



















































































	20250015-Cover letter Rebuttal Testimony
	20250015-DEF's Rebuttal Testimony Witness Vazquez 
	I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
	Q. Please state your name and business address.
	Q. Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?
	Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since discussed in your previous testimony?

	II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
	Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
	Q. Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?
	Q. Please summarize your testimony.
	Q. At a high level, did anything stand out to you in your review of Mr. Mara’s testimony?
	Q. Have you fully described the Transmission programs within the SPP?

	III. INSULATOR UPGRADES
	Q. Please describe how the Transmission Insulator upgrades subprogram meets the intent of the SPP Statute and Rule.
	Q. Does this subprogram’s scope include various types of insulators?
	Q. OPC Witness Mara pointed out that DEF did not include certain information regarding this subprogram in its Exhibit No. (BML-1). Do you agree?
	Q. Can you explain why the Year 1 Project List for Insulator upgrades shows a customer count of 0 for the locations identified?
	Q. Referencing the Insulator upgrades subprogram, Witness Mara states that “this program replaces a system component with another component with similar strength and purpose” and “this is not an upgrade.” Do you agree with Witness Mara’s statements?
	Q. Can you describe the prioritization methodology for the Insulator upgrade subprogram?
	Q. Witness Mara also states that DEF “did not provide a comparison of costs and benefits for the new program” and “it is not possible to make a comparison necessary for the PSC to determine if implementation of the program is in the public interest.” ...

	IV. TOWER UPGRADES AND OVERHEAD GROUND WIRE
	Q. Mr. Mara recommends that the Tower Upgrade and Overhead Ground Wire subprograms should be removed from the SPP because, in his opinion, these subprograms are “like for like” replacements that serve the same purpose without improving system performa...
	Q. Did DEF file rebuttal testimony in Docket No. 20220050-EI?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Howe’s previous statements regarding these two subprograms?
	Q. Describe why the Transmission Tower Upgrades subprogram meets the requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.
	Q. Witness Mara references the number of towers DEF expects to replace as part of its Tower Upgrade subprogram noting that it appears DEF’s current proposed Plan anticipates replacing a greater number of towers, can you explain the change?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s recommendation that the Transmission Tower Upgrade subprogram should be eliminated from DEF’s SPP?
	Q. Witness Mara states neither Florida Power & Light nor Tampa Electric include the replacement of lattice towers in their respective SPPs. Do you think this should prevent DEF from including this hardening activity in its own SPP?
	Q. Describe how the Transmission Overhead Ground Wire subprogram meets the requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.
	Q. Witness Mara asserts DEF is “simply replacing old overhead ground wire with another conductor that serves the same purpose without any increase in performance of the transmission line during extreme weather events.” Can you please explain what was ...
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Mara that DEF may or may not use the communication capabilities of the optical overhead ground wire it is installing?
	Q: Can you describe the prioritization methodology for OHGW?
	Q. Would you characterize the benefits of installing OPGW as “a minor side benefit?”
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s allegation “the new OHGW will meet the same NESC loading limits for extreme wind, so there is no increase in strength and thus no reduction in restoration costs.”?6F
	Q. Are Transmission Tower Upgrades and Overhead Ground Wire currently included in DEF’s SPP approved by the Florida Public Service Commission?

	V. SPP DEPLOYMENT PACE
	Q. Does Witness Mara make a recommendation to reduce the pace at which DEF deploys certain SPP subprograms in his testimony?
	Q. Can you describe Witness Mara’s recommendation for Transmission subprogram deployment?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assertion that this reduction will not materially affect the response to major events in the near term?

	VI. CONCLUSION
	Q.  Ms. Vazquez, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?
	Q. Does this conclude your testimony?


	20250015-DEF's Rebuttal Testimony Witness Lloyd 
	I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
	Q.  Please state your name and business address.
	Q.  Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?
	Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since discussed in your previous testimony?

	II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
	Q.  What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
	Q.  Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?
	Q.  Please summarize your testimony.

	III. SPP DEPLOYMENT PACE
	Q. Does Witness Mara make a recommendation to reduce the pace at which DEF deploys certain SPP subprograms in his testimony?
	Q. Can you describe Witness Mara’s recommendation for Distribution subprogram deployment?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assertion that this reduction will not materially affect the response to major events in the near term?
	Q.  Can you please describe your “storm role”?
	Q. Have your experiences shaped your views on the value of storm hardening efforts?

	IV. CONCLUSION
	Q.  Mr. Lloyd did you respond to every contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?
	Q.  Does this conclude your testimony?



