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1 PROCEEDI NGS
2 (Transcript follows in sequence from Vol une
3 5.)
4 CHAI RVAN FAY: Al right. Mary Anne, you are
5 recogni zed.
6 M5. HELTON: Yes. Thank you, M. Chairman.
7 | have been asked by a couple conpany of the
8 parties exactly what the -- how this proffered
9 testinony will | ook, and so we will have, for
10 i nstance, when we take up each of the rebuttal
11 Wi tnesses, we will take up their testinony that is
12 appropriate for the hearing record without any --
13 with all of the information on no stricken
14 information first, and Charles wl| cross-exam ne
15 -- or OPC will cross-exam ne on that, and then we
16 will insert into the record the proffered
17 Cross-exam nation testinony, and then OPC will have
18 the opportunity to cross-examne on that if they
19 Wi sh.
20 The testinony will be laid out in the sane
21 transcript, but there will be a clear denmarcation
22 bet ween what is part of the hearing record for your
23 pur poses and then what is in -- what is being
24 proffered for appell ate purposes, there will be a
25 cover page before and after that so that it will be
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 very clear for the parties, the staff, you all and

2 iIf it gets to the Court, the Court with respect to
3 what has been -- what is proffered testinony, which
4 is testinony that you will not rely on in making
5 your deci sion.
6 CHAl RVAN FAY: Ckay. Geat, do we have any
7 guestions? Yes, M. Bernier.
8 MR. BERNI ER:  Thank you.
9 So just to nake sure | understand, do the
10 normal introduction, cross-exam nation, goes all
11 the way through, and at the conclusion, introduce
12 the stricken proffered testinony?
13 M5. HELTON: Correct.
14 MR. BERNI ER:. Thank you.
15 CHAI RVAN FAY: (kay. And you wouldn't need to
16 go through the reintroduction of the w tness or
17 anyt hing, you would just nove directly to that
18 proffered testinony.
19 MR. BERNIER  Yes, sir.
20 CHAI RMAN FAY: Geat. kay.
21 Anyt hing el se, Mary Anne, before we --
22 M5. HELTON: It looked like M. Wight m ght
23 have a question. Gkay. | think we are all on the
24 sane page.
25 CHAI RVAN FAY: kay. Geat.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 M. Myle, yes.
2 MR MOYLE: | am-- | nay be m ssing
3 sonet hing, and only one cup of coffee, but I
4 t hought the plan was that there wouldn't be
5 rebuttal testinony comng in that would nmatch up to
6 testinony that was stricken, but it sounds |ike --
7 M5. HELTON: That is correct, that is the
8 proffered testinony.
9 So the rebuttal testinony that matches up to
10 M. Kollen's testinony that is stricken will be
11 proffered just like M. Kollen's testinony that was
12 stricken was proffered, so that it wll not be a
13 part of the hearing record for our purposes, but it
14 will be part of the record that if there is an
15 appeal, it goes to the court.
16 MR. MOYLE: And then there is going to be live
17 cross on that?
18 M5. HELTON. At M. Rehw nkel's request, yes.
19 CHAI RMAN FAY: He will have the opportunity to
20 do so if he wants to.
21 Yes, M. Rehw nkel .
22 MR. REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, just for the
23 record, and for fol ks to understand.
24 W net last night internally, we net this
25 norning internally to wi nnow down any proffer
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 cross, so we will -- | think there will be fairly
2 little of that, but we appreciate what you have
3 done and what Mary Anne and M. Teitzman's staff
4 have done to facilitate our request, so we
5 appreciate it.
6 And just because we don't cross, that doesn't
7 mean anyt hing other than we recogni ze that we' ve
8 been given the opportunity to cross, and that's the
9 i nportant part of due process, and we appreciate
10 it.
11 CHAI RMAN FAY: Absol utely. Thanks.
12 Yeah, M. Moyl e.
13 MR, MOYLE: Just one nore technical question.
14 | don't know if this has to be on the record or
15 not, but | just, in terns nuch the demarcation
16 bet ween proffered and non-proffered, is that going
17 to be distinct? Because sone of is it going to be
18 very lengthy. |Is it going to be distinguished in
19 any way by, like, a color, or do you just have to
20 go up to the page and nmake sure, you know, where it
21 says proffered -- because | can see if you were
22 writing sonething, then you are, like, wait a
23 mnute, is this inor is it out, and then have to
24 go find where it starts.
25 M5. HELTON: |'m suspect that we could
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 probably put it in the table of contents -- and our

2 court reporter is shaking her head affirmatively.

3 As far as special colors, that's way above ny | abor
4 grade, and I think table of contents is just about
5 as good as we can prom se right now.

6 MR. MOYLE: Ckay, thanks.

7 CHAI RVAN FAY: We will have it clearly

8 di st i ngui shed.

9 Al right. Wth that, Florida Power & Light,
10 you are recognized to call your w tness.

11 MR, WRI GHT: Good norni ng, Chairman and

12 Conmi ssioners. Florida Power & Light calls M chael
13 Jarro.

14 \Wher eupon,

15 M CHAEL JARRO

16 was recalled as a witness, having been previously duly
17  sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
18 but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
19 EXAM NATI ON

20 BY MR WRI GHT:

21 Q Good norning, M. Jarro.

22 A Good nor ni ng.

23 Q You were previously sworn on August 2nd. You

24  understand you are still under oath, correct?

25 A Yes, sir.

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Q Al right. Are you the sane Mchael Jarro
2 that previously testified on your direct testinony on
3  August 2nd?
4 A Yes.
5 Q Have you prepared and caused to be filed 45
6 pages of rebuttal testinony in this proceedi ng?
7 Yes, | did.
8 Q And on July 27th, did you cause a first errata
9 sheet to be filed to correct your rebuttal testinony?
10 A Yes.
11 Q Can you pl ease sumrari ze the correction made
12 by the first errata filed on July 27th?
13 A Yes. The errata corrected ny rebuttal
14 testinony to reflect that FPL fornmally withdrewits
15 transm ssion and distribution winterization prograns.
16 Q And on August 1st, did you cause a second
17 errata to be filed to correct your rebuttal testinony?
18 A Yes.
19 Q Can you sumari ze the correction made by your
20 second errata filed on August 1st?
21 A The second errata struck portions of ny
22 rebuttal that responded to portions of OPC Wtness
23 Kollen's testinony that were stricken.
24 Q M. Jarro, do you have any additiona
25 corrections to your rebuttal testinony?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A Yes, | have a few. So on page five, |ine two,
2 the word five should be replaced with the word three.

3 Q Let's just give folks a mnute here to nmake

4 sure everyone has that.

5 Can you repeat that?

6 A Absolutely. So on page five, line two, the

7 word five should be replaced with the word three.

8 Q kay. Any others?

9 A Yes. The word three should be corrected to
10 the word one on the foll owi ng pages and |ine nunbers.

11 First is page 10, line 14. Then page 16, line 21. Then

12 page 24, line one. And page 25, line three.

13 Q Al right. Let's just give a mnute and we
14 wll repeat those.
15 W will go through those one nore tine to nmake

16 sure everybody has got them

17 CHAI RMAN FAY: Pl ease do.

18 BY MR WRI GHT:

19 Q Okay. So you are going to replace the word
20 three with the word one, and could you give those page
21 and |ine nunbers one nore tinme, please?

22 A Yes. Page 10, line 14. Page 16, |ine 21.

23 Page 24, line one. And page 25, line three.

24 MR WRIGHT: | will just check here with
25 parties and staff. Does everybody have those? Any
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 need -- another repeat?

2 CHAI RVAN FAY: It appears we've got them

3 MR, VRI GHT: Ckay.

4 BY MR WRI GHT:

5 Q M. Jarro, with these corrections and the

6 previously filed errata, if | asked you the questions

7 contained in your rebuttal testinony, would your answers

8 be the sane?

9 A Yes.

10 MR WRIGHT: Chairnman, | would ask that

11 M. Jarro's rebuttal testinony as corrected on the
12 stand here today, and by the errata filed July 27th
13 and August 1st be inserted into the record as

14 t hough read.

15 CHAI RVAN FAY: Show it noved.

16 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal testinony of

17 M chael Jarro was inserted.)
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



ATTACHMENT 2

Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20220051-EI

Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Jarro
Corrected by Second Errata Filed August 1, 2022 (CLEAN)

Includes the original Exhibit MJ-2 filed on June 21, 2022

1101



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1102

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. 20220051-El

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
2023-2032 STORM PROTECTION PLAN

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
MICHAEL JARRO

Filed: June 21, 2022

Corrected by Second Errata Filed August 1, 2022



11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22
23

24
25

26
27

28
29

30

VI.

1103

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION ..ottt 3
GENERAL RESPONSE TO OPC’S CONCERNS........cccccoiiiiiiiniccieee 5
....................... 11
FPL’S 2023 SPP WILL REDUCE RESTORATION COSTS AND OUTAGE
TIMES AS REQUIRED BY RULE 25-6.030, F. A.C. ...cooviiiie 14
................................................................................................................................. 20

THE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS INCLUDED IN FPL’S 2023 SPP ARE IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE APPROVED............cccovnne. 23

A. OPC Essentially Agrees with Eight of the Nine Programs Included in
FPL S SPP ..o 23

B. OPC’s Recommended Adjustment to the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation
Program is not Reasonable or Appropriate ..........ccccccevevivevveiesieennnn, 25

C. OPC’s Recommended Adjustments to the Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program are not Reasonable or Appropriate ...........ccccceeveviveieseennnn, 28

D. FPL’s New Transmission Access Enhancement Program is Consistent with
the Objectives of the SPP Statute and Should be Approved............... 35

Exhibit MJ-2:  FPL’s Response to OPC’s Fourth Set of Interogatories No. 50



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1104

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Michael Jarro. My business address is Florida Power & Light Company
(“FPL” or the “Company”), 15430 Endeavor Drive, Jupiter, FL, 33478.

Did you previously submit direct testimony?

Yes. | submitted written direct testimony on April 11, 2022, together with Exhibit MJ-
1 - FPL’s Storm Protection Plan 2023-2032. On May 6, 2022, FPL filed and served a
Notice of Filing a Revised Appendix E to Exhibit MJ-1 to correct the completion dates,
start dates, and amounts projected for certain Distribution Feeder Hardening Program
projects included in the 2023 project level detail.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain portions of the direct
testimonies of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara submitted on behalf of the Office of
Public Counsel (“OPC”). My rebuttal testimony will respond to the concerns,
questions, and recommendations raised by these witnesses in opposition to FPL’s 2023-
2032 Storm Protection Plan (2023 SPP”) submitted as Exhibit MJ-1 and as corrected

by the Notice of Filing a Revised Appendix E to Exhibit MJ-1 filed on May 6, 2022.

First, | will provide some context and general observations regarding OPC’s concerns

and criticisms of FPL’s 2023 SPP.
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Third, 1 will address OPC’s contention that FPL did not provide an estimate of how the
programs and projects included in the 2023 SPP will reduce restoration costs and
outage times as required by the SPP Rule. As explained below, OPC’s position is based
on its incorrect interpretation of the SPP Statute and SPP Rule, and ignores the fact that
SPP programs and projects provide both quantitative and qualitative benefits. | will
further explain that FPL’s 2023 SPP complies with the requirements of the SPP Statute

and SPP Rule.
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Finally, 1 will address and rebut OPC witness Mara’s recommendations and
adjustments to tf-li\l;geout of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP.
Specifically, I will address the following recommendations by OPC: modify the
Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program; reduce the budget for the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program;

and reject the new Transmission Access
Enhancement Program. As | explain below, each of these recommendations are

inappropriate and unnecessary, and do not serve customers’ best interests.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your rebuttal testimony?
Yes. | am sponsoring the following exhibits with my rebuttal testimony:
e Exhibit MJ-2, FPL’s Response to OPC’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories No.

50.

GENERAL RESPONSE TO OPC’S CONCERNS

Before addressing the specific issues and recommendations raised by OPC, do you
have any general observations?
Yes. The evaluation of FPL’s 2023 SPP must be grounded in the fact that FPL has

successfully been engaging in Commission-approved storm hardening for the last 16
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years. During this time, the Commission has reviewed and had full transparency into
all aspects of FPL’s storm hardening activities, and interested parties and stakeholders
had the opportunity to participate in these reviews. Indeed, in its report “Review of
Florida’s Electric Utility Hurricane Preparedness and Restoration Actions 2018”, in
Docket No. 20170215-EU, the Commission recognized the success of historical storm
hardening efforts in Florida. Key findings by the Commission in that report included:
e Florida’s aggressive storm hardening programs are working (Section V);
e The length of outages was reduced markedly from the 2004-2005 storm
season (Section IV);
e The primary cause of power outages came from outside the utilities’ rights
of way including falling trees, displaced vegetation, and other debris
(Section 1V);
e Vegetation management outside the utilities’ rights of way is typically not
performed by utilities due to lack of legal access (Section 1V);
e Hardened overhead distribution facilities performed better than non-
hardened facilities (Section V);
e Very few transmission structure failures were reported (Section V); and
e Underground facilities performed much better compared to overhead
facilities (Section V).
In response to Hurricanes Matthew and Irma, the Florida Legislature passed the SPP
Statute “to mitigate restoration costs and outage times to utility customers” by
“strengthen[ing] electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme weather conditions
by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and distribution
facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and vegetation

management.” Section 366.96(1)(c)-(e), F.S. From these facts, one can logically and
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reasonably conclude that the Legislature did not pass the SPP Statute to stop or limit
storm hardening activity in Florida, nor can one assume that the passage of the SPP
Statute was an indictment or criticism against storm hardening activity that has
previously taken place in Florida. Rather, it is reasonable to assume that the Florida
Legislature passed the SPP Statute to encourage, streamline, and advance storm

hardening work in this state.

FPL’s 2023 SPP outlines a comprehensive storm protection plan that meets the
statutory objectives codified in the SPP Statute and complies with the requirements of
the SPP Rule. The 2023 SPP is largely a continuation of the following programs
included in the current 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan (hereinafter, the “2020 SPP”)
that were agreed to by OPC in a Joint Motion for Approval of a Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement (2020 SPP Settlement”), approved by Commission Order No.
PSC-2020-0293-AS-El:

o Distribution Inspection Program

o Transmission Inspection Program

o Distribution Feeder Hardening Program

. Distribution Lateral Hardening Program

. Transmission Hardening Program

. Distribution Vegetation Management Program

o Transmission Vegetation Management Program

. Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program

The majority of the existing SPP programs have been in place since 2007 and have
already demonstrated that they have provided and will continue to provide increased

T&D infrastructure resiliency, reduced restoration times, and reduced restoration costs
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when FPL is impacted by extreme weather events. For certain existing SPP programs,
FPL proposed limited modifications to further improve these programs and implement
best practices as further described in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1. Notably,
OPC has not opposed or challenged any of these modifications to the existing SPP

programs.

As part of the 2023 SPP, FPL also proposed to implement a new

Transmission Access Enhancement Program. As detailed in my direct testimony and

Exhibit MJ-1, the new

Transmission Access Enhancement Program
will help ensure that FPL and its contractors have reasonable access to FPL’s
transmission facilities for repair and restoration activities following an extreme weather
event.

Does OPC challenge all of the programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP?

No.
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On pages 13, and 17-34, OPC witness Mara proposes adjustments to two of the existing
SPP programs and opposes the new SPP program . Based on the testimony of
OPC witness Mara, it appears that OPC essentially agrees with eight out of the nine
programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. 1 will respond to OPC’s recommended
adjustments to the existing SPP programs and criticisms of the new SPP programs later
in my testimony.

Do you have any additional general observations about the testimonies of OPC
witnesses Kollen and Mara?

Yes.
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OPC contends that the benefits of the SPP
programs must be quantified and monetized in order to meet the requirements of the
SPP Rule.

As explained in my direct testimony, FPL has
provided a description of how the 2023 SPP will reduce restoration costs and outage
times associated with extreme weather events in compliance with express requirements
of SPP Rule. As explained in greater detail below, storm hardening is not a simple
cost-effective proposition and OPC’s belief that outage times should be monetized
ignores the very real and simple fact that the monetary value individual customers or
communities place on reduced outage times cannot be accurately or uniformly
estimated. Moreover, OPC’s recommendation that FPL’s SPP programs require further
cost-justification before they can be approved is directly contrary to OPC’s own
testimony that requests the Commission reject only (t)lilr%e, of the nine programs

included in FPL’s 2023 SPP as further explained in my rebuttal testimony.

10



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

11

1112



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

12

1113



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

13

1114



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1115

FPL’S 2023 SPP WILL REDUCE RESTORATION COSTS AND OUTAGE

TIMES AS REQUIRED BY RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.

Both OPC witnesses Kollen and Mara argue that FPL’s 2023 SPP did not meet
the requirements of the SPP Rule because it did not quantify and monetize the
benefits of the proposed SPP Programs. Do you have a response?

Yes. | disagree with OPC witnesses Kollen and Mara that further cost-justification of
FPL’s 2023 SPP programs is needed or appropriate. On pages 17-19 of his testimony,
OPC witness Kollen states that FPL did not provide any quantitative benefits for the
proposed SPP programs and that it is not enough under the SPP Rule to simply say
there will be benefits without quantifying those benefits. OPC witness Mara likewise
states on pages 10-11 of his testimony that FPL only provided written descriptions of
SPP program benefits and did not quantify the estimated cost reductions or monetize
the reduction of outage times for each program. OPC witness Mara goes on to suggest
on page 11 of his testimony that FPL should be required to file an amended SPP that
provides this data. OPC’s contention that FPL failed to comply with the SPP Rule
because it did not quantify the benefits of the SPP programs is misplaced for several

reasons.

14
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Second, there is nothing in either the SPP Statute or SPP Rule that prescribes that the
benefits of SPP programs must be quantified or monetized as suggested by the OPC
witnesses. Rather, the SPP Rule expressly provides that the SPP must include a
“description” of the benefits of the SPP programs. See Rule 25-6.030(3)(b), F.A.C.
(“For each Storm Protection Plan, the following information must be included.... (b)
A description of how the proposed Storm Protection Plan will reduce restoration costs
and outage times associated with extreme weather conditions” (emphasis added)); see
also Rule 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C. (*A description of each proposed storm protection
program that includes: (1) A description of how each proposed storm protection
program is designed to enhance the utility’s existing transmission and distribution
facilities including an estimate of the resulting reduction in outage times and restoration

costs due to extreme weather events” (emphasis added)).

Third, storm hardening is not a simple cost-effective proposition as suggested by OPC.
OPC’s approach focuses only on program costs and savings in restoration costs
associated with extreme weather conditions (i.e., a strictly quantitative analysis), and
completely ignores the qualitative component required by both the SPP Statute and SPP
Rule. Stated differently, OPC’s proposed cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness approach
ignores half of the benefits side of the equation. It cannot be reasonably disputed that
customers want the extended outage times associated with extreme weather events to
be reduced. Indeed, the Florida Legislature concluded that reducing outage times for
utility customers, as well as restoration costs, is in the public interest. The Commission
can and should compare these factors and determine whether the estimated benefits of

the storm hardening programs are justified by the estimated rate impacts.

15
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Fourth, OPC witness Mara’s belief that outage times should be monetized, ignores the
very real and simple fact that the monetary value individual customers or communities
place on reduced outage times cannot be accurately or uniformly estimated. Indeed,
some customers may be willing to pay a premium to never have a power outage, while
others may be willing to tolerate a few short outages. Moreover, the SPP Rule does
not require the outage times to be monetized as explained above, and there is no
uniform Commission or industry method to do so. Such analyses are necessarily
dependent on several highly variable factors (such as the intensity, path, and duration
of the extreme weather event and extent that the system has been hardened) and could
include a very wide range of subjective economic factors, including, but not limited to:
individual and different customer value on reduced outage times, including comfort,
health, and convenience; economic impact to individual customers due to spoilage, loss
or disruption of business, and loss of equipment or supplies; and impact to the local
and state economy. Thus, even if the SPP Statute and Rule did require the reduction in
outage times to be monetized, which they do not, there is significant uncertainty and

variability in how that should be done.

Finally, OPC’s recommendation that FPL’s SPP programs require further cost-benefit
analysis or cost-justification before they can be approved is directly contrary to OPC
witness Mara’s testimony on pages 13 and 17-34 that requests the Commission only
reject tohlflge of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. Stated differently,
OPC witness Mara does not dispute that it would be reasonable for the Commission to
allow FPL to implement the eight programs included in the 2023 SPP as further
explained below. Either these SPP programs are in the public interest and should be

approved, or they are not. The fact that OPC witness Mara has essentially agreed that
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most of these programs should be approved without further cost-justification clearly
suggests that OPC believes FPL has provided sufficient information about each of the
SPP programs for the Commission to determine if they are in the public interest.

On page 18 of his direct testimony, OPC witness Kollen recommends that FPL
should be directed to use its storm damage assessment model to model and
guantify the estimated benefits and savings from the programs included in FPL’s
2023 SPP. Please describe FPL’s Storm Damage Model.

FPL’s Storm Damage Model is a very important proprietary tool developed by FPL to
prepare for major storms that threaten FPL’s service area. The Storm Damage Model
is used for major storms with a forecast track provided by the National Hurricane
Center to estimate the number of construction man-hours (“CMH”) required to restore
power to customers based on the forecasted intensity, speed, path of the storm, and the
condition (hardened vs. non-hardened) of the infrastructure at the time of the storm.
The Storm Damage Model is a planning tool used by the Company to estimate the
extent of damage expected from a projected storm, and the number and location of
resources that will be needed to quickly and safely restore power outages to the greatest
number of customers in the shortest amount of time.

Do you agree with OPC witness Kollen’s recommendation that FPL should use
the Storm Damage Model to model to quantify the benefits and savings associated
with the programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP?

No, FPL’s Storm Damage Model was not intended to be used to quantify individual
SPP programs or projects. As provided in Appendix A to Exhibit MJ-1, FPL used its
Storm Damage Model to analyze Hurricanes Matthew and Irma and estimate the
reduction in CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs that were attributable to

the storm hardening projects that were completed and in place at the time of the
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hurricanes. This analysis was based mainly on the feeders that FPL knew had been
hardened versus non-hardened at the times Hurricanes Matthew and Irma occurred, and
included the distribution inspection and vegetation management that had been
completed at the times Hurricanes Matthew and Irma occurred. OPC witness Kollen

proposes something different.

OPC witness Kollen proposes that FPL use the Storm Damage Model to model the
future system with the proposed 2023 SPP programs in place for the entire 2023-2032
SPP period to quantify the costs that could be avoided due to the SPP programs. The
problem with this approach is that, beyond year one of the SPP (2023), the project level
detail has not been determined; meaning FPL does not at this time know which specific
projects will be completed each year or where they will be located for the entire 2023-
2032 SPP period. The scope and location of the storm hardening projects used in the
Storm Damage Model for each year of the SPP will have a significant impact on the
results of the analysis. For example, if FPL assumes a storm hardening project in a
densely populated urban area as opposed to a rural area, or vice versa, this could change
the damage estimated by the Storm Damage Model. Also illustrative is the fact that
the estimated length, number of poles, location, and accessibility of the laterals used in
the model would change the damage estimated by the Storm Damage Model. Each of
these factors, which cannot be reasonably predicted for the entire 2023-2032 SPP
period, would impact the estimated CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs
predicted by the Storm Damage Model. For these reasons, the Storm Damage Model
does not readily lend itself to model future SPP programs as proposed by OPC witness

Kollen.
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Even assuming the Storm Damage Model was appropriate to provide an estimate of
CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs for future SPP programs, FPL’s
Storm Damage Model is only used for major storms with a forecast track provided by
the National Hurricane Center. Thus, the Model would not account for any other types
of extreme weather conditions, as well as any associated reductions in restoration costs
and outage times. Florida remains the most hurricane-prone state in the nation and,
with the significant coast-line exposure of FPL’s system and the fact that the vast
majority of FPL’s customers live within 20 miles of the coast, FPL’s service area has
a high probability of being impacted by multiple extreme weather events every year.
Although no one is in a position to know for sure how frequently FPL’s service area
will be impacted by extreme weather conditions, the Storm Damage Model estimate of
cumulative reductions in restoration costs and outage times associated with the SPP
programs will be directly affected by frequency, strength, speed, and path of storms
that impact FPL’s service area. As required by the SPP Rule, FPL has provided a
description of the benefits and estimated cost for all the programs in FPL’s 2023 SPP,
in some cases these benefits are qualitative and in others they are quantitative, as
provided in Sections Il and 1V and Appendix A to Exhibit MJ-1.

Has FPL provided descriptions of how the programs included in its 2023 SPP will
reduce restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather
conditions?

Yes. In compliance with Rules 25-6.030(3)(b) and 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C., the
benefits expected from the proposed SPP programs were provided in the following
portions of FPL’s 2023 SPP: Section Il; the “Description of the Program and Benefits”
included in each SPP program description in Section 1V; and Appendix A of Exhibit

MJ-1. The existing SPP programs have already demonstrated that they will both reduce
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restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather conditions, and
were previously approved as part of the 2020 SPP. Although FPL has proposed limited
modifications to certain of these existing SPP programs, these modifications will
further improve these programs and implement best practices where applicable as
explained in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1. And, OPC has not opposed or

challenged any of these limited modifications to the existing SPP programs.

The Commission can review the benefits of the SPP programs described in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, together with the prioritization, feasibility, estimated
costs, and estimated rate impacts, and determine whether the programs included in the

2023 SPP are in the public interest.
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THE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS INCLUDED IN FPL’S 2023 SPP ARE IN

THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE APPROVED

A. OPC Essentially Agrees with Eight of the Nine Programs Included in

FPL’s SPP
You have stated that OPC essentially agrees with eight of the nine programs
included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. Can you please explain how you arrived at that
conclusion?

Yes. As explained above, FPL’s 2023 SPP includes a total of nine SPP programs:

eight existing programs included in the 2020 SPP approved by Commission Order No.
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PSC-2020-0293-AS-El, and t?#ge new programs. OPC witness Mara proposes
adjustments to two of the existing SPP programs: the existing Substation Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program and the existing Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. OPC witness Mara also opposes the

Transmission Access
Enhancement Program. Therefore, OPC witness Mara essentially agrees that six out

of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP should be approved as submitted.

Further, with respect to the Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program, OPC
witness Mara does not oppose the program but, rather, asserts on pages 16-17 of his
direct testimony that the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program should exclude
substations that have alternate feeds available and do not have a history of flooding.
Therefore, OPC essentially agrees with FPL’s proposed Substation Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program but recommends additional selection criteria be considered, which

I will further address later in my testimony.

Similarly, OPC witness Mara does not oppose the Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. Rather, OPC witness Mara recommends on pages 33-34 of his direct
testimony that the annual budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program be
capped at $606 million for the years 2025-2032. Therefore, OPC essentially agrees
with FPL’s proposed Distribution Lateral Hardening Program but recommends a
reduction in the number of laterals that may be completed each year, which will delay
when customers will receive the direct benefits of the Distribution Lateral Hardening

Program. 1 will respond to OPC witness Mara’s recommended adjustment below.
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Based on the testimony of OPC witness Mara, it appears that OPC essentially agrees

with eight out of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. It further
ne .

appears that the only truly contested programs are the t?que new programs proposed in

FPL’s 2023 SPP. | will respond to OPC criticisms of these new SPP programs below.

B. OPC’s Recommended Adjustment to the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation

Program is not Reasonable or Appropriate

OPC witness Mara recommends adjustments to the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program. Before responding to his specific recommendations, do you
have any general observations about his proposal?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s recommendations regarding FPL’s Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program are inconsistent. On page 13 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara
appears to recommend that the entire budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation
Program should be rejected. However, on pages 16-18 of his testimony, OPC witness
Mara recommends that substations with alternate feeds or no history of flooding should
be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program. Notably, OPC witness
Mara does not identify any specific substation that would be excluded by his proposal,
nor does he explain or demonstrate how such exclusions would result in the elimination
of the entire budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program.

Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that the entire
budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program should be rejected?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s recommendation overlooks that the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program included in FPL’s 2023 SPP is the same program that was included
in FPL’s 2020 SPP previously approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-

AS-El. In the 2020 SPP, FPL originally projected it would complete the Storm
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Surge/Flood Mitigation Program by 2022. However, as explained in my direct
testimony and in Exhibit MJ-1, due to field conditions and permitting delays that were
largely beyond FPL’s control, FPL was unable to complete the storm surge/mitigation
measures at all of the identified substations by year-end 2022 as originally projected.
As a result, FPL is proposing to continue the program to address the remaining four
substations originally identified in the 2020 SPP, which are currently expected to be
completed by year-end 2024. FPL has not added new or additional substations to the
Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program approved as part of the 2020 SPP. The new
exclusions proposed by OPC witness Mara were not part of either the 2020 SPP or the
2020 SPP Settlement that OPC joined. OPC witness Mara has not offered any reason
why it was in the public interest to complete the storm surge/mitigation measures at
these substations as part of the 2020 SPP, but not as part of the 2023 SPP.

Do you agree with OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that substations with
alternate feeds should be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation
Program?

No. Rather than installing measures to mitigate the potential for storm surge and flood
at these four substations, OPC witness Mara recommends that any of these substations
that have an alternative feed should be de-energized and the load served by the de-
energized substation should be transferred to an adjacent substation via the alternate

feed. OPC witness Mara’s recommendation is not practical.

All of the four substations identified for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program
have alternative feeder ties to nearby substations. However, de-energizing one
substation due to storm surge or flooding does not mean an adjacently tied substation

can necessarily pick up and support the entire electric load from the de-energized
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substation. For example, the St. Augustine Substation, which has an alternate feed,
was de-energized during Hurricanes Matthew and Irma and the majority of the
customers served by this substation experienced outages. Similarly, the South Daytona
Substation, which has an alternate feed, was de-energized during Hurricane Irma and
the majority of the customers served by this substation experienced outages. Further,
OPC witness Mara overlooks that the mitigation measures under the Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program will not only reduce outages but will reduce
restoration costs associated with the need to repair and replace substation equipment
that is damaged due to storm surge or flooding following an extreme weather event.
Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that substations
with no history of flooding should be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program?

Yes. All four substations remaining to be completed under the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program have, in fact, experienced floods or storm surges in the past. Most
recently, the flood alarm monitor went off at the Dumfoundling Substation during
Tropical Cyclone One that impacted South Florida on June 2, 2022. With respect to
future potential flooding at these substations, FPL explained in its response to OPC’s
Fourth Set of Interrogatories No. 50(d), which is attached to my rebuttal testimony as
Exhibit MJ-2, that each of the four substations remaining to be completed under the
program has projected flood levels that are higher than the current elevation of these
substations.  Therefore, all four substations included in the Substation Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program as part of the 2023 SPP have had a history of flooding

and remain susceptible to flooding.
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C. OPC’s Recommended Adjustments to the Distribution Lateral

Hardening Program are not Reasonable or Appropriate

Does OPC oppose the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program included in FPL’s
2023 SPP?

No. OPC witness Mara does not oppose FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. Rather, OPC witness Mara recommends a reduction in the annual budget for
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, which will reduce the number of laterals
to be completed each year and delay when customers will receive the direct benefits of
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program.

In the 2023 SPP, FPL proposed to establish protocols for determining when a
lateral may be evaluated for overhead hardening as opposed to being placed
underground. Does OPC oppose these new overhead hardening protocols?

No. Although OPC witness Mara asserts on pages 29-30 of his testimony that the
overhead program is vague and not well defined, he does not oppose any of the
protocols proposed by FPL for evaluating when a lateral may be overhead hardened as
opposed to being placed underground. Rather, OPC witness Mara simply notes that
the overhead hardening protocols appear similar to the standards used in FPL’s Feeder
Hardening Program. Notably, OPC does not oppose, criticize, or otherwise take any
issue with FPL’s Feeder Hardening Program.

On page 33 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara recommends that overhead
hardened laterals and undergrounded laterals should be separated and tracked
as two individual SPP programs. Do you agree with his recommendation?

I do not agree that there should be separate overhead and underground lateral SPP
programs. The overhead protocols were established and incorporated into the

Distribution Lateral Hardening Program pursuant to the 2020 SPP Settlement approved
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by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-EIl. FPL did not commit to create
separate overhead and underground lateral programs. Moreover, the underground and
overhead components of the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program are symbiotic,
and the work will be part of the same overall lateral project. As explained in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, the selection and prioritization criteria for the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program ranks each feeder based on actual historical experience of
all the overhead laterals on the feeder in order to address the worst performing circuits
first. All laterals on the feeders are then hardened according to the ranking of each
feeder. As explained in Exhibit MJ-1, constructing at the feeder level significantly
improves the efficiency and timing of construction because all of the work takes place
in the same location (feeder) on a set of laterals as opposed to being spread out over
multiple individual laterals across the entire service area. It also allows for a more
efficient design to reduce overall cable footage and the number of transformers needed
to serve an area by interconnecting existing laterals and using alternate cable paths to
reduce the total number of laterals in the area. When FPL performs the engineering
evaluation of all laterals on a feeder, it will apply the overhead protocols to evaluate
whether each lateral should be overhead hardened or converted to underground based
on the actual field conditions and limitations at the time. Thus, the overhead and
underground work is completed as part of a single conceptual design across all laterals
on an entire feeder under the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program. To treat and
separately manage the overhead hardening and underground lateral work as separate
programs, as suggested by OPC witness Mara, would reduce efficiencies and increase
costs. For these reasons, | believe it is appropriate and reasonable that the overhead
protocols should be included and part of the overall Distribution Lateral Hardening

Program and should not be a standalone SPP program.
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On page 31 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara claims that the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program does not meet the requirements of the SPP Rule
because FPL did not provide any estimate of the cost reductions to be realized
from the program. Do you have a response?

| disagree with OPC witness Mara. First, his claim that FPL did not provide cost
reductions associated with the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is a fallout of
OPC’s proposal that the Commission should adopt and apply a new cost benefit
analysis requirement and new cost-effectiveness threshold for the SPP programs. As |
explained above, OPC’s proposed cost benefit analysis and new cost-effectiveness

threshold should be rejected.

Second, as | explained above, there is nothing in either the SPP Statute or SPP Rule
that prescribes that the benefits of SPP programs must be quantified, and storm

hardening is not a simple cost-effective calculation as suggested by OPC.

Third, in compliance with Rules 25-6.030(3)(b) and 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C., the
benefits expected from the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program were provided in
the following portions of FPL’s 2023 SPP: Section II; Section 1V(D)(1)(b); and
Appendix A of Exhibit MJ-1. In fact, on page 31 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara
relies on the 40-year net present value analysis of the reduction in storm restoration
costs provided by FPL in Appendix A of Exhibit MJ-1. Further, on page 34 of his
testimony, OPC witness Mara acknowledges that “[i]t is apparent from experiences in
Florida that undergrounding and hardening poles will reduce outage costs and outage

times.”
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Finally, OPC witness Mara does not propose that the Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program be rejected; rather, he proposes an adjustment to the annual budget beginning
in 2025. Either the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program meets the requirements of
the SPP Rule and is eligible to be included in the SPP or it does not. OPC witness Mara
cannot have it both ways.

Does OPC agree with FPL’s prioritization and selection criteria for the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program?

No. Although OPC does not take issue with any specific selection and prioritization
criteria for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, OPC witness Mara nonetheless
states on page 32 of his testimony that he does not agree with FPL’s selection and
prioritization methodology. Apparently, OPC witness Mara believes that FPL needs to
do more so that lateral hardening and undergrounding and their associated benefits are

spread to more customers and communities:

My point is that the dollars are concentrated such that only a few
customers will see a reduction in customer outage minutes and enjoy
the aesthetics and other benefits of an undergrounded system. The
remaining customers only see a benefit cost ratio that is upside down
meaning more costs than benefits.

This is a significant investment in a small portion of the system (one
feeder) and in a single community. There needs to be a mechanism
to help spread the undergrounding and hardening to more
communities, which is important since all customers will be
contributing to the cost of undergrounding.
See Direct Testimony of OPC witness Mara, pp. 32-33 (emphasis added). As | address
later in my testimony, this statement is at odds with his recommendation of reducing

the budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program.
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Please describe OPC’s proposed adjustment to the Distribution Lateral

Hardening Program.

on pages 33-34 of his
testimony OPC witness Mara recommends a qualitative adjustment to the annual
budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program starting in 2025 and continuing
through 2032. Specifically, OPC witness Mara recommends that the annual budget for
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program be capped at $606 million per year for the
years 2025 to 2032, which results in a total ten-year budget reduction of approximately
$3.4 billion.
Does OPC witness Mara describe how he calculated his proposed reduction to the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program budget?
No. His adjustment appears to be completely qualitative and, together with his other
proposed adjustments, is simply intended to reduce the ten-year capital cost per
customer to remain similar to the ten-year capital cost per customer for the combined
FPL and Gulf’s 2020 SPPs. See Direct Testimony of OPC witness Mara, pp. 13 and
34.
Do you agree with OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustment to the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program budget?
No, I disagree for multiple reasons. It is important to understand OPC witness Mara’s
proposed adjustment will reduce the number of laterals to be completed each year and
delay when customers will receive the direct benefits of the Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program. This adjustment directly contradicts his position on pages 32-33
that FPL needs to expand its efforts so that lateral hardening and undergrounding, and

their associated benefits, are spread to more customers and communities.
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Although OPC witness Mara apparently seeks to simply maintain the status quo, he
overlooks that the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program was initially deployed as a
limited pilot, which was continued through 2022 as OPC agreed in the 2020 SPP
Settlement. As part of the 2023 SPP, FPL is seeking to deploy the Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program as a full-scale permanent SPP program and, as such, is ramping up
the program in order to provide the benefits of underground lateral hardening
throughout its system, including in the former Gulf service area. | note that OPC does
not object to the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program becoming a permanent SPP

program.

FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening Program was designed to achieve the objectives
and goals of the SPP Statute. Therein, the Florida Legislature expressly found that “[i]t
is in the state’s interest to strengthen electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme
weather conditions by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and
distribution facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and
vegetation management” and “[p]rotecting and strengthening transmission and
distribution electric utility infrastructure from extreme weather conditions can
effectively reduce restoration costs and outage times to customers.” See Sections
366.96(1)(c), (d), F.S. FPL’s underground lateral program is an impactful and crucial
tool to achieve these legislative objectives and is appropriately designed to address the

worst performing circuits and areas first based on actual historical experience. Indeed,
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as shown in FPL’s Hurricane Irma Forensic Report, underground laterals performed

6.6 times (85%) better during Hurricane Irma than overhead laterals.*

The ramp up in the number of laterals to be completed each year under the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program is due primarily to the inclusion of the former Gulf service
area and the significant number of laterals that remain to be hardened, the strong local
support and interest in the program, as well as the addition of the Management Region
selection approach in 2025 as explained in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1.
Notably, the OPC does not criticize or challenge the proposed addition of the

Management Region selection approach.

The annual budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is a product of the
number of estimated projects to be completed throughout FPL’s system as provided in
Appendix C to Exhibit MJ-1. Although all customers indirectly benefit from overhead
hardened and underground laterals through reduced restoration costs, the direct benefits
for customers of overhead hardened and underground laterals, including both reduced
outage times and aesthetics (as recognized by OPC witness Mara on page 32 of his
testimony), will be facilitated and realized more quickly through the expanded number
of underground projects contemplated by FPL’s SPP. How fast and how many lateral
projects are completed under the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, and how
quickly customers realize the direct and indirect benefits therefrom, is ultimately a
regulatory decision for the Commission to be made in the context of the policy and

objectives of the SPP Statute.

! Refer to Page 7 of FPL’s Hurricane Irma Forensic Report in Docket No. 20180049, which is available at:
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/library/filings/2019/05615-2019/Support/Exhibit%2036/POD%20N0.%202/2018004
9%20-%200PC's%2015t%20POD%20N0.%202%20-%20Attachment%20N0.%201.pdf
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D. FPL’s New Transmission Access Enhancement Program is Consistent

with the Obijectives of the SPP Statute and Should be Approved

Does the OPC agree with FPL’s proposal to add the new Transmission Access
Enhancement Program to the 2023 SPP?

No. On pages 26-29 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara contends that maintenance
of bridges, roads, and culverts are ordinary base rate activities and FPL failed to
demonstrate how its proposed Transmission Access Enhancement Program will meet
the objectives of the SPP statute to reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events.

Do you agree that projects to be completed under the Transmission Access
Enhancement Program should be maintained as part of FPL’s ordinary base rate
activities?

No. OPC witness Mara appears to misunderstand the scope and purpose of the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program. FPL is not proposing to simply maintain
roads, rights of way, bridges, and culverts for purposes of accessing transmission
facilities for day-to-day maintenance and vegetation management activities, which
activities are typically scheduled and conducted during drier times of the year and
within the existing transmission rights-of-way. Rather, as explained in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, the purpose of the Transmission Access Enhancement
Program is to ensure that FPL has access to its transmission facilities following an
extreme weather event by targeting and addressing areas that become inaccessible due
to flooding or saturated soils. Notably, the peak of the Atlantic Hurricane Season
coincides with Florida’s wet season when increased rainfall will exacerbate the
inaccessibility of many of these low-lying, saturated, and wetland areas. As explained

in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, and as acknowledged by OPC witness Mara
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on page 27 of his testimony, these low-lying areas may not be accessible following an
extreme weather event without specialized equipment and vehicles, which has limited
availability during and immediately following storm events.

Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s contention on pages 27-28 of his
testimony that FPL did not demonstrate that the Transmission Access
Enhancement Program will reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s argument is, again, a fallout of OPC’s proposal that the
Commission should adopt and apply a new cost benefit analysis requirement and new
cost-effectiveness threshold for the SPP programs. As | explained above, OPC’s
proposed new criteria and standards to review the SPPs are contrary to the requirements

of both the SPP Statute and SPP Rule and should be rejected.

My direct testimony and Section IV(K)(1) of Exhibit MJ-1 explained that the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program will ensure that FPL and its contractors
have access to FPL’s transmission facilities following an extreme weather event, which
will reduce the need and associated costs for specialized equipment and will help
expedite restoration activities and thereby reduce customer outage times. Importantly,
a transmission-related outage can result in an outage affecting tens of thousands of
customers and may cause a cascading event that could result in loss of service for
hundreds of thousands of customers. The Transmission Access Enhancement Program
will allow FPL and its contractors to quickly address such outages following an extreme
weather event, which would result in a reduction of outage times for tens of thousands

to hundreds of thousands of customers following an extreme weather event.
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Do you have any other observations regarding OPC’s opposition to the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program?

Yes. OPC witness Mara appears to overlook that the Commission’s SPP Rule defines
a storm protection project to include enhancement of T&D areas and not just the T&D
facilities themselves: *“a specific activity within a storm protection program designed
for the enhancement of an identified portion or area of existing electric or distribution
facilities for the purpose of reduction restoration costs and reduction outage times
associated with extreme weather conditions therefore improving overall service
reliability.” See Rule 25-6.030(2)(b), F.A.C. (emphasis added). I also note that FPL’s
proposed program was modeled after the Transmission Access Enhancement Program
included in Tampa Electric Company’s (“TECQO”) 2020-2029 SPP that was previously
agreed to in a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement, which OPC joined, that was
approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El.?

On page 27 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara states that, as an alternative, FPL
should consider simply purchasing the specialized equipment necessary to access
its transmission facilities located in low-lying and saturated areas following an
extreme weather event. Do you have a response to his alternative proposal?

Yes. FPL has evaluated large tire equipment used in other industries. However, FPL
has not been able to locate large tire vehicles readily available for purchase that are
capable of working within Florida’s unique topography, terrain, and hydrology while
still meeting the necessary technical loading and reach specifications required to
perform transmission line restoration work following an extreme weather event.

Although floating equipment, such as barges, are utilized for construction of

2 FPL acknowledges that, despite agreeing to the program in the TECO 2020-2029 SPP, OPC witness Mara filed
testimony in Docket No. 20220048-EI opposing the continuation of TECO’s previously approved Transmission
Enhancement Program.
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transmission line river crossings, this floating equipment cannot be used to access the
low-lying and saturated areas to be addressed by the Transmission Access

Enhancement Program.

Even if this specialized equipment was readily available on the market for purchase,
FPL would need a large fleet of specialized equipment because the Company’s service
area encompasses more than 35,000 square miles across 43 counties with more than
9,000 miles of transmission lines. Purchasing a large fleet of specialty vehicles would
also require ongoing specialized maintenance and specialized resources trained and
familiar with operating and maintaining the specialized equipment. Lastly, external
resources that perform restoration work following an extreme weather event may not
be able to utilize the specialized equipment, resulting in potential delays to restoration

of transmission structures and equipment.
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A.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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Docket No. 20220051-EI
FPL’s Response to OPC’s 4th set of Interrogatories Noq {43
Exhibit MJ-2 (Page 1 of 2)

Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20220051-E1

OPC's Fourth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 50

Page 1 of 2

QUESTION:

For the last 10 years, for each substation slated for modification by the substation flood
mitigation program, list the following:

a. Provide the dates each of the substation had to be de-energized due to high water.

b. For each date of de-energization, provide the duration that the substation was de-
energized.

c. Provide the number of customers served by each substation at the time of de-
energization.

d. Describe the elevation of the substation and FPL’s projected elevation of the flood water
RESPONSE:
a. Please refer to FPL’s response to OPC’s 4th Set of Interrogatories, No. 39.
b. Please refer to FPL’s response to OPC’s 4th Set of Interrogatories, No. 39.
c. Please refer to FPL’s response to OPC’s 4th Set of Interrogatories, No. 39.

d. Please see table below.

Sites Existing 2022 Elevation of Expected Flood
Average Grade Flood Protection Elevation
St. Augustine 4.5 ft 10.0 ft 8-9 ft
N/A-- Drainage 10 ft— post
Opa Locka Approx. 9 ft Improvements ~11 ft improvements
S. Daytona 5.4 ft 10 ft 7.8 ft
Lewis 6.4 ft 11.4 ft 8 ft
Aventura Afi N/A--Drainage . 4.4 ft — post
Improvements 4.4 ft improvements
Pine Ridge 9.2 ft 11.2 ft 11.2 ft
Dumfoundling 4.4 ft 9 ft 6.4 ft




Docket No. 20220051-E1
FPL’s Response to OPC’s 4th set of Interrogatories No 448
Exhibit MJ-2 (Page 2 of 1)

Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20220051-E1

OPC's Fourth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 50

Page 2 of 2
Corkscrew 19.18 ft 225 ft 20 ft
Chambers Approx. 6 ft 10.5 ft 7.9 ft
Gracewood Approx. 5 ft 10 ft 7.1 1t




1150

1 BY MR WRI GHT:
2 Q M. Jarro, do you have an exhibit attached to
3 your rebuttal testinony identified as Exhibit M-2 that
4 was attached -- | amsorry, was attached to your
5 rebuttal testinony?
6 A Yes.
7 MR. WRI GHT: And, Conm ssion and staff, | wll
8 note that on the staff's conprehensive exhibit
9 list, it is identified as Exhibit No. 52.
10 BY MR WRI GHT:
11 Q M. Jarro, do you have any corrections to
12 Exhibit M-2?
13 A No, | don't.
14 Q Have you repaired a sunmary of your rebuttal
15 testinony?
16 A Yes, | have.
17 Q Wul d you pl ease provide that for the
18  Commi ssion?
19 A Sure.
20 Good norning, M. Chairman and Commi ssi oners.
21 My rebuttal testinony responds to the
22 concerns, questions and recommendations raised by Ofice
23 of Public Counsel Wtness Kollen and Mara. M rebuttal
24 testinony explains that there is nothing in the SPP
25 statute or SPP rule that prescribes that benefits of the
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick
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1 SPP programs mnmust be quantified or nonetized as

2 suggested by OPC w t nesses.

3 Storm hardening is not a sinple cost-effective
4 proposition as suggested by OPC. And OPC s approach

5 ignores that FPL's 2023 SPP prograns and projects

6 provide both qualitative and quantitative benefits to

7 the 5.7 mllion custoners and conmunities we serve.

8 My rebuttal testinony also responds to OPC

9 Wtness Mara's recommendati on and adjustnent to three of
10 nine prograns included in FPL's revised 2023 SPP. OPC
11 Wtness Mara's reconmmendati on to substation storm surge
12 flood mtigation programoverlook that this programis
13 the sanme program OPC agreed to as part of settlenent of
14 the 2020 SPP. FPL has not added any new substations to
15 this program

16 OPC s recommendation that the transm ssion

17 access enhancenent program be rejected overl ooks that

18 FPL's program was desi gned and based on the sanme program
19 that OPC agreed to in settlenment of the TECO 2020 SPP.
20 The purpose of the transm ssion access enhancenent

21 programis to provide access to transm ssion facilities

22 located in lowlying and saturated areas that becone
23 inaccessible follow ng an extrene weat her event.
24 OPC Wtness Mara al so proposals a significant

25 qualitative adjustnent to the budget for distribution

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 lateral hardening program COPC s proposed adjustnent
2 ignores the underground lateral work is being ranped up
3 froma pilot to a full stale scale program and permanent
4 SPP programin order to provide the benefits of
5 underground | ateral hardening throughout FPL's system
6 Inportantly, OPC s proposed adjustnment will delay when
7 FPL's custoners would realize the direct and indirect
8 benefits of the overhead hardeni ng and under ground
9 Jlaterals, which is inconsistent with the policies and
10 objectives of the SPP.
11 In summary, each of OPC s reconmendations are
12 i nappropriate, unnecessary, and do not serve custoners'
13 best interest as outlined by the SPP statute and SPP
14 rule.
15 That concludes ny sunmmary. Thank you.
16 Q Thank you, M. Jarro.
17 MR. WRIGHT: W tender the witness for cross.
18 CHAI RMAN FAY: Geat. Thank you.
19 OPC, you are recogni zed.
20 M5. MORSE: Thank you, M. Chair.
21 EXAM NATI ON
22 BY MS. MORSE:
23 Q Good norning, M. Jarro.
24 A Good nor ni ng.
25 Q Turning to page five of your rebuttal. On
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 page five, you testified you woul d address M. Mara's

2 recommendation to reject the proposed transm ssion

3 access enhancenent program right?

4 A Are you referring to line six on that page,

5 m' anf

6 Q Yes.

7 A Yes, and reject the new transm ssi on access

8 enhancenent program That's what it says.

9 Q kay. So regarding this new program the

10 transm ssion access program isn't it true that one

11  purpose of roads and bridges in the programis to permt
12 access to transmssion facilities for transm ssion pole
13  inspection?

14 A So that is not altogether true. And, you

15 know, for inspection and regular work on a transm ssion
16 grid, what we have is the, you know, the availability of
17  time. And when we do the inspections, and we do work on
18 the transmission grid, for the nost part, we do that in

19 the dry season,

20 inpacted by, you know,

i n the shoul der

rai ny days,

nont hs when we are not

and obvi ously

21 catastrophic events such as hurricanes.

22 So what that enables us to do is,
23  have tine on our side,

24 matting it equipnent.

25 equi pnent that takes tine to put

because we

we have the ability to |l ay out
We have the ability to use other
wher e,

i n place; duri ng

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303
Premier Reporting

premier-reporting.com
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1 a catastrophic event, we don't have the |uxury of tine,
2 particularly if there is other transm ssion |ines that
3 are inpacted.
4 And when you are tal king about an inpact on
5 the transmission grid, you are tal king of inpacts of
6 over tens of thousands to 100,000 custoners that could
7 be inpact if their there is an outage on the
8 transmission grid. And delays in restoring a
9 transm ssion grid obviously can be pretty significant to
10 t hose 100, 000 custoners. And then there is al so
11 cascading affects throughout the state, and even outside
12 of the state, with an outage on the transm ssion grid.
13 Q Yeah, excuse ne, but it was actually a sinpler
14 question than that, and | said one purpose. So you said
15 not entirely true, but, | nean, is one purpose -- is, in
16 fact, one purpose of having nmultiple bridges in the
17 programto permt access to these transm ssion
18 facilities for transm ssion pole inspections?
19 A We do not install, construct bridges or roads
20 to gain access for inspection purposes on the
21  transm ssion grid.
22 Q Well, do you do is it to permt access to
23  right-of-way mai ntenance?
24 A No, we do not.
25 Q Ckay. \What about transm ssion structure
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 replacenent?
2 A No, we do not.
3 Agai n, back to ny explanation, we |everage
4 matting equi pnent and equi pnent, heavy equi pnent that
5 can traverse and nove into the right-of-way, the
6 transm ssion right-of-way during the dry season, right,
7 when the soil conditions are not one that could
8 conprom se the equi pnent and al so the safety of the
9 enployees that are working on the transm ssion grid.
10 Q Ckay. Well, turning to Exhibit M-1, your
11  revised exhibit, turning specifically to page 39 of it
12 63. Those are the nunbers at the top. At the bottom
13 it says 34, | believe. Hold on.
14 A kay. | amthere.
15 Q So under the heading Actual Estimted Start
16 And Conpletion Dates toward the middle of the page, this
17 indicates FPL has already replaced 99 percent of the
18 transm ssion structures in the fornmer FPL service area,
19 correct?
20 A That's correct.
21 Q So weren't the existing roads and bridges used
22 to facilitate those replacenents?
23 A W use what ever nmeans necessary to access
24 those locations. W did not install any new ones.
25 Q Okay. Well, going to your appendix to the
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Ml-1, Bates page, | think at the top, 7 of 18.

2 MR WRIGHT: | amsorry, M. Mrse, which
3 appendi x?

4 M5. MORSE: Onh, Appendi x A

5 MR, WWRI GHT: Thank you.

6 BY Ms. MORSE:

7 Q Okay. In looking at the second chart that's

8 titled Transm ssion Pole Failures, isn't it true that no
9 hardened transm ssion poles failed during Irma or

10 Mat t hew?

11 A That is correct, as a result of the efforts

12 that were put in place since 2007, and the

13 acconplishnments that essentially were al nost done, |

14 Dbelieve around Irma we were in the low 90s in terns of
15 the conpletion of replacing all of our wood structures
16 to concrete and steel. And has previously nentioned, we
17 wll be conplete in the FPL | egacy system by the end of
18 this year.

19 Q Ckay. So you are saying the existing

20 transm ssion hardening programfor that is pretty

21 successful, correct?

22 A Very successful. Yes, nma'am

23 Q And isn't it true that FPL currently inspects
24 transm ssion |lines and provides transm ssion vegetation

25 managenent using, you know, currently existing roads and

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1  bridges?
2 A That's correct.
3 Q And woul dn't you agree that transm ssion
4  outages can occur when a conductor breaks or an
5 insulator breaks or a structure fails?
6 A Yes, those are actual leads to a transm ssion
7 failures, yes.
8 Q Okay. But a new bridge or road woul d not
9 mtigate those transm ssion outages, would they?
10 A No, the -- this programis not a mtigation
11 tactic.
12 And when you | ook at our SPP plan, there is
13 really three elenments that we evaluate. One is what can
14 we do to elimnate and engi neer out issues. And then
15 what can we do to mtigate issues, right, with our
16 inspection program our vegetation trinmng. And then
17 lastly is in the event we are inpacted by an event, that
18 we can quickly and effectively and efficiently restore
19 service. And that's what this programreally addresses.
20 Q kay. So you are aware that the North
21  Anerican Electric Reliability Corporation issues
22 standards and requirenents, and | wll call them NERC
23 standards, correct?
24 A Yes.
25 Q And in fact, page 41 of your SPP references
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 NERC st andards, correct?

2 A Yes. That's correct.

3 Q So you are famliar with NERC standard

4  TPL-002-2B regardi ng system perfornmance follow ng | oss

5 of a single BES elenent, correct?

6 A | would say | am aware that that exists, yes.

7 But the level of detail, depending on the questions, |

8 wll be able to tell you.

9 Q kay. Well, for your conveni ence, one of the
10 attachnments that | handed out, one of those shoul d be,
11 if you look at the title page, should be a NERC standard
12 that we just -- that | just referenced.

13 A Ckay. | have it.

14 Q So woul dn't you agree that sinply stated, this
15 standard requires transm ssion systens to be desi gned

16 for a single contingency outage?

17 A Well, interns of reading, | don't feel -- if
18 you would like nme to read it and then give you an

19  answer.

20 Q Vell, | can show you -- if you want to just

21 refer to page five.

22 M5. HELTON: Before we -- before we get too

23 far, | amthinking, maybe, M. Chairman, that we

24 should mark this for identification purposes and

25 give it a nunber.
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1 CHAl RMAN FAY: | have 108, is that correct?

2 MR TRI ERVWEI LER: Correct.

3 M5. HELTON: Ckay.

4 CHAI RVAN FAY: Okay. Wth that, show the
5 Exhi bit narked 108.

6 Thank you, Ms. Mbrse.

7 M5. MORSE: GCkay. And thank you.

8 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 108 was marked for
9 identification.)

10 BY MS. MORSE:

11 Q Okay. Back to what we were discussing, | was
12 referring to page five, and there is a table there. So
13 just for purposes of review, to streanline your review,
14 under Section B, there is a description regarding events

15 resulting in the loss of a single el enent.

16 A Ckay.
17 Q kay. So again, | will just repeat the
18 question, just generally. |It's a sinple statenent of

19 the standard, is that it requires the transm ssion

20 systemto be designed for a single contingency outage?
21 A Yeah, we definitely design our transm ssion
22 systemw th redundancy in mnd. Yes, we do.

23 Q Ckay. And that was actually ny next question,
24 | believe, that, you know, doesn't FPL's current system

25 meet this criteria?

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A Yes. Yes, it does.
2 Q Ckay. I'mgoing to turn back to your
3 rebuttal, please, your testinony at page 37.
4 A | am there.
5 Q Ckay. So there, approximtely |ine nine,
6 isn't it true you testified here, on page 37, that FPL's
7 transm ssion access -- enhanced access program was
8 nodel ed after TECO s SPP progranf
9 A That's correct.
10 Q And, in fact, you also indicate in your
11 testinony that TECO s programwas agreed to in a
12 settlenent joined by OPC and approved by the Conmi ssion
13 back in 2020, didn't you?
14 A That's correct.
15 Q Well, would you agree that TECO s programi s
16 designed to achi eve a bal ance between conpl eting al
17 projects where the potential benefits warranted the
18 associated costs and inpact on custoner rates?
19 A Coul d you say that again, please?
20 Q kay. Al right. Wuldn't you al so agree,
21  and just based on your knowl edge of TECO s program that
22 the programis designed to achieve a bal ance between
23 conpleting all the projects where the potential benefits
24 warranted the associated cost and inpact to custoner
25 rates?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A Yeah, again, fromny know edge of TECO s
2 program it's intended to neet the requirenents of the
3 statute and the rule to reduce outage tines and costs
4 associated to restoration events.
5 MR WRIGHT: Chairnman, | don't want to object,
6 but | believe you gave us sone gui dance yesterday.
7 We are going to keep these dockets siloed to kind
8 of avoid the 1QUs opining on each other's plans. |
9 don't want to object. | just want to reiterate
10 t hat .
11 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yes, M. Wight. | do think we
12 were pretty clear on that, but these -- this
13 guestion, in particular, to your point, goes to the
14 testinony that's provided by M. Jarro, and so |
15 don't take any issue with it.
16 Just, as clarity, we are not going to be
17 referring to any of the other witness testinony in
18 anot her docket, you are well aware of that.
19 M5. MORSE: Thank you, M. Chair. Actually, I
20 guess ny position is consistent with what you just
21 stated. This was brought up by the witness. It
22 wasn't created fromnme in ny -- | referenced his
23 t esti nony.
24 CHAI RVAN FAY: Right.
25 M5. MORSE: So where he is discussing it and
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1162

1 suggesting, and neki ng the conpari son suggesting
2 that OPC has already agreed to this, so -- and
3 theirs is simlar because he is based on it, |
4 think it's fair ganme in that FPL opened the door.
5 It's not sonething that was brought up
6 I ndependent | y.
7 CHAI RMAN FAY: | agree, and | think you are
8 both saying the sane thing. He just -- | think to
9 M. Wight's point, is essentially that we are not
10 crossing dockets on it, but | think it's perfectly
11 appropriate, to your point, as the testinony refers
12 to the previous settlenent and their program
13 M5. MORSE: Ckay. Well, thank you.
14 Vell, | would like to mark nmy next exhibit,
15 then, for identification. The other exhibit |
16 provi ded you, M. Jarro -- and | guess keeping in
17 order, that would be No. 109 for identification?
18 MR. TRIERWEI LER: That's correct.
19 CHAI RVAN FAY: 109.
20 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 109 was marked for
21 identification.)
22 MR WRIGHT: Chairman, | wll preenptively
23 obj ect here.
24 CHAI RVAN FAY:  kay.
25 MR WRIGHT: It's one thing to ask about the
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1 2020 settlenent that, clearly, M. Jarro referenced
2 in his rebuttal testinony that FPL | ooked to when
3 they designed their transm ssion access enhancenent
4 program This is fromthe 2022 docket.
5 | think we are running afoul of the direction
6 you gave us yesterday. | think it's -- certainly,
7 we have opened the door to tal k about the 2020 that
8 we based it on, but this is testinony fromthis
9 docket .
10 M5. MORSE: It's the sane program It's our
11 position it's the same program and the purpose is
12 t he sane.
13 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yeah. Let ne just get clarity
14 fromlegal.
15 So this is the "22 to 2031 progranf So this
16 isn't fromthis year's testinony?
17 M5. MORSE: That's this year's testinony.
18 CHAI RMAN FAY: It is this year's testinony.
19 kay. So then, essentially as we spoke before, |
20 amnot go to allow this exhibit in because it
21 crosses docket testinmony. | do think it's
22 appropriate for you to ask questions about the SPP
23 program and the previous settl enment program
24 M5. MORSE: Okay. Well, thank you, M. Chair.
25 | -- it's preserved for the record, and |
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1 appreciate that. Thank you.

2 CHAI RVAN FAY: kay.

3 BY M5. MORSE:

4 Q M. Jarro, turning to page -- | amsorry,

5 turning back to your rebuttal testinony, at page 16,
6 anong others -- and this is a general question -- you
7 suggested that M. Mara didn't oppose many of FPL's

8 prograns because, according to you, FPL provided

9 sufficient informati on about them is that correct?

10 A Based on his testinony, it was apparent to

11 us --

12 Q Yes?

13 A -- that he did not oppose.

14 Q kay. So that's was your answer? | amsorry,
15 | was looking for a yes or no. You --

16 A Can you ask the question again?

17 Q Sure. | wll.

18 Al right. You suggested M. Mara didn't

19 oppose many of FPL's prograns because, according to you,
20 FPL provided sufficient information about them correct?
21 A That's correct.

22 Q And on page 30 of your rebuttal, you also

23 referenced M. Mara's discussions in Appendix A to your
24  Exhibit M-1, didn't you?

25 A On which Iine?
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1 Q At least at line 21, anong others, plus on
2 line 19 also, but generally, your testinony does

3 reference that, correct?

4 A Yes, it does.

5 Q So referring to your Appendi x A of Exhibit

6 M-1, and | amgoing to page five of 18 this tine.

7 A | amsorry, you said five of?
8 Q Five of 18 at the top. | believe that's the
9 nunbering schene at the very top. It also says four of

10 nine, but that's in the data request nunbering.

11 A kay. | believe | amthere.

12 Q Ckay. On this page, you provide an anal ysis
13 of how FPL's previously existing prograns hel ped reduce
14 restoration tinmes in past storns, and in the attached
15 table, at Tab 1 of 5, discusses the reduced costs in

16 those past storns, correct?

17 A That's correct.
18 Q Isn't it true that the analysis in Appendix A
19 i's based on the data from Hurricanes Wl na, Mtthew and

20 lrma, which occurred in 2005, 2016 and 2017

21  respectively?

22 A Yes. That's correct.

23 Q Wul dn't you al so agree that certain prograns,
24  such as the transm ssion and distribution inspection

25 program have been used by FPL from at |east before
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1 20177

2 A Yes. That's correct. Six of the nine

3 prograns that are a part of our SPP have been in

4 existence since 2007. That's correct.

5 Q Ckay. And that's along the lines of ny next
6 questions. | was going to ask you about sone of the
7  other ones.

8 A Sure.

9 Q kay. So and the sanme would go for

10 transm ssion hardening being in place before 2017,
11 correct?

12 A Yes. That's correct.

13 Q And both the distribution and transm ssion

14  vegetation nmanagenent prograns al so, correct?

15 A Yes. That's correct.
16 Q So is it also your testinony that these
17 prograns | just listed were in place -- that were in

18 place before 2017, they hel ped in the reduction of

19 restoration costs?

20 A | would say all the prograns that were in

21  place since 2007 certainly had an inpact in preventing

22 | onger outages for both Irma and Matthew as part of the
23 analysis. Specifically for Irma, shaved of f about four
24 days, and for Matthew about two days.

25 So, yes, | think in aggregate, all the storm
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1 hardening prograns that we |isted that have been in

2 existence since 2007 have nmade a significant inpact.

3 Q Thank you.

4 So those reductions in outage tinmes and

5 restoration costs that you referenced, and that are

6 referenced in Appendix A, obviously were not the result

7 of the transm ssion access enhancenent program were

8 they?

9 A The transm ssi on access programwas not in

10 exi stence at that time, of this analysis.

11 Q kay. And simlarly, all those results were
12 not the result of the substation stormsurge or flood
13 mtigation program were they?

14 A They were not. However, we did experience,
15 specifically for that program specifically for

16  Hurricane Matthew. And | have personal experience of
17 actually having to deal with the de-energization of St
18 Augustine substation. | was actually at the control

19 center when we had to deenergize that. And then 24

20 hours | ater, when we had the capability, because the

21 wat er subsi ded, we were able to restore service 24 hours
22 | at er.

23 But that incident caused an outage to 7,000
24  plus custoners for over 24 hours because of the fl ood
25 conditions that were seen during Hurricane Matthew. So
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1 that pronpted the need to do this program
2 Q (kay. Please turn to your rebuttal testinony,

3 page six, lines 18 to 19.

4 A | am sorry, the page again?

5 Q Page six of your rebuttal testinony.

6 A Yes.

7 Q kay. So there you testified the Conm ssion

8 acknow edged that underground facilities perform better
9 than overhead facilities, correct?

10 A That's what the study reveal ed, yes.

11 Q And it's al so your opinion that an

12 undergrounded | ateral yields better performance than an
13 overhead | ateral, correct?

14 A That's correct.

15 Q So turning to Appendi x A of MJ-1, on page

16 eight of 18. There is a table there for Irma 2017, and
17 it shows the performance of overhead hardened feeders,
18 which the table indicates had 69 percent feeder outages
19 conpared to 82 percent of the non-hardened feeders

20 having outages. Do you see that?

21 A | do.

22 Q So also on that sane table, it appears that
23 the percentage of underground feeders that had outages
24  appears to be 18 percent, correct?

25 A That's correct.
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1 Q And har deni ng over head feeders includes
2 designing for Gade B and extrene wind |oading, right?
3 A Yes.
4 Q So | ooking at this 18-percent here, conpared
5 to the 69-percent we just went over, wouldn't you agree
6 that it appears undergrounding the mainline would yield
7 better performance during extrene weather?
8 A Well, what's inportant to understand regarding
9 feeders versus laterals is the conposition of them and
10 really where they reside is distinctly different.
11 So for instance, feeders are, for the npst
12 part, in the front of properties. They are readily
13 accessible. Were a lateral on our system the mgjority
14 of them are in the rear of a property. So when you are
15 contending with a storm you know, you are contendi ng
16 wth all the debris and everything, but then you are
17 also getting through fences, and you are clinbing
18 through that debris in order to see what the actua
19 damage is in the rear of a custoner's property. Were,
20 on a feeder, because we have the accessibility, we also
21  have the ability, because the feeders are nostly on the
22 right-of-way, to trimnore consistently w thout any
23 custoner resistance on feeders.
24 Under groundi ng and feeders for us, we' ve used
25 it sparingly as a part of our hardening tool kit, but
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1 it's not to say that we've gone ahead and under grounded
2 the entire feeder circuit; because again, we think the
3 best neans to harden the feeder is to have it, you know,
4 either guide, put internediate poles, stronger poles, et
5 cetera, et cetera, what we have been doing since 2007.
6 Q So that | nmean -- just is a direct answer to
7 the question, to the yes or no question, was that a yes
8 or a no?
9 A Ask the question again, please.

10 Q Looki ng at the 18-percent conpared to the

11  69-percent, wouldn't you agree that it appears that

12 undergroundi ng the mainline yields better perfornmance
13 during extrene weat her?

14 A Based on this data, yes.

15 Q Ckay. So if undergrounding mainline feeders
16 reduces outages during hurricanes, isn't it true the

17 reason FPL is not undergrounding all the mainline

18 distribution lines is due, in part, to cost?

19 A Wll, and it also has to do with what | kind
20 of expl ained.

21 Q Yes or no?

22 A No. It has to do with other elenents, for

23 instance, the ones that | just recently explai ned.

24 M5. MORSE: Ckay. Just one nonent, please,

25 M. Chair.
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1 CHAI RMVAN FAY:  Sure.

2 M5. MORSE: Al right. M. Jarro, that's al
3 | have. Thank you.

4 CHAI RMAN FAY: Okay. Geat. Thanks.

5 FI PUG

6 MR. MOYLE: Thank you, M. Chairman. | have
7 just a handful of questions. It mght be a big

8 handful, but we'll see.

9 EXAM NATI ON

10 BY MR MOYLE:

11 Q And if you can answer these yes or no, and
12 then if you feel the need to explain, but wouldn't you
13 agree that just because sonething has been done

14  previously, that there is no reason why that shoul d,

15 whatever it is, should not be subject to review and

16 reeval uation by the Conm ssion?

17 A | think -- yes, | think that's why we are here
18 at these proceedings, to, in fact, review the plans that
19 are put forth by the utilities on a |level of frequency,
20 so yes.

21 Q And just because there was a plan that was
22 done previously that was approved, that doesn't nean
23 that this comm ssion is bound and has to approve it

24 again, correct?

25 A No, | don't feel that they are bounds but |
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1 think it gives thema relative context as to it was
2 approved before.

3 Q But their job is to ook at it, do the

4 analysis afresh, that's consistent wth your

5 understanding of the statutory schene, correct?

6 A Correct. Yes.

7 Q And you made the comment in your summary that
8 there is nothing inthe law-- | don't know if you were
9 referencing the statute or the rule -- that requires

10 that there be a quantified approach. Wuldn't you

11 agree -- and | don't want to argue that. | think

12 | awyers can -- |awers and others can argue whet her --
13 whether that -- the statute or the rule says that.

14 But | would just ask you as a genera

15 proposition, wouldn't you agree that decision-making, in
16 a whole variety of contexts, is better nmade when both

17 quantitative and qualitative information is provided?

18 A | would agree, as long as the quantitative

19 information that you are |leveraging is not |laced with

20 assunptions, hypotheticals, futuristic visions of things
21  that can happen.

22 | think what's inportant is be able to | ean on
23 quantitative analysis that's real and factual, that many
24  of us experienced to validate that's going to happen in

25 the future. And again, | believe that provides -- that
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1 hi storical |ook gives, you know, a much nore reliable

2 proxy than, you know, kind of a fictitious hypothetical.
3 Q Right. And we talked a little bit about this

4 previously, but oftentines you are not abl e,

5 necessarily, to get 100 percent infornmation that is

6 quantitative that is devoid of any need to | ook over the

7 hori zon, correct?

8 A Vell, | think --

9 Q And -- | amsorry. Go ahead.

10 A Why don't you ask the question again.
11 Q kay. Well, let nme just conme at it a

12 different way.

13 Sonetines, in the world of utility regul ation,
14 you can't see over the horizon into the future, so you
15 have to conme up with projections that experts | ook at

16 and say, here's what | think the future will hold, and
17  then nmake a judgnent, but that judgnent contains an

18 assunption that results in quantitative information,

19 correct?

20 A | woul d say, yes, there is elenents of the

21  business that fall into that spectrum And in this

22 case, again, we feel the better representation is real
23 data, real experiences to conduct that analysis to

24  determ ne what the benefits and inpacts wll be over the

25  SPP prograns.
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1 Q Do you know, has FPL used the services of

2 conpanies like, and | don't have the exact nunbers, but
3 it was like 1893, it was the conpany that was forned

4 that did the analysis for another utility, the

5 quantitative analysis, have you guys used services |ike

6 that from other conpanies previously?

7 A | am not aware of any -- specifically for

8 these proceedings, | amnot aware of any.

9 Q Any of the other context?

10 A | am sure we've used consultants before, yes.
11 Q And you have used consultants before that have

12 nmade determ nations and deci si ons based on projections

13 and assunpti ons about what the future holds, correct?

14 A | am sure that's been done, yes.

15 MR, MOYLE: kay, that's all | have. Thank
16 you.

17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Geat. Thank you.

18 SACE, M. Cavros.

19 MR. CAVRCS: Thank you, Chairman.

20 EXAM NATI ON

21  BY MR CAVRCS:

22 Q Good norning, M. Jarro.
23 A Good nor ni ng.
24 Q A couple of followup questions. One is to

25 M. Myle's question that he had asked.
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1 First of all, you are famliar with the

2 provisions of the stormprotection plan rule, correct?

3 A Yes, | am
4 Q G eat.
5 The conmpany coul d have engaged a consultant to

6 provide the quantitative information referenced in the
7 rule Subsection (3)(d)(1), correct?

8 A We certainly could have, yes.

9 Q And is it your testinony that if technically
10 feasi bl e, FPL woul d underground all distribution |ines?
11 A | am sorry, can you ask the question again? |

12  am sorry.

13 Q Sure.
14 My question is: |If technically feasible, is
15 it your testinony that FPL woul d underground all of the

16 distribution lines inits systenf

17 A So we -- as a result of the 2020 settl enent,
18 we've injected an overhead protocol to our distribution
19 lateral hardening program So | would say we are going
20 to evaluate all of our laterals and determ ne what's the
21  nost reasonable and effective nethod to neet the

22 requirenments of the statute and the rule. So if that

23  means under groundi ng because they don't neet the

24  overhead protocols, but nore than likely it's not going

25 to be all.
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1 Like | said, that overhead protocol has served

2 us well. W've used it already. So again, | think we
3 are -- we wll do the majority of them but not all of
4 them

5 Q What are the variables in your protocol, M.
6 Jarro?

7 A | am sorry?

8 Q What are the variables in your protocol ?

9 A So, for instance, you know, if there is

10 vegetation in the area; if the area is prone to flood
11 conditions, right, that an overhead system woul d be

12 better served in that area; if there is no critica

13 custoners served fromthat area. And again if there is
14 no reliability history, any issues associated with that.
15 Additionally, as a part of our distribution
16 lateral hardening program we need space to put sone of
17 this pad-nounted equi pnent in. And in sonme of the

18 locations in our grid in the coomunities that we serve,
19 there isn't that space, and custoners don't even have
20 the ability to grant easenents because that space is

21 part of a parking lot or part of a roadway.

22 So instances |i ke that, we woul d eval uate and
23 use our overhead protocol. Punps, if it's a single

24  custoner, you know, those types of things are part of

25 the evaluation of our overhead protocol.
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1 Q And are your costs as part of it your

2 evaluation --

3 A Agai n, we --

4 Q -- is it your testinony that cost is not

5 considered?

6 A Again, we are neeting the requirenents of the
7 rule to reduce restoration costs and restoration tines.
8 W are evaluating by either undergrounding that |ateral
9 or hardening it with an overhead system

10 Q | shoul d have probably been nore clear. |Is
11 the cost of the program a consideration?

12 A When we are evaluating a specific lateral ?

13 Q | guess ny original question was: |If

14 technically feasible, would FPL underground all the

15 distribution lines? You provided a protocol that |

16 think addressed a | ot of technical issues. And, yes, ny
17 question is: |Is the cost of the overall program and the
18 inpacted on custoners considered when the conpany nakes
19 a decision to underground a line or not?

20 A So again, | think there is -- | am assum ng
21 there is two parts. The overhead all programis not

22 influenced by the individual projects. GCobviously, in
23 the aggregate they are. Wat we evaluated at a feeder
24 level and all the laterals in those respective feeders

25 and we determ ned what is the best neans to harden t hat
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1 lateral. Is it underground, undergrounding it, or is it
2 evaluating it and giving it an overhead hardened renedy?
3 And the protocols that | have tal ked about,

4 there is cost considerations within them So if you

5 think about, you know, if there is one custoner on this
6 lateral that has no vegetation, right, that's why we've
7 included it in an overhead protocol, because again, from
8 a cost basis, you are undergrounding it, but you have no
9 trees that you are going to need to trim right, and

10 then it's serving one custoner.

11 So again, we do take elenents all collectively
12 in one as a part of our overhead protocol to eval uate

13 what nekes the nost sense.

14 Q A how about regarding the overall costs of the
15 program is that a consideration?

16 A So again, we -- | think the first thing to

17  point out is we just started and we have 69,000 |aterals
18 to evaluate and to increase the resiliency of. So

19 again, that is our mssion, to do that. And we feel

20 that we've put together a reasonable plan where we can
21 both execute it with the resources that are doing it.

22 And then al so, you know, keep in mnd, there
23 is a custoner sentinment associated to this. A lot of

24  custoners are asking us, including cities and

25 nunicipalities, of when is their turn. Wen are their
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1 laterals going to be undergrounded? So, again, we are
2 keeping up with that pace. And our plan, we feel,
3 reasonably addresses the things that we are contendi ng
4  with.
5 Q Thank you, M. Jarro. | understand there are
6 technical considerations, absolutely, as you nove
7 forward in the program | guess this is just sort of a
8 sinple yes or no question. At a programlevel, does the
9 conpany consider costs, yes or no?

10 A Yes.

11 Q Thank you.

12 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ms. Eaton.

13 EXAM NATI ON

14 BY M5. EATON:

15 Q Good norning, M. Jarro.

16 A Good nor ni ng.

17 Q Have you been present for the entire part of
18 the hearing, not just for the FPL part?

19 A Yes. Well, | have been in the back room yes,
20 but yes, | have been here.

21 Q And | think M. Myle referenced the

22 third-party vendor that was nentioned, 1898 | believe.
23 Are you famliar wth that conpany?

24 A | am now, yes, as a result of the hearing.

25 Yes, mm'am
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1 Q And there was anot her nmention of a conpany
2 called Guidehouse. Are you famliar wth that conpany?
3 A Yes, | am
4 Q And | think in your direct testinony, you had
5 explained that you were involved in the devel opnent of
6 the SPP in general for FPL, is that correct?
7 A Yes. That's correct.
8 Q And in that devel opnent process, did FPL
9 consider or reject the idea of using a third party
10 consulting firmlike Gui dehouse or 1898, or any other
11  conpany?
12 A | was not part of any discussions that an
13 evaluation of |everagi ng consultant services was
14  di scussed.
15 Q Ckay. But | think you said that FPL has used
16 sone third party consultants, just not for the
17  devel opnent of its SPP, is that right?
18 A For the devel opnent of the SPP, but keep in
19 mnd back, you know, in 2006, working hand-in-hand wth
20 the Comm ssion, you know, we certainly |everaged
21 consultants to help essentially build the structure of
22 the stormprotection plan, or the storm hardening pl an
23 as it was referred to in the past. So elenents of this
24  have certainly | everaged consultants.
25 Q Do you recall who the consultant was that FPL
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1 had referenced back in 2006?
2 A | believe it was Kima that was | everaged back
3 then.
4 Q There was al so -- there has al so been, |
5 think, sone references to the Departnent of Energy's
6 Interruption Cost Estimator, or the ICE tool. Are you
7 famliar with that?
8 A | amfamliar with its existence, but not the
9 details of how it works.
10 Q WAs there any discussion by FPL to use the |ICE
11  nodel or estimator tool to consider placing a nonetary
12 value on the benefits of the custonmers fromthe FPL SPP
13 prograns?
14 A It was not, and particularly because
15 nonetizing, you know, the value a custoner puts on an
16 outage was not required by the rule or the statute, and
17 quite honestly, in our opinion for good reason.
18 You know, when you tal k about an outage and
19 what that neans to a customer, you know, it's extrenely
20 variable and very subjective, right. An outage can mnean
21 different things to sonebody. Sonebody m ght be willing
22 to pay, you know, a certain level of costs to avoid an
23 outage or to get restored earlier, and others m ght be
24 wlling to wait sone tine for that outage to occur.
25 You coul d be contending with conparing a
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1 hospital to a residence. You can be conparing two

2 nei ghbors, one that has, you know, a |evel one, you

3 know, a breathing apparatus, right, that relies on

4 electricity, sonebody that works from hone.

5 So in terns of evaluating that, because it's
6 so subjective, and there are so many vari ables, that's
7 why we felt it was actually good reason it was not

8 required in the rule or the statute.

9 Q And | wasn't really necessarily asking for

10 whether the rule required it or not. | was nore asking
11  about whether or not FPL considered using either the |ICE
12 tool, or any other sort of tool like that to value the
13 benefits, to nonetize the value of the benefits to the
14  custoners for its SPP prograns?

15 A No, we didn't, because it is not required in

16 the rule or statute.

17 Q Thank you.

18 M5. EATON. That's all | have.

19 CHAI RMAN FAY: Geat. Thank you.

20 Staff.

21 MR IMG Staff has no questions.

22 CHAI RMAN FAY: Conmi ssioners? No questions.

23 W will now have -- if there is any redirect.

24 MR WRIGHT: Yeah, | wll keep it brief,

25 recogni zing we still have a fair bit to go here,
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1 but --

2 CHAI RVAN FAY: Pl ease do. Thank you.

3 FURTHER EXAM NATI ON

4 BY MR WRI GHT:

5 Q M. Jarro, you were asked about FPL's use of

6 previous stormdata in Appendix Arelated to Hurricane

7 Wlm, Irma and Matthew. Can you pl ease explain why FPL
8 selected to use historic data rather than projections of

9 reduced outages and restoration costs?

10 M5. MORSE: Asked and answer ed.

11 CHAI RVAN FAY: | nmean, M. Jarro, if you want
12 to provide any additional clarification, you can do
13 So.

14 THE WTNESS: Sure. So again, as asked, the
15 reason why we use that, you know, when you | ook

16 effects of Irma and the effects of Matthew, those
17 are real stornms with, you know, obviously rea

18 experiences, and we were able to take a | ook back
19 and see what our system woul d have -- how our

20 system woul d have perfornmed without that. W feel
21 that that is a nore, again, realistic and reliable
22 proxy to neasure kind of what the future is going
23 to hold and | ook |ike.

24 And even specifically for distribution |ateral
25 hardening, within ny testinony and in our exhibits,
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1 we provided nultiple exanpl es of nobst recent

2 events, and nost recent storns, where specifically

3 the laterals have that have just been undergrounded
4 did not experience any outages. Again, just

5 proving that initiatives, the things that we' ve put
6 forth in our programwork, and they will continue

7 to work, and they will continue to serve and neet

8 the, kind of the requirenents of the rule and the

9 statute.

10 BY MR WRI GHT:

11 Q And, M. Jarro, you were asked by FIPUG SACE
12 and Wal mart about estinmated and projected benefits for
13 the prograns included in your 2023 SPP. Can you expl ain
14  whet her the approach that FPL used for estimating

15 benefits in the 2023 SPP is the sane or different than
16 the approach FPP -- FPL used for its 2020 SPP?

17 A No, the -- so the approach that we used was
18 exactly the sane approach that we provided as a part of
19 our 2020 SPP, which was reviewed by staff and approved
20 by the Commi ssion.

21 Q And OPC asked you about a statenent made in
22 your testinony that M. Mara only opposes sone but not
23 all of the prograns included in your SPP, do you recal
24  dowel that question?

25 A Yes, | do.
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1 Q Can you pl ease explain to the Comm ssion how
2 you arrived at that conclusion?
3 A Yes. Yes, | can. | would have to -- |I'm
4 going to refer to M. Mara's testinony. And
5 specifically in his testinony on page 13, there is a
6 table, and in that table, there is a list of all of the
7 programs that we submtted as a part of our SPP. And
8 wthin that table, there are sone changes to sone of the
9 elenents of what is proposed in the plan in ternms of the
10 costs associated with the program
11 And he has made changes or recomended changes
12 in ternms nuch the financial reductions to the storm
13 surge flood mtigation programand to the distribution
14 lateral hardening program Again, accepting themin
15 principle, just reducing the anobunt of spend that is
16 part of the plan. In addition, the six prograns that
17  have been in place since 2007, there is no reference to
18 a reduction.
19 And then lastly, the only one that has
20 essentially a renoval is the transm ssion access
21 program where all the dollars are stricken fromthat
22  program
23 Q Thank you, M. Jarro.
24 And one final question. M. Cavros asked you
25 about the overhead hardening protocols that you have
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1 included in your distribution |ateral hardeni ng program
2 Those are -- those protocols are provided in your SPP,
3 correct?
4 A That is correct.
5 Q And to your know edge, has any intervenor
6 filed any testinony opposing those overhead protocol s?
7 A No, sir. They have not.
8 MR, WRI GHT: No further questions.
9 We woul d ask that Exhibit 52 be noved into the
10 record.
11 CHAI RMAN FAY: (Okay. Show Exhibit 52, w thout
12 obj ection, noved in.
13 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 52 was received into
14  evidence.)
15 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ms. Mrse, would you like to
16 nove 108 in?
17 M5. MORSE: Yes, | would. Thank you.
18 CHAI RMAN FAY: (Okay. W thout objection, show
19 108 noved into the record.
20 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 108 was received into
21  evidence.)
22 CHAI RVAN FAY: Wth that, then, we will nove
23 -- let the record reflect we will nove into
24 proffered. Now, M. Wight, we do have the
25 stricken proffered testinony that is placed in the
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1 record. |If you would like for M. Jarro to
2 state --
3 MR WRIGHT: | think | will nake a statenent
4 and nove it in. | think we wll try to nove this
5 along. Just for clarity of the record we are going
6 to wai ve opening on the proffered portion, but I
7 will just nmake a brief statenent, and | think that
8 will nove it al ong.
9 In response to OPC s proffer to Wtness
10 Kol l en's testinony, and for purposes of preserving
11 a proffered record for appellate review, FPL noves
12 to proffer M. Jarro's prefiled rebuttal testinony
13 as corrected by the first errata filed on July
14 27t h.
15 For clarity, this would be docunent nunber
16 05031- 2022 in Docket No. 20220051, which includes
17 the unredacted portions of M. Jarro's rebuttal
18 testinony that responded to the portion of OPC
19 Wtness Kollen's testinony that were stricken by
20 Conmm ssioner La Rosa's order 2022-0292.
21 W ask that M. Jarro's prefiled rebuttal
22 testinony, as corrected by the first errata fil ed
23 on July 27, be included in the proffered record as
24 t hough read. And we will waive cross on -- | am
25 sorry, we will waive summary for the proffered
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick
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11

12
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21

22
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24

25

porti

t hat

testi nony

on.
CHAI RVAN FAY:

prof f er ed.

(Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal proffered

of Mchael Jarro was inserted.)

Ckay.

G eat . So we wll show

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303
Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828

premier-reporting.com
Reported by: Debbie Krick
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INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Michael Jarro. My business address is Florida Power & Light Company
(“FPL” or the “Company”), 15430 Endeavor Drive, Jupiter, FL, 33478.

Did you previously submit direct testimony?

Yes. | submitted written direct testimony on April 11, 2022, together with Exhibit MJ-
1 - FPL’s Storm Protection Plan 2023-2032. On May 6, 2022, FPL filed and served a
Notice of Filing a Revised Appendix E to Exhibit MJ-1 to correct the completion dates,
start dates, and amounts projected for certain Distribution Feeder Hardening Program
projects included in the 2023 project level detail.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain portions of the direct
testimonies of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara submitted on behalf of the Office of
Public Counsel (“OPC”). My rebuttal testimony will respond to the concerns,
questions, and recommendations raised by these witnesses in opposition to FPL’s 2023-
2032 Storm Protection Plan (2023 SPP”) submitted as Exhibit MJ-1 and as corrected

by the Notice of Filing a Revised Appendix E to Exhibit MJ-1 filed on May 6, 2022.

First, | will provide some context and general observations regarding OPC’s concerns

and criticisms of FPL’s 2023 SPP.
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Third, 1 will address OPC’s contention that FPL did not provide an estimate of how the
programs and projects included in the 2023 SPP will reduce restoration costs and
outage times as required by the SPP Rule. As explained below, OPC’s position is based
on its incorrect interpretation of the SPP Statute and SPP Rule, and ignores the fact that
SPP programs and projects provide both quantitative and qualitative benefits. | will
further explain that FPL’s 2023 SPP complies with the requirements of the SPP Statute

and SPP Rule.
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Finally, 1 will address and rebut OPC witness Mara’s recommendations and
adjustments to five out of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP.
Specifically, I will address the following recommendations by OPC: modify the
Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program; reduce the budget for the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program;

and reject the new Transmission Access
Enhancement Program. As | explain below, each of these recommendations are

inappropriate and unnecessary, and do not serve customers’ best interests.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your rebuttal testimony?

Yes. | am sponsoring the following exhibits with my rebuttal testimony:
e Exhibit MJ-2, FPL’s Response to OPC’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories No.

50.

GENERAL RESPONSE TO OPC’S CONCERNS

Before addressing the specific issues and recommendations raised by OPC, do you
have any general observations?
Yes. The evaluation of FPL’s 2023 SPP must be grounded in the fact that FPL has

successfully been engaging in Commission-approved storm hardening for the last 16



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1194

years. During this time, the Commission has reviewed and had full transparency into
all aspects of FPL’s storm hardening activities, and interested parties and stakeholders
had the opportunity to participate in these reviews. Indeed, in its report “Review of
Florida’s Electric Utility Hurricane Preparedness and Restoration Actions 2018”, in
Docket No. 20170215-EU, the Commission recognized the success of historical storm
hardening efforts in Florida. Key findings by the Commission in that report included:
e Florida’s aggressive storm hardening programs are working (Section V);
e The length of outages was reduced markedly from the 2004-2005 storm
season (Section IV);
e The primary cause of power outages came from outside the utilities’ rights
of way including falling trees, displaced vegetation, and other debris
(Section 1V);
e Vegetation management outside the utilities’ rights of way is typically not
performed by utilities due to lack of legal access (Section 1V);
e Hardened overhead distribution facilities performed better than non-
hardened facilities (Section V);
e Very few transmission structure failures were reported (Section V); and
e Underground facilities performed much better compared to overhead
facilities (Section V).
In response to Hurricanes Matthew and Irma, the Florida Legislature passed the SPP
Statute “to mitigate restoration costs and outage times to utility customers” by
“strengthen[ing] electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme weather conditions
by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and distribution
facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and vegetation

management.” Section 366.96(1)(c)-(e), F.S. From these facts, one can logically and
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reasonably conclude that the Legislature did not pass the SPP Statute to stop or limit
storm hardening activity in Florida, nor can one assume that the passage of the SPP
Statute was an indictment or criticism against storm hardening activity that has
previously taken place in Florida. Rather, it is reasonable to assume that the Florida
Legislature passed the SPP Statute to encourage, streamline, and advance storm

hardening work in this state.

FPL’s 2023 SPP outlines a comprehensive storm protection plan that meets the
statutory objectives codified in the SPP Statute and complies with the requirements of
the SPP Rule. The 2023 SPP is largely a continuation of the following programs
included in the current 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan (hereinafter, the “2020 SPP”)
that were agreed to by OPC in a Joint Motion for Approval of a Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement (2020 SPP Settlement”), approved by Commission Order No.
PSC-2020-0293-AS-El:

o Distribution Inspection Program

o Transmission Inspection Program

o Distribution Feeder Hardening Program

. Distribution Lateral Hardening Program

. Transmission Hardening Program

. Distribution Vegetation Management Program

o Transmission Vegetation Management Program

. Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program

The majority of the existing SPP programs have been in place since 2007 and have
already demonstrated that they have provided and will continue to provide increased

T&D infrastructure resiliency, reduced restoration times, and reduced restoration costs
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when FPL is impacted by extreme weather events. For certain existing SPP programs,
FPL proposed limited modifications to further improve these programs and implement
best practices as further described in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1. Notably,
OPC has not opposed or challenged any of these modifications to the existing SPP

programs.

As part of the 2023 SPP, FPL also proposed to implement a new

Transmission Access Enhancement Program. As detailed in my direct testimony and

Exhibit MJ-1, the new

Transmission Access Enhancement Program
will help ensure that FPL and its contractors have reasonable access to FPL’s
transmission facilities for repair and restoration activities following an extreme weather

event.

Does OPC challenge all of the programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP?
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On pages 13, and 17-34, OPC witness Mara proposes adjustments to two of the existing
SPP programs and opposes the new SPP program . Based on the testimony of
OPC witness Mara, it appears that OPC essentially agrees with eight out of the nine
programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. 1 will respond to OPC’s recommended
adjustments to the existing SPP programs and criticisms of the new SPP programs later
in my testimony.

Do you have any additional general observations about the testimonies of OPC

witnesses Kollen and Mara?
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Second—and-related-to-itsfirst-argument,-OPC contends that the benefits of the SPP

programs must be quantified and monetized in order to meet the requirements of the

SPP Rule. GF

and-SPP-Rule-that- do-net-exist-today-—As explained in my direct testimony, FPL has

provided a description of how the 2023 SPP will reduce restoration costs and outage

times associated with extreme weather events in compliance with express requirements
of SPP Rule. As explained in greater detail below, storm hardening is not a simple
cost-effective proposition and OPC’s belief that outage times should be monetized
ignores the very real and simple fact that the monetary value individual customers or
communities place on reduced outage times cannot be accurately or uniformly
estimated. Moreover, OPC’s recommendation that FPL’s SPP programs require further
cost-justification before they can be approved is directly contrary to OPC’s own

testimony that requests the Commission reject only three of the nine programs

included in FPL’s 2023 SPP as further explained in my rebuttal testimony.

10



1199

11




12

1200




13

1201




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1202

FPL’S 2023 SPP WILL REDUCE RESTORATION COSTS AND OUTAGE

TIMES AS REQUIRED BY RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.

Both OPC witnesses Kollen and Mara argue that FPL’s 2023 SPP did not meet
the requirements of the SPP Rule because it did not quantify and monetize the
benefits of the proposed SPP Programs. Do you have a response?

Yes. | disagree with OPC witnesses Kollen and Mara that further cost-justification of
FPL’s 2023 SPP programs is needed or appropriate. On pages 17-19 of his testimony,
OPC witness Kollen states that FPL did not provide any quantitative benefits for the
proposed SPP programs and that it is not enough under the SPP Rule to simply say
there will be benefits without quantifying those benefits. OPC witness Mara likewise
states on pages 10-11 of his testimony that FPL only provided written descriptions of
SPP program benefits and did not quantify the estimated cost reductions or monetize
the reduction of outage times for each program. OPC witness Mara goes on to suggest
on page 11 of his testimony that FPL should be required to file an amended SPP that
provides this data. OPC’s contention that FPL failed to comply with the SPP Rule

because it did not quantify the benefits of the SPP programs is misplaced for several

reasons.

14
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Second, there is nothing in either the SPP Statute or SPP Rule that prescribes that the
benefits of SPP programs must be quantified or monetized as suggested by the OPC
witnesses. Rather, the SPP Rule expressly provides that the SPP must include a
“description” of the benefits of the SPP programs. See Rule 25-6.030(3)(b), F.A.C.
(“For each Storm Protection Plan, the following information must be included.... (b)
A description of how the proposed Storm Protection Plan will reduce restoration costs
and outage times associated with extreme weather conditions” (emphasis added)); see
also Rule 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C. (*A description of each proposed storm protection
program that includes: (1) A description of how each proposed storm protection
program is designed to enhance the utility’s existing transmission and distribution
facilities including an estimate of the resulting reduction in outage times and restoration

costs due to extreme weather events” (emphasis added)).

Third, storm hardening is not a simple cost-effective proposition as suggested by OPC.
OPC’s approach focuses only on program costs and savings in restoration costs
associated with extreme weather conditions (i.e., a strictly quantitative analysis), and
completely ignores the qualitative component required by both the SPP Statute and SPP
Rule. Stated differently, OPC’s proposed cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness approach
ignores half of the benefits side of the equation. It cannot be reasonably disputed that
customers want the extended outage times associated with extreme weather events to
be reduced. Indeed, the Florida Legislature concluded that reducing outage times for
utility customers, as well as restoration costs, is in the public interest. The Commission
can and should compare these factors and determine whether the estimated benefits of

the storm hardening programs are justified by the estimated rate impacts.

15
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Fourth, OPC witness Mara’s belief that outage times should be monetized, ignores the
very real and simple fact that the monetary value individual customers or communities
place on reduced outage times cannot be accurately or uniformly estimated. Indeed,
some customers may be willing to pay a premium to never have a power outage, while
others may be willing to tolerate a few short outages. Moreover, the SPP Rule does
not require the outage times to be monetized as explained above, and there is no
uniform Commission or industry method to do so. Such analyses are necessarily
dependent on several highly variable factors (such as the intensity, path, and duration
of the extreme weather event and extent that the system has been hardened) and could
include a very wide range of subjective economic factors, including, but not limited to:
individual and different customer value on reduced outage times, including comfort,
health, and convenience; economic impact to individual customers due to spoilage, loss
or disruption of business, and loss of equipment or supplies; and impact to the local
and state economy. Thus, even if the SPP Statute and Rule did require the reduction in
outage times to be monetized, which they do not, there is significant uncertainty and

variability in how that should be done.

Finally, OPC’s recommendation that FPL’s SPP programs require further cost-benefit
analysis or cost-justification before they can be approved is directly contrary to OPC
witness Mara’s testimony on pages 13 and 17-34 that requests the Commission only
reject three of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. Stated differently,
OPC witness Mara does not dispute that it would be reasonable for the Commission to
allow FPL to implement the eight programs included in the 2023 SPP as further
explained below. Either these SPP programs are in the public interest and should be

approved, or they are not. The fact that OPC witness Mara has essentially agreed that

16
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most of these programs should be approved without further cost-justification clearly
suggests that OPC believes FPL has provided sufficient information about each of the
SPP programs for the Commission to determine if they are in the public interest.

On page 18 of his direct testimony, OPC witness Kollen recommends that FPL
should be directed to use its storm damage assessment model to model and
guantify the estimated benefits and savings from the programs included in FPL’s
2023 SPP. Please describe FPL’s Storm Damage Model.

FPL’s Storm Damage Model is a very important proprietary tool developed by FPL to
prepare for major storms that threaten FPL’s service area. The Storm Damage Model
is used for major storms with a forecast track provided by the National Hurricane
Center to estimate the number of construction man-hours (“CMH”) required to restore
power to customers based on the forecasted intensity, speed, path of the storm, and the
condition (hardened vs. non-hardened) of the infrastructure at the time of the storm.
The Storm Damage Model is a planning tool used by the Company to estimate the
extent of damage expected from a projected storm, and the number and location of
resources that will be needed to quickly and safely restore power outages to the greatest
number of customers in the shortest amount of time.

Do you agree with OPC witness Kollen’s recommendation that FPL should use
the Storm Damage Model to model to quantify the benefits and savings associated
with the programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP?

No, FPL’s Storm Damage Model was not intended to be used to quantify individual
SPP programs or projects. As provided in Appendix A to Exhibit MJ-1, FPL used its
Storm Damage Model to analyze Hurricanes Matthew and Irma and estimate the
reduction in CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs that were attributable to

the storm hardening projects that were completed and in place at the time of the

17



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1206

hurricanes. This analysis was based mainly on the feeders that FPL knew had been
hardened versus non-hardened at the times Hurricanes Matthew and Irma occurred, and
included the distribution inspection and vegetation management that had been
completed at the times Hurricanes Matthew and Irma occurred. OPC witness Kollen

proposes something different.

OPC witness Kollen proposes that FPL use the Storm Damage Model to model the
future system with the proposed 2023 SPP programs in place for the entire 2023-2032
SPP period to quantify the costs that could be avoided due to the SPP programs. The
problem with this approach is that, beyond year one of the SPP (2023), the project level
detail has not been determined; meaning FPL does not at this time know which specific
projects will be completed each year or where they will be located for the entire 2023-
2032 SPP period. The scope and location of the storm hardening projects used in the
Storm Damage Model for each year of the SPP will have a significant impact on the
results of the analysis. For example, if FPL assumes a storm hardening project in a
densely populated urban area as opposed to a rural area, or vice versa, this could change
the damage estimated by the Storm Damage Model. Also illustrative is the fact that
the estimated length, number of poles, location, and accessibility of the laterals used in
the model would change the damage estimated by the Storm Damage Model. Each of
these factors, which cannot be reasonably predicted for the entire 2023-2032 SPP
period, would impact the estimated CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs
predicted by the Storm Damage Model. For these reasons, the Storm Damage Model
does not readily lend itself to model future SPP programs as proposed by OPC witness

Kollen.

18
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Even assuming the Storm Damage Model was appropriate to provide an estimate of
CMH, days to restore, and storm restoration costs for future SPP programs, FPL’s
Storm Damage Model is only used for major storms with a forecast track provided by
the National Hurricane Center. Thus, the Model would not account for any other types
of extreme weather conditions, as well as any associated reductions in restoration costs
and outage times. Florida remains the most hurricane-prone state in the nation and,
with the significant coast-line exposure of FPL’s system and the fact that the vast
majority of FPL’s customers live within 20 miles of the coast, FPL’s service area has
a high probability of being impacted by multiple extreme weather events every year.
Although no one is in a position to know for sure how frequently FPL’s service area
will be impacted by extreme weather conditions, the Storm Damage Model estimate of
cumulative reductions in restoration costs and outage times associated with the SPP
programs will be directly affected by frequency, strength, speed, and path of storms
that impact FPL’s service area. As required by the SPP Rule, FPL has provided a
description of the benefits and estimated cost for all the programs in FPL’s 2023 SPP,
in some cases these benefits are qualitative and in others they are quantitative, as
provided in Sections Il and 1V and Appendix A to Exhibit MJ-1.

Has FPL provided descriptions of how the programs included in its 2023 SPP will
reduce restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather
conditions?

Yes. In compliance with Rules 25-6.030(3)(b) and 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C., the
benefits expected from the proposed SPP programs were provided in the following
portions of FPL’s 2023 SPP: Section Il; the “Description of the Program and Benefits”
included in each SPP program description in Section IV; and Appendix A of Exhibit

MJ-1. The existing SPP programs have already demonstrated that they will both reduce

19
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restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather conditions, and
were previously approved as part of the 2020 SPP. Although FPL has proposed limited
modifications to certain of these existing SPP programs, these modifications will
further improve these programs and implement best practices where applicable as
explained in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1. And, OPC has not opposed or

challenged any of these limited modifications to the existing SPP programs.

The Commission can review the benefits of the SPP programs described in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, together with the prioritization, feasibility, estimated
costs, and estimated rate impacts, and determine whether the programs included in the

2023 SPP are in the public interest.

20
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THE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS INCLUDED IN FPL’S 2023 SPP ARE IN

THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE APPROVED

A. OPC Essentially Agrees with Eight of the Nine Programs Included in

FPL’s SPP
You have stated that OPC essentially agrees with eight of the nine programs
included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. Can you please explain how you arrived at that
conclusion?

Yes. As explained above, FPL’s 2023 SPP includes a total of nine SPP programs:

eight existing programs included in the 2020 SPP approved by Commission Order No.

23
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PSC-2020-0293-AS-El, and three new programs. OPC witness Mara proposes
adjustments to two of the existing SPP programs: the existing Substation Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program and the existing Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. OPC witness Mara also opposes the

Transmission Access
Enhancement Program. Therefore, OPC witness Mara essentially agrees that six out

of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP should be approved as submitted.

Further, with respect to the Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program, OPC
witness Mara does not oppose the program but, rather, asserts on pages 16-17 of his
direct testimony that the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program should exclude
substations that have alternate feeds available and do not have a history of flooding.
Therefore, OPC essentially agrees with FPL’s proposed Substation Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program but recommends additional selection criteria be considered, which

I will further address later in my testimony.

Similarly, OPC witness Mara does not oppose the Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. Rather, OPC witness Mara recommends on pages 33-34 of his direct
testimony that the annual budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program be
capped at $606 million for the years 2025-2032. Therefore, OPC essentially agrees
with FPL’s proposed Distribution Lateral Hardening Program but recommends a
reduction in the number of laterals that may be completed each year, which will delay
when customers will receive the direct benefits of the Distribution Lateral Hardening

Program. 1 will respond to OPC witness Mara’s recommended adjustment below.

24



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1213

Based on the testimony of OPC witness Mara, it appears that OPC essentially agrees
with eight out of the nine programs included in FPL’s 2023 SPP. It further
appears that the only truly contested programs are the three new programs proposed in

FPL’s 2023 SPP. | will respond to OPC criticisms of these new SPP programs below.

B. OPC’s Recommended Adjustment to the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation

Program is not Reasonable or Appropriate

OPC witness Mara recommends adjustments to the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program. Before responding to his specific recommendations, do you
have any general observations about his proposal?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s recommendations regarding FPL’s Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program are inconsistent. On page 13 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara
appears to recommend that the entire budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation
Program should be rejected. However, on pages 16-18 of his testimony, OPC witness
Mara recommends that substations with alternate feeds or no history of flooding should
be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program. Notably, OPC witness
Mara does not identify any specific substation that would be excluded by his proposal,
nor does he explain or demonstrate how such exclusions would result in the elimination
of the entire budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program.

Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that the entire
budget for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program should be rejected?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s recommendation overlooks that the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program included in FPL’s 2023 SPP is the same program that was included
in FPL’s 2020 SPP previously approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-

AS-El. In the 2020 SPP, FPL originally projected it would complete the Storm

25
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Surge/Flood Mitigation Program by 2022. However, as explained in my direct
testimony and in Exhibit MJ-1, due to field conditions and permitting delays that were
largely beyond FPL’s control, FPL was unable to complete the storm surge/mitigation
measures at all of the identified substations by year-end 2022 as originally projected.
As a result, FPL is proposing to continue the program to address the remaining four
substations originally identified in the 2020 SPP, which are currently expected to be
completed by year-end 2024. FPL has not added new or additional substations to the
Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program approved as part of the 2020 SPP. The new
exclusions proposed by OPC witness Mara were not part of either the 2020 SPP or the
2020 SPP Settlement that OPC joined. OPC witness Mara has not offered any reason
why it was in the public interest to complete the storm surge/mitigation measures at
these substations as part of the 2020 SPP, but not as part of the 2023 SPP.

Do you agree with OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that substations with
alternate feeds should be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation
Program?

No. Rather than installing measures to mitigate the potential for storm surge and flood
at these four substations, OPC witness Mara recommends that any of these substations
that have an alternative feed should be de-energized and the load served by the de-
energized substation should be transferred to an adjacent substation via the alternate

feed. OPC witness Mara’s recommendation is not practical.

All of the four substations identified for the Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program
have alternative feeder ties to nearby substations. However, de-energizing one
substation due to storm surge or flooding does not mean an adjacently tied substation

can necessarily pick up and support the entire electric load from the de-energized
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substation. For example, the St. Augustine Substation, which has an alternate feed,
was de-energized during Hurricanes Matthew and Irma and the majority of the
customers served by this substation experienced outages. Similarly, the South Daytona
Substation, which has an alternate feed, was de-energized during Hurricane Irma and
the majority of the customers served by this substation experienced outages. Further,
OPC witness Mara overlooks that the mitigation measures under the Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program will not only reduce outages but will reduce
restoration costs associated with the need to repair and replace substation equipment
that is damaged due to storm surge or flooding following an extreme weather event.
Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s recommendation that substations
with no history of flooding should be excluded from the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program?

Yes. All four substations remaining to be completed under the Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program have, in fact, experienced floods or storm surges in the past. Most
recently, the flood alarm monitor went off at the Dumfoundling Substation during
Tropical Cyclone One that impacted South Florida on June 2, 2022. With respect to
future potential flooding at these substations, FPL explained in its response to OPC’s
Fourth Set of Interrogatories No. 50(d), which is attached to my rebuttal testimony as
Exhibit MJ-2, that each of the four substations remaining to be completed under the
program has projected flood levels that are higher than the current elevation of these
substations.  Therefore, all four substations included in the Substation Storm
Surge/Flood Mitigation Program as part of the 2023 SPP have had a history of flooding

and remain susceptible to flooding.
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C. OPC’s Recommended Adjustments to the Distribution Lateral

Hardening Program are not Reasonable or Appropriate

Does OPC oppose the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program included in FPL’s
2023 SPP?

No. OPC witness Mara does not oppose FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program. Rather, OPC witness Mara recommends a reduction in the annual budget for
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, which will reduce the number of laterals
to be completed each year and delay when customers will receive the direct benefits of
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program.

In the 2023 SPP, FPL proposed to establish protocols for determining when a
lateral may be evaluated for overhead hardening as opposed to being placed
underground. Does OPC oppose these new overhead hardening protocols?

No. Although OPC witness Mara asserts on pages 29-30 of his testimony that the
overhead program is vague and not well defined, he does not oppose any of the
protocols proposed by FPL for evaluating when a lateral may be overhead hardened as
opposed to being placed underground. Rather, OPC witness Mara simply notes that
the overhead hardening protocols appear similar to the standards used in FPL’s Feeder
Hardening Program. Notably, OPC does not oppose, criticize, or otherwise take any
issue with FPL’s Feeder Hardening Program.

On page 33 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara recommends that overhead
hardened laterals and undergrounded laterals should be separated and tracked
as two individual SPP programs. Do you agree with his recommendation?

I do not agree that there should be separate overhead and underground lateral SPP
programs. The overhead protocols were established and incorporated into the

Distribution Lateral Hardening Program pursuant to the 2020 SPP Settlement approved
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by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-EIl. FPL did not commit to create
separate overhead and underground lateral programs. Moreover, the underground and
overhead components of the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program are symbiotic,
and the work will be part of the same overall lateral project. As explained in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, the selection and prioritization criteria for the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program ranks each feeder based on actual historical experience of
all the overhead laterals on the feeder in order to address the worst performing circuits
first. All laterals on the feeders are then hardened according to the ranking of each
feeder. As explained in Exhibit MJ-1, constructing at the feeder level significantly
improves the efficiency and timing of construction because all of the work takes place
in the same location (feeder) on a set of laterals as opposed to being spread out over
multiple individual laterals across the entire service area. It also allows for a more
efficient design to reduce overall cable footage and the number of transformers needed
to serve an area by interconnecting existing laterals and using alternate cable paths to
reduce the total number of laterals in the area. When FPL performs the engineering
evaluation of all laterals on a feeder, it will apply the overhead protocols to evaluate
whether each lateral should be overhead hardened or converted to underground based
on the actual field conditions and limitations at the time. Thus, the overhead and
underground work is completed as part of a single conceptual design across all laterals
on an entire feeder under the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program. To treat and
separately manage the overhead hardening and underground lateral work as separate
programs, as suggested by OPC witness Mara, would reduce efficiencies and increase
costs. For these reasons, | believe it is appropriate and reasonable that the overhead
protocols should be included and part of the overall Distribution Lateral Hardening

Program and should not be a standalone SPP program.
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On page 31 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara claims that the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program does not meet the requirements of the SPP Rule
because FPL did not provide any estimate of the cost reductions to be realized
from the program. Do you have a response?

| disagree with OPC witness Mara. First, his claim that FPL did not provide cost
reductions associated with the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is a fallout of
OPC’s proposal that the Commission should adopt and apply a new cost benefit
analysis requirement and new cost-effectiveness threshold for the SPP programs. As |
explained above, OPC’s proposed cost benefit analysis and new cost-effectiveness

threshold should be rejected.

Second, as | explained above, there is nothing in either the SPP Statute or SPP Rule
that prescribes that the benefits of SPP programs must be quantified, and storm

hardening is not a simple cost-effective calculation as suggested by OPC.

Third, in compliance with Rules 25-6.030(3)(b) and 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C., the
benefits expected from the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program were provided in
the following portions of FPL’s 2023 SPP: Section II; Section 1V(D)(1)(b); and
Appendix A of Exhibit MJ-1. In fact, on page 31 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara
relies on the 40-year net present value analysis of the reduction in storm restoration
costs provided by FPL in Appendix A of Exhibit MJ-1. Further, on page 34 of his
testimony, OPC witness Mara acknowledges that “[i]t is apparent from experiences in
Florida that undergrounding and hardening poles will reduce outage costs and outage

times.”
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Finally, OPC witness Mara does not propose that the Distribution Lateral Hardening
Program be rejected; rather, he proposes an adjustment to the annual budget beginning
in 2025. Either the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program meets the requirements of
the SPP Rule and is eligible to be included in the SPP or it does not. OPC witness Mara
cannot have it both ways.

Does OPC agree with FPL’s prioritization and selection criteria for the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program?

No. Although OPC does not take issue with any specific selection and prioritization
criteria for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, OPC witness Mara nonetheless
states on page 32 of his testimony that he does not agree with FPL’s selection and
prioritization methodology. Apparently, OPC witness Mara believes that FPL needs to
do more so that lateral hardening and undergrounding and their associated benefits are

spread to more customers and communities:

My point is that the dollars are concentrated such that only a few
customers will see a reduction in customer outage minutes and enjoy
the aesthetics and other benefits of an undergrounded system. The
remaining customers only see a benefit cost ratio that is upside down
meaning more costs than benefits.

This is a significant investment in a small portion of the system (one
feeder) and in a single community. There needs to be a mechanism
to help spread the undergrounding and hardening to more
communities, which is important since all customers will be
contributing to the cost of undergrounding.

See Direct Testimony of OPC witness Mara, pp. 32-33 (emphasis added). As | address
later in my testimony, this statement is at odds with his recommendation of reducing

the budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program.
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Please describe OPC’s proposed adjustment to the Distribution Lateral

Hardening Program.

Commission—adopt-and—apphy—anew-cost-effectiveness—test—on pages 33-34 of his

testimony OPC witness Mara recommends a qualitative adjustment to the annual

budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program starting in 2025 and continuing
through 2032. Specifically, OPC witness Mara recommends that the annual budget for
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program be capped at $606 million per year for the
years 2025 to 2032, which results in a total ten-year budget reduction of approximately
$3.4 billion.

Does OPC witness Mara describe how he calculated his proposed reduction to the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program budget?

No. His adjustment appears to be completely qualitative and, together with his other
proposed adjustments, is simply intended to reduce the ten-year capital cost per
customer to remain similar to the ten-year capital cost per customer for the combined
FPL and Gulf’s 2020 SPPs. See Direct Testimony of OPC witness Mara, pp. 13 and
34.

Do you agree with OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustment to the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program budget?

No, I disagree for multiple reasons. It is important to understand OPC witness Mara’s
proposed adjustment will reduce the number of laterals to be completed each year and
delay when customers will receive the direct benefits of the Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program. This adjustment directly contradicts his position on pages 32-33
that FPL needs to expand its efforts so that lateral hardening and undergrounding, and

their associated benefits, are spread to more customers and communities.
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Although OPC witness Mara apparently seeks to simply maintain the status quo, he
overlooks that the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program was initially deployed as a
limited pilot, which was continued through 2022 as OPC agreed in the 2020 SPP
Settlement. As part of the 2023 SPP, FPL is seeking to deploy the Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program as a full-scale permanent SPP program and, as such, is ramping up
the program in order to provide the benefits of underground lateral hardening
throughout its system, including in the former Gulf service area. | note that OPC does
not object to the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program becoming a permanent SPP

program.

FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening Program was designed to achieve the objectives
and goals of the SPP Statute. Therein, the Florida Legislature expressly found that “[i]t
is in the state’s interest to strengthen electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme
weather conditions by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and
distribution facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and
vegetation management” and “[p]rotecting and strengthening transmission and
distribution electric utility infrastructure from extreme weather conditions can
effectively reduce restoration costs and outage times to customers.” See Sections
366.96(1)(c), (d), F.S. FPL’s underground lateral program is an impactful and crucial
tool to achieve these legislative objectives and is appropriately designed to address the

worst performing circuits and areas first based on actual historical experience. Indeed,
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as shown in FPL’s Hurricane Irma Forensic Report, underground laterals performed

6.6 times (85%) better during Hurricane Irma than overhead laterals.*

The ramp up in the number of laterals to be completed each year under the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program is due primarily to the inclusion of the former Gulf service
area and the significant number of laterals that remain to be hardened, the strong local
support and interest in the program, as well as the addition of the Management Region
selection approach in 2025 as explained in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1.
Notably, the OPC does not criticize or challenge the proposed addition of the

Management Region selection approach.

The annual budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is a product of the
number of estimated projects to be completed throughout FPL’s system as provided in
Appendix C to Exhibit MJ-1. Although all customers indirectly benefit from overhead
hardened and underground laterals through reduced restoration costs, the direct benefits
for customers of overhead hardened and underground laterals, including both reduced
outage times and aesthetics (as recognized by OPC witness Mara on page 32 of his
testimony), will be facilitated and realized more quickly through the expanded number
of underground projects contemplated by FPL’s SPP. How fast and how many lateral
projects are completed under the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, and how
quickly customers realize the direct and indirect benefits therefrom, is ultimately a
regulatory decision for the Commission to be made in the context of the policy and

objectives of the SPP Statute.

! Refer to Page 7 of FPL’s Hurricane Irma Forensic Report in Docket No. 20180049, which is available at:
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/library/filings/2019/05615-2019/Support/Exhibit%2036/POD%20N0.%202/2018004
9%20-%200PC's%2015t%20POD%20N0.%202%20-%20Attachment%20N0.%201.pdf
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D. FPL’s New Transmission Access Enhancement Program is Consistent

with the Obijectives of the SPP Statute and Should be Approved

Does the OPC agree with FPL’s proposal to add the new Transmission Access
Enhancement Program to the 2023 SPP?

No. On pages 26-29 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara contends that maintenance
of bridges, roads, and culverts are ordinary base rate activities and FPL failed to
demonstrate how its proposed Transmission Access Enhancement Program will meet
the objectives of the SPP statute to reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events.

Do you agree that projects to be completed under the Transmission Access
Enhancement Program should be maintained as part of FPL’s ordinary base rate
activities?

No. OPC witness Mara appears to misunderstand the scope and purpose of the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program. FPL is not proposing to simply maintain
roads, rights of way, bridges, and culverts for purposes of accessing transmission
facilities for day-to-day maintenance and vegetation management activities, which
activities are typically scheduled and conducted during drier times of the year and
within the existing transmission rights-of-way. Rather, as explained in my direct
testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, the purpose of the Transmission Access Enhancement
Program is to ensure that FPL has access to its transmission facilities following an
extreme weather event by targeting and addressing areas that become inaccessible due
to flooding or saturated soils. Notably, the peak of the Atlantic Hurricane Season
coincides with Florida’s wet season when increased rainfall will exacerbate the
inaccessibility of many of these low-lying, saturated, and wetland areas. As explained

in my direct testimony and Exhibit MJ-1, and as acknowledged by OPC witness Mara
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on page 27 of his testimony, these low-lying areas may not be accessible following an
extreme weather event without specialized equipment and vehicles, which has limited
availability during and immediately following storm events.

Do you have a response to OPC witness Mara’s contention on pages 27-28 of his
testimony that FPL did not demonstrate that the Transmission Access
Enhancement Program will reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events?

Yes. OPC witness Mara’s argument is, again, a fallout of OPC’s proposal that the
Commission should adopt and apply a new cost benefit analysis requirement and new
cost-effectiveness threshold for the SPP programs. As | explained above, OPC’s
proposed new criteria and standards to review the SPPs are contrary to the requirements

of both the SPP Statute and SPP Rule and should be rejected.

My direct testimony and Section IV(K)(1) of Exhibit MJ-1 explained that the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program will ensure that FPL and its contractors
have access to FPL’s transmission facilities following an extreme weather event, which
will reduce the need and associated costs for specialized equipment and will help
expedite restoration activities and thereby reduce customer outage times. Importantly,
a transmission-related outage can result in an outage affecting tens of thousands of
customers and may cause a cascading event that could result in loss of service for
hundreds of thousands of customers. The Transmission Access Enhancement Program
will allow FPL and its contractors to quickly address such outages following an extreme
weather event, which would result in a reduction of outage times for tens of thousands

to hundreds of thousands of customers following an extreme weather event.
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Do you have any other observations regarding OPC’s opposition to the
Transmission Access Enhancement Program?

Yes. OPC witness Mara appears to overlook that the Commission’s SPP Rule defines
a storm protection project to include enhancement of T&D areas and not just the T&D
facilities themselves: *“a specific activity within a storm protection program designed
for the enhancement of an identified portion or area of existing electric or distribution
facilities for the purpose of reduction restoration costs and reduction outage times
associated with extreme weather conditions therefore improving overall service
reliability.” See Rule 25-6.030(2)(b), F.A.C. (emphasis added). I also note that FPL’s
proposed program was modeled after the Transmission Access Enhancement Program
included in Tampa Electric Company’s (“TECQO”) 2020-2029 SPP that was previously
agreed to in a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement, which OPC joined, that was
approved by Commission Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El.?

On page 27 of his testimony, OPC witness Mara states that, as an alternative, FPL
should consider simply purchasing the specialized equipment necessary to access
its transmission facilities located in low-lying and saturated areas following an
extreme weather event. Do you have a response to his alternative proposal?

Yes. FPL has evaluated large tire equipment used in other industries. However, FPL
has not been able to locate large tire vehicles readily available for purchase that are
capable of working within Florida’s unique topography, terrain, and hydrology while
still meeting the necessary technical loading and reach specifications required to
perform transmission line restoration work following an extreme weather event.

Although floating equipment, such as barges, are utilized for construction of

2 FPL acknowledges that, despite agreeing to the program in the TECO 2020-2029 SPP, OPC witness Mara filed
testimony in Docket No. 20220048-EI opposing the continuation of TECO’s previously approved Transmission
Enhancement Program.
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transmission line river crossings, this floating equipment cannot be used to access the
low-lying and saturated areas to be addressed by the Transmission Access

Enhancement Program.

Even if this specialized equipment was readily available on the market for purchase,
FPL would need a large fleet of specialized equipment because the Company’s service
area encompasses more than 35,000 square miles across 43 counties with more than
9,000 miles of transmission lines. Purchasing a large fleet of specialty vehicles would
also require ongoing specialized maintenance and specialized resources trained and
familiar with operating and maintaining the specialized equipment. Lastly, external
resources that perform restoration work following an extreme weather event may not
be able to utilize the specialized equipment, resulting in potential delays to restoration

of transmission structures and equipment.

38



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

39

1227



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

40

1228



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

41

1229



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

42

1230



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

43

1231



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

44

1232



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Q.
A.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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CHAI RMAN FAY: And then | presune for, M.
Wight, for the, just to nake sure, the other
W tnesses, you will be able to do the sanme, just

kind of in an efficient manner, sane context?

MR, WRIGHT: That's ny goal .

CHAI RVAN FAY: Perfect. GCkay. Geat, then.

Ms. Morse, you are recognized for any

proffered cross.
M5. MORSE: Thank you, M. Chair.

have any proffered cross right now.

CHAI RMAN FAY: (Okay. Geat. Thank you.

Wth that, then, | believe we can excuse the

W t ness unl ess we have anythi ng el se,

Wth that, M. Jarro, you are excused?

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

(Wtness excused.)

CHAl RVAN FAY: FPL, you are recognized to cal

your next W tness.
MR, WRI GHT: Thank you.
FPL calls Ms. Fuentes.
Wher eupon,

LI Z FUENTES

was called as a wtness, having been previously duly

sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth,

but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

and not hi ng

| don't

| egal ? No.

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828

premier-reporting.com
Reported by: Debbie Krick
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EXAM NATI ON

BY MR VRl GHT:

Q Good afternoon, good norning, M. Fuentes.
A Good nor ni ng.

Q You recall you were sworn on August 2nd?
A Yes.

Q And you remai n under oath, you understand?
A Yes.

Q Can you pl ease state your name and your

busi ness addr ess?

A My nane is Liz Fuentes,

address is 4200 West Flagler Street, Mam, Florida,

33134.

Q And who is your enployer and in what capacity

are you enpl oyed?

A | am enpl oyed by Florida Power & Light as the
Seni or Directer of Regulatory Accounting.

Q And have you prepared and caused to be filed

seven pages of rebutta

A Yes.

Q Is it and on August 1st,

rattle a to be filed to correct your rebuttal testinony?

A Yes.

Q Can you briefly supervise rise the correction

made by the errata filed on August 1st?

testinmony in this proceedi ng?

and ny busi ness

did you cause an he

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303
Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828

premier-reporting.com
Reported by: Debbie Krick
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1 A Sure.

2 The errata struck ny testinony in response to
3 portions of OPC Wtness Kollen's testinony which was

4 stricken.

5 Q Do you have any additional corrections to your

6 rebuttal testinony?

7 A No.
8 MR. WRIGHT: Chairman, | would note that the
9 errata filed on August 1st struck Ms. Fuentes'
10 rebuttal testinmony in its entirety, and as such,
11 there is nothing to be inserted into the
12 non-proffered record as though read.
13 However, in response to OPC s proffer of
14 Wtness Kollen's testinony, and for purposes of
15 preserving a proffered record for reconsideration
16 -- | amsorry for appellate review, FPL noves to
17 proffer Ms. Fuentes' prefiled rebuttal testinony as
18 originally filed on June 21
19 For clarity, this prefiled rebuttal testinony
20 was i ncluded in docunent nunber 04177-2022 in
21 Docket No. 20220051, which includes those -- which
22 I ncl udes the unredacted portion of Ms. Fuentes'
23 rebuttal testinony that responded to the portions
24 of OPC Wtness Kollen's testinony that were
25 stricken by Order No. -- by Commi ssioner La Rosa --
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick
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1 Comm ssioner La Rosa's order PSC-2022-0292.

2 We ask that Ms. Fuentes' prefiled rebuttal
3 testinony as originally filed on June 21st be

4 included in the proffered record as though read.
5 CHAI RMAN FAY: Show t hat proffered.

6 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal proffered

7 testinony of Liz Fuentes was inserted.)
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1 MR WRIGHT: And we will waive a sunmary of

2 the proffered testinony.

3 At this point, if -- unless there is cross on
4 the proffered portion, | ask that Ms. Fuentes be

5 excused.

6 CHAl RVAN FAY: Ckay. Geat, Ms. Mdrse you are
7 recogni zed if you have any proffered cross on Ms.
8 Fuent es.

9 M5. MORSE: Thank you, M. Chair. | do have
10 proffered cross. Can | proceed?

11 CHAI RVAN FAY:  Yes.

12 EXAM NATI ON

13 BY M5. MORSE:

14 Q Good norning, M. Fuentes.
15 A Good nor ni ng.
16 Q You testified you are a Certified Public

17  Accountant in the Comonweal th of Virginia, correct?

18 A That's correct.

19 Q And you also testified you are responsible for
20 managi ng nost of the regulatory accounting activities

21 for FPL, correct?

22 A That's correct.

23 Q So you nmake sure the financial books and

24  records conply with the requirenents, right?

25 A Yes.

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick
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1 Q And isn't it true that during your tine

2 working at FPL, you worked -- you have worked on things
3 |like base rate filings, and you have al so managed

4 accounting for cost recovery cl auses?

5 A That's correct.

6 Q So regarding the SPP requirenments, isn't it

7 true that the SPP statute, which is Section 366.96, and
8 specifically Subsection (4)(d), requires that, inits

9 review of SPP plans, the Comm ssion nust consider the
10 estinmated annual custoner rate inpacts?

11 A That's correct.

12 Q Now, for general accounting purposes, the

13 conpany's actual property tax expense is cal cul ated

14  based on a January 1 valuation each year neaning the

15 current year, correct?

16 A That's correct.

17 Q So the conpany does not calculate its actual
18 property tax expense based on the Decenber 31 val uation
19 of the property tax expense to the current year, does?
20 A That's correct. That's how we book it for
21  actual purposes.
22 Q Ckay. And so it follows that none of the
23 plant in service additions during a year are included in
24 that year's valuation for property tax expense, correct?

25 A That's correct. It's calculated -- it's used

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick
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1 for the next year's property tax cal cul ation.
2 Q Ckay. So it also neans that for purposes of
3 the SPP, then, if property taxes expense is cal cul ated
4 using an estinmated year-end val uation each year, the
5 result would be to overstate the estinmated property tax
6 expense included in the revenue requirenent, right?
7 A That's correct. However, the calcul ations
8 that we provided in this docket are estinmates, and they
9 wll be trued up -- well, they will -- when we actually
10 file for cost recovery, they will be based on the actual
11 costs incurred and cal cul ated properly.
12 Q Nonet hel ess, in the preparation of the
13 calculation for the SPP, overstating the estimted --
14 the property tax expense and the revenue requirenent,
15 it's an error, right?
16 A | wouldn't consider it an error. W used an
17 assunption that we are required to provide estinated
18 revenue requirenent cal cul ati ons, and we used an
19 estimate to do so.
20 Q Excuse nme, Ms. Fuentes, you are a nenber of
21 the Anmerican Institute of CPAs, right, or Al CPAs, right?
22 A Yes.
23 Q So the AI CPA doesn't condone the intentional
24 use of incorrect assunptions to calculate costs using
25 forecasts, does it?
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1 A | don't know, but we are not using the
2 calculations that |I have provided testinony on to set
3 rates. Wen we actually set rates, we will provide the
4 correct calculations using the nethodol ogy that's
5 appropriate.
6 Q Thank you. Thank you, Ms. Fuentes. | don't
7 have any further questions for you.
8 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. Geat.
9 FI PUG
10 MR, MOYLE: | have -- | have a few.
11 EXAM NATI ON
12 BY MR MOYLE:
13 Q Just to follow up on that. Couldn't you use
14 historical data rather than assunptions on this property
15 tax issue consistent wwth what M. Jarro was tal king
16 about with respect to historical information being
17 better rather than assunptions?
18 A Yes, you could. | nean, we use |lots of
19 assunptions in calculating the estinmated revenue
20 requi renment cal culations. So, yes, we could have used
21  historical data.
22 There is lots of things that change throughout
23 the years within the SPP plan. It's a 10-year plan.
24  Lots of assunptions could change over that period. Any
25 conponent, ROE, depreciation rates, project timng. So,
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1 yes, we could use any sort of assunptions, but we feel
2 that what we've presented is reasonable and in
3 conpliance wwth the rule.
4 Q And with respect to the costs that are part of
5 your plan now, just to nake sure | understand this
6 property tax question, to the extent that you are using
7 end of year values, if there is a project that costs $10
8 mllion and it starts on January 2nd of the cal endar
9 year, it takes you nine nonths to conplete it, and then
10 it's in the ground at $10 mllion, say, in Septenber,
11 the | aw says that you value the property as of January
12 1, correct?
13 A Correct.
14 Q And so it would be zero as of January 1 with
15 respect to the $10 million inprovenent?
16 A That's correct.
17 Q And then in Septenber it would be, well, it's
18 in the ground, it's 10 mllion. And you are saying you
19 record it at 10 mllion on your books at the end of the
20 year, so it would pick up that 10 mllion, correct?
21 A That's correct. That's how we reflected it in
22 the revenue requirenent cal cul ati on.
23 Q kay. And then as -- in terns of the program
24 cost, is that sonething that ratepayers are going to be
25 asked to pay for that, you know, that value that is not
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1 zero as of January 1, but that's 10 mllion according to
2 how you keep the books?
3 A Custoners will be asked to pay the actual

4 property tax recorded in our books and records, which

5 wll be recorded in accordance with what's required.

6 MR. MOYLE: GCkay. M. Chair, when | was

7 asking witness Jarro sone questions on direct about
8 I npacts to ratepayers, he punted that question to

9 this witness. So | wanted to ask her about that,
10 given M. Jarro couldn't, or didn't answer the

11 guesti ons about inpacts to ratepayers.

12 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yeah. | nean, if you can ask
13 t he question based on the proffered testinony, then
14 you are wel cone to do so.

15 BY MR MOYLE
16 Q Well, let ne start this way. You didn't file
17 direct testinony that had anything with respect to

18 ratepayer inpacts?

19 A No, | didn't file direct testinmony in this
20 case.
21 Q kay. And as we sit here today, do you have

22 any information that you can share with respect to
23 ratepayer inpacts based on the storm protection plans
24 that FPL has filed and is asking this conmm ssion to

25 approve?
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1 A No, | didn't do those cal cul ati ons.
2 | calculated the revenue requirenents that
3 went into the calculation of preparing rate
4 calculations. The rate cal cul ations were done by our
5 rates departnent.
6 Q And nobody fromthe rates departnent took the
7 stand on direct either, did they?
8 A That's correct. Although, we are not asking
9 for any rate recovery in this proceedi ng.
10 Q And a | ot of w tnesses have been asked whet her
11 they've read statutes and rules. Have you read the
12 statutes --
13 A Yes.
14 Q -- and rul es?
15 And you are aware that the statutes and rules
16 require the disclosure of inpacts on custoners, such as
17  industrial customers that | represent in this
18 proceeding, correct?
19 A That's correct.
20 Q kay. And the sane thing with residenti al
21  custoners, you have to separately state for residentia
22 custoners what the inpact will be?
23 A Yes. That's correct.
24 Q And commerci al ?
25 A Yes.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1253

1 MR, MOYLE: That's all | have. Thank you.
2 CHAI RVAN FAY: G eat.
3 Ms. Eaton, anything from you?
4 M5. EATON:  No questions.
5 CHAI RMAN FAY: Okay. Wth that, staff or
6 Comm ssi oners?
7 MR IMG No questions.
8 CHAI RMAN FAY: Okay. Wth that, | don't see
9 any exhibits. | presune there is no redirect.
10 MR, WRIGHT: No redirect and no exhibits for
11 the proffered record.
12 CHAI RVAN FAY: kay. Wth that, then this
13 W t ness can be excused.
14 Ms. Fuentes, thank you.
15 THE W TNESS:. Thank you.
16 (Wtness excused.)
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. We will nove -- and just
18 to give everybody an idea, we will | ook to see how
19 qui ckly we nove through this, and if we continue up
20 to lunch. |If not, we wll break for lunch and then
21 come back and finish early this afternoon, but at
22 this point, there m ght be a chance that we get
23 t hrough before | unch.
24 So with that, M. Bernier, you are recognized
25 to call your --
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1 MR. BERNI ER.  Thank you, M. Chairman.

2 | have di scussed with M. Rehw nkel, and we've
3 agreed that we are going to take Ms. Howe.

4 CHAI RVAN FAY: Yeah, M. Bernier, just real
5 quick, we are going to take a real quick break for
6 nmy col |l eagues and then we will be back. Thank you.
7 MR. BERNI ER° No problem

8 (Brief recess.)

9 (Transcript continues in sequence in Vol une
10 7.)
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