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Please state your name and business address.
My name is Michael Jarro. My business address is Florida Power & Light Company,
15430 Endeavor Drive, Jupiter, FL, 33478.
Have you previously submitted testimony in this docket?
Yes. My direct testimony in support of Florida Power & Light Company’s (“FPL”)
2026-2035 Storm Protection Plan (hereinafter, the “2026 SPP”) was filed in this docket
on January 15, 2025. The 2026 SPP was attached to my direct testimony as Exhibit
MJ-1.
What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony and exhibits
submitted by Kevin J. Mara on behalf of the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”).
Specifically, my rebuttal testimony responds to OPC witness Mara’s recommendations
that the Commission should order the following reductions to FPL’s 2026 SPP: (1)
limit the Distribution Feeder Hardening Program projects to 75 feeders per year; (2)
limit the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program underground projects to 1,100 per
year; and (3) limit the Transmission Hardening Program projects to the replacement of
350 structures per year. 1 also address certain comments by OPC witness Mara
regarding FPL’s storm hardening and its impact on storm restoration.
Are you sponsoring any exhibits in your rebuttal testimony?
Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits attached to my rebuttal testimony:
e Exhibit MJ-2 — Appendices C from FPL’s 2026 SPP and 2023 SPP
e Exhibit MJ-3 — FPL’s Response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories No. 33
e Exhibit MJ-4 — FPL’s Response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 12

e Exhibit MJ-5 — FPL’s Response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 9
2
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e Exhibit MJ-6 — FPL’s Response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 7

e Exhibit MJ-7 — FPL’s Response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 10

e Exhibit MJ-8 — Annual and Total SPP Costs for OPC Proposed Adjustments

e Exhibit MJ-9 — Rate Impacts of OPC’s Proposed Adjustments

e Exhibit MJ-10 — FPL’s Response to OPC’s Third Set of Interrogatories No. 42

On page S of his direct testimony, OPC witness Mara expresses an opinion that
there is a risk of “runaway budgets and expenditures over the life of these plans.”
Do you have a response?

Yes. FPL’s 2026 SPP is a continuation of the same storm hardening programs that
were included in both the 2020 SPP and 2023 SPP approved by the Florida Public
Service Commission (“Commission”). As explained in my direct testimony, and as
acknowledged by OPC witness Mara on page 6, lines 8-9 of his direct testimony, FPL
has not proposed any material modifications to any of the existing eight programs
previously approved in the 2023 SPP. Rather, FPL has updated the projected costs for
certain programs to better reflect current data and pricing, reduced the estimated
average cost per project under the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, reclassified
laterals as feeders to be addressed under the Distribution Feeder Hardening Program,
and identified additional substations that require storm surge and flood mitigation

through the Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program.

Attached as Exhibit MJ-2 are the Appendices C from both the proposed 2026 SPP and
previously approved 2023 SPP, which show the estimated program costs and activities
for the applicable ten-year planning periods. Attached as Exhibit MJ-3 is FPL’s

response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories No. 33, which provides a comparison

3
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of the programs included in the 2023 SPP and the 2026 SPP. As shown in Exhibits
MIJ-2 and MIJ-3, the programs included in the 2026 SPP are generally consistent with
those included in the previously approved 2023 SPP. In fact, the difference in the
average annual spend for the first three years of the 2026 SPP (2026-2028) is a decrease
of approximately $56 million compared to the 2023 SPP despite the fact that costs of
labor and materials have increased since the 2023 SPP, and the 2026 SPP includes five

additional substations under the Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program.

Finally, I note that the projected, actual/estimated, and actual SPP costs are submitted
for review and approval by the Commission in the annual Storm Protection Plan Cost
Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC”) dockets. Thus, the Commission has the opportunity to
review and approve both the SPP budgets and expenditures on an annual basis, which
mitigates OPC witness Mara’s claimed risk of “runaway budgets and expenditures.”
Before addressing his specific recommendations, do you have any general
observations regarding OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustments?

Yes. I note that OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustments to the Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program, Distribution Feeder Hardening Program, and Transmission
Hardening Program are, with the limited exception of the feeder hardening in calendar
year 2026, each within the estimated annual range of projects proposed in FPL’s 2026

SPP as shown in the table below.
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Yes. It appears OPC witness Mara is proposing a hard cap on the annual number of
projects to be completed under each of these programs rather than a range of estimated
annual projects. As to be expected with any major construction project, project
schedules and cost estimates may change due to events and circumstances that are
largely beyond the utility’s control, which may result in variances in the construction
schedules, number of projects, and the associated costs of the SPP projects to be
undertaken during a calendar year. Importantly, FPL manages the SPP projects at the
program level to ensure that resources are being utilized appropriately and efficiently.
For example, if a crew completes a project, FPL. moves that crew onto the next project
based on the Commission-approved prioritization and selection criteria for the

applicable SPP program.

If, however, there was a hard cap on the number of SPP projects that could be
completed in a given year, FPL would lose efficiency by being forced to shut down
SPP program work once the cap was reached, release the crews from FPL’s system,
and then incur additional costs to bring crews back onto the system to restart SPP
program work in the next calendar year. Rather than lose this efficiency, FPL submits
that it is appropriate to continue to use an estimated annual range of projects for each
SPP program, which is consistent with the approach approved in both FPL’s 2020 SPP
and 2023 SPP.

On page 5, OPC witness Mara recommends that FPL’s Distribution Lateral
Hardening Program should be limited to 1,100 laterals per year. Do you have a

response?
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Yes. OPC witness Mara overlooks that the number of estimated projects for the
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program reflects that the program was initially started
as a very limited pilot program in 2018, was continued as a limited pilot program in
FPL’s Commission-approved 2020 SPP, and was implemented as a permanent program
in FPL’s 2023 SPP with a ramp-up in the number of projects to be completed each year
over the ten-year period, which ramp-up included the new Management Region
selection criteria beginning in 2025. As can be seen in Exhibit MJ-2, the Distribution
Lateral Hardening Program included in FPL’s 2026 SPP is consistent with the ramp-
up and number of estimated projects under the previously approved 2023 SPP. In fact,
the ramp-up in number of estimated lateral projects over the period 2026 through 2028
is slightly less in the 2026 SPP (3-year average estimated range of 900 to 1,300) than

in the 2023 SPP (3-year average estimated range of 967 to 1,333).

The Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is a significant contributing factor to
FPL’s success in reducing outages, outage times, and restoration costs when FPL’s
system and customers are impacted by extreme weather events. FPL’s laterals make
up the majority of FPL’s distribution system, with 1.9 times as many miles of overhead
laterals as there are overhead feeders, and many overhead laterals are rear-located
facilities that are more difficult and take longer to access and more likely to be near
vegetation. As shown in FPL’s response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 9,
which is provided as Exhibit MJ-5, FPL’s underground facilities have performed
significantly better during recent extreme weather events than overhead facilities that

are exposed to damages and outages caused by vegetation and debris. OPC witness
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Mara’s proposed adjustment to the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program would
result in a delay in when the customers and communities served by FPL would realize
these important hardening benefits. This delay should be considered by the
Commission when evaluating OPC witness Mara’s proposal.

On page S of his direct testimony, OPC witness Mara recommends that FPL’s
Distribution Feeder Hardening Program should be limited to 75 feeders per year.
Do you have a response?

As shown on Exhibit MJ-2, FPL’s Distribution Feeder Hardening Program is winding
down over 2026 (225-325 projects) and 2027 (75-175 projects) to an annual range of
25 to 75 feeders estimated to be completed each year from 2028 through 2034. As
acknowledged by OPC witness Mara on pages 6-7 of his direct testimony, the increase
in miles of feeders to be hardened is primarily the result of the need to reclassify
approximately 850 miles of feeders in the panhandle region of FPL’s service area

(former Gulf Power Company service area) that were previously categorized as laterals.

Although OPC witness Mara’s proposal of 75 feeders per year is consistent with the
25-75 project range proposed in the 2026 SPP for calendar years 2028 through 2034, it
would require an adjustment to the number of estimated projects to be completed in
2026 and 2027, as well as when the program is estimated to be completed. Importantly,
these feeder hardening projects are multi-year projects that span several years from
initial engineering and permitting stages through final construction and in-service. The
projects require coordination with the affected municipalities to mitigate traffic and

other impacts to the customer and communities in the areas of the projects. If FPL
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were to limit the feeder hardening projects to 75 each for 2026 and 2027, FPL would
be required to shut down existing multi-year projects that have already started. The
impact would be greatest for communities where the work has already begun and may
necessitate the immediate stop of these hardening efforts and leaving equipment in a
temporary, compromised condition. As these are active work sites, FPL would need to
demobilize the corresponding materials and workforce, which would result in
additional costs for the impacted projects. As part of the permit process for SPP
projects, FPL makes commitments (with the caveat that the SPP projects are subject to
Commission approval) to finish the projects in a timely manner to mitigate the
disruption from road closures/limitations. Furthermore, restarting the projects that
would need to be paused to meet OPC’s proposed annual cap of 75 feeders may require
additional coordination and acquisition of new permits, which would result in

additional costs for the impacted projects.

Finally, I note that FPL’s hardened feeders have performed significantly better than
non-hardened feeders during recent extreme weather events. As shown in FPL’s
response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 7, which is provided as Exhibit MJ-
6, FPL’s Distribution Feeder Hardening Program has led to a significant reduction in
the number of distribution poles that failed and needed replacement due to impacts of
recent extreme weather events. OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustment to the
Distribution Feeder Hardening Program would result in a delay in when the customers

and communities served by FPL would realize these important hardening benefits. This
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delay should be considered by the Commission when evaluating OPC witness Mara’s
proposal.

On page S of his direct testimony, OPC witness Mara recommends that FPL’s
Transmission Hardening Program should be limited to the replacement of 350
structures per year. Do you have a response?

Yes, the recommendation by OPC witness Mara fails to account for the impacts
associated with stopping a project partway if the hard limit for the year is reached.
Similar to the Distribution Feeder Hardening Program, FPL’s Transmission Hardening
Program is winding down with all existing transmission structures estimated to be
hardened by the end of 2032. As can be seen from Exhibit MJ-2, the estimated range
of transmission structures to be replaced during calendar years 2026 through 2032 are
almost identical in the proposed 2026 SPP and the previously approved 2023 SPP. In
fact, the only difference is the range of projects estimated for calendar year 2026 is
slightly less in the 2026 SPP (300-350 structures) than in the 2023 SPP (400-500

structures).

While an outage associated with distribution facilities can impact up to several
thousands of customers, a transmission-related outage can result in an outage affecting
tens of thousands of customers. Additionally, an outage on a transmission facility could
cause cascading loss of service for hundreds of thousands of customers. Thus, the
prevention of transmission-related outages is essential. As shown on page 32 of Exhibit
MIJ-1 and in FPL’s Response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories No. 10, which is

provided as Exhibit MJ-7, the performance of FPL’s system during recent storm events
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indicates that FPL’s Transmission Hardening Program has contributed to the overall
storm resiliency of the transmission system and provided savings in storm restoration

costs.

As of year-end 2022, all the existing transmission structures in the legacy FPL service
area have been hardened and the transmission structures remaining to be hardened
serve the customers located in the panhandle region of FPL’s service area (i.e., the
former Gulf Power service area). FPL submits that it is important to continue and
complete the Transmission Hardening Program to ensure that all FPL customers,
including those in the panhandle region of FPL’s service area, receive these important
hardening benefits.

Does OPC witness Mara provide a justification for his recommended adjustments
to the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program, Distribution Feeder Hardening
Program, or Transmission Hardening Program?

On page 7 of his direct testimony, OPC witness Mara cites to a Staff interrogatory
inquiring about reducing the number of annual feeder, lateral, and transmission
hardening projects. The only other support provided by OPC witness Mara appears to
be his statement on page 8, line 13, that the proposed reductions will make electric
service for all FPL customers more affordable.

Has FPL evaluated OPC witness Mara’s claim?

Yes. After receiving his direct testimony, the FPL Power Delivery team estimated the
annual and total SPP costs based on OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustments, which

estimates are provided in Exhibit MJ-8 in the same format as Appendix C to FPL’s
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2026 SPP. FPL’s Rates team then used this information to calculate the ten-year
revenue requirements and three-year rate impacts of OPC witness Mara’s proposed
adjustments, using the same methodology and assumptions used to calculate the
revenue requirements and rate impacts provided in FPL’s 2026 SPP.! A comparison
of the estimated ten-year revenue requirements and three-year rate impacts under OPC
witness Mara’s proposal and FPL’s proposed 2026 SPP is provided in Exhibit MJ-9.
As shown therein, OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustments would have little impact
on customer rates. Importantly, however, OPC witness Mara’s proposed adjustments
would delay when customers receive the important storm hardening benefits from these
programs and result in additional costs to stop and restart projects.

On page 9, lines 6-11 of his direct testimony, OPC witness Mara appears to imply
that storm restoration costs could actually increase even if storm hardening is
substantially increased. Do you agree with his position?

No. Storm restoration costs are a product of the construction man hours (“CMH”)
required to repair the transmission and distribution facilities damaged during an
extreme weather event. The greater the damage on the system the more CMH required
to restore that damage, and the more CMH required to restore service the greater the
storm restoration costs. Although the number of overhead line crews responding to a
storm on FPL’s system is an important factor in the time to restore power following an
extreme weather event (i.e., all things being equal, more crews would restore faster

than less crews completing the same number of CMH), the number of crews does not

! The revenue requirements and rate impacts for the 2026 SPP are provided on pages
48-50 of Exhibit MJ-1 attached to the direct testimony of FPL witness Jarro.
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directly impact the total CMH required to repair the transmission and distribution
facilities damaged during an extreme weather event. Rather, FPL’s storm hardening
initiatives are the single biggest factor to reducing damage to the system from an
extreme weather event, which, in turn, reduces the total CMH required to restore power

to the customers and communities served.

FPL’s response to OPC’s Third Set of Interrogatories No. 42, which is attached as
Exhibit MJ-10, demonstrates that the performance of FPL’s system during recent storm
seasons has significantly improved as compared to the performance of the system
during Hurricane Wilma, which occurred in 2005 before FPL began implementing its
current SPP programs. While no electrical system can be made completely resistant to
the impacts of hurricanes and other extreme weather conditions, the performance of
FPL’s system during recent storm events demonstrates that continuing the existing
storm hardening plans included in the 2026 SPP will continue to reduce damage to
FPL’s system, reduce outages, reduce outage times, and reduce restoration costs
associated with extreme weather events.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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