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PEOPLES GAS SYSTEM, INC.
DOCKET NO. 20250029-GU
FILED: 07/28/2025

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF

LUKE BUZARD

Please state your name, address, occupation and employer.

My name is Luke Buzard. My business address is 3600 Midtown
Drive, Tampa, FL 33607. I am employed by Peoples Gas System,
Inc. (“Peoples” or the “company”) as the Vice President of
Regulatory and External Affairs, and interim Vice President

of Finance.

Are you the same Luke Buzard who filed direct testimony in

this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony?

My rebuttal testimony has two parts. The purpose of part one
is to address the intervenor and Staff testimony.
Specifically, I rebut issues raised in the direct testimony
of Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”) witness Lane Kollen

related to (1) the company’s development of the 2026 test
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year capital and operations and maintenance (“0&M”) budgets,
and (2) Off-System Sales revenues. Additionally, in part one,
I respond to the testimony of Commission Staff witness Angela

Calhoun.

The purpose of the second part of my rebuttal testimony is to
provide updates related to (1) Peoples’ plans to recover
facilities relocation costs under Rule 25-7.150, Florida
Administrative Code, (2) the company’s customer and public
notices regarding this rate case proceeding, and (3) updates

related to Tariff Sheet Nos. 5.201, 5.401, and 5.501.

Have vyou prepared an exhibit supporting your rebuttal

testimony?

Yes. Exhibit No. ILB-2, entitled “Rebuttal Exhibit of Luke
Buzard”, was prepared by me or under my direction and
supervision. The contents of this exhibit were derived from
the business records of the company and are true and correct
to the best of my information and belief. My exhibit consists

of the following two documents:

Document No. 1 Composite Notice

Document No. 2 Updated Tariff Sheets
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I.

If you do not address an issue or state a position in your
testimony, does that indicate you agree with the intervenors

on that point?

No. I have not attempted to respond to every argument made by
the intervenor witnesses. The fact that I may not have
responded to any specific argument or statement does not

indicate my agreement with that argument or statement.

OPC WITNESS KOLLEN’S PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS

DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMPANY’S 2026 TEST YEAR CAPITAL BUDGET

Q.

Do you agree with Mr. Kollen’s suggestion that the company

prepared a “rate case” budget for its 2026 test year?

No. The company adjusted the timing of our 2026 budget
development as a practical necessity to prepare the financial
data for using a projected test year 1in this proceeding.
However, Peoples developed the 2026 budget using its normal
budgeting process with the same 1level of rigor and
accountability. Additionally, the company’ s Board of
Directors approved the Dbudget before the filing of our

petition in this docket on March 31, 2025.

The assumptions in the company’s 2026 budget properly reflect

our assessment of the resources required to provide safe and
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reliable gas distribution services sustainably for our
customers and to meet future demand for natural gas across
Florida. Additionally, the company followed generally the
same process in our last three rate cases, which also used a

projected test year.

Did the company follow the requirements for a projected test
year base rate case in petitioning the Florida Public Service

Commission (“Commission”) for rate relief in this docket?

Yes. On January 30, 2025, in accordance with Rule 25-7.140,
Florida Administrative Code, the company provided its test
year notification to the Commission, advising that Peoples

selected a projected test year ending December 31, 2026.

The company’s projected test vyear 1is based on detailed
projections of 1load, customer numbers, planned capital
projects, expenses, and other factors relevant to the request
for a base rate increase. Suggesting that the budget is biased
or 1nadequate overlooks the rigor and detail included in the

company’s submission for a base rate increase.

Do vyou agree with witness Kollen’s argument that any
adjustments to the budget after the rate case outcome

demonstrate the lack of rigor in developing the 2026 test
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year budget in this rate proceeding?

No. The company developed its 2026 projected test year budget
in accordance with its stringent business practices and
normal budgeting process, prioritizing safe and reliable

service while meeting system growth demands.

Should the Commission limit or reduce the company’s 2026

capital budget/rate base as proposed by OPC?

No. As explained in Peoples’ witness Christian Richard’s
rebuttal testimony, witness Kollen’s proposed capital budget
reduction in the company’s 2026 revenue requirement should be
rejected because it is overly simplistic, does not address
the individual projects that make up the 2026 budget, and
does not address the factors influencing the capital budget

increase from 2025 to 2026.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMPANY’S 2026 TEST YEAR O&M BUDGET

Q.

Mr. Kollen contends that the company’s requested team member
increase should be reduced to no more than 40 team members
because the additions are predominantly discretionary, not
justified by business requirements, nor by customer growth.

What is your response to this recommendation?
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The company demonstrated through testimony and discovery that
the need for additional team members is based on both (1)
business requirements and (2) customer growth. For example,
as explained in the company’s answer to Staff’s Fifth Set of
Interrogatories, No. 36, the Fleet Sr. Analyst position,
which involves the management of the company’s fleet of
vehicles and 14 facilities is related to customer growth while
the SAP Systems Analyst position is not related to growth and
will provide SAP support of the company’s Work and Asset
Management (“WAM”) solution. Additionally, 46 of the 80
positions in 2025 are replacement positions, as explained in
the direct testimony of Peoples witness Donna Bluestone.
Thus, Mr. Kollen’s recommendation of 40 additions for 2025
and 2026 would not even “cover” the company’s replacement

positions for 2025.

Witness Kollen suggests that the company’s team member
additions are not due to growth because the company’s
forecasted customer growth in 2025 and 2026 is notably below
the forecasted team member growth from the end of 2024 to the
beginning of the test year. Again, as explained above, the
team member additions are related to both business needs and
customer growth. Further, the contention that customer growth
and team member count are not directly or indirectly

correlated disregards the impact of the type of customer that
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joins our system. For example, a large customer can affect
the work activities of both customer-facing and non-customer-

facing team members.

As a 1local distribution company and an essential service
provider, we are committed to carrying out the crucial work
activities necessary to meet both state and federal safety
and compliance requirements. This responsibility is not just
a requirement; it’s a commitment to the communities we serve,
ensuring that we uphold the highest standards of safety and
reliability in all our operations. Additionally, the natural
gas industry remains very much a manual industry, and many of
these activities are performed via human labor and not through

technology.

Mr. Kollen claims on page 27 that while the investments in
WAM have generated efficiencies and cost reductions, there
have been no savings in the number of team members. What is

your response to this criticism?

The WAM platform went into service in September 2023, and as
explained in the direct testimony of Peoples’ witness Timothy
O’ Connor, it provides the company with a centralized
technology platform to track all aspects of our system’s asset

life cycle. WAM’s infrastructure streamlines the assigning,
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scheduling, and deployment of team members across our system,
while collecting data on a scale previously not possible. Mr.
Kollen’s criticism overlooks that (1) the company is still
acclimating to the WAM system placed in service almost two
years ago, and (2) WAM was not implemented to reduce team
members but rather as a means of centralizing work in one
system. Over time, as the company continues to gain insights
from our use of WAM, we will identify opportunities to
optimize resources. It 1is possible that such opportunities

could include a reduction in future hiring needs.

Mr. Kollen suggests that the company is already staffed for
continued growth in customers and related infrastructure,
such that employees devoted to new construction are
sufficient if growth remains relatively constant. Do you

agree with his contention?

No. The company has justified the business need for each team
member in this case and Mr. Kollen has not challenged any
specific proposed team member addition within Engineering,

Construction and Technology.

On page 28, Mr. Kollen criticizes the company for the low
number of team members insourced in comparison to the total

number of team member additions. Do you agree with this
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characterization?

No. As explained in the company’s answer to OPC’s First Set
of Interrogatories, No. 7, the company routinely examines and
balances outside contractor expenses with the need to
maintain a flexible and responsive workforce. There are work
activities for which insourcing is not advantageous from an
operational 1level. Additionally, <certain work activities
require a specialized skill set, which makes insourcing more
challenging for these positions. The insourced positions
included in this case are a direct result of the company’s
deliberate decision to decrease the use of outside services

where it makes sense to do so.

How do you respond to Mr. Kollen’s claim on page 28 of his
testimony that the company has pursued relentless growth in
the number of team members in its “rate case” budgets and
then added team members, albeit typically fewer than

reflected in rate case budgets?

As outlined in Peoples’ witness Helen Wesley's direct
testimony beginning on page 30, the company adjusted its 2024
hiring plans to address unforeseen expenses and revenue
effects. This included moderating our team member hiring. To

ensure the system operates safely and reliably while
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maintaining a high standard of customer service and financial
performance, Peoples made certain difficult decisions.
Throughout the company's direct testimony and discovery and
as further discussed in my rebuttal testimony, the company
provides justification for the necessity of each position.
The Commission’s authorization of these positions should be
based on the business need of the position, not a penalty for

making sound decisions based on new information.

Do you agree with Mr. Kollen’s argument that the Commission
should disallow costs applied for related to hiring so that

the company can “rein in” its rate case forecast?

No. The Commission should evaluate the business need provided
for each team member addition and consider the prudency of
the cost considering the company’s ongoing commitment to
safety, reliability, customer service and the incredible
demand for natural gas. The company’s testimony and discovery
have demonstrated that customers recognize the company's
excellent customer service history and that we have an

industry-leading safety record.

Should the Commission limit or reduce the company’s 2026
employee count/operations & maintenance (“0&M”) expense as

proposed by OPC?

10
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No. Witness Kollen’s proposed employee count/0&M expense
reduction in the company’s 2026 revenue requirement should be
rejected. The company provided the business justification for
each of its new and replacement positions requested in this
case 1n response to OPC’s First Set of Interrogatories, No.
12. Witness Kollen’s recommendation to reduce the company’s
team member additions from 144 to no more than 40 by January
1, 2026, 1s not supported or based on an examination of
specific work activities or a position-by-position analysis.

Rather, his adjustment is broad based and arbitrary.

Through my direct testimony and the direct testimonies of
witnesses Wesley, O’Connor, Richard, and Peoples’ witness
Bluestone, the company Jjustified its forecasted staffing
increases for 2025 and 2026. Additionally, the company
demonstrated the need for the increases 1in 1ts discovery
responses, 1including but not limited to: OPC’s First Set of
Interrogatories, Nos. 7 through 17; OPC’s Second Request for
Production of Documents, No. 46; OPC’s Second Set of
Interrogatories, No. 110; OPC’ s Fourth Set of
Interrogatories, No. 129; OPC’'s Fifth Set of Interrogatories,
No. 138; Staff’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories No. 24; and
Staff’s Fifth Set of Interrogatories Nos. 36, 37, 38, 39, and
45, Further, as explained in the direct testimony of witness

Bluestone, the team member additions will support both (1)

11
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IT.

No. Peoples does not support using the four-year average as
a basis, suggested by OPC; however, we do not object to the
Commission’s consideration of a moderate adjustment. The
company acknowledges the complexity of the natural gas
commodity and interstate transportation markets. This
complexity poses challenges in predicting future
opportunities for 0SS. Thus, while our 0SS net revenues
currently exceed forecasts, a benefit to both customers and
Peoples, this trend is not guaranteed. Any 0SS forecast
adjustment exceeding actual 2026 results will hinder Peoples’
reasonable opportunity to earn an approved return on equity.
Setting the projected 0SS revenues 1is an important outcome
not only for this case but also helps prevent future base

rate increases.

RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS ANGELA CALHOUN

Have you reviewed the testimony of Staff witness Calhoun?

Yes. The 132 complaints cited in witness Calhoun’s testimony
represent approximately 0.013 percent of our entire customer
base. Over the past several years, our complaint rate has
remained relatively stable at approximately 0.02 percent of
total customers. This stable complaint record combined with
the low level of customer participation at the recent customer

service hearings underscores Peoples’ unwavering commitment

13
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IIT.

to delivering exceptional customer satisfaction.

NATURAL GAS FACILITIES RELOCATION COSTS
What is the Natural Gas Facilities Relocation Cost Recovery

Clause?

In accordance with authority granted in section 366.99(6),
Florida Statutes, the Commission adopted Rule 25-7.150,
Florida Administrative Code, Natural Gas Facilities
Relocation Cost Recovery Clause, on April 4, 2025. This rule

became effective on April 24, 2025.

Section 366.99, Florida Statutes, Natural Gas Facilities
Relocation Costs, permits a natural gas utility to recover
“natural gas facility relocation costs” incurred through a

charge separate and apart from base rates.

Did the company include forecasted relocation costs in its

2025 and 2026 test year forecasts?

Yes. The company included relocation costs in its 2025 and

2026 test year forecasts.

Is an adjustment to remove natural gas facilities relocation

costs from the projected 2026 test year appropriate?

14




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

IvV.

Yes. The company believes an adjustment in this proceeding is
appropriate to reflect the company’s recovery of facility
relocation costs under Rule 25-7.150, Florida Administrative
Code, in a 2026 filing. Exhibit No. AN-2, Document No. 1, of
Peoples’ witness Andrew Nichols’ rebuttal testimony shows the
calculation of the adjustment necessary to remove natural gas

facilities relocation costs.

COMPOSITE NOTICE EXHIBIT

Did the company prepare a “Composite Notice Exhibit”
demonstrating its compliance with the notice requirements set
forth in Rule 25-22.0406, Florida Administrative Code, 1in

this proceeding?

Yes. The company prepared a “Composite Notice Exhibit,” which

is attached as Document No. 1 of my exhibit.

TARIFF UPDATES
Did the company agree to certain proposed tariff
modifications by OPC instead of the language 1t originally

submitted?

Yes. Document No. 2 of my exhibit reflects the company’s
updates to Tariff Sheet Nos. 5.201, 5.401, and 5.501. These

changes are consistent with the language proposed by OPC.

15
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VI.

SUMMARY

Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.

My rebuttal testimony demonstrates that the submitted
projected test year budget aligns with statutory requirements
and Commission rules. The company carefully prepared its
projected test year budget to ensure that we maintain safe,
reliable service amid significant system growth. I further
acknowledge the extensive support provided through direct
testimony and discovery, which underscores our commitment to
meeting customer needs and maintaining the distribution
system, and to providing a reasonable opportunity for the
company to achieve a mid-point return on rate Dbase
investments. Furthermore, the company responded to extensive
discovery regarding specific capital projects and 0&M costs,
which validates our request for rate relief. I rebut any broad
reductions in the filing proposed by witness Kollen without
specific identification of issues of prudency. My rebuttal
testimony clarifies the original filing position on the 0SS
revenue utilized to calculate the revenue requirement in this
case. I do not object to witness Kollen’s recommendation to
incorporate the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 20250026-
GU regarding revenue sharing and to adjust the overall

projection of 0SS revenues in the 2026 test year.

16
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Additionally, my rebuttal testimony responds to Staff witness

Calhoun’s direct testimony regarding customer complaints.

Lastly, my rebuttal testimony provides updates regarding (1)

facilities relocation costs under Rule 25-7.150, Florida

Administrative Code, (2) the company’s customer and public

notices regarding this proceeding, and (3) tariff language

changes agreed to with OPC.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes, it does.

17
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