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PROCEEDTINGS
(Transcript follows in sequence from Volume 1.)
COMMISSIONER CARTER: We will go back on the record.
In our last episode of don't throw the baby out with the bath
water, I think we had -- oh, that was the wrong script.
(Laughter.)
Mr. Wright, you're recognized.
MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
EDWARD J. BATTAGLIA
continues his testimony under oath from Volume 1:
CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. WRIGHT:
Q Good afternoon, Mr. Battaglia. The pending question
that --
COMMISSIONER CARTER: Let's take five.
(Off the record; technical difficulties.)
COMMISSIONER CARTER: We are back on the record.
You're recognized, Mr. Wright.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you again, Mr. Chairman.

H
BY MR. WRIGHT:

Q Good afternoon, again, Mr. Battaglia.
The pending question that I was trying to ask you
when we broke for lunch is where, geographically or physically,
is Gulf conducting the distribution pilot projects relative to

undergrounding in storm surge areas as reflected or referred to
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at Page 10 of your testimony?

A For Gulf's underground conversions new installations,
as I stated probably in other parts of my testimony, they are
customer driven at this point in time. So as far as where any
particular conversion may occur, or new underground
installation involved with new business and so on, it's
difficult to say as far as where those particular types of new
construction will occur and conversion of existing.

What I was referring to in my testimony was in
Appendix 6 of the storm hardening plan, I was referring to our
new specifications to apply storm hardening to our underground
jobs that did occur, based on, again, being customer driven.
And so when you look in Gulf's storm hardening plan, and you
look in Appendix 6, that's where you'll see the specifications
for ball type flush-mounted switchgear, heavy-duty concrete
lids encasing the undergrounding feeder conduits in concrete,
utilizing methods such as locating the pad mounts, and if we do
use above-ground switchgear in areas that would reduce the
opportunities for them being impacted by storm surge by taking
into account whatever protection is offered by the natural lay
of the land or in buildings.

Q I apologize if I am just dense, but your testimony
states clearly that Gulf is conducting several distribution
pilot projects, and the question I was trying to ask, Mr.

Battaglia, is where geographically those projects as referred
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to in this testimony are being conducted? Can you answer that
question, Mr. Battaglia®?
A Based on ones that have occurred up to this point?

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, the question I'm trying to
ask him is what he is referring to in his testimony.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Do you know of any thét have
been done in any geographical location within the confines of
your service area?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. Pensacola City Beach is a
good example of a large project that has occurred in recent
history. We have had several in the Destin area, Main Street
Destin that I recall in particular, and some in the Panama City
Beach area that I believe it was several projects. Going
forward, as far as, again, those type of projects, since they
are customer driven and we do have some that are on the drawing
board, but until they are accepted by the customer it is
difficult to say whether or not those are going to occur or
not.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Mr. Wright.

BY MR. WRIGHT:
Q Mr. Battaglia, could I ask you to look at Appendix

7 of Gulf's storm hardening plan. It's the legal-sized

spreadsheet.
A Yes, I'm there.
Q I'd like to ask you to look, if you would, at Row P
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there which appears to relate to mitigating flood and storm
damage to underground and supporting overheard facilities
piloted project incremental costs. And my question is does the
71,680 expended in '05 and the 446,000 expended in

'06 correspond to the projects you just mentioned?

A Yes, sir. Basically what is shown there as far as
cost represents that incremental difference of those items that
are referred to in Appendix 6 for storm hardening measures that
were associated with projects that were done as far as those
years and in looking at it going forward.

Q Thank you.

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Battaglia would
like to take a water break, that's fine with me.

THE WITNESS: I think I'm fine now.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: How much more time do you think
you will need with Mr. Battaglia?

MR. WRIGHT: Probably on the order of half an hour,

f|Mr . Chairman. I was just trying to be respective of his voice.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: I think he's ready.
THE WITNESS: I appreciate that, but I'm ready.
BY MR. WRIGHT:
Q Mr. Battaglia, referring to Page 24 of Gulf's amended
storm hardening plan, the statement is made there, "Gulf
recognized and piloted underground system storm hardening

design changes in response to lessons learned from Ivan in
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2004 ."

Would I be correct to understand that what you just
described using flush-mounted cabinetry and stainless steel
gear are the principal lessons learned from Ivan in 20047

A Yes, to a certain degree. For example, on the
stainless steel transformers, that's not entirely correct in
the sense that Gulf has recognized the need to use those types
of installations prior to Ivan, and it has been part of our
specifications for many years in beach type areas. As far as
the specifications, moving forward with the wvault type
installations, items such as, again, locating the pads where it
mitigates damage and all, that's correct. That's part of it.

[ Q Thank you. Were there any other lessons learned from

| .
[1van that would be applicable here than those you have already

|discussed?

W A I think there are many lessons that we learned from
Ivan that are reflected in our storm hardening plan, both on
lthe overhead side and on the underground side, and also with
|how we perform our restoration after a storm as far as helping
Wus to fine tune everything from logistics to communications,
staging of materials and so on. As far as directly as far as
back to, say, overhead, you know, again looking at every
opportunity to storm harden our system, one of the items that

we came up with as far as we recognized based on feedback

direct experience, field experience by restoration crews was
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doing some things that were very basic such as in our
construction practices adding another spool rack, an insulator
in which we connect our service wire to at the transformer and
then as the service runs to the house, if the service is
impacted by flying debris or what have you, that it goes ahead
and puts that strain at those spool racks and not let it be
transferred up to the transformer and damage transformer
bushings and basically escalating the damage.

And, again, there is many of those that are part of
the storm hardening plan, part of what we have adopted in our
specs in trying to -- as far as lessons learned and continuous
improvement.

Q Thank you.

With regard to the lessons you learned relative to
undergrounding, did Gulf use those lessons to define or
establish its underground storm hardening specifications for
underground facilities as those are set forth in Appendix 6 of
Gulf's plan?

A Yes, that was part of formulating those particular
|
Wspecifications as far as improvements and going forward.

Q Thank you. If you can, can you relate -- can you
state what level of confidence you have that those underground
storm hardening specifications set forth in Appendix 6 will be
effective?

A Again, based on as far as the degree of effectiveness
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of those particular items, based on what we have observed
directly in the field, we feel that many of them hold high
potential. But at the same time, as far as a trial of fire so
to speak, that remains to be seen. But we feel that such
things as covering the conduit with concrete, putting those
heavy-duty vaults in as far as flush-mounted switchgear based

on what we know at this point hold high potential.

Q Can you in the same context say how confident you are
“that your guidelines for placing underground switch cabinets
and transformer cabinets on the landward side of roads or
sheltered by other buildings would be effective?

A And, again, we feel that in moving forward, based on
what we have seen, we feel that they do have a high potential
"to be effective, but at the same time realizing that they may
be up to a certain point with certain types of storms and

certain associated storm surges, so to what degree, to what

level of category storm that they may be effective, that is

still an unknown for Gulf.

Q Thank you. I have a couple of questions for you that
relate to Gulf's reliability and storm hardening initiatives
“report dated March 1st, 2007. Do you have a copy of that
document with you?

A I should in short order. Yes, sir.

Q Thank you. I would like to ask you to look at Page

40 of that document, Mr. Battaglia.
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MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, these are brief questions,

and I don't intend to mark this as an exhibit. It's
voluminous.

A Yes, sir.

Q At Page 40, Gulf is discussing the activity and costs

incurred with regard to gathering data relative to underground
and overhead. 1Is that an accurate characterization?

A Yes, sir.

Q And the document says Gulf will collect data on
outages as they occur with respect to underground and overhead
facilities, correct?

A Yes.

Q A couple of questions beyond that. Will the data
collected identify the customers' status as an overhead surge
or underground surge customer?

A Yes, I believe it will, based on our trouble call
management system under which this data would be collected.

Q Will it also identify for any given outage where the
outage occurred? And if I can clarify my question, if there is
a distribution route that is part overhead and part
underground, will your dataicollection program as set forth in
this document identify whether outages occurred on the overhead
piece of the system or the underground piece of the system?

A Yes, it will.

Q I would like to ask you to look briefly at the last
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short paragraph in that Section 10.1, the last sentence of
which reads, "The costs for this are minimal as it utilizes
existing systems and processes." I'm just trying to understand
what that means. What does it mean when it says costs are
minimal?

A In that particular case, the cost that it's referring
to is what we had to do in order to make it a part of our
existing data collection process as far as our trouble call
management system. That we were able to program it to add the
appropriate drop down boxes so that our operators could key in
the correct information based on the reports by the crews and
capture that for us.

Q So it was a software modification that will now
enable you to enter data, is that accurate?

A That's correct. Back during the -- when this was
done as far as back during the first part of the year, we had
set in place the needed modifications so we could test it and
be sure that it would do what we expected it to do.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Battaglia, during the break I
handed out, in the interest of time, two documents. One is
Gulf's response to Panama City Beach's Interrogatory Number 16,
which I asked to be marked as Exhibit 47, and the other was
Gulf's responses to Panama City Beach's Interrogatories 39 and

40, which I asked to be marked as Number 48. And I have a
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couple of questions for the witness about Exhibit 47.
BY MR. WRIGHT:

Q First, Mr. Battaglia, are you familiar with these
interrogatory answers?

A Please excuse me for a second. I thought you said
Interrogatory 477

Q No, I'm sorry. It's Interrogatory Number 16, which
has been marked as Exhibit 47.

A I apologize. Yes, I have got it. And, yes, I'm
familiar with it.

Q All right. And looking at the very last page of that
exhibit, which is Page 7 of 7 of Gulf's response, will you
agree that in 2004 and 2005 Gulf spent just slightly more than
$200 million in storm restoration costs?

A Based on what's there, correct.

Q Can you tell us how much of that was spent for
restoring overhead facilities and how much was spent -- I
should say overhead distribution facilities -- and how much was
spent for restoring underground distribution facilities?

A Based on the information that's there, I cannot tell
you that as far as, or recall as far as having that type of

breakdown of that existing information.

Q Do you know whether that information is available?
A That I do not know.
Q So would it be fair to say that you did not consider
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any such information in your work on Gulf's storm hardening
plan?

A Please repeat the question.

0 Would it be fair to say, then, based on your previous
response, that you did not consider any such information in
connection with your work on Gulf's storm hardening plan-?

A Based on the previous answer, that leads to an
assumption as far as me saying yes, but that is not entirely
correct. And, again, what I would refer to is that as far as
hard numbers to differentiate between the two after a storm
restoration process, that we do not have. But at the same
time, from my experience and personally being involved in
multiple storm restoration efforts, I do know and have seen and
observed as far as what it takes to put that overhead system
back together and the associated problems with it, and to put
that underground system back together and the problems
associated with it.

And even though I do not have the dollars that I can
state what that is, I have observed as far as how long those
crews take in doing that process. I do have an idea as far as
the value of the materials associated with those repair
processes that leads me to the conclusion that based on those
observations, those field observations, that on those
one-for-one bases that underground is more costly in performing

those type of activities after a major storm.
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Q I would 1like to ask you to look, if you would, at
what has been marked as Exhibit 487

A Which is interrogatory --

Q It's Gulf's answers to Panama City Beach's
Interrogatories 39 and 40. It's the second document I handed
out during the break.

A I've got it.

Q Okay. Just to confirm, the answers to these
interrogatories are true and correct to the best of your
knowledge, is that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q Thank you.

Are you familiar with a term continuing property

record?
A No, sir, I'm not an accountant.
Q Are you familiar with any Gulf records that identify

the cost of distribution facilities as they are installed in

the field?

A Assuming that -- based on as far as new installations
for underground and overhead, or are you referring to
restoration efforts?

Q I would actually appreciate your answering both of
those questions if you can.

A As far as new installations, to a certain degree,

based on the current work order process for estimating those
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type of jobs, I have some degree of feel for that. As far as
the restoration process as what I stated before, again other
than my field type observations I don't have a direct, or have
the data involved with those direct costs.

Q In the restoration process, is there some sort of
document like a work order document that would be created that
would identify facilities that were installed in connection
with the restoration effort?

A In that particular case, as far as high level, there
are what I would call a work order to collect the charges
associated with doing all of the restoration work, which I have
to assume that's what the figures shown in the other response,
how that was generated.

Q Well, let me ask you kind of a real world kind of
question. Suppose you've got a crew out there doing storm
restoration work, and on a given day they replaced ten poles
lland 750 feet of conductor. 1Is that an okay example to work
with so far?

Il _
A Yes, sir.

I Q Will there be a work order document that would
identify that installation of those poles and that conductor?

A Based on my field experience up to this point as far
as a work order that would give you that type of granular cost

information for restoring a piece of a feeder and a piece of

the underground, not that I'm aware of.
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Q In that answer you referred to -- I think you stated
you're not aware of that kind of document that would provide
data at that granular level. Is there some document within

||Gulf's accounting or inventory system that would identify

poles, conductor -- poles and conductor installed during storm
Hrestoration?
A And, again, I'm not an accountant, and as far as the

I

process that occurs during storm restoration, I cannot say I
have a high degree of familiarity with that other than knowing

that at least up to this point we do have high level work

ﬂorders in which to collect those charges. And I would have to
assume that in order to break it out as far as the appropriate
Lpurc's (phonetic) and poles and wire that that is part of the
1process that accounting performs.
Q In your work on Gulf's storm hardening plan, did you

attempt to research any such information?
h A Based on at least what I was aware of up to this
point, no, I did not attempt to research that type of
ﬂinformation because of what I have been aware of to this point,
it didn't exist.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I think I have
just a few more gquestions.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: You're on a roll, go ahead.
H MR. WRIGHT: I'm working on it, yes, sir.

BY MR. WRIGHT:
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Q Mr. Battaglia, I would like you to look at Page 14 of
Gulf's amended storm hardening plan. And my question, question
or two are going to relate to the geographic information
system, or GIS information, the discussion of which begins at
Page 13. So if you want to look at that, that is fine. I will
get to the point and here it is.

The document states that Gulf expects to complete the
initial mapping of its transmission system into its GIS within
the next six years. Is that an accurate characterization of
Gulf's plan with regard to that item?

A For the transmission system, again, based on what we
have in the plan there, yes, that's correct.

Q Do you believe that this is an adequate pace to

accomplish the mapping of Gulf's transmission system

Linformation into its GIS?

W

A Based on my knowledge as far as on the transmission
side, again, I'm on the distribution side, and I have to assume
1that those that provided that information felt that it was the
correct pace.

Q Looking at the paragraph regarding the distribution
GIS, there is no -- I did not see anyway, any corresponding
information as to when Gulf expects to complete that mapping.
Can you tell us when Gulf expects to complete the mapping of
the distribution system into its distribution GIS?

A The mapping of Gulf Power Company's distribution
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system into GIS is complete. And, again, it's evolving every
day as far as new facilities are being built, adjustments made
to feeders. Obviously it's in a constant state of evolution.
lBut as far as getting the initial base in there, it's complete.
Q Mr. Battaglia, I'm looking at a copy of the
Commission's electric infrastructure storm hardening rule,
hwhich I read in Section 25-6.0342, Sub 4, to require a detailed

|description of the utility's deployment strategy, including the

communities and areas within the utility's service area where

1the improvements are to be made. Are you familiar with that
provision of the Commission's rule?

1 A Yes, sir.

W ) In that connection, I was looking for where Gulf

W

attempted to comply with that provision, and it appears to me

1
that that would be with regard to a Schedule 10 of your Exhibit

1EJB—1, and also the plan at Pages 26 and 27. And my first

ﬂquestion is am I correct that that is the information provided

|

by Gulf in its endeavor to comply with that provision of the

rule?

e ———————————————

A In our storm hardening plan, again, were you
Wreferring to Pages 26 and 27? That's correct.

L 0 Yes, sir, Sections 9-1 and 9-2, and then Schedule

10 of your exhibit.

L A Schedule 10 in my direct testimony does show part of

1

it as far as the extreme wind loading.
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0 I did not see there a detailed subscription of the
communities affected. Can you show me what I missed or is this

what there is?
A If you go to Gulf's storm hardening plan and refer --

Q Excuse me, were you looking at the amended storm

hardening plan?

A That is correct, the amended storm hardening plan.
Q Okay.
A And in addition to what you've already stated as far

as the write-ups in the previous pages, if you look at Appendix
1, the service area map that's shown there indicates the
projects that Gulf will be doing under the extreme wind

loading, which is, again, part of the plan.

Q I'm looking at the map, and I note that it has got
the extreme wind loading standard contours on it. Do the
stars -- the stars indicate where the projects are, is that
accurate?

A That is correct.

Q Thank you.

You don't have any experience as a city manager or

assistant city manager, do you?

A No, sir.

Q As a city planner, urban planner?

A No, sir.

Q Municipal or county emergency services administrator?
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A No, sir.

Q Do you have any testimony to offer as to how such
city or county personnel could use this to understand exactly
what was doing on here as set forth in your plan?

A In looking at what we have set forth in our plan
here, it does provide, in Gulf's opinion, the needed detail for
the cities and municipalities to get initial grasp as far as
what projects are occurring and where. And then in addition to
that, Gulf has very good relationships established throughout
all of our communities, and the necessary Gulf Power folks in
place to help explain and elaborate upon the details of the
projects, depending upon the interest expressed by each city or
each emergency operation center.

And especially in the case of the emergency
operations centers, Gulf has obviously because of the mutual
need there in communications and so on, Gulf has long
established good communications with those departments, those
individuals, to be able to explain any facet of our storm
hardening plan and to be proactive in -- as opportunities are
seen as far as with particular projects to discuss that with
them.

Q Thank you. I just have a couple more questions.

Do you have a working knowledge of what the term
optimal means?

A Yes, sir.
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Q Would you agree -- this is an abstract kind of
question. Would you agree that if the incremental benefits of
making an incremental expenditure on a given program or
measure, 1f the incremental benefits are greater than the
incremental costs, that making that additional expenditure
would be tending toward optimizing the program?

A Yes, to a certain degree. But, in looking at those
type of situations, you have to look at more than just the
surface numbers and understand what the numbers mean, versus at
times taking them just for face value as far as how they are
developed and in what respect do they apply to a particular
situation.

Q And referring back to Appendix 7 of the storm
hardening plan, do I conclude correctly that Gulf is not able
to estimate the benefits from the undergrounding activities
indicated at Row P or Row O, the letter O, at this time?

A At this particular time, that's correct.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman; that's all the questions I
have for Mr. Battaglia.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Commissioners, my plans are, if
it is appropriate, is to see if there are other parties that
have questions, and then maybe go to staff and then to
Commissioners. But if you have questions at this point in

time, obviously at any time any Commissioner can ask any
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question that you would like. Would that be appropriate?
Any other question from any party on this witness
before I recognize staff? Staff, you're recognized.
MS. BENNETT: Thank you, Chairman Carter.

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MS. BENNETT:

Q Mr. Battaglia, my name is Lisa Bennett. We have
spoken earlier in your deposition. I just have a few
gquestions.

Prior to the submission of its storm hardening plan
in this docket, it is true that Gulf submitted a ten-part
initiative, is that correct?

A That is correct.
Q And was this ten-part initiative approved by the
Commission in Order PSC 060781 and PSC 0609472

A That is correct.

Q And would you agree that the Gulf ten-part initiative

is mostly annual system-wide activities?

A Yes.

Q Did Gulf's proposed hardening plan, the one that's
the subject of this docket, include the ten-part initiative
previously approved by the Commission?

A Yeg, it did.

Q Would you agree that the proposed hardening plan in

this docket is a three-year look ahead?
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A Yes, I would.

Q And is it subject to change as more information is
gathered and costs are refined?

A Yes.

Q Would you agree that Gulf's previously approved
ten-part initiative and the Gulf proposed hardening plan are
complementary to each other?

A Yes, I would.

Q Would you agree that Gulf is responsible for pursuing
the most cost-effective storm hardening projects?

A Yes, I would.

0 And would you agree that the Public Service

Commission expects each utility to prudently manage its

resources?
A Yes.
Q And would you agree with me that the Commission's

overarching objective to Rule 25-6.032 of the Florida
Administrative Code is to promote a corporate culture that
reduces storm restoration costs and storm-caused outages to
affected parties?
A Yes, I would.
MS. BENNETT: I have no further questions.
COMMISSIONER CARTER: You have no further questions?
MS. BENNETT: No more questions.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Commissioners, any questions?
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Mr. Badders, you're recognized for redirect.

MR. BADDERS: No redirect. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Okay.

Ms. Fleming, let's get ourselves in the proper
posture here.

MR. BADDERS: At this time I would like to move
Mr. Battaglia's exhibit into the record.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: That would be exhibit -- on our
list it would be Exhibit 18, is that correct?

MR. BADDERS: That is correct.

MS. FLEMING: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Yes, ma'am, you are recognized.

COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO: I need to make a comment,
because I'm not sure of what the last line of questioning was
from staff, and I just need to ask. It seems that we are on
the defensive, and I'm not sure what the line of questioning
was intending. I mean, you don't work for Gulf Power, but I
don't understand why that line of gquestioning came up the way
it did.

MS. BENNETT: We're just filling out the record for
the recommendation later.

COMMISSIONER ARGENZIANO: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: And Commissioner Skop.

COMMISSIONER SKOP: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Equally, I have the same concern, and I am just going
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to bring it out and say it directly to the witness. But there
are situations where counsel on cross-examination have
propounded questions, I believe Mr. Wright was seeking to
devote testimony on cross-examination from the witness, and the
witness was -- ultimately I think the answer was I don't know.
But, again, instead of being evasive, if the witnesses would
just answer the questions that might also help round out the
record for the benefit of the Commission, also.

L Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Thank you, Commissioners.

Any other comments from any other Commissioner before
we proceed further? I think we are in the process of admitting
Exhibit 18 for Mr. Battaglia and his testimony. That would
Wjust be Exhibit 18, is that correct, Ms. Fleming?

MS. FLEMING: Yes, that's correct, Exhibit Number 18.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Any objection? Hearing none,
show it done.

(Exhibit 18 admitted into the record.)

MR. WRIGHT: And, Mr. Chairman, I would move the
admigsion of Exhibits 45, 46, 47, and 48.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: What have been previously
marked Exhibits Number 45, 46, 47, and 48. Any objection?

MR. BADDERS: No objection.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Show it done.

(Exhibits 45 through 48 admitted into the record.)
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are we now with this witness?

Battaglia'

MS. FLEMING: If we are concluded with Mr.

152

s direct testimony, I suggest that we can move on to

the next witness, Mr. McDaniel.

the stand.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Okay. Call your next witness.

MR. BADDERS: Thank you. We call Allen McDaniel to

ALLEN G. McDANIEL

was called as a witness on behalf of Gulf Power Company, and

having bee

n duly sworn, testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. LANGLEY:

Q

witnesses

This is Eric Langley for Gulf Power.

Mr. McDaniel, were you in here earlier when the

were sworn in?

Affirmed, I was.

Please state your full name and business address.

My name is Allen G. McDaniel. My business address is

One Energy Place, Pensacola, Florida 32520.

Q

A

And by whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am employed by Gulf Power Company as the Project

Services Manager of Power Delivery.

Q

Are you the Allen McDaniel that prefiled direct

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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A Yes, sir.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to that
testimony?

A No.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions today, would

your answers be the same?
A Yes, they would.
Q Do you have any exhibits attached to your direct

testimony that you will be referring to?

A No, I do not.

Q Mr. McDaniel, what is the purpose of your direct
testimony?

A The purpose of my testimony is to explain and address

Sections 11.0 and 12.0 of Gulf's storm hardening plan as
amended on August 14th, 2007. I will discuss how each section
addresses and supports the requirements set forth in the Rules
25-6.0341 and 25-6.0342, and explain how Gulf's third-party
attachment standards and procedures assure, as far as
reasonably practical, that third-party attachments do not
impair electric safety, reliability, or pole loading capacity
on our system.

MR. LANGLEY: And to clarify, Mr. McDaniel's
testimony is in Docket 070299-EI.

And at this time we tender Mr. McDaniel for

cross-examination.
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COMMISSIONER CARTER: Any questions? Mr. Wright.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a very
few questions for --

COMMISSIONER CARTER: One second. Any questions by
any other parties, or just Mr. Wright is the only one with
guestions?

MR. SEIVER: FCTA has no questions, Mr. Chairman.

MR. LANGLEY: And, Mr. Chairman, I suppose I should
move for the entry of Mr. McDaniel's direct testimony into the
record.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: As though read. Done.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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GULF POWER COMPANY
Before the Florida Public Service Commission
Prepared Direct Testimony of
Alan G. McDaniel
Docket No. 070299-El
In Support of Gulf Power Company’s Storm Hardening Plan
Date of Filing: August 24, 2007

Please state your name, business address, and occupation.

My name is Alan McDaniel, and my business address is One Energy
Place, Pensacola, Florida 32520. | am the Project Services Manager of
Power Delivery for Gulf Power Company. | am responsible for joint use
and third-party attachments, skills development for engineering and
construction, and engineering and design of large distribution conversion
projects, along with the preparation and implementation of Gulf Power

Company’s storm restoration plan.

Please summarize your educational and professional background.

| graduated from the University of Florida with a Bachelor of Science
degree in Electrical Engineering in 1981 and from Colorado State
University with a Masters in Business Administration in 2006. Since
joining Gulf Power Company in 1980, | have held a number of positions
with increasing responsibility: co-operative education student, Associate
Engineer, Staff Engineer, Supervisor of Area Engineering, Distribution
Engineering Supervisor, Engineering and Construction Supervisor,

and Engineering and Construction Manager. My experience with Gulf
Power Company has included working in several areas of the Company

from Panama City to Pensacola in distribution operation, maintenance,
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and construction, and substation and transmission maintenance.

| have represented Gulf on distribution technical and strategic
committees within Southern Company dealing with a variety of issues
including work methods and materials, distribution engineering and
construction, substation maintenance, and mutual assistance. | have
participated in and led many storm restoration teams after major storms.
My first hurricane restoration experience was as a team leader after
Hurricane Elena in 1985. My most recent experience was as the
restoration area manager after Hurricanes Ivan, Dennis and Katrina in »
2004 and 2005. | have participated in restoration work in the field for 12

named storms ranging from tropical storms to category 3 hurricanes.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

| will address Sections 11.0 and 12.0 of Gulf Power Company’s Storm
Hardening Plan (the “Plan”) for 2007 — 2009 as amended on August 14,
2007. Section 11.0, impact to collocation of facilities, deals with pole
strength and load assessments and the new process concerning
notification by third-party attachers when they perform overlashing of
cables and Section 12.0 covers third-party attachers’ estimates of costs
and benefits. | will discuss how each section addresses and supports the
requirements set forth in Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC)
Rules 25-6.0341 and 25-6.0342. My testimony addresses the Plan in the

context of third-party attachment standards and procedures.

Docket No. 070299-El Page 2 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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Does Gulf maintain written third-party attachment standards and
procedures which address safety, reliability, pole loading capacity, and
engineering standards?

Yes. Gulf has maintained such written third-party attachment standards

and procedures for many years.

Do Gulf’s third-party attachment standards and procedures meet or
exceed the 2007 National Electrical Safety Code (“NESC”)?

Yes.

Does Gulf’s Plan include proposed changes to third-party attachment
standards and procedures?

Yes. Gulf’'s Plan proposes two changes: (1) the requirement of a pole
strength and loading analysis prior to any new burden being placed on a
Gulf Power pole, and (2) the requirement of advance notice of overlashing
in order to better implement the pole strength and loading program. The
other parts of Gulf's attachment standards and procedures are neither

new nor specifically related to storm hardening.

Please explain the term “overlashing.”

Overlashing is when a new cable, fiber or other line is lashed or attached

to the existing messenger wire or cable.

What is the purpose of the pole strength and loading analysis?

Gulf’'s Ten-Part Storm Preparedness Plan, as approved in FPSC Order

Docket No. 070299-El Page 3 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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No. PSC-06-0781-PAA-EI, included a pole strength and loading analysis
program for a sampling of Gulf’s poles. This approved pole strength and
loading analysis program was also included in Section 2.2 of Gulf’s Plan.
The pole strength and loading analysis Gulf proposes for new
attachments and overlashing is an extension of the policy embedded in
the Ten-Part Storm Preparedness Plan. This analysis for new
attachments and overlashing will provide Gulf with data, on a going
forward basis, on whether and to what extent third-party attachments
impact the loading of any particular pole or pole line. If the pole strength
and loading analysis reveals that the pole or pole line is not strong enough
to support the proposed attachment (or overlashing, as the case may be)
at Grade B construction standard, Gulf will require “make ready” prior to

the new burden being added to the pole or pole line.

What is the definition of “make ready” in this context?

Make ready refers to any work that has to be done on the pole or pole line
to accommodate the new attachment (or overlashing). This can include
rearrangement of existing facilities, additional guying, or replacing the
existing poles with taller or stronger poles, and adding additional poles to

the line.

What is the purpose of the new requirement that third-party attachers
provide advance notice of overlashing?
In the past, Gulf has not specifically required third parties to provide

advance notice of overlashing. The new overlashing notification

Docket No. 070299-El Page 4 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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requirement allows Gulf to perform a pole strength and loading analysis
prior to a new burden being placed on the pole or pole line. This
notification requirement is a common practice of other investor-owned

electric utilities in the state of Florida.

Why did Gulf not require advance notice of overlashing from

third-party attachers before now?

Overlashing is a relatively new process in Gulf's service area. As the
average number of third-party attachments per pole has continued to
increase and the potential for greater load on each pole has become more
prevalent, Gulf is taking a proactive approach to managing its
infrastructure. It is reasonable to expect notification of any additional

burden being placed on our facilities by third-party attachers.

How many of Gulf's poles are currently impacted by third-party attachers?
The majority of the poles impacted by third-party attachers are distribution
poles. As of December 31, 2006, Gulf had approximately 244,000
distribution poles in service. Based on 2006 data, approximately 151,000
of those poles had one or more third-party attachments. This means that
approximately 62% of Gulf’s distribution poles are impacted by third-party
attachments. Many of these poles have multiple third-party

attachments.

Docket No. 070299-El Page 5 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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How will the deployment of the pole strength and loading analysis
program work?

The pole strength and loading analysis program is targeted to answer one
question: can the pole or pole line handle the new burden under Grade B
construction specifications? When Gulf receives a new permit application
or an overlashing notification, a pole strength and loading analysis will be
performed for all poles impacted by the proposed attachment/overlashing.
If the proposed attachment/overlashing would cause failure by Grade B
construction standards, make ready options will be assessed. Gulf will
not allow an attachment/overlashing to be made until the impacted poles
are sufficiently strong enough to support the additional load at Grade B

construction.

Did Gulf seek input from third-party attachers with respect to its Plan and
attempt in good faith to accommodate their concerns?

Yes. Gulf sought input prior to the May 2007 submission of the initial Plan
and has continued to have dialogue with third-party attachers since the
FPSC opened the current docket. The dialogue prior to the May 2007
submission resulted in more specificity with respect to Gulf’'s overlashing
notification process. The dialogue since the original submission led to the
removal of certain third-party attachment specifications from the Plan.
Gulf has and will continue to share information with the third-party

attachers regarding the potential cost impact of the Plan.

Docket No. 070299-El Page 6 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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In the Plan, does Gulf provide a detailed description of the extent to which
the electric infrastructure improvements involve joint-use facilities on
which third-party attachments exist?
Yes. Gulf Power has and will continue to work with all third-party
attachers to provide sufficient details of proposed electric infrastructure
improvements to determine potential impacts to joint-use facilities.
Detailed location maps of potentially-impacted joint-use facilities
have been and will continue to be provided to all interested third-party
attachers. The locations identified on the maps indicate where a third-

party attacher has one or more attachments on a pole.

In the Plan, does the Company provide a reasonable estimate of the costs
and benefits to third-party attachers affected by the electric infrastructure
improvements, including the effect on reducing storm restoration costs
and customer outages realized by the third-party attachers?

Yes. In Section 12.0 of the Plan, Gulf identifies costs and benefits to
third-party attachers based on information supplied to Gulf by the third-
party attachers. Since filing the Plan, Gulf has furnished additional,
detailed location maps of the infrastructure improvement projects to allow

third-party attachers to better evaluate their cost and benefits.

Do Gulf's proposed changes to the third-party attachment standards and
procedures meet the objectives of enhancing reliability and reducing
restoration costs and outage times in a prudent, practical, and cost-

effective manner to the affected parties?

Docket No. 070299-El Page 7 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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A. Yes. Gulf's Plan, which includes the Ten-Part Storm Preparedness

Plan initiatives that were approved by the Commission in Order Nos. PSC-
06-0781-PAA-EIl and PSC-06-0947-PAA-EI, can reasonably be expected
to enhance the reliability and reduce restoration cost and outage times in
a cost-effective manner. By performing the joint-use pole attachment
audits and pole strength and loading analysis where appropriate, Gulf’s

Plan is prudent, practical, and cost-effective.

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?

A. Yes.

Docket No. 070299-EI Page 8 Witness: Alan G. McDaniel
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COMMISSIONER CARTER: Mr. Wright, you're recognized.
MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. WRIGHT:

Q Good afternoon, Mr. McDaniel.
A Good afternoon.
Q As I said, I have very few questions for you. Your

testimony indicates that you have direct field experience in
storm restoration with 12 named storms, is that accurate?

A Yes, sir.

Q How much of your field experience was with overhead
restoration activities and how much was with underground

restoration activities?

A I would say all of it.
Q Can you give us a percentage breakdown?
A Well, what I meant by the answer was I dealt with

both overhead and underground each and every time during those
storms. Obviously 80 percent or so of our system is overhead
and the rest is underground, and I would say that the
experience was proportional to the amount of each.

Q Thank you. Have you observed poles that you
believed, based on your own observation, failed because of
additional loading from telecommunications or cable television
facilities, i.e., the facilities of third-party attachers being

attached to Gulf's facilities?

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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A No, I have not.

Q Have you observed instances where electric
telecommunications and cable television facilities were tangled
up after a storm hit overhead facilities?

A Could you clarify that? When you say tangle up, did
you say with electric utilities?

0 I tried to say where all three, or electric and
telecommunication, electric and cable, or electric and
telecommunications and cable altogether were tangled up from
overhead facilities?

A I have seen where they were down. I wouldn't say
tangled up as much as they tend to stay attached to the pole
but go down.

Q So they fall down with the poles?

A Yes.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you. That's all I have.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Once again, before asking staff
or Commissioners, any other parties -- any other parties have
any questions for this witness?

Commissioners? Staff?

MS. BENNETT: No questions.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Okay.

MR. LANGLEY: No redirect.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: No direct. Smart man. Okay.

Then you would be moving in Exhibit 19, is that correct?

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Ms. Fleming, is that right?

MS. FLEMING: That's correct, it's Exhibit 19 only in
the Gulf Docket, 070299.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Any objections? Hearing none,
show it done.

(Exhibit 19 admitted into the record.)

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Any other questions for this
witness? You may be excused.

MR. LANGLEY: Mr. Chairman, as a housekeeping matter,
I don't believe we asked that Mr. Battaglia be excused. May he
be excused?

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Commissioners, early on I took
a note here about -- oh, that would be Mr. McDaniel's withdrawn
as to rebuttal.

MS. FLEMING: Commissioner, I believe Mr. Battaglia
will be coming back up later for his rebuttal testimony. It
was only Mr. McDaniel that had the rebuttal testimony withdrawn
in the Gulf docket.

MR. LANGLEY: That's right. I meant excused from --
with respect to Mr. Battaglia, excused from his direct
testimony and cross-examination. He will be presenting
rebuttal. Mr. McDaniel will not.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Okay, then.

MS. FLEMING: I think that is a given since Mr.

McDaniel is already on the stand.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

166

MR. LANGLEY: Fair enough.
COMMISSIONER CARTER: All righty, then.
MR. BUTLER: Mr. Chairman, I believe that FPL's
Witness Manuel B. Miranda is the next witness, is that correct?
COMMISSIONER CARTER: That's what my list says, Mr.
Butler.
MR. BUTLER: Then I will call Mr. Miranda to the
stand.
MANUEL B. MIRANDA
was called as a witness on behalf of Florida Power and Light
Company, and having been duly sworn, testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. BUTLER:
Q Mr. Miranda, will you please state your name and
business address for the recérd?
A Sure. My name is Manuel B. Miranda. I go by the
nickname of Manny. My address is 9250 West Flagler Street,

Miami, Florida 33174.

Q Mr. Miranda, have you previously been sworn?
A Yes, I have.
Q Do you have before you a document consisting of 21

pages and three attached exhibits entitled Direct Testimony of
Manuel B. Miranda in Docket Number 070301-EI, dated August 24,

20077?

A Yes, I do.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Q Was this document prepared under your direction,
supervision, and control?

A Yes, it was.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to your

prefiled testimony or exhibits?

A Yes, I do.
Q Would you please state those.
A On my direct testimony, Page 17, Line 13, the number

nine should be seven. And on Exhibit MBM-3, the first bullet
that says ten utilities should be seven utilities for a total
of ten data points.

0 Thank you, Mr. Miranda.

MR. BUTLER: Staff, I would like to inquire at this
point. You had prepared, based on information I had provided
you, a list of revisions -- I'm sorry, it only applies to
rebuttal testimony. Nevermind. Nothing here that we need to
do with Mr. Miranda's direct testimony.

BY MR. BUTLER:

Q Mr. Miranda, with the changes that you just made, do
you adopt this prefiled testimony as your direct testimony in
this proceeding?

A Yes, I do.

MR. BUTLER: I would ask that Mr. Miranda's prefiled
testimony be inserted into the record as though read.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: The prefiled testimony will be

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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MR. BUTLER: And I note that Mr. Miranda's Exhibits

MBM-1, 2, and 3 are prenumbered 20, 21, and 22 respectively.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MANUEL B. MIRANDA
DOCKET NO. 070301-EI

AUGUST 24, 2007

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Manuel (Manny) B. Miranda. My business address is Florida
Power & Light Company, 9250 W. Flagler Street, Miami, Florida, 33174.

By whom are you employed and what is your position?

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL or the Company) as
Vice President, Distribution Central Maintenance.

Please describe your duties and responsibilities.

I am responsible for the coordination and execution of all contracted
functions, which include contractor performance and ancillary services,
including the equipment repair center, vegetation, cable rehabilitation,
environmental, pole inspections and street lights.

Please describe your educational background and professional
experience.

I have a Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical Engineering from the
University of Miami and a Master of Business Administration from Nova
Southeastern University. I joined FPL in 1982 and have served in a variety of

positions in marketing and distribution operations. I have been a distribution
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area manager, director of distribution operations support, and director of
distribution operations. Finally, until just recently, I was Vice President,
Distribution System Performance, responsible for executing FPL’s Storm
Secure Plan, including developing FPL’s hardening plan, new construction
standards, product engineering, research and development, and overseeing the
direct engineering and construction of infrastructure improvements made as a
result of our hardening plan.
Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this case?
Yes. I am sponsoring the following three exhibits:
e MBM-1, FPL’s Electric Infrastructure Storm Hardening Plan
(Plan);
e MBM-2, Critical Infrastructure Projects to be Completed in 2008
and 2009; and
e MBM-3, Davies Consulting, Inc. Storm Pole Replacement
Analysis.
What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is to present FPL’s Plan which was filed with
the FPSC on May 7, 2007. I will provide an overview of the Plan (including
its relationship to FPL’s other storm initiatives), FPL’s “three prong
approach” hardening strategy, costs for 2007-2009 and expected benefits
resulting from hardening. I will also explain that FPL’s Plan is a cost-effective
approach that will result in less storm damage, less storm restoration time and

costs and, therefore, is in the best interest of its customers. Finally, I will
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explain that the Plan reflects FPL’s detailed deployment strategy for 2007,
that more limited detail is available at this time for 2008 or 2009, and that FPL
intends to provide updated data to the Florida Public Service Commission
(FPSC) Staff and interested persons concerning the 2008 and 2009
deployment strategy as that information becomes available. My testimony
concludes that, for these reasons, FPL’s Plan complies with Rule 25-6.0342

and should be approved by the Commission.

BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF HARDENING EFFORTS

What events prompted FPL to initiate its hardening activities?

The 2004 and 2005 hurricane seasons were the most extraordinary and
challenging on record for FPL and its customers. There were five direct
landfalls and two indirect impacts in FPL’s service territory, resulting in
significant customer outages and requiring extraordinary efforts to rebuild and
restore the electric infrastructure. This experience, coupled with forecasters’
predictions of decades of heightened tropical cyclonic activities, compelled
FPL to re-examine and evaluate the facts about our electrical system
infrastructure. FPL concluded that a change in design, construction and
operation of that infrastructure is required. As a result, in January 2006, FPL
filed its Storm Secure Plan with the Florida Public Service Commission

(FPSC).
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What were the key areas of focus contained in FPL’s Storm Secure Plan?

This comprehensive plan for increased storm preparedness included the
following four areas: hardening FPL’s electric network; investing in
underground conversions; modifying FPL’s pole inspection program; and
enhancing FPL’s vegetation management activities.

Was the FPSC also undertaking its own initiatives regarding storm
preparedness and electric infrastructure hardening?

Yes. Beginning in 2006, the FPSC began to develop its own requirements for
electric utilities to improve their storm preparedness and to harden their
electric infrastructure. This included: requiring electric utilities to implement
8-year and 6-year pole inspection programs for distribution poles and
transmission structures, respectively; requiring electric utilities to address 10
storm preparedness initiatives (which include more frequent tree trimming);
adopting new CIAC rules for underground construction; and adopting Rule
25-6.0342, which directed FPL and other investor owned utilities to file
detailed electric infrastructure hardening plans by May 7, 2007.

Did FPL participate in developing these initiatives and is FPL complying
with their requirements?

Yes. FPL participated in the various Staff workshops, meetings and
proceedings and has also complied with all of their requirements. This
includes implementing the approved pole inspection programs and 10 storm

preparedness initiatives as well as filing its Plan. In addition, to promote
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overhead to underground conversions, FPL filed (and ultimately received
approval for) its Governmental Adjustment Factor (GAF).

Can you provide the estimated 2007 costs associated with these
initiatives?

Yes. For 2007, FPL estimates that the cost for implementing its 8 year
distribution pole inspection program is approximately $40 million. For the 10
storm preparedness initiatives, which includes increased tree trimming and
transmission pole inspections, costs for 2007 are estimated to be
approximately $90 million. The 2007 costs for FPL’s Plan are estimated to be
approximately $48.5 million to $61.5 million. I will provide more information
on these costs later.

What was the focus of the FPSC’s requirement for electric utilities to file
hardening plans?

This last major initiative is intended to strengthen the overhead electric
infrastructure to better withstand the strong winds, or damage caused by
“wind only” created by hurricanes. The pole inspection programs already in
place should provide for improved storm pole performance, as it will replace
or reinforce poles that are overloaded and/or lack sufficient strength.
Likewise, the FPSC’s direction to increase vegetation management activities,
including the trimming of vegetation along all feeders serving critical
infrastructure facilities prior to storm season, already addresses vegetation

related outages and this should improve storm as well as day to day reliability.
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Finally, FPL’s GAF Tariff, which was facilitated by the FPSC’s new CIAC

rules, already provides encouragement for more underground construction.

FPL’S STRATEGY TO STRENGTHEN / MITIGATE / RESTORE

Please provide an overview of FPL’s long term overall strategy to
strengthen its system, mitigate damage and customer outages and restore

customers in the least amount of time.

Without fundamental and significant changes in the way we construct and
harden our infrastructure to prevent outages, FPL believes the level of
disruptions to its infrastructure from future storms would be much like that
experienced in the 2004 and 2005 hurricane seasons. Therefore, as I
previously discussed, FPL announced and began to implement its Storm
Secure initiative. The other Storm Secure initiatives, including pole
inspections, increased vegetation management activities, and the investment in
underground have all been approved and implemented. It is time now to
address the most important remaining element of storm preparedness:

hardening the infrastructure itself.

In May 2007, FPL filed its Plan, a very targeted and cost-effective approach to

harden its system against the effects of strong winds.

It is important to keep in mind that this initial Plan filing is only a first step,

based on current systems, processes, technologies and equipment. FPL fully
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expects that opportunities will present themselves for improvement and
refinements to this Plan as additional experience is gained, new systems and
processes are employed, improved storm forensics provide more and better
data to be collected and analyzed, and new technologies become available.
FPL’s system is diverse, complex and geographically large. Hardening this
system is a monumental task and will take many years to complete. FPL is
committed to the goal of cost-effective system hardening and will continue to

look for opportunities to improve and refine them in a cost-effective manner.

Do you see similarities between the current efforts taking place today
within the electric industry in Florida and what happened in the building

industry following Hurricane Andrew?

Yes. I can recall the protests from the building industry when new and stricter
building codes were being introduced and discussed in an attempt to limit the
damage and destruction to buildings and homes seen as a result of Hurricane
Andrew. These changes, which included requiring stronger roofs, doors, and
windows, were all being challenged as a result of potentially significant
increases in housing and building construction costs, unproven building
techniques, and the lack of data to justify the cost-effectiveness of the new
codes. Yet today, 15 years later, we realize that the building industry did not
collapse, that technology advances have provided less expensive and better
materials that are lighter and stronger (e,g., light-weight shutters that are clear
and window glass that can withstand hurricane force winds), that homes built

to current standards are withstanding hurricanes better than homes built before

7
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the current building code; and that homes today are more valued by
homeowners if they include more of the current advanced hurricane protection

applications, techniques, and technologies.

The electric industry in Florida is facing similar challenges and questions
regarding the hardening of its infrastructure. Issues and concerns are being
raised about cost impacts and lack of currently available data to support
cost/benefit analyses. However, while these challenges and questions should
be appropriately addressed, FPL believes it should not wait for all of the
questions to be answered. While FPL’s Plan could be subsequently modified
as better forensic data becomes available, construction techniques are
improved and new technologies provide less costly and improved hardening
products, FPL believes that, on behalf of its customers, we must begin to take

action now.

OVERVIEW OF FPL’S PLAN

What is the underlying philosophy behind FPL’s Plan?

Two key conclusions drawn by FPL from its own 2004 and 2005 storms
experience and forensic data form the basis for FPL’s Plan.: (1) For Hurricane
Wilma, wind was the predominant root cause of distribution pole breakage;
and (2) FPL’s transmission structures, which are already built to the NESC’s
EWL, performed well overall in the face of Hurricane Wilma’s winds.

Please provide some additional details on these two conclusions.
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The Technical Report: Post Hurricane Wilma Engineering Analysis (Report)
conducted by and issued by KEMA, Inc. in January 2006 was filed and

extensively reviewed in FPSC Docket No. 060038-EL It shows that, based on
its Hurricane Wilma forensic analysis, “Wind Only” was the highest
contributing factor for FPL distribution wood poles failures (52%) and that
this cause of failure was two and one half times greater than any other cause
of failure identified, e.g., trees, presence of deterioration, and possible design

overload.

For transmission structures, the Report also showed that Hurricane Wilma
caused 100 transmission structures to fail, which is only about 0.1% of the
total transmission structures (over 68,000) in FPL’s system. This failure rate is
significantly lower than the failure rate for distribution poles during Hurricane

Wilma (approximately 1%).

FPL concluded that, without fundamental and significant changes in the way
distribution facilities are constructed and hardened to prevent outages, the
level of disruptions to its infrastructure and customers from future storms

could be much like that experienced in the 2004 and 2005 storms.

What is the basic approach to infrastructure hardening under FPL’s
Plan?
To harden its distribution infrastructure, FPL proposes a three prong

approach:
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e applies extreme wind-loading criteria (EWL) proactively to
infrastructure that serves critical customers (e.g., hospitals and 911

centers);

e targets strengthening existing infrastructure, up to and including EWL,
that serves community needs (e.g., gas stations and grocery stores)
with optimal modifications using various cost-effective engineering

tools; and

e employs revised Design Guidelines to apply EWL to new OH
construction, major planned work, relocation projects and daily work
activities to move FPL’s system toward overall EWL hardening
gradually over time.

This three prong approach specifically targets certain distribution facilities
and utilizes various engineering tools and options to cost-effectively harden
the system.

Please explain the first prong of FPL’s hardening approach, EWL for
critical facilities.

To apply the NESC extreme wind map for Florida, FPL proposes to divide its
implementation of EWL into three wind regions, corresponding to extreme
winds of 105, 130 and 145 mph, except for the sparsely populated extreme
southern tip of FPL’s service territory which will be designed for 150 mph.
This three zone approach is an efficient approach taking into consideration
work methods efficiencies, training, engineering, other administrative aspects,

and meeting EWL in the counties within each region.

10
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EWL will be applied proactively to CIF feeders and any associated laterals
serving critical customers. These facilities are critical and essential to the
health, safety, welfare and security of the public. Examples of customers
served by these facilities include hospitals, 911 centers, special needs shelters,
water treatment plants, and fire stations. Initially, FPL is targeting acute care

facilities, i.e., major hospitals.

Additionally, EWL will be applied to poles included in FPL’s Targeted
Critical Pole (TCP) Program. If these poles fail, restoration efforts can be
significantly impacted. These would include poles associated with overhead
limited access highway crossings (necessary to keep roads open and safe) and
poles with “01 switches” (the first pole outside of a substation that is critical
to FPL’s restoration process).

Please explain the second prong of FPL’s hardening approach,
Incremental Hardening.

The objective of Incremental Hardening is to optimize the existing distribution
infrastructure and increase the overall wind profile of a feeder to higher wind
rating (up to and including EWL) by utilizing cost-effective engineering
options to eliminate poles with the lowest wind ratings in the feeder. For
instance, a feeder’s overall wind rating can be increased by utilizing cost-
effective options in FPL’s “design toolkit” (e.g., storm guying, relocating
equipment, installing an intermediate pole, upgrading the pole class,

undergrounding facilities) to target improvements in individual poles with the

11
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lowest wind ratings. Initially, Incremental Hardening, will target “community
projects”, which are feeders that have been identified as serving community
needs such as grocery stores, gas stations, and pharmacies. Typically, these
types of businesses are located along major thoroughfares and provide easy
access to the community.

Please explain the third prong to FPL’s hardening approach, revised
Design Guidelines.

FPL’s Design Guidelines will apply EWL for new construction, major
planned work, relocation projects and daily work activities. These guidelines
primarily are associated with changes in pole class, pole type, and desired
span lengths to be utilized. Standardizing these processes will ensure this type
of construction work aligns with FPL’s overall hardening strategy. Depending
on the scope of work performed in a particular project this will result in EWL
for an entire circuit or EWL hardening on one or a small number of poles.
The purpose of this prong of FPL’s Plan is to help ensure that FPL continues
to move toward our ultimate goal of a fully hardened distribution system and

avoid the replacement of these facilities at a considerable expense later.

DEPLOYMENT PLANS FOR 2007 - 2009

What are FPL’s deployment plans for 2007?

For 2007, FPL plans to utilize EWL to harden 34 feeders and associated
laterals, serving 28 CIF customers and 4 system-critical facilities. The TCP

Program will also focus on EWL hardening for 43 OH highway crossings on
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Interstate 75 and the Florida Turnpike in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties
and 78 “01 Switch” poles. Details of where these projects are located are
included on Page 41 of FPL’s Plan. Additionally, FPL will complete
Incremental Hardening on feeders serving 34 community projects. These
projects are located primarily in Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach
Counties where FPL has its highest density of customers. Details of where
these projects are located are included on Page 42 of FPL’s Plan. FPL has
previously provided two CDs of detailed engineering construction drawings

for these projects to Staff and all parties.

FPL’s 2007 deployment plan will result in hardening approximately 145 OH
circuit miles, encompassing 5,800 poles. However, over 50% of those 5,800
poles already meet EWL and do not require any additional hardening. FPL
will be replacing approximately 2,100 poles and installing approximately 700
new intermediate poles.

What are FPL’s deployment plans for 2008 and 2009?

Since FPL’s plans for 2008 and 2009 are undergoing review as a result FPL’s
normal budgeting approval process, precise detail plans for 2008 and 2009 are
not available. However, consistent with its overall approach FPL will continue
to address CIF hardening, critical poles, and community projects and utilize
its Design Guidelines. For 2008, FPL estimates that it will EWL harden
approximately 45-60 feeders and incrementally harden 15-30 feeders. For

2009, FPL estimates have not been finalized. While the exact number and

13
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which feeders will be hardened in 2008 and 2009 have not been determined
yet, FPL intends to complete EWL hardening for all hospitals and 911 centers
by the end of 2009. These projects are identified on MBM-2 and FPL has
provided a copy of all available route and engineering data for these 2008-
2009 projects to Staff and all parties.

Does FPL plan to provide additional updated details for its 2008 and 2009
deployment plans?

Yes. FPL plans to file annual updates to its Plan. For example, before the end
of 2007, FPL will provide detailed plans with engineering construction
drawings or line diagrams of the specific circuits being hardened in 2008

along with their associated costs.

HARDENING COSTS 2007 - 2009

What are the current cost estimates for 2007 hardening efforts?

FPL’s most recent cost estimates for 2007 hardening efforts is a range of
$48.5 — $61.5 million. CIF and major thoroughfares are expected to cost $29 -
$37 million, major planned expansion, rebuild, or relocations are expected to
cost $14 - $16.5 million and new distribution facilities, major planned
expansion, re-build and relocations are expected to cost $5.5 - $8 million.
Why is FPL still providing ranges of cost estimates for 2007?

To date, FPL has completed construction on over 50% of its 2007 CIF,

Incremental Hardening and highway crossings projects. Most of the remaining

14
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projects are still in construction and one final project’s design remains to be
finalized before preparing for bid.

What are the cost estimates for 2008 and 2009?

Cost estimates for 2008 range from $75 - $125 million. For 2009, current cost
estimates range from $100 - $150 million.

Does FPL plan to provide additional updates to 2008 and 2009 costs?

Yes. When FPL files its annual updates to the Plan, we will include updates to

the associated cost estimates.

BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH FPL’S STORM HARDENING
EFFORTS

Does FPL expect that implementing the Plan will result in benefits for
FPL and its customers?

Most definitely. FPL is confident that its hardening investment today will
result in permanent improvements to the storm resilience of its distribution
system and that, in turn, this will benefit FPL and its customers far into the
future. These benefits will take many forms, but FPL anticipates that the two
major types of benefits will be a reduction in storm and non-storm restoration
costs ("Restoration Cost Savings"), and a reduction in customer outages.

Has FPL estimated the Restoration Cost Savings that will result from
implementing the Plan?

Yes. FPL conducted an analysis to determine the relationship between the

expected Restoration Cost Savings from the planned hardening activities and

15
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the estimated cost of those activities. This analysis utilizes the estimated
average Restoration Cost Savings per mile of feeder for all planned hardening
activities, rather than for each activity separately because FPL does not have
sufficient information at this time to distinguish between the benefits
attributable to one type of hardening activity versus another. The Restoration
Cost Savings have to be expressed as a range at this time, because of the
uncertainties inherent in estimating them based on current information.

What are the uncertainties that you are referring to?

While there are numerous areas of uncertainty, two are particularly important.
First, while FPL’s experience shows that systems designed to withstand
stronger winds have greater overall resiliency to storms, there is little directly
measured data on the improved resilience, and hence reduced Restoration
Cost Savings, resulting from hardening such facilities. Second, no one can
know for sure how frequently FPL’s service territory will be impacted by
strong hurricanes.

What sources of data has FPL utilized to estimate the improved resilience
of hardened distribution facilities?

FPL has relied primarily upon the following four sources of data.

First, FPL has its experience from the 2004-2005 hurricane seasons, which
provided substantial insight into the specific causes of pole failures (and hence
both the nature and magnitude of potential improvements in storm resilience

that could result from addressing those causes).
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Second, part of the work that KEMA performed for FPL following the 2005
storm season addressed KEMA'’s evaluation of the potential storm-resilience

improvements that could be expected from hardening activities.

Third, FPL has been able to compare the performance during the strong winds
of hurricane Wilma between transmission poles (which were designed to
EWL standards and fared well) and its distribution poles (which generally
were not designed to EWL standards and experienced a significant number of

"wind only" failures).

Finally, an independent analysis prepared by Davies Consulting, Inc. in
February 2006 addressed the impact of hurricanes with varying strength on
pole replacements for FPL and nine other utilities. The results of this analysis,
which are depicted in graph form in Exhibit MBM-3, show that there is a
strong correlation between the percentage of poles requiring replacement and
the strength of the storms. It also showed that FPL's pole replacement rates
were lower than those of other utilities for storms of comparable strengths.
FPL believes that a key factor in FPL’s superior pole performance was FPL’s
Grade B construction standard, whereas all of the other utilities in this
analysis built their distribution systems to meet Grade C construction. This
substantiates that systems designed to withstand stronger winds (i.e., Grade C

vs. Grade B vs. EWL) indeed have greater overall resiliency in storms.
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Does the assumed frequency of storms affect the estimate of cumulative
Restoration Cost Savings over time?

Yes. As I mentioned earlier, no one is in a position to know for sure the
frequency or the intensity of strong hurricanes that may impact FPL's service
territory. However, the experience of the 2004-2005 hurricane seasons as well
as some recent meteorological analyses, suggest that we may be in a period of
increased hurricane activity, such that a frequency of at least once every three
years may be more representative. The estimate of cumulative Restoration
Cost Savings over time will be directly affected by how frequently storms hit
FPL's service territory.

Taking these uncertainties into account, what range of Restoration Cost
Savings does FPL estimate?

FPL estimates that, over an analytical study period of 30 years, the net present
value of Restoration Cost Savings per mile of hardened feeder would be
approximately 45% - 70% of the cost to harden that feeder at a storm
frequency of once every 3-5 years. Of course, there are factors that could
cause the Restoration Costs Savings to exceed the hardening costs. These
would include a higher frequency of storms, storms of greater intensity similar
to Hurricane Wilma, improvement in construction processes and/or realized
technological improvements. For instance, if a storm of Hurricane Wilma’s
intensity occurred once every three years, the associated net present value of
Restoration Cost Savings would then become approximately equal to the

hardening costs.

18
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The second major type of benefit you identified was a reduction in
customer outages resulting from its hardening activities. Please explain
the impact on customer outages that you expect FPL’s hardening
activities to have.

The improved performance of FPL’s feeders will result in less feeder damage,
fewer feeder outages and fewer customer outages. FPL believes that, in
conjunction with fully implementing its pole inspection program and
increased vegetation management activities, once its system is hardened,
fewer customer outages will occur and overall distribution restoration time

will be significantly reduced.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF FPL’S PLAN

Do you believe FPL’s Plan meets the desired objectives of enhancing
reliability and reducing restoration costs and outage times in a prudent,
practical and cost-effective manner?

Yes. As described earlier, FPL’s Plan enhances reliability, both storm and
non-storm, reduces the number of customer outages and reduces the overall
restoration time. Additionally, FPL’s plan is cost-effective.

Please explain why you believe FPL’s plan is cost-effective?

A commonly accepted definition of cost-effective is an activity that produces
optimum results for a given level of expenditure. As I discussed earlier, there
are uncertainties that limit FPL’s ability to quantify precisely the results and

benefits associated with its hardening activities, but experience from the 2004
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and 2005 storm seasons dictate that action should be taken. Therefore, what
becomes important from an economic perspective is to ensure that the desired
outcome is achieved as efficiently as possible. FPL's Plan is very targeted,
efficient and produces optimum results. It focuses initially on critical
infrastructure facilities and community projects, where the most customers
will receive the most benefits as quickly as possible. For the facilities that
will be hardened to EWL standards, each pole location is evaluated to
determine how it can be strengthened to meet those standards at the least cost
and with the least disruption. And for community projects, the approach is
even more targeted, specifically focusing on "weak link" poles, where
hardening a few poles can significantly increase the strength of an entire pole
line. FPL’s targeted approach will also allow for modifications and
refinements to be employed as more experience is gained, more and better
forensics data and analysis becomes available, and new systems and

technologies enter the market.

COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 25-6.0342

Is FPL’s plan in compliance with Rule 25-6.0342?

Yes. As required by Rule 25-6.0342, FPL’s Plan contains a detailed
description of the FPL’s construction standards, policies, practices and
practices that we will employ to enhance the reliability of overhead and
underground electrical transmission and distribution. FPL’s Plan: (1)

demonstrates that FPL’s transmission and distribution facilities comply with

20
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or exceed the National Electrical Safety Code; (2) adopts EWL standards for
critical infrastructure facilities, new overhead construction, major planned
work, relocation projects and daily work activities; (3) is designed to mitigate
damage to underground and supporting overhead facilities due to flooding and
storm surges; (4) provides for the placement of new and replacement
distribution facilities pursuant to Rule 25-6.0341; (5) contains deployment
plans for 2007 — 2009 along with costs and benefits; (6) contains Attachment
Standards and Procedures; and (7) includes input from joint pole owners and
other attaching entities.

Does this conclude your direct testimony?

Yes.
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BY MR. BUTLER:

Q Mr. Miranda, would you please summary your testimony.
A Yes; thank you.
Good afternoon, Commissioners. Seven storms impacted

FPL and its customers during the 2004 and 2005 hurricane
seasons resulting in significant customer outages that required
extraordinary efforts to rebuild and restore FPL's system.
This, along with forecasts of increased hurricane activity, led
FPL to conclude that without significant changes similar
disruptions from future storms would occur. While several
hardening initiatives have already been implemented, for
example, the pole inspection program and the ten storm
preparedness initiatives, which includes vegetation management,
there remains one major initiative, strengthening the overhead
system to better withstand strong hurricane winds.

Two key conclusions from our recent storm experience
formed the basis for FPL's plan. One, for Hurricane Wilma,
wind was the predominant root cause of distribution pole
breakage; and, two, FPL's transmission structures which are
already built to the NESC extreme wind loading criteria
performed well over all. Based on this experience, FPL
proposes a three-prong approach to harden the overhead
distribution system so that it can better withstand strong
winds.

First, apply extreme wind loading criteria to

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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facilities that serve critical infrastructure of customers.
For example, our hospitals and 911 centers. Two, apply
incremental hardening to existing infrastructure that serves
critical community needs, such as gas stations and grocery
|| stores. Three, employ revised design guidelines to apply
extreme wind to overhead construction, major plan work,
relocation projects, and daily work activities. For 2007, FPL
“plans to utilize extreme wind to harden 34 critical
infrastructure feeders and associated laterals to serve 28
acute care facilities, 43 highway crossings, and the first pole
out of a substation for 78 feeders. Additionally, FPL will
complete incremental hardening on feeders serving 34 community
projects. In total, this will result in hardening
approximately 145 overhead circuit miles, including replacing
2,100 existing poles and installing 700 intermediate poles.

FPL's overall three-pronged approach will continue in
|2008 and 2009. Detailed plans have not been finalized, but it
is FPL's intent to complete extreme wind hardening for all
hospitals and 911 centers by the end of 2009. FPL will
annually provide detailed updates to its plan for these out
years.

Cost range estimates for FPL's hardening efforts are
48.5 to $61.5 million in 2007, 75 to 125 million in 2008, and
100 to 150 million in 2009. Our analysis indicates that the

restoration cost savings per mile of hardened feeder are
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estimated to range from 45 percent to 70 percent of the costs
to harden the feeder assuming a storm frequency of every three
to five years respectively. More frequent storms could cause
the restoration cost savings to exceed the hardening costs.
For instance, if a storm of Hurricane Wilma's intensity
occurred once every three years, the restoration cost savings
llwould then become about equal to the hardening costs.

Once the system is hardened, FPL's plan, along with
the other initiatives recently implemented, will result in
fewer customer outages and a reduction in overall distribution
restoration time. This is a significant benefit for our
customers beyond the anticipated savings of restoration costs.
While there are uncertainties that limit FPL's ability to
quantify precisely the results and benefits associated with the
hardening activities, our recent storm experience dictates that
the action should be taken. Our plan is prudent, practical,
and cost-effective. It focuses initially on critical
infrastructure facilities and community projects, facilities
that provide critical and essential needs to our communities
and our customers.

Since FPL's system is diverse and geographically
large, hardening will take many years to complete. The initial
plan is a first step based on our current systems, our
processes, our technologies, and our equipment. The

comprehensive plan to harden our system which includes the full
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implementation of the pole inspection program and the ten storm
preparedness initiatives will result in a more resilient system
which means fewer customer outages and a reduction in overall
distribution time.

The Commission should approve FPL's plan in this
proceeding so that we can begin to provide our customers the
added protection against future hurricanes that they have told
us and the Commission which is so important to them.

Thank you.

MR. BUTLER: Thank you, Mr. Miranda. I tender Mr.
Miranda for cross-examination.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Let's see who all has questions
of this witness.

MR. SEIVER: FCTA has some questions, Your Honor.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Why don't we let you go first.
You're recognized.

MR. SEIVER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

John Seiver for the Florida Cable Telecommunications
Association.

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. SEIVER:

Q Good afternoon, Mr. Miranda.
A Good afternoon, Mr. Seiver.
Q I believe in your testimony you had commented that

the cost-effectiveness of FPL's storm hardening plan depends on
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the timing and severity of future storms, is that right?

A We provide an estimate which shows storms
effectiveness every three years and every five years.

Q And the strength and severity of those storms is
important to consider the cost-effectiveness?

A For the purposes of our benefit we utilize an average
storm that we experienced in the 2004 and 2005 hurricane
season, so that was the basis by which we conducted our
analysis.

Q And this analysis as far as the cost/benefit and

recovering the costs, which I believe you testified to, is over

a period of 30 years, is that right?

A Yes. The analysis is about the effects of the net
present value over a 30-year period.

Q So in order to have -- you need more than one storm
every three years, you would need ten storms in 30 years in
order for the analysis to run out to the end, is that right?

A And that would assume that we would be building
everything overnight, which as you know will be a gradual
implementation over this period, as well.

Q But it wouldn't take you 30 years to build-out the
storm hardening plan?

A No, that's correct.

Q As far as the severity and strength of the storms,

that's not based on any meteorological analysis that you
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yourself performed, is that right?

A None that I have personally performed, it is just
based on what meteorologists and experts are saying about the
heightened hurricane activity period that we are.

Q Is there anything that the meteorologists have said
about the hurricane activity in this record, or an exhibit, or
anywhere in anybody's testimony?

A No.

o] And you also had mentioned, I think, that we are

maybe in a period of increased hurricane activity, is that

right?

A That is correct.

Q Is that based again similarly on predictions of some
experts?

A Statements that you hear from the National Hurricane

Center, it is statements based on our activities that we saw in
the '04 and '05 season, and even historically I would say on
average we have experienced a storm about once every five
years, so it should be consistent with those.

Q If there is a storm once every five years the
restoration cost savings drop, don't they?

A Correct.

Q And, in fact, I think you testified that if it's
every five years would it be about 45 percent restoration cost

savings per mile?
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A Right. And those costs are associated with FPL's
direct costs. Of course, we did not measure the value that
there might be to the communities, to our customers, and, you
know, the economic impact by having services restored quicker
would have.

Q And putting aside Hurricane Wilma for the moment, if
there is a storm at a frequency of once every three years, but
not of Wilma's strength, it would only be 70 percent
cost-recovery, putting aside the other benefits, is that right?

A That's correct.

0 And as far as Hurricane Wilma is concerned, that was
a fairly unique storm in your service territory, wasn't it?

A It was the most recent storm that we have had, but it
was a Category 3 that impacted our territory.

Q But it was unique from all the other Category 3s that
have impacted your territory, isn't it?

A I wouldn't say it is unique. I think it is, you
know, where it impacted our service territory and how it came
in through, but all hurricanes, you know, they are powerful
forces of nature, so you never quite know what they are going
to bring.

Q Well, didn't you testify that Hurricane Wilma was
unique in that there were many more wind-only pole failures

than with any other storm?

A What we said was that we had conducted the forensic
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analysis during Wilma, and we had conducted forensics in the
2005 hurricane season, and Wilma, which was the one that was a
Category 3, wind only was the predominant root cause.

Q And would it be fair to say that your storm hardening
plan that you have proposed here to build your facilities to
the extreme wind standards is really based on your experience
with Wilma alone, isn't it?

A Well, Wilma clearly identified that wind only was the
predominant root cause. And when you look at our other
initiatives that we have under our storm secure initiatives,
which is the increased vegetation trimming, which is the pole
inspection, we just could not ignore the wind-only component.
So, Wilma was the one where we identified the root cause, but
if you look at meteorological history, which is what we
anchored on for the proposal of extreme wind, you know, the
chances of having those types of winds in our service territory
in the future are very possible.

Q But you are not being discriminate about applying the
extreme wind standard, you're doing it throughout your service
territory regardless of proximity of trees, or vegetation, or
open areas, is that right?

A Well, we are deploying in a very targeted approach.
We are looking at the contours of the extreme wind map, and as
you know it has the different contours throughout our state,

and the southernmost part of our service territory where we
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have the highest likelihood of having the strongest winds,
there we propose a l45-mile-an-hour zone, and as me move
throughout the state we will actually have three zones, one of
130 miles an hour and one at 105 miles per hour. So, it is not
a one-size-fits-all throughout our service territory. And then
we are also approaching it from a gradual implementation of
looking at our critical infrastructure, looking at incremental
hardening, and then looking at it also from the new
construction perspective.

Q But within those wind contour zones that you are
referring to, which are from the NESC, am I right?

A That's correct.

Q In those wind contour zones, there is a great
difference in the service territory and the location of your
distribution and your feeder poles, isn't that right?

A I'm sorry, could you clarify that?

Q I'll try it again. Within those wind contour zones,
your service territory as far as the feeders and the laterals
is not exactly the same as being in open areas, or in urban

others, or rural areas, it varies throughout that zone, is that

right?
A You mean the geography of our service territory?
Q Correct.
A Yes. I mean, we have very urban environments, we

have facilities with trees, we have facilities without trees,

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

199

it really varies across our service territory.

Q Mr. Miranda, on Page 16 of your direct testimony,
there i1s some uncertainties that you referred to. If you want
to look at Page 16, Line 8, do you see that?

A Yes.

Q In Line 10 you say that FPL's experience shows its
systems designed to withstand stronger winds have greater
overall resiliency to storms. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Now, when you say stronger winds, you're not talking
about extreme winds, you are just talking about stronger
construction, is that right?

A What we are referring to there is the different
levels of hurricanes, and having a Grade B construction that
can better withstand stronger winds.

0 Well, you have a comparison of Grade B and Grade C
construction, but not of extreme wind and Grade B or extreme
wind and Grade C construction, is that right?

A Correct. It is combined (inaudible) and wind Grade B
versus Grade C.

Q So, for example, in the exhibit that's at the end of
your testimony, the Davies?

A Yes.

Q Which am I to understand from your correction is not

for ten utilities, but for seven utilities?
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A That's correct.

o) And, while you are turning to that, which is Exhibit
MBM-3, am I right that we don't know which seven utilities
those are that were subject to the Davies analysis?

A Subsequent to the deposition we were asked by Staff
to go back and look to see if we can get a release of
confidentiality from some of these utilities. Four of the
utilities released -- were willing to release their names,

three of them were not.

Q And have you released those four names to us?

A I can if you like.

Q Would you, please?

A Sure. One was Dominion, one was BG&E, one was SCANA
(phonetic), and the other one was Cleco (phonetic).

Q Are any of those utilities in Florida?

A No, they are not.

Q And I also wanted to ask you, did any of those

utilities build any of their systems to Grade B?

A It was a comparison of Grade C construction.

Q And there are utilities in Florida that have built to
Grade B, is that right?

A I understand that TECO builds to Grade B.

Q So we wouldn't be able to use this as a comparison --
I'm sorry, let me restate that. In fact, I'll withdraw that.

If we go back to Page 16, on Line 10 and 11, where I
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read to you about withstanding stronger winds, after the comma
on Line 11, it says there is little directly measured data on
the improved resilience. Let me ask you is the Davies chart
that you have attached at the back the only data that we have
in the record?

A Yes, that's the data that we utilized for the
purposes of at least comparing the Grade C to the Grade B, and
what I was referring to in there is that, you know, there is no
forensics analysis after a hurricane that has been conducted on
the facilities that have been built to extreme wind.

0 So as we sit here today, we can't predict whether
facilities built to extreme wind will have improved resilience
over Grade B, for example?

A Well, I mean, if you look at my exhibit which shows
Grade B versus Grade C, the implication is that those
facilities that are built to a higher standard, like Grade B,
had we built our FPL facilities to a Grade C during Wilma we
may have seen maybe instead of a 1-1/2 percent pole failure
rate, maybe a 2-1/2 or 3 percent pole failure rate. And as far
as the forecast, as far as the benefits associated, what we
approached is, of course, we have a lot of direct experience
that we had following the '04 and '05 hurricane season to see
what the root causes were of the interruptions. So as we apply
these countermeasures, they tackle the root cause. We also

contracted with KEMA to assist us in developing our extreme
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wind criteria and standards. Our own experience with our
transmission facilities and, of course, finally the Davies
exhibit that you referred to. So that was the foundation by
which we estimated what we thought the benefits would be.

Q Are you aware of any other studies in the record or
elsewhere that would contradict the conclusion that Grade B

facilities have improved resilience to storms over Grade C?

A That would contradict? ©No, I do not.

o) You don't remember our discussions of the KEMA
report?

A I remember you stated that they contradicted, and I

provided a clarification on what I thought the impression was
of that section of the KEMA report.

MR. SEIVER: Mr. Chairman, if I might for a moment, I
had discussed with Mr. Butler, counsel for FPL, there is
rebuttal testimony by Mr. Miranda that I also will ask him
about, and because his rebuttal testimony gets into that area
more, I would like to reserve my time for questioning him about
things like the KEMA report and some of the other rebuttal
issues until Mr. Miranda is up for rebuttal. I don't want to
be mixing up the jurisdiction of the direct and the rebuttal.

So if the Chair is all right with that, I'm going to
move on to a different subject. I didn't want to think that I
was just abandoning the KEMA report.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Mr. Butler, is that your
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understanding?

MR. BUTLER: If that's the way he would like to do
it, it is fine. I think it does relate to the rebuttal
testimony, so certainly it is okay for him to ask the questions
then.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: You may proceed.

MR. SEIVER: Thank you.

BY MR. SEIVER:

Q And, Mr. Miranda, when we were just talking about the
evidence about improved resilience, in that testimony on Page
16, the second item that you mentioned at Line 13 is that no
one can know for sure how frequently FPL's service territory

will be impacted by strong hurricanes?

A (Indicating yes.)

Q And that still is your testimony today, is that
right?

A That's correct. I mean, we cannot predict exactly

|when the next hurricane will strike us, but like we always have
said, we have to be ready for the next one.

Q But you are relying on these meteorological analyses
that aren't in the record you say of increased storm activity
and likelihood of future storms?

A That's correct.

Q And, Mr. Miranda, is it fair to say then that as far

as building to extreme wind, that we have to make two
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assumptions, the first that extreme wind will be more resilient
than other forms of construction, and that, second, there will
be more frequent hurricanes than nonfrequent, is that fair?

MR. BUTLER: I would object to the characterization
of more frequent hufricanes. Compared to what?

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Just ask the question a little
clearer.

MR. SEIVER: Do you agree, then, that there are two
assumptions, that the extreme wind will be more resilient, the
extreme wind construction will be more resilient to the storms,
and that there will be more frequent storms during this 30-year
period, is that right?

MR. BUTLER: Again, I'm going to object to the
question. More frequent compared to what? It is an ambiguous
question.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Can you answer this question
based upon your experience?

THE WITNESS: I think the first part is our
assumptions being that based on our experience, you know, the
KEMA support, you know, the Davies study, and in our own
transmission experience, yes, that it will be based on those
experiences and the assumptions that we have put behind that.
And as far as the more frequency of storm, that is why we laid
out two scenarios, one every three years and one every five

years, not having the certainty, of course, of when those
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storms will impact us.
BY MR. SEIVER:

Q And that is when we were discussing that over the
30-year period if a storm was every three years, there would be
a 70 percent storm savings, 1f there was a storm every five

yvears, there would be a 45 percent savings, is that right?

A Correct, to the distribution, to the restoration
efforts.
Q For the restoration cost savings, not including any

other benefits. Did you also consider in the extreme wind
construction process whether restoration times would be
extended because of either more poles being impacted or more
expensive and difficult poles to replace?

A Well, I believe that we would have shorter
restoration time, less poles that get damaged, which will
result in faster restoration time overall.

Q Did you look at for doing extreme wind of putting in
additional poles to shorten spans?

A Yes.

Q And did you look at the increased probability of
automobile accidents with the additional poles that are along
rights-of-way where cars travel?

MR. BUTLER: I would object.
COMMISSIONER CARTER: I don't think there is nothing

in the record to support that, so let's stay on task.
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BY MR. SEIVER:

Q Did you consider any other unintended consequences of

building to extreme wind, Mr. Miranda?

A Unintended consequences. Could you elaborate?
Q Beyond storm hardening benefits?
A No. I think our main goal was to improve the

resiliency of our electric system and to make it stronger so it
can withstand these hurricane winds.

MR. SEIVER: That's all I have at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Before the next person,
Commissioners, any questions at this point in time? Obviously
we will have more time at the end, but I want to see if based
upon this do you have any questions? Otherwise we will go
ahead with the next person. And also at any time,
Commissioners, if you have any questions whatsoever we will do
that.

I think next will be Mr. Wright, is that correct?
You are recognized, sir.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. WRIGHT:

0 Good afternoon, Mr. Miranda.
A Good afternoon, Mr. Wright.
0 Thank you.
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I want to start by clarifying something that I
thought was already clear. You testified in response to some
questions by Mr. Seiver to the effect that Wilma was a Category
3 storm, correct?

A That's correct.
Q Have you reviewed the National Hurricane Center's

tropical cyclone report, the final report for Hurricane Wilma?

A Have I?

Q That's my question.

A No, I have not.

Q Are you aware that my clients filed that report in

various proceedings relating to undergrounding and storm
hardening before this Commission?

A They may have, I just don't recall reading it in
detail, but I just go by what the categories of the hurricane
were in our records, which is a Category 3 storm. I think
there are multiple opinions on that storm.

Q Will you agree that the National Hurricane Center's
official report and official measurements are as good an
opinion as one could get on the strength of that storm?

A I would say vyes.

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, I think the right thing
for me to do here is to explain the proffer that I wish to
make. I will be brief. I will aver to you -- and this

document has been submitted to the Commission at least twice in
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connection with the proceedings that have been going on for the
last year and a half -- that the National Hurricane Center's
final tropical cyclone report on Hurricane Wilma includes all
of the official wind speed measurements for all the recording
stations for which data exists on mainland Florida and the
Florida Keys.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: Here's what we are going to do,
we are going to take about a three-minute break. Let me get a
chance to talk with staff and we will be back on that before we
do any proffer or anything like that, okay?

MR. WRIGHT: Certainly. May I just kind of close the
loop briefly?

COMMISSIONER CARTER: You may finish your statement.

MR. WRIGHT: I would simply -- I had not expected
this testimony because it's contradicted by the National
Hurricane Center's tropical cyclone report on Hurricane Wilma.
I was not prepared with an exhibit for that reason. It is an
official report of a recognized government agency. I would
like leave to provide it as a late-filed exhibit to this
proceeding.

COMMISSIONER CARTER: We will take three minutes.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you.

(Off the record.)

COMMISSIONER CARTER: We are back on the record.

Mr. Wright, you're recognized.
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MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To make it as
short as possible, I believe that FPL has no objection to my
request to introduce the National Hurrican