 
e l l e d  degradation instead of a leveliied l i e d  

heat rate 
Contractually fiied rate is proposed. Rate 
starts at $1.75 per MWh in first year and 

esalates at 2.5% per year thereafter. Rate 
indudes Mf&& o m  chaw 

Pass through fuel cost arrangement proposed 
based 0 n - b  Daily .Daily Price Survef for 

Henry Hub daily midpoint index plus 
$ 0 . 1 2 / d t u .  Commodity price wwld be 
subject to renegotiation at the end of the 
primav term to refled market d i t b n s  

Transportatbn cost would be adjusted to 
relled actual FCT t”p0rtation rate and fw 

retainage factor as of the commercial 
operatbm date and as of any change in FCT‘ 

rate or fuel retainage factor therealter. A 
stmll fwl management fee will ako be 

included. Transportation fate k based on noi 
firm gas. Project capital cost indudes site 

back-up fuel oil storage faalitks 

Proposal k based on 150 starts per year. 
$9,OOO per start in 2003, escalated at 2.5% 

per year 

None 

Yes. Based on alkwlbk emksbns, CP&L 
estimates that the annual opetating houa m 

be lhnited to behveen 1,500 and 3,000 pe 

Texaco & T K O  
40 heat rates are provided for Proposal A as 

energy prices are fixed. 
A guaranteed b e d  heat rate of 7,000 

mmB t&Wh is proposed for Proposal B . 
Included in energy rate 

Not applicable to Proposal A. 
For Proposal B - Cas Daily Index FCT Zone : 

Not applicable to Proposal A. 
For ProP0s;rl B - “ m r j t u  

start-up mts included in capacity and eneq 
chaw 

Henry Hub m d i t y  price minus 
$O.Ol/“etu plus gas tlansporhcion 

$3.Oz/kW-m0. (approximately equal to 
SO.WrntnBtu at 90 peraent mpcity fador) 

sll7/00 3 
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Dottin, Selvin - -__ Stage Two Screening Results - e: ubject: 

a. 

Saile, ~homas  [thomas.sailepjlc.com]' 
Friday, August 04,2000 10:0 M 
'SDottin nubeekcom' 
OUC RF 9 - Supplemental Information 1 

Page 17 of 19 

x 2  enclose& ' 
are CPU'S written responses to the questions generated in that 
t e 1 ephone 
call. 

Selvin, in follow-up to our telephone discussions on Tuesday (8/1), 

The 5-year pricing figures will be available on Monday. 
if 

Please call me 

YOU baVe any QleStiOA8. 
.\ ccsupplemental 1 - CPL.doc>> 

Thomas C. Saile 
Business Development Manager 
Wholesale Power Department 
Carolina Power & Light 
thomas.saile@cplc.com 

( 8 8 8 )  339-6140 (pager) 

(919) 546-2338 
(919) 546-2645 ( f a )  

1 
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43 
Pricing Proposal Form? 

What is the basis for the %1.22/KW-mo transmission charge shown in Column B of the 

A3 This transmission charge starts with the FPC transmission tariff rate of $1.1 g3/W-mo. 
and is adjusted for losses as follows: Adjusted Transmission Rate = Tariff Rate / (1- Loss Factor). The 
Loss Factor, per FPC's transmission tariff, currently equals 1.84%. This transmission charge 
will track any changes in the FPC transmission tariff. 

Scheduling System Control and Dispatch along with Reactive and Frequency Response 
ancillary services are included in this transmission charge. Other ancillary services will not be 
required due to the dynamic scheduling of these units as described in Question A-2 (c) in 
Attachment A. 

4 4  Clarify any limitations on the operation of the unit. 

A4 
been clear in the original proposal, it is anticipated that CP&L will seek a full PSD 
environmental permit for these generation units, therefore, limited hours of operation due to 
the environmental permit are not expected. 

The Participants shall have first-call rights on these units. Although it may not have 

Other areas limiting operations include scheduling parameters, manufacturer's 
recommendations, maintenance requirements, equipment failure/force majeure, and natural 
gas availability. See Question A-5 in Atfachmenf A and Page 3 of 3 in the Unif Sale Data 
Fonn for information on the scheduling parameters. 

This proposal was prepared so as to give the Participants the broad range of operational 
flexibility that was requested in the RFP. Flexibility can be added, although not explicitly 
quoted, in the form of an option fee for the right to reduce the Contract Capacity during the 
contract term. Another example of potential flexibility is converting the peaking facility to 
combined-cycle at some point during the contract term. Please let us know if the Participants 
are interested in such options. 

Q5 Explain any limitations relating to start-ups. 

A5 
as many as 150 per year. As long as start-ups are less than this amount the proposed 
Variable O&M and Start-up Prices are appropriate. Alternate market dispatch models could 
be used which would result in lower Variable O&M and Start-up Prices but would have fewer 
starts allowed. 
Q6 

Given the market dispatch model CP&L used to develop this proposal, start-ups can be 

How will the guaranteed heat rate be implemented? 
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A6 
term. As shown on the Proposal Pricing Form, 11.5 mmBtu/MWh is that heat rate. This heat 
rate will be multiplied by the total gas price (Index + Index Adder + Transportation) in $/mmBtu 
to determine one portion of the Energy Price. Variable O&M and Start-up costs are the other 
components of the Total Energy Price. 

This proposal intends to guarantee a fixed heat rate for the duration of the contract 

With this approach CP&L assumes all risks of heat rate degradation. Other approaches are 
possible if the Participants were interested in sharing the heat rate risk. Please let us know if 
the Participants are interested in such an altemative approach. 

4 7  Is a $year term available? 

A7 Yes, this will be provided separately. 

QS Clarify how gas pricing will be determined. 

A8 
gas commodity cost starts with Gas Daily’s “Daily Pricing Survey” for Henry Hub daily midpoint 
Index. To this Index a locational basis differential of 12$/mmBtu is added. This sum 
represents the gas commodity’s market price in the central Florida area. 

Gas pricing is a combination of gas commodity cost plus gas transportation cost. The 

NOTE: it is CP&L’s suggestion that an alternative index be used with a lesser basis 
differential. This alternative is the Gas Daily FGT 22 daily midpoint Index plus 2qYmmBtu. 

Gas pipeline transportation cost is the sum of FGT’s ITS-1 tariff Usage Charge 
(33.75$/mmBtu) plus the FGT ITS-I tariff Fuel Reimbursement Charge (2.99%) plus a Fuel 
Management Fee (3qYmmBtu). The FGT tariff figures will track FGT’s tariff if it changes; the 
figures given are the current values. The Fuel Management Fee will escalate at the proposed 
2.5% escalation factor. 

NOTE: The energy pricing example given in the answer to question A-1 O(d) in Attachment A 
had a typographical error in it. While the total energy price of $46.62/MWh was appropriate, 
the error was in the fuel retainage portion of the Pipeline Transportation formula. The correct 
fuel retainage should have been $0.1 l/mmBtu (2.99% fuel retainage). 

Q9 Is on-site oil storage included in the proposal? 

A9 Yes, this was included to enhance the availability of the generation units. .- 
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August 23,2OOO 

Mr. Frederick F. Haddad, Jr., P.E. 
Vice President Power Resources 
Orlando Utilities Commission 
Post Office Box 3193 
Orlando, Florida 32802 

Subject Status Report: Orlando Utilities Commission Proposal Evaluation 
Revised Stage Two Saeening Results 

Dear Fred: 

Pursuant to the terms of the agreement between Orlando Utilities Commission ("OX") 
and R W. Beck, Inc. ("Beck") and in keeping with the relevant provisions of the proposal 
evaluation methodology and procedures developed by Beck and OUC and memorialized 
on July 10, u>oo (the "Evaluation Manual"), we have completed the Stage Two Screening. 
Pursuant to the provision of the Evaluation Manual, Stage Two Screening was limited (i) 
to reviewing each respondent's proposal for consistency in the pricing content and 
structure with OUC's requirements; (5) to requesting any pricing clarifications and 
omitted information that will not materially change the original response from a 
respondent; @)to developing a spreadsheet to calculate the annual cost of power 
delivered to OUC on a busbar basis for each proposal; and (iv) to preparing a letter report 
summarizing the Stage Two Screening. 

On the basis of the results of the Stage 1 Screening and with OUC's authorization, 
proposals from the following companies were evaluated at Stage Two Screening: 

1. 
2. 
3. Tractebel Power, Inc. flractebel") 

Carolina Power and Light Company ("CP&L") 
Texaco Power and Gasification and TECO Power Services ('Texaco and TECO") 

In order to expedite the evaluation process and with OUC's concurrence, Beck conducted 
darification discussions separately by telephone with representatives of each of the three 
companies on Tuesday, August 1 and Wednesday, August 2. In cases where there was a 
need for further research by the proposer in order to provide the necessary clarification, 
the proposer was advised to submit the additional information in writing to Beck no later 
than the end of the day on Friday August 4. Information obtained from the proposers 
during this Stage 2 clarification process is reflected in the table included as Attachment 1, 
which summarizes the proposals and provides the basis for the inputs to the busbar- 
screening modeL Additional information provided by the proposers as clarification is 
included as Attachment 2 to this Letter Report 

File: 005306932865 
S:W5306W3286fiOUC&22 Stg2 rpt-Revised.doc 

800 Nonh Magnolia Avenue, Suite 300 Orlando. FL 32803.3174 P.O. Box $3881 Orlando, FL 32853-881 7 8 
Phone (407) 422-491 1 Fax 1407) bJ8-8382 
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In order to maintain consistency in the Stage 2 Screening, it was assumed that gas 
commodity and gas transportation charges were the same for all proposals unless energy 
prices were fixed contradually. Also, transmission wheeling charges were assumed to be 
the same for all proposals. The CP&L proposal and TECO proposals provided delivered 
rates which were independent of actual transmission losses. Tansmission losses in the 
Tractebel proposal were assumed to be 2.2 percent and are a pass through (Le., if the 
actual loss percent changes, the rates will be adjusted accordingly). A list of the 
assumptions used in the Stage 2 Screening is included as Attachment 3. 

Levelized Annual Busbar Delivered Costs 1 

Detailed results of the Stage 2 Screening are presented in Attachment 4 to this Letter 
Report. 

Please call me at 4074224911 if you have any questions. 

Very m y  yo-, 
R W. BECK, INC. 

Paul k Arsuaga, P.E. 
Principal and Senior Director 
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