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1 PROCEEDI NGS

2 (Transcript follows in sequence from Vol une

3 6.)

4 CHAl RMAN FAY: Al right. W are all set

5 t hank you to our technical folks for getting us

6 back on track today. W will now all ow Duke to

7 call your w tness.

8 MR. BERNI ER  Thank you, M. Chairman. As I

9 was saying, | discussed with public counsel, we're
10 going to nove Ms. Howe ahead of M. LI oyd.

11 CHAI RVMAN FAY:  Ckay.

12 MR, BERNI ER:  Just for schedul i ng purposes.
13 Wher eupon,

14 AMY HOWNE

15 was recalled as a wtness, having been previously duly
16 sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and not hing
17 but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
18 EXAM NATI ON

19 BY MR BERN ER:

20 Q So wel cone back, Ms. Lloyd -- Ms. Howe. Sorry
21 about that. You recall that you were sworn the other
22 day and you remai n under oath?

23 A Yes.

24 Q Thank you. 1In response to the Comm ssion's
25 order striking portions of M. Kollen's testinony, did
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 you cause to be filed anended rebuttal testinony on
2 August 1st, 20227
3 A Yes.
4 Q And did that anended testinony strike portions
5 of your rebuttal testinony that were responsive to M.
6 Kol l en's stricken testinony?
7 A Yes, it did.
8 Q Thank you. Do you have your anended rebutta
9 testinmony with you here today?
10 A Yes, | do.
11 Q Do you have any additional changes to nake to
12 your anended rebuttal testinony?
13 A No, | do not.
14 Q If I were to ask you the sanme questions today
15 as are shown in your anended rebuttal testinony, would
16 your answers be the sane?
17 A Yes.
18 Q Thank you
19 MR. BERNTER: M. Chairman, | would ask that
20 Ms. Howe's anended rebuttal testinony, dated August
21 1st, be entered into the record as though read.
22 CHAI RMAN FAY: 1t's showed inserted. Thank
23 you very nuch.
24 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal testinony of Any
25 Howe was inserted.)
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC.

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF AMY HOWE
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JUNE 30, 2022

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. My name is Amy M. Howe. My current business address is 13338 Interlaken Road, Odessa,

FL 33556.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?

Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s SPP on April 11, 2022.

Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

A. Yes.

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to assertions and
conclusions regarding the Transmission specific aspects of DEF’s 2023-2032 Storm
Protection Plan (“SPP 2023 or “Plan”) contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s
witnesses Kollen and Mara. Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Menendez will present additional rebuttal

of the testimonies of OPC’s witnesses.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

No.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony focuses on Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies as they relate
to Transmission-specific programs and subprograms and rebut the misinformation and
incorrect conclusions contained within. In sum, when the Transmission programs are
properly understood as an integral part of the overall Plan, which is designed as a holistic
approach intended to meet the objectives identified by the legislature in section 366.96 (the
“SPP Statute”), it is clear the programs are properly included in the Company’s SPP and
should be approved. OPC’s witnesses’ arguments to the contrary demonstrate a lack of
understanding of the programs themselves and are based on a narrow interpretation of Rule
25-6.030 (the “SPP Rule”) that, in DEF’s belief, unnecessarily curtails the scope of the
SPP contrary to the legislature’s intent. Their testimony should be rejected by the

Commission.
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In general, do you agree with the overall concerns and points of disagreement with
Witness Mara’s and Kollen’s testimonies expressed by Mr. Lloyd?

Yes. I have reviewed Mr. Lloyd’s testimony and I completely agree with his general
concemns and points regarding Mr. Mara’s and Mr. Kollen’s novel interpretations of the
SPP Statute and Rule and note that many of Mr. Lloyd’s points apply with equal force to

the transmission programs as they do the customer delivery (distribution) level programs

so I will not repeat those points here. I will therefore limit my points of rebuttal to
transmission-specific issues. Additionally, Mr. Menendez provides the Company’s rebuttal
of ratemaking related concerns, which is an area outside of my responsibility, so I express

no opinion on those matters.
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Are there any other reasons why the configuration of the transmission system is a
relevant consideration?

Yes. The transmission and distribution systems are integrated and work together to serve
our customers. Many industrial and wholesale customers receive electric service straight
from the transmission system, specifically at 69kV, which means that any upgrades to the
transmission system will directly increase continuity of service and improve overall
reliability for those customers. Additionally, service for all customers originates from the
transmission system (which acts as a bridge between the generation and the distribution
system); therefore, any upgrades to the transmission system will have a positive impact on
the overall level of service provided to our customers even if, as described above, due to
redundancy reasons a given line is shown as “serving” zero (0) customers.

4
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The BES is the highest voltage portion of the transmission system, consisting of
transmission lines and equipment operating above 100kV and serving to transmit large
amounts of power throughout the system. The BES is subjected to mandatory reliability
standards published and administered by the North American Electric Reliability Council
(“NERC”) under the authority of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).
These standards require sufficient redundancy within the BES to allow continued operation

even when one or more elements of the system is out of service.

That said, most of DEF’s BES assets do not directly serve customers but instead serve as
critical infrastructure maintaining power flow within and between DEF, neighboring

utilities, and Independent Power Producers.

As a result, failure of a single BES element will often not cause a direct outage to our
customers but removes a level of redundancy for the entire BES. Sequential failures within
the system can cause significant disruption to power flows and cause extensive customer
interruptions as could occur during extreme weather events and therefore it is critical to
harden these facilities for extreme weather events and to reliably serve our customers. The
BES transmission system is the linkage between the generation facilities to our 69kV
system and distribution system that ultimately serves our customers’ homes and businesses.
Thus, although strengthening the BES may not have a direct impact or quantifiable
reduction to customer outages due to the inherent redundancy of the BES, it is a critical
component to reliably serving our customers and as such it would defy all logic and sound
planning to deny DEF (or any utility) the ability to include such hardening programs and

5
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projects in an SPP intended to strengthen the grid as a whole based on an artificial cost-

benefit standard that has no support in either the governing statute or rule.

The 69kV transmission lines and equipment are not considered a part of the BES but are
transmission lines that deliver power to many of the distribution substations. The level of
redundancy, or in this scenario alternate sources, in the 69kV portion of the transmission
system, and its ability to withstand an outage of an element of the system without resulting

in customer outages, is different from the higher voltage lines within the BES.

DEF’s 69kV lines typically run from a circuit breaker in one source substation to a circuit
breaker in another source substation, with several distribution substations fed along the
circuit in a “daisy chain” fashion. These two sources to the circuit provide a certain level
of redundancy. A fault within a segment of such a 69kV line will often result in an outage
to the substations and distribution circuits between the circuit breakers, until the faulted
section can be identified and the switches along the line opened or closed to isolate the
faulted section and restore power to the substations from the un-faulted portions of the

circuit.

At the outset, do you have any over-arching concerns with OPC’s position in this
docket?

Yes, I do. I agree with Witness Lloyd in that, while I am not a lawyer (though I note that
neither of OPC’s witnesses are lawyers either), it appears to DEF that their interpretation
of the SPP Statute and Rule is very constricted by limiting SPP eligibility to projects and
programs that both decrease outage restoration costs and outages/outage duration. Specific

6
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to transmission, the included programs contribute to the systematic nature of the overall
Plan that accomplishes these goals, over time, in a cost-effective manner; however, not
every program and/or subprogram is intended to reduce both restoration costs and outage
times. For example, Structure Hardening in its entirety is focused on reduction of outage
times and restoration costs, however, the primary benefit of the Gang Operated Air Break
(“GOAB?”) sub-program is reduction of outage times. Of course, by reducing the outage
time and sectionalizing the facilities impacted by the extreme weather event inherently
there are restoration cost savings that are hard to quantify. That said, DEF simply cannot
agree that either the Legislature or Commission intended to exclude any project or program
(or sub-program) from inclusion in the Plan because it does not, on its own, accomplish

cach of the goals identified in the SPP statute and rule.

Have you fully described the transmission programs within the SPP?

Yes. The transmission programs have been described in Witness Lloyd’s Exhibit BML-1
— Program Descriptions, and further explained in my previously filed direct testimony. In
this rebuttal testimony, I will only address the specific contentions raised by OPC’s

witnesses.

Do the transmission programs put forward under DEF’S SPP meet the requirements
of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.?

Yes, in fact they are the same programs that are included in DEF’s currently approved SPP.
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In Witness Mara’s testimony, he opines that not all of DEF’s Storm Protection Plan
Programs should be approved by the Florida Public Service Commission. Do you
agree with Witness Mara’s opinion?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s opinion; I believe all programs DEF included in
its SPP should be approved as they all contribute to the overall efficacy of the Plan. The
Plan DEF submitted meets the requirements of the Statute and Rule as it will reduce
restoration costs and reduce outage durations during extreme weather events; it does so
through a suite of programs that each play a part in achieving the Plan’s goals. I will address
why I disagree with Witness Mara’s opinion regarding each Transmission program and
subprogram he discussed and further explain how they meet the requirements of Rule 25-

6.030.

Mr. Mara contends the SPP rule requires programs to increase asset strength beyond
the original design of the asset being replaced. Do you agree?

No, that is not my understanding. While I agree programs that increase strength beyond
original design would certainly qualify for the SPP, I am not aware of any such limitation
in the Statute or Rule, nor has either of OPC’s witnesses cited one. As I understand the
Statute and Rule, SPP programs and projects are intended to protect and enhance the system
for the purposes of reducing restoration costs, reducing outage times, and improving
overall service reliability. Again, though I am not an attorney, it seems logical and
consistent with the SPP’s goals to include enhancements that, while they may not
strengthen facilities relative to the original design, work to arrest the natural weakening or

deterioration of those assets, thereby preserving the strength of the facilities so they can
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better resist the impacts of extreme weather conditions. To DEF, this is a cost-effective
means of enhancing the system that will provide real benefits to our customers (as opposed

to, for example, simply replacing all transmission facilities).

Examples of sub-programs that protect the strength of the Transmission system and are
projected to reduce outage times and restoration costs resulting from extreme weather are

Cathodic Protection and Replacing Overhead Ground Wire.

Below, I will further describe both cathodic protection and OHGW subprograms within the
Structure Hardening program and how they meet the objectives of the rule as important

components of a comprehensive Plan.

Witness Mara states that “hardening means to design and build components to a
strength that would not normally be required” and that “aging infrastructure”
should not be replaced as part of the Storm Protection Plan. Do you agree with
Witness Mara’s statement?

No, I cannot agree with that assertion because it simply ignores the reality of operating a
utility system. Obviously, our system is exposed to the elements all the time, and in Florida
those elements can be brutal on utility infrastructure. As a result, “aging” infrastructure not
yet at the end of its expected life and therefore still accomplishing its purpose could be
replaced with a new component that will simply perform better, thereby strengthening the
overall system relative to the status quo, which I believe is the goal of the SPP. A program

that includes such replacements (for example, structure hardening and the overhead ground
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wire replacement sub-program I will discuss later) is properly included in the Plan. To the
extent OPC’s position relative to inclusion of these types of programs within the SPP is
based on cost-recovery concerns (i.e., double recovery of costs in base rates and through

the SPPCRC), those concerns are addressed by Mr. Menendez’s rebuttal testimony.

Would you agree with Witness Mara’s conclusions relative to transmission
construction using the NESC (National Electric Safety Code)?

On page 7 of Witness Mara’s testimony, he states specifically relative to transmission
poles: “In transmission system hardening, many utilities are using non-wood poles (steel
or concrete) to replace existing wood poles. The upgrade to non-wood poles is not required
by the NESC but these non-wood poles have proven to reduce outages and reduce outage
times due to the superior ability of the non-wood poles to survive during extreme
windstorms.” DEF agrees that conversion from wood to non-wood poles has proven to
reduce outages and outage times and meets the requirement of the Rule. In fact, all the
costs proposed in DEF's SPP related to transmission poles are to replace wood poles with
non-wood poles, so Mr. Mara agrees that those costs are properly recoverable under the

SPP.

Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s assertion that the lattice tower replacement
subprogram should be eliminated from the plan?

No, absolutely not, nor do I agree with any of the points Mr. Mara relies on in reaching his
conclusion. First, Mr. Mara stated “Transmission lines have been required by the NESC to

be built for extreme wind events since at least 1977. Failure due to design flaw should not

10

1271



10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

be a SPP activity.”! However, Mr. Mara chose to ignore, or possibly did not know because
he failed to ask, that the lattice towers in question predate 1977, therefore there was no
NESC required extreme wind loading standard at the time (by his own admission) and the
towers did not suffer from a “design flaw” any more than any component that has been
updated over time (or which was built to a given standard that has been subsequently
modified). Thus, this support for his conclusion fails.

He continues, “If DEF owns towers that fail to meet strength requirements when
constructed, then replacement costs should not be considered an ‘upgrade’ and therefore
should not be funded through the SPP.”2 It is irrelevant whether DEF agrees with this
general proposition or not, as Mr. Mara offers it without identifying any such towers, he
believes failed to meet strength requirements when constructed. To DEF’s knowledge, no
such towers exist, nor does he opine that the design was flawed, but merely states “if” it
was flawed it should not have been accepted and thus cannot be a proper SPP program
(again, with no support). Thus, this contention likewise fails.

Mr. Mara’s next attempt at supporting his conclusion fares no better as it is simply a repeat
of his contention that a program that replaces aging infrastructure should be excluded,
though this time stated as an accepted fact rather than a dubious proposition.>

Mr. Mara next claims “Replacing towers with new towers that meet the same weather
loading condition will not add to resiliency. Rather it simply maintains the status quo in

terms of strength.” As discussed generally above, this argument ignores reality by seeming

! Mara Testimony, pg. 28, 11. 20-22.

21d. atpg. 28, 1. 22 — pg. 29, 1. 2; see also id. at pg. 29, 11. 6-7 (“If the tower design was flawed, it would have been
imprudent for DEF to accept the design and construction of the tower in which case the cost should also be excluded
from the SPP.”).

3 See id. at p. 29 11. 2-4.

11
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to believe that the resiliency of the system is somehow a static measure that does not change
over time, and that somehow a piece of infrastructure should rationally be expected to
retain all its strength throughout its service life. While I wish that were the case, it simply
is not. In the real world, accelerated change outs of aging infrastructure increases resiliency
and reliability as there would be less infrastructure damaged during an extreme weather
event, resulting in fewer failures to mitigate and quicker restoration time for DEF
customers. Moreover, Mr. Mara fails to recognize that Tower Upgrades are designed to the
latest NESC code, which is updated in 5 years cycles. Equipment standards, both internal
and external, are continuously reviewed and updated. Thus, new equipment installations
include the improvements as part of DEF’s updated standards, meaning the towers are not
being replaced “like for like” at all.

This subprogram is proper and should be retained.

Witness Mara asserts that deteriorated overhead ground wire is simply an aging
infrastructure the replacement of which does not increase strength. Can you please
explain what was meant in your testimony by the term deteriorated OHGW and why
the subprogram is appropriate for SPP?

Yes, but first I would reiterate my points above that programs or subprograms intended to
replace aging infrastructure that are not functioning to the level they did when originally
installed due to the passage of time and/or because they have simply been performing as
designed but cannot realistically be expected to do so indefinitely, are properly included in

the SPP.

12
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With that said, Deteriorated Overhead Ground Wire (“OHGW?”) is static conductor that
has lost some of its strength but still performs the designed function, albeit at reduced
capacity. Overhead static wire deterioration occurs when the protective galvanization has
been sacrificed and static in this condition is more prone to failure. It is known and accepted
that all static sizes and material combinations will lose their galvanization and eventually
rust, thus reaching the end of life. Not only is the static more susceptible to failure from
both wind and lightning events, but the grounding qualities become compromised.
Therefore, the OHGW is not “deteriorated” in the sense of having been poorly designed or
maintained; rather, it is simply an asset that, if replaced, will strengthen and better protect
the system against the effects of extreme weather relative to the state of the system as it
exists today. The OHGW is a contributor to CMI and restoration costs during extreme
weather events and therefore, its enhancement serves to strengthen the system as intended

by the SPP statute and rule.

The Gang Operated Air Break (“GOAB”) Line Switch Automation subprogram was
addressed by Witness Mara as a subprogram that should not qualify for the Storm
Protection Plan as it does not reduce the restoration costs. Do you agree with his
assessment?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s assessment. As stated in Witness Lloyd’s
testimony, “From DEF’s perspective, the Legislature directed the utilities to develop
integrated storm protection plans that as a whole are intended to achieve the goals of
reducing restoration costs and outage times to customers and improving overall service

reliability. DEF’s Storm Protection Plan is the sum of its parts with the programs working

13
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together to reduce restoration costs and outages times associated with extreme weather
events.” The GOAB subprogram is a piece of the overall Structure Hardening program that
promotes minimal outage time by providing the ability to perform remote sectionalizing to
restore the customer. It also provides relay information on the location of the event.
Logically, the time for a crew to patrol the line is reduced and in turn, the cause of the event
can be addressed without additional outage time to customers. The benefit of greatly
reducing the outage time for our customers should not be discounted. In some of DEF’s
remote areas, this could reduce from hours to minutes to resolve the outage. Minimizing
outage time also effectively manages overall cost required to address the cause of the event.
Thus, it is DEF’s position that the GOAB subprogram has multiple benefits and is a part
of the overall reduction in restoration costs projected from the Structure Hardening

program.

Mr. Mara contends that the Cathodic Protection subprogram within the
Transmission Structure Hardening Program should be excluded from the Plan
because it does not increase strength or improve resiliency. Do you agree?

No, I do not agree. As discussed above, I think a subprogram that arrests the natural
degradation of a component, thereby maintaining its strength for a greater period of time,
makes the asset more resistant to the effect of extreme weather and therefore makes the
system as a whole more resilient. The Cathodic Protection sub-program meets the
requirements of Rule 25-6.030 through the mitigation of the degradation to structure
capacity from groundline corrosion and systematic identification of structures that need

kitting or replacement. This program aims to cost effectively address corrosion issues

14
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across the entire DEF lattice fleet without prematurely replacing the assets, which directly
provides reliability benefits by preserving overall system strength on a larger scale than
individual asset change-out. The program also installs reinforcement kits on structures with
existing groundline corrosion that are in otherwise good health. As Witness Mara correctly
notes “When the strength of a tower or structure decays below a certain level, per the
NESC, the structure must be replaced or rehabilitated.” Restoring groundline capacity of
the structure allows the structure to perform as originally designed for a greater period of
time at a fraction of the cost to customers compared to structure replacement. In the end,
this subprogram reduces restoration time after major storms through verification and
preservation of DEF’s lattice towers system health, and through mitigation of existing
vulnerabilities from ground line corrosion. As a result, I recommend that this sub-program

be included in the SPP.

Mr. Mara recommends excluding portions of the Transmission Substation Flood
Mitigation Program. Do you agree with his contentions regarding the need for the
challenged aspects of the program?

No, I do not. First, I would note that all substations were built to the existing standards in
the year they were installed. Witness Mara asserts that: “substations built after 1973 should
have been designed with the knowledge of potential flood waters and designs should have
accounted for this predictable occurrence.” The SPP Flood Mitigation program is directed
to the substations at the highest risk of flooding per the most current 100-Year Federal
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) flood plain, which is under continuous review

and updated as needed. For example, the FEMA Floodplain map for the coastal area was

15

1276



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

updated in June of 2020. These flood plain changes can result in substations that were not
within the flood plain at construction being “reclassified” such that the original design,
which was appropriate at the time, is no longer sufficient. The model established for
Substation Flood Mitigation evaluates substations in the flood plain with the potential
based on historical data to have at least four (4) feet of flood mitigation, and then DEF
resources perform further analytics to ensure the prudency and most cost-effective measure

for mitigation.

What is your response to the comment that DEF has not suffered outage time due to
flooding of DEF’s substations?

Witness Mara shared his understanding that DEF has not had any outages due to flooding
of its substations in recent years, stating, “there was one instance where sandbags were
deployed at a control house but there were no outages.” Witness Mara seems to indicate
that a 3-year flood history is indicative of a 100-year flood, but substations are built to
remain functioning over a prolonged period, so a 3-year window is not sufficient to
prudently plan for the long-term functionality and service of the substation (as discussed
above, the NESC code is updated regularly while the FEMA flood plain is updated as
necessary, both of which can result in changed requirements at specific locations).

I recommend retaining the Substation Flood Mitigation Program in its entirety.

Mr. Mara recommends eliminating the Loop Radially Fed Substation Program from
the plan in favor of prioritizing hardening transmission lines through replacing wood

structures with non-wooden structures. Do you agree with this approach?

16

1277



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

No, I do not agree for a couple of reasons. For one thing, accepting what he said regarding
the lower rate of failure for hardened structures as true, it does not mean that hardened
structures will be able to withstand each and every extreme weather event that may
eventually occur. Hence, the looping of radially fed substations (as discussed below) will
further harden the system against the impacts of extreme weather events in a cost-effective
manner.

The looping of radially fed substations is targeted at specific existing “single point of
failure” vulnerabilities. For example, a short 69kV radial tap serves a substation that cannot
be isolated and restored through switching if a line fault occurs on that tap. A typical design
allows for a slight adjustment to the line route to “loop through” the substation so there is
no portion of the transmission line that would prevent restoring power to the substation.
Looping through the substation in this manner allows the transmission line to be
“sectionalized” by operating switches to isolate a faulted section of the line and to restore
the electric supply to the substation in the event of a line outage. Switches installed within
the substation can also be equipped with remote monitoring and control more easily than
switches located on the transmission line at a distance from the substation.

The ability to isolate events or damage due to extreme weather events allows for reduction
of outage times. Restoration costs are reduced because of the ability to quickly restore
customers out of service and have a more planned approach to any repairs required versus

dedicating resources to first identify and then repair damage in an emergency response.

Mr. Mara recommends eliminating the Substation Hardening Program from the plan

indicating that the BCA is only 1%. Do you agree?
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No, I do not agree. I referred to Exhibit KML-2 and it was unclear how the 1% BCA he
refers to was calculated. The 1% BCA does not match Table 1 located in Witness Lloyd’s
Testimony. Table 1 clearly shows all of DEF’s programs have a benefits-to-cost ratio
greater than 1, which is inclusive of the Substation Hardening program. As a result, I

recommend that this program be included in the SPP.

Describe why the Transmission Substation Hardening Program meets the
requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.

The Transmission Substation Hardening program is intended to upgrade targeted
equipment that is generally more vulnerable during extreme weather events to protect the
integrity of the grid. Simply put, relays and breakers are needed as a combination to protect
the Transmission and Distribution systems to ensure reliable service for our customers.
Witness Mara opines that “outages will still occur and therefore the cost to restore will not
be reduced.” Rather than provide a basis for eliminating the program, this opinion supports
the need for the Substation Hardening program. As faults occur on the system, the breakers
and relays are relied upon to operate and safely isolate the faulted segment, which reduces
outages and outage durations to customers connected to facilities that are not damaged.
During extreme weather events, breakers and relays are called upon to operate more
frequently and failure to operate, when necessary, would result in longer outage durations
for our customers. We also expect that the ability to isolate the faulted segment will also
decrease restoration costs by saving time identifying areas of need, thereby allowing DEF’s

restoration crews to focus efforts appropriately.
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Do you agree with Witness Mara that there are no significant performance changes
with using modern breakers?

No. During extreme weather events, breakers and relays will operate multiple times as the
weather affects the transmission and distribution systems. Oil breakers have a limited
number of operations especially in circumstances where they are operating numerous times
over a short period, such as during extreme weather events. When oil circuit breakers are
repeatedly called to operate, they can generate arcing gasses within the oil tank that can
accumulate and result in catastrophic failure. Replacement of the breakers with gas or
vacuum breakers, upgrades to a faster response time and they can withstand a higher
number of operations. Failure to operate fast enough to clear fault currents will activate

backup protection systems, potentially leading to a larger outage for our customers.

Do you agree with Witness Mara that def has no choice but to replace
electromechanical relays with digital?

Not necessarily; DEF does have a choice regarding the timing of the upgrade from
electromechanical to digital relays. Electromechanical relays still perform the designed
function, and DEF has an available inventory of electromechanical relays it can use,
however, they do not offer the additional benefits that I describe below. DEF has
implemented electromechanical for electromechanical relay replacements to extend the life
of the facility and maintain reliability for our customers. DEF agrees the upgrade of non-
communicating electromechanical relays to digital relays provides enhanced monitoring
and communication capability and eventually all relays on the system will be upgraded to

digital, but to perform that upgrade at this time would be cost prohibitive.
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Protection systems (i.e., grouping of relays) are designed to detect and isolate faults or
disturbances on the transmission or distribution systems. During extreme weather events,
relays are needed to quickly identify the fault thereby limiting the severity and spread of
system disturbances and preventing possible damage to equipment. Additionally, some
digital relays enable the use of device data to calculate the distance of a line fault allowing
for faster identification and restoration. Substation Hardening reduces restoration cost and
outage time through the reduced resource time needed to manually patrol the length of the

transmission line or facility prior to restoring customers or the BES transmission system.

On June 27, 2022, OPC filed a Motion to Accept Amended Testimony along with
amendments to both witnesses’ pre-filed direct testimonies. Have you reviewed the
amended testimonies, and if so, what impacts do the amendments have on your
rebuttal testimony?

Yes, | have reviewed the proposed amended testimonies, as well as Mr. Lloyd’s response
contained in his rebuttal testimony. I fully agree with Mr. Lloyd and also believe that,
because OPC’s witnesses’ testimonies continue to include their faulty reasoning and
conclusions, as I have discussed in the foregoing testimony, it is important to present the

Company’s response as it pertains to the Transmission specific portions of the Plan.

II1. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mrs. Howe, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every

contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?
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No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the
issues that I thought were most important in my rebuttal testimony. As a result, my silence
on any particular assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement

with or consent to that assertion.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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MR BERNTER We will waive w tness sunmary

and 1'll tender the wi tness for cross.

CHAl RVAN FAY: kay. G eat.

Rehwi nkel .

MR. REHW NKEL: Thanks, M. Chairnan.

EXAM NATI ON
BY MR REHW NKEL:
Q Good nor ni ng.

A Good nor ni ng.

Q Good norning, Ms. Howe, and good norning,
Conmm ssioners. G ve nme one second. Wuld you m nd
turning to your revised rebuttal testinony on page

seven? And | would direct you to lines 1 through 10, if

you coul d revi ew t hat paragraph.
A Dd you want ne to read it?

Q Just read it to yourself. |

specifically about lines 12 through 15.

MR BERNIER |'msorry. M.

t hat page seven?
MR REHW NKEL: Yes.
MR, BERNI ER  Thank you.
THE W TNESS: kay.

BY MR REHW NKEL:

Q Thank you. Do you have a copy of the statute

and the rule with you?

Thank you. M.

want to ask you

Rehw nkel , is
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1 A Yes, | do.
2 Q Ckay. On lines 12 through 15, you meke the
3 statenment, that said, DEF sinply cannot agree that
4 either the legislature or Comm ssion intended to exclude
5 any project or program or subprogramfrominclusion in
6 the plan because it does not, on its own, acconplish
7 each of the goals identified in the SPP statute and
8 rule. DdIl read that right?
9 A Yes, you did.
10 Q kay. So would you mnd turning to the rule,
11 pl ease, 25-6.30 and turn to subparagraph (3)(b).
12 A Ckay.
13 Q Wul d you agree with ne that (3)(b) says, a
14 description of how i nplenentation of the proposed storm
15 protection plan wll reduce restoration costs and out age
16 times associated with extrenme weat her conditions before
17 i nproving overall service rollout -- therefore inproving
18 overall service reliability?
19 A Sorry. |'ve read that sonewhere, but | didn't
20 think it was (3)(d), but I"'mwth you.
21 Q Did 1l say D? If | said D, | neant B, as in
22 boy.
23 A Ckay.
24 Q Do you want ne to do that again?
25 A No, but I'"'mwth you.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Q kay. So wouldn't you agree that the -- that
2 it says reduced restoration costs and outage tines?
3 A Yes, | see that there.
4 Q And then if you look in B, under that sane
5 section three, there is a statenment where it says a
6 descri ption of each proposed storm protection program
7 that includes, then under one, a description of how each
8 proposed storm protection programis designed to enhance
9 the utility's existing transm ssion and distribution
10 facilities, including an estimate of the resulting
11 reduction in outage tines and restoration costs due to
12 extreme weat her conditions.
13 A | see it.
14 Q kay. So, reading those together, you stil
15 believe what's stated in your testinony on |ine seven --
16 | nmean, on lines 12 through 15 on page seven?
17 A Yeah. So obviously, when we went through
18 those we were just reading a few sections within the
19 statute and the rule. M belief, the conpany's belief
20 is that the conprehensive stormprotection plan needs to
21 neet the reduction and restoration costs and the
22 reduction in restoration mnutes for our customer. And
23 our prograns, both for transm ssion and distribution,
24 al though I am here tal king about transm ssion, those
25 conprehensi vely together are providing the reduction and
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 restoration outages and costs for our custoners at the

2 benefit of our customers.
3 Q Ckay. So you're not retroactively reading
4 into the rule and -- or where there's an and, are you?
5 A | did got to school and do | ogics, so | hear
6 what you're saying. But, again, | believe that the plan
7 overall needs to neet the intent of reducing restoration
8 costs and out ages.
9 Q kay. And that's an interpretation of the
10 rule by you and the conpany, right?
11 A That is Duke's position on what the plan
12 entails.
13 Q Ckay. And do you have the statute with you?
14 A | do.
15 Q Ckay. | want to direct you to 366. 96,
16 subsection three. And | want to see if you agree with
17 me that it reads, each public utility shall file,
18 pursuant to Conm ssion rule, a transm ssion and
19 di stribution stormprotection plan that covers the
20 i mredi ate 10-year planning period. Each plan nust
21 explain the systematic approach the utility will follow
22 to achi eve the objectives of reducing restoration costs
23 and outage tines associated with extrene weat her events
24 and enhancing reliability. Ws that an accurate
25 readi ng?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A Yes, it was.

2
3 Q So woul d your answers about the and, in that
4 second sentence there between restoration costs and
5 outage tinmes, would it be the sane as you gave on the
6 rul e?
7 A Yes, our storm protection plan does both
8 reduce restoration costs and outages for our custoners.
9 Q Okay. If I could get you to turn to page 13
10 of your rebuttal testinony. | can say your revised
11 rebuttal testinony. Lines 20 --
12 MR. REHW NKEL: Excuse ne, M. Chairnan.
13 have a pagi nation error on my question.
14 M. Chairman, if you' d give nme a second, ny
15 gquestions are pegged to be original file and ny
16 pagi nation is off. So let ne nmake sure nmy question
17 is to the revised.
18 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay.
19 MR, REHW NKEL: | apol ogize. |'m back on
20 t rack.
21 CHAI RMAN FAY: Both copies, you' re confortable
22 that it's not any stricken material?
23 MR, REHW NKEL: Yes. Yes, | am
24 CHAI RMAN FAY:  Ckay.
25 BY MR REHW NKEL:
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1 Q So | want to direct you, again, to your
2 revi sed testinony, but instead of 13, page 14, please,
3 and get you to go to lines four and five. You use the
4 word integrated on line five. Do you see that?
5 A Yes, | do.
6 Q Ckay. | know you're quoting fromM. Lloyd's
7 testinony, but can you point ne to where in the rules or
8 the statutes that we just tal ked about, the legislature
9 or the Comm ssion use the termintegrated?
10 A No.
11 Q Is that because it doesn't exist in the rule
12 or the state?
13 A | actually don't know if that word is in
14 there. Wat was intended by the word, though, is that
15 it's an integrated plan, both froma transm ssion and
16 then the distribution perspective, as well as the plan
17 overal | reduces restoration costs and outages for our
18 cust oners.
19 Q So let's go --
20 MR, REHW NKEL: | apol ogi ze, M. Chairnan.
21 did not realize the pagination had shifted.
22 MR. BERNIER: And | apol ogi ze, M. Rehw nkel .
23 | didn't think it had. That's on nme. | apol ogi ze.
24 BY MR REHW NKEL:
25 Q Ckay. I'mgoing to go -- ask you to turn in
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1 your revised testinony to --

2 MR. REHW NKEL: Let me stop before | ask this
3 guestion and just ask a | ogistical technical
4 question. Is it -- is the testinony that's going
5 to be inserted into the record going to be what |
6 call the revised testinony that has the strikes and
7 the pagination and lines wll be that versus what
8 was originally filed?
9 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yes, it will be the updated.
10 And so if you want to reference it, | nean, there
11 are questions, if you're pointing to specific
12 testi nony, you could reference the question. |
13 don't know how many questions related to the lines
14 you have, but then that would allow us, | think, to
15 follow up appropriately if those lines don't match
16 up.
17 MR, REHW NKEL: Ckay.
18 CHAI RVAN FAY: | know you would |l ove to go
19 t hrough both of themand try to match them up at
20 this point, but I think for efficiency purposes,
21 probably if you can just point us to where that
22 line or direction is comng from then the record
23 will reflect that.
24 MR, REHW NKEL: Yeah, | have no desire to go
25 t hrough both. | just want to make sure ny
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 guestions point to the -- what's going to be in the

2 record when the transcript --
3 CHAI RMAN FAY: That's a good question. W
4 want to make sure we reference the right |ine.
5 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you. GCkay. So | think
6 for this these questions, page eight starting on
7 line 18, appearing over to page nine -- M.
8 Chai rman, give ne a second because there is not the
9 right correlation between the two. Can we take a
10 break off the record for a second? | apol ogize.
11 CHAI RMAN FAY: Sure. W'IlIl give you five and
12 then just et ne know if you need nore tine.
13 MR. REHW NKEL: Okay. Thank you.
14 (Brief recess.)
15 CHAl RMAN FAY: W are back. M. Rehw nkel,
16 you are recogni zed.
17 MR. REHW NKEL: | think we have a little bit
18 of housekeeping to do, M. Chairman. |'ve tal ked
19 to counsel for Duke and -- Public Counsel is very
20 wel | -aware of the scranble that ensued once the
21 order striking testinony cane out. People put
22 information in these revised | egislative formt
23 docunents in, and | believe that there may have
24 been an inadvertent formatting error that has
25 caused this issue. So | have adjusted ny questions
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1 to the new pagination and line and I'mready to go.
2 We'll go through the cross. | think Ms. Howe has
3 sonme very inportant famly business to attend to
4 this afternoon, and we want to nmake sure she does,
5 but I would propose that after we're done we
6 propose sone housekeepi ng solutions to nmake sure
7 that we're -- the record i s protected.
8 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. And what we'll do, once
9 we finish wwth Ms. Howe, we'll break for |unch.
10 We'll allowthat tinme to clear up any confusion
11 that we may have. And then when we cone back to
12 this afternoon, we'll be able to nove swiftly and
13 finish the rest of witnesses and get folks on their
14 way. Okay. You're recognized.
15 MR BERNIER And | appreciate that, M.
16 Chai rman. Apol ogies. That's on ne.
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: | appreciate the |awers just
18 wor ki ng col | aboratively to resolve this. There
19 are, you know, a nunber of firsts in the operation
20 of this and we want to protect the record, and from
21 all respects, and so this needs to be right. So
22 when we get back this afternoon, we'll nmake sure we
23 have it right. Thank you.
24 BY MR REHW NKEL:
25 Q You are a regi stered professional engineer in
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1 Florida, right?

2 A Yes, | am

3 Q And as a professional engineer and enpl oyee at

4 Duke, you have a duty to protect the public, is that

5 right?

6 A Yes, | do.

7 Q If a transmi ssion structure i s weakened over

8 time and no | onger neets the required strength

9 requi rements, does DEF have a duty to protect the public
10 and replace the structure to nake it safe?

11 A Yes. W have an obligation to neet the -- to
12 protect our custoners should there be a weakening.

13 Q Ckay. And so regardl ess of the existence of
14 the SPP, DEF -- you would agree that DEF has a duty to
15 repl ace aged and weakened infrastructure?

16 A Yes, we do have inspection prograns that we
17 utilize to ensure the safety of the public.

18 MR. REHW NKEL: | apol ogi ze, M. Chairman.

19 have run into another snag with this. | just -- if
20 | can | have one second.

21 CHAl RMAN FAY: Sure, M. Rehw nkel.

22 BY MR, REHW NKEL:

23 Q kay. If I could get you to turn to page 10,
24 starting on line three. You state, as a result "aging"
25 infrastructure, but not yet at the end of expected life
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1 and, therefore, still acconplishing its purpose could be

2 replaced with a new conponent that would sinply perform
3 better, thereby strengthening the overall system
4 relative to the status quo, which | believe is the goa
5 of the SPP. Do you see that?
6 A Yes, | do.
7 Q s that assum ng that you use a new set of
8 design criteria, for exanple, grade B extrene w nd, or
9 are you using the sane criteria that the original
10 structure was designed to w thstand?
11 A So, we would utilize the | atest standards, the
12 | atest NEC -- NESC standards and ot her standards that we
13 design to. So, it is ny statenent that it would be
14 the -- you know, the nost recent standard with any
15 | earni ngs and i nprovenents that have been incorporated,
16 both in internal standards as well as external.
17 Q On page 11, line five, you disagree with M.
18 Mara that the towers at issue did not suffer. You
19 di sagree with himand assert that the towers did not
20 suffer froma design flaw, is that right?
21 A Can you point me to what line you're on?
22 Q So line five on page 11
23 A So |l think line five, |I'msaying that |
24 di sagree with M. Mrrra's assertion that the program
25 shoul d be renoved fromthe storm protection plan.
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1 Q You disagree -- well, if you ook on -- let's
2 go to line -- specifically line 11 and that answer that
3 begi ns on line eight.
4 A Ckay.
5 Q You di sagree with M. Mrra's assertion that
6 these lattice towers suffered froma design flaw, do you
7 not ?
8 A | do disagree with M. Mrra's assertion
9 Q Do you have your -- the SPP with you? And
10 could you turn to page 38 of 56 in BM.1?
11 A Yes, | do have -- what was that page nunber
12 agai n?
13 Q 38. Wuld you agree that on line 38 it
14 states, the upgraded activity will replace tower types
15 that have previously failed during extrene weat her
16 event s?
17 A Yes. And | would say the distinction there is
18 that it's not a design flaw, but nerely a tower type
19 that was nore prone to failure in extrene weat her
20 events.
21 Q But woul d you agree that, within DEF 700
22 towers have been identified as having this design type?
23 A These 700 towers are of the sane type as the
24 ones that failed in Hurricane M chael, yes.
25 Q So, if the design type has to be repl aced,
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1 isn't there a problemw th the design?
2 A No, these towers are fully functional in
3 provi ding service for our custoners today. Wy they
4 neet the intent of the stormprotection plan is they
5 har den and protect our customers from extrene weat her
6 events.
7 Q Let's go to page 13, lines one through seven.
8 Wul d you agree here that your testinony is that
9 replacing aging infrastructure is properly includable in
10 t he SPP?
11 A Yes, | woul d.
12 Q Do you al so agree that overhead service
13 conductor replacenents should be included in the SPP?
14 A " m here representing the transm ssion
15 conponent .
16 Q You don't have an opinion on that?
17 A | do not.
18 Q What about battery backup systens in
19 substations? Should they be included in SPP?
20 A So we have not included themin our current
21 storm protection plan, but they are a systemutilized
22 for the substation.
23 Q So if you have -- based on the rational e that
24 aging infrastructure is properly includable in the SPP,
25 shoul d battery backup systens and substations al so be
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1 i ncl uded in the SPP?

2 MR. BERNIER: (bject, M. Chairman. That

3 calls for speculation. She's already testified

4 that's not a portion of the plan that we're

5 revi ewi ng today.

6 CHAI RVAN FAY: She did answer the question.

7 I f you have any response related to that, in

8 general, you're welcone to provide it, but

9 otherwise, | don't -- | don't see that -- the

10 battery issue here in the testinony.

11 MR, REHWNKEL: If | nmay respond. W're

12 tal ki ng about the propriety of including certain

13 projects in and certain projects out. So |

14 think -- well, | didn't say that right. W're here
15 to test the eligibility of progranms for the SPP.

16 So it's, in our view, a proper line of inquiry to
17 ask about the line of demarcation of what's in and
18 what's not in if, on either side of that |line, the
19 characteristics are the same or simlar.

20 MR. BERNIER  And, M. Chairman, | just

21 respond that we are arguably here tal ki ng about the
22 progranms at issue in our SPP, but we're not talking
23 about the entire suite of possible programnms that

24 may exist in the world, but are not a part of our
25 filing.
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yeah, and I"'mgoing to -- |I'm
2 going to allow it with the caveat that it's
3 specific to your knowl edge of that to M. Bernier's
4 point. CQutside of that other program states, that
5 type of thing, you' re not required to have that
6 know edge. But if you do, you can provide the
7 answer appropriately.
8 THE WTNESS: What | would say is specific to
9 t he overhead ground wires, they are a contri butor
10 in extrene weat her events. |In fact, they when
11 failed, a lot of tinmes we do have distribution
12 underbuild, and so they fall into the distribution
13 i nes and sl ow down our restoration. So | would
14 just talk to the overhead ground wire program and
15 say that it is a contributor in stornms. | don't
16 have a | ot of knowl edge in terns of the battery
17 systens and how they're contributing in a storm
18 outside of | know we have rolled in battery
19 trailers on occasion to support restoration.
20 BY MR REHW NKEL:
21 Q So substations are a conponent of the
22 transm ssion system are they not?
23 A Yes, they are.
24 Q So is there -- is it your opinion that battery
25 backup -- battery systens in substations could be
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1 included in the SPP based on the rationale for replacing

2 agi ng infrastructure?

3 A So what | would say is that our suite of

4 progranms does not include batteries and so | woul dn't

5 give a distinction there.

6 Q Are relays part of the transm ssion systen?

7 A Yes, they are, in the distribution.

8 Q Ckay. Are there aging relays in the

9 transm ssi on systenf?

10 A So all of our assets are aging in sone way or
11 anot her, but what | would share is that we do incl ude
12 relays in our storm protection plan.

13 Q What about ol der transforners?

14 A Transformers are not in our storm protection
15 pl an.

16 Q Do you have aging transforners that are part
17 of the transm ssion systenf

18 A Yes, we do.

19 Q What about old or aging lightning arresters,
20 ol der vi ntage ones?

21 A So, again, all assets on the system are agi ng
22 in one capacity or another.

23 Q What was the Iine that you drew in the sand,
24 if you wll, between what you -- what aging

25 infrastructure of those that we just included in the
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1 list here today in ny questions about sonme were

2 i ncluded -- about why those were not included in the
3 SPP, to the extent they weren't?
4 A So our prograns are consistent with what we
5 filed in SPP 2020. So there were no other additional
6 prograns considered for 2023.
7 Q Thank you. Let's go to page 15, lines three
8 t hrough seven. And tal king about the -- | think this is
9 tal ki ng about the cathodic protection subprogram
10 correct?
11 A That's right.
12 Q You stated in your testinony that this program
13 provi des systematic identification of structures that
14 need knitting or replacenent, is that right?
15 A Kitting.
16 Q Kitting. I'msorry. |Is that right?
17 A That's correct.
18 Q And this is captured in the transm ssion
19 i nspection program isn't that right?
20 A So it's done through the cathodic protection
21 program \When we go out to install the anodes on the
22 towers, we're able to see bel ow grade at that sanme tine.
23 And so that's information that we're able to gather to
24 give us intel on the condition of the towers. And the
25 kitting is one application or one approach that can be
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1 taken based on the condition of the existing
2 i nfrastructure.
3 Q So, do you have the BM.2, page 39 of 41 with
4 you?
5 A Yes, | do.
6 Q Wul d you agree that on page 39 that it
7 descri bes the scope of cathodic protection neasures
8 being limted to anode installations?
9 A Let ne see what it reads. One second.
10 Q Ckay.
11 A Yes, | read where we tal k about the anodes.
12 Q As shown on that page, does the scope of the
13 project as presented to this Comm ssion include kitting
14 or repairs of the structures?
15 A So in BM.1 we talk to all of those points.
16 Q So what is the answer to ny question?
17 A It's not reflected in BM.2, but it is
18 reflected in BM1.
19 Q Okay. Thank you.
20 MR. REHW NKEL: Chairnan, | think those are
21 all the questions | have on the testinony that is
22 admtted into the record.
23 CHAI RVMAN FAY:  Ckay.
24 MR, REHW NKEL: And | do not expect to have
25 cross on the proffer.
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Any cross?

2 MR. MATTHEI S: | have no questions, M.

3 Chai r man.

4 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Moyl e.

5 MR, MOYLE: Thank you. Just a couple.

6 EXAM NATI ON

7 BY MR MOYLE:

8 Q M. Rehw nkel asked you -- good norning.

9 A Good nor ni ng.

10 Q Asked you a series of questions about certain
11 progranms. And, ultimately, said why did you not include
12 these prograns in your plan? And you said, we just took
13 our plan fromwhat was in 2020 and noved it forward, is
14 that right?

15 A Yeah, | reflected that our 2023 plan matches
16 what was filed -- simlar to what was filed in 2020.

17 Q And in 2020, did you not include these

18 prograns because you nmade the determ nation that they

19 weren't appropriate for inclusion in the storm

20 protection plans?

21 A In 2020, we did evaluate several different

22 prograns. | will say that | don't recall for battery

23 specific, but we did evaluate several suites of prograns
24 to come to the stormprotection plan that we're

25 presenting for 2023.
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1 Q You eval uated themin 2020 and say, let's not
2 put themin?
3 A So what we're presenting today is the plan
4 that reflects the benefits for our custonmer and neets
5 the intent of the |aw and the |egislation.
6 Q It doesn't include things |ike batteries,
7 backup for substations?
8 A That's correct, it does not include batteries
9 in the current suite of prograns.
10 Q You made a statenment. M. Rehw nkel was
11 aski ng you about the reduction, the restoration costs
12 and outages, and you said that you believe that the
13 prograns had to conprehensively neet a reduction in
14 restoration costs and outages, and | made a note about
15 conprehensively neet. \What does that nean?
16 A So | neant the plan as a whol e woul d neet both
17 the reduction and restoration costs and the reduction in
18 m nutes of interruption
19 Q kay. And in terns of how you get to that,
20 woul d that nmean that you could have prograns or projects
21 that, on an individual basis, did not nake the reduction
22 in restoration costs and the reduction in outage tinme?
23 A Is there a specific part of ny testinony that
24 you' re referencing?
25 Q No. I'mjust trying to understand
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1 conprehensively. Wen you say conprehensively that you

2 ook at it in toto. | would assune -- | would assune

3 that you will also |ook at every project and every

4 program and nake sure that the projects and the prograns

5 also result in a reduction in cost and a reduction in

6 outage tinmes, and | just want to confirmthat.

7 A So we do reflect the savings, both froma

8 restoration cost and mnutes of interruption in BM.1.

9 And | think there's also sonme nore information on BM.2,
10 so that was information that was covered in our direct
11 testinmony, as well.

12 Q As we sit here today, you' re not aware of any
13 prograns or projects that have -- that do not have a

14 reduction in restoration costs and do not have a

15 reduction in outages, correct?

16 A So what | would say is that the prograns

17 toget her reduce restoration costs and m nutes of

18 interruption for our customer -- outages for our

19 cust omers.

20 Q Coul d you nmaybe just give me a yes or no on
21 that? You explained, but if | could get a yes or no,
22 no, it'd be hel pful.

23 A So | do have sone comrentary in ny rebuttal.
24 Q Is there a yes or a no in the coommentary?

25 A " mgetting there.
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1 Q I"'mnot really trying to prolong it. |'mjust

2 trying to -- you have know edge about your plan. You

3 have nore know edge about your plan than | do. It's

4 your plan. [I'mjust trying to understand are there

5 prograns or projects in here that do not result in a

6 reduction in restoration costs and a reduction in

7 out ages; yes or no?

8 A So ny statenent is that they would all in sone

9 way, maybe not directly, reduce restoration costs for

10 our custoners. The one exanple | would give you is the
11 radi al | y-fed substations. W -- in that scenario, it's
12 a radi al -served custoner or nunber of customers that we
13 woul d build a second line and loop themin. | kind of
14 described that |ayout yesterday. So within that

15 program if a -- you know, an outage or damage to the

16 transm ssion systemwere to occur, having the second

17 line doesn't reduce cost unnecessarily, or at | east

18 guantifiably. Wat | can share is that we would be able
19 to go in a nore planned fashion to restore the custoners
20 and, therefore, there would be savings froma

21 restoration cost perspective. It's just very hard to

22 guantify because every circunstance is different froma
23 st orm perspective, you know, how many resources come in,
24 the conpl ement of internal and contractors. There's a
25 | ot of paraneters that would cone into play to give a
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1 nunmber associated with that, but | still maintain that
2 any avoi ded outage for our custonmer is ultimtely going
3 to avoid costs.
4 Q But they can't be quantified necessarily?
5 A W did not quantify them or our Cuidehouse
6 nodel did not quantify them for the | ooping of
7 radi ally-fed substations. So in that exact -- exanple
8 of the program that was a reduction in custonmer mnutes
9 interruption --
10 Q kay. Are there others?
11 A So there's no other progranms froma
12 transm ssi on perspective that doesn't neet the
13 requi rements of restoration costs and restoration
14 outage -- reduction and outages. Tongue got stuck.
15 Q That's all right. And are you aware of any
16 other in any other area?
17 A Sir, I"'mhere tal king about the transm ssion
18 program so that's what | can talk to today.
19 Q Right. And I assune that you wouldn't be
20 awar e of maybe you had a neeting where everybody said,
21 let's talk about the five prograns that don't do both of
22 t hese and you have know edge of that --
23 MR BERNTER: 1'l| object, Chairman. She's
24 al ready answered that question.
25 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Moyle, | believed she's
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1 answered to the best of her abilities.

2 BY MR MOYLE:

3 Q Did you reach a concl usi on when you did not

4 include batteries that the statute didn't allow themfor

5 substati ons?

6 A No, | didn't reach that concl usion.

7 Q Well, | say you. |1'mtalking about Duke, not

8 you particularly.

9 A | can't speak to batteries.

10 Q Why, again, did you not include themin 20207
11 MR, BERNIER: |'m going to object, again, M.
12 Chairman. We're here tal king about the 2023 plan,
13 not the 2020 plan or not any of the prograns that
14 may not have been included in the program-- in the
15 pl an.

16 MR MOYLE: Well, | mean she said the 2023

17 plan is the sane as the 2020 plan. And M.

18 Rehw nkel said, why didn't you include it. Said,
19 we just took everything in 2020. She also said

20 she's read the rule and has opinions with respect
21 tothe rule in what's in and what's out. So ny

22 guestion sinply is, if you just carried over 2020,
23 did you nake a judgnment in 2020 as to whether there
24 was any kind of prohibition about batteries being
25 in or out?
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yeah. | nean, | believe your
2 testinony essentially is that the prograns are the
3 same, not that the thing inits entirety is the
4 same, but I do think M. Myle's question is
5 appropriate as to if you have know edge as to those
6 prograns, if there was discussion about that
7 battery-related i ssues, you're welcone to answer
8 that part of it. That's not beyond the scope.
9 THE WTNESS: | don't recall any conversations
10 about batteries.
11 MR, MOYLE: Ckay. That's fair. Thank you and
12 appreci ate your answering ny questions.
13 CHAI RMAN FAY: Thank you, M. Myle. M.
14 Eat on?
15 M5. EATON.  No question.
16 CHAI RVAN FAY: Staff.
17 MR IMG No questions.
18 CHAI RMAN FAY: Conmi ssi oners?
19 Redi rect M. Bernier.
20 MR, BERNI ER:  Just very briefly, M. Chairnman.
21 Thank you.
22 FURTHER EXAM NATI ON
23 BY MR BERN ER:
24 Q Ms. Howe, can you just confirmfor nme was the
25 overhead ground wire program-- or subprogram excuse
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1 me, included in the 2020 SPP?

2 A Yes, it was.
3 Q Sanme question for the cathodic protection
4 progr am
5 A Yes, it was.
6 Q Ckay. Thank you. Can you turn to BM.2, page
7 39 of 41, please?
8 A Ckay.
9 Q M. Rehw nkel asked you if that description
10 stated that the programwas linmted to anode
11 installations, but is that what that statenent says?
12 A It doesn't say limted. It just talks about
13 t he anode.
14 MR. BERNI ER:  Thank you very much. | have
15 not hi ng further.
16 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Geat. And there's no
17 exhibits to nove in. W can now nove to the
18 proffered portion of Ms. Howe's testinony, M.
19 Berni er.
20 MR. BERNI ER  Thank you, M. Chairman. 1In
21 response to the Comm ssion's order, striking
22 portions of M. Kollen's testinony, we would |ike
23 to proffer the originally filed rebuttal testinony
24 of Ms. Howe that was filed on June 30th, 2022, for
25 pur poses of the record.
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: Show that proffered.
2 (Whereupon, prefiled proffered rebutta

3 testinmony of Any Howe was inserted.)

10
11
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC.

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF AMY HOWE
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JUNE 30, 2022

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. My name is Amy M. Howe. My current business address is 13338 Interlaken Road, Odessa,

FL 33556.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?

Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s SPP on April 11, 2022.

Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

A. Yes.

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.

1310



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to assertions and
conclusions regarding the Transmission specific aspects of DEF’s 2023-2032 Storm
Protection Plan (“SPP 2023 or “Plan”) contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s
witnesses Kollen and Mara. Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Menendez will present additional rebuttal

of the testimonies of OPC’s witnesses.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

No.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony focuses on Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies as they relate
to Transmission-specific programs and subprograms and rebut the misinformation and
incorrect conclusions contained within. In sum, when the Transmission programs are
properly understood as an integral part of the overall Plan, which is designed as a holistic
approach intended to meet the objectives identified by the legislature in section 366.96 (the
“SPP Statute”), it is clear the programs are properly included in the Company’s SPP and
should be approved. OPC’s witnesses’ arguments to the contrary demonstrate a lack of
understanding of the programs themselves and are based on a narrow interpretation of Rule
25-6.030 (the “SPP Rule”) that, in DEF’s belief, unnecessarily curtails the scope of the
SPP contrary to the legislature’s intent. Their testimony should be rejected by the

Commission.
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In general, do you agree with the overall concerns and points of disagreement with
Witness Mara’s and Kollen’s testimonies expressed by Mr. Lloyd?

Yes. I have reviewed Mr. Lloyd’s testimony and I completely agree with his general
concemns and points regarding Mr. Mara’s and Mr. Kollen’s novel interpretations of the
SPP Statute and Rule and note that many of Mr. Lloyd’s points apply with equal force to
the transmission programs as they do the customer delivery (distribution) level programs,
so I will not repeat those points here. I will therefore limit my points of rebuttal to
transmission-specific issues. Additionally, Mr. Menendez provides the Company’s rebuttal

of ratemaking related concerns, which is an area outside of my responsibility, so I express

no opinion on those matters.
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Are there any other reasons why the configuration of the transmission system is a

relevant consideration?

Yes. The transmission and distribution systems are integrated and work together to serve
our customers. Many industrial and wholesale customers receive electric service straight
from the transmission system, specifically at 69kV, which means that any upgrades to the
transmission system will directly increase continuity of service and improve overall
reliability for those customers. Additionally, service for all customers originates from the
transmission system (which acts as a bridge between the generation and the distribution
system); therefore, any upgrades to the transmission system will have a positive impact on
the overall level of service provided to our customers even if, as described above, due to
redundancy reasons a given line is shown as “serving” zero (0) customers.

4
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The BES is the highest voltage portion of the transmission system, consisting of
transmission lines and equipment operating above 100kV and serving to transmit large
amounts of power throughout the system. The BES is subjected to mandatory reliability
standards published and administered by the North American Electric Reliability Council
(“NERC”) under the authority of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).
These standards require sufficient redundancy within the BES to allow continued operation

even when one or more elements of the system is out of service.

That said, most of DEF’s BES assets do not directly serve customers but instead serve as
critical infrastructure maintaining power flow within and between DEF, neighboring

utilities, and Independent Power Producers.

As a result, failure of a single BES element will often not cause a direct outage to our
customers but removes a level of redundancy for the entire BES. Sequential failures within
the system can cause significant disruption to power flows and cause extensive customer
interruptions as could occur during extreme weather events and therefore it is critical to
harden these facilities for extreme weather events and to reliably serve our customers. The
BES transmission system is the linkage between the generation facilities to our 69kV
system and distribution system that ultimately serves our customers’ homes and businesses.
Thus, although strengthening the BES may not have a direct impact or quantifiable
reduction to customer outages due to the inherent redundancy of the BES, it is a critical
component to reliably serving our customers and as such it would defy all logic and sound
planning to deny DEF (or any utility) the ability to include such hardening programs and

5
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projects in an SPP intended to strengthen the grid as a whole based on an artificial cost-

benefit standard that has no support in either the governing statute or rule.

The 69kV transmission lines and equipment are not considered a part of the BES but are
transmission lines that deliver power to many of the distribution substations. The level of
redundancy, or in this scenario alternate sources, in the 69kV portion of the transmission
system, and its ability to withstand an outage of an element of the system without resulting

in customer outages, is different from the higher voltage lines within the BES.

DEF’s 69kV lines typically run from a circuit breaker in one source substation to a circuit
breaker in another source substation, with several distribution substations fed along the
circuit in a “daisy chain” fashion. These two sources to the circuit provide a certain level
of redundancy. A fault within a segment of such a 69kV line will often result in an outage
to the substations and distribution circuits between the circuit breakers, until the faulted
section can be identified and the switches along the line opened or closed to isolate the
faulted section and restore power to the substations from the un-faulted portions of the

circuit.

At the outset, do you have any over-arching concerns with OPC’s position in this
docket?

Yes, I do. I agree with Witness Lloyd in that, while I am not a lawyer (though I note that
neither of OPC’s witnesses are lawyers either), it appears to DEF that their interpretation
of the SPP Statute and Rule is very constricted by limiting SPP eligibility to projects and
programs that both decrease outage restoration costs and outages/outage duration. Specific

6
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to transmission, the included programs contribute to the systematic nature of the overall
Plan that accomplishes these goals, over time, in a cost-effective manner; however, not
every program and/or subprogram is intended to reduce both restoration costs and outage
times. For example, Structure Hardening in its entirety is focused on reduction of outage
times and restoration costs, however, the primary benefit of the Gang Operated Air Break
(“GOAB?”) sub-program is reduction of outage times. Of course, by reducing the outage
time and sectionalizing the facilities impacted by the extreme weather event inherently
there are restoration cost savings that are hard to quantify. That said, DEF simply cannot
agree that either the Legislature or Commission intended to exclude any project or program
(or sub-program) from inclusion in the Plan because it does not, on its own, accomplish

cach of the goals identified in the SPP statute and rule.

Have you fully described the transmission programs within the SPP?

Yes. The transmission programs have been described in Witness Lloyd’s Exhibit BML-1
— Program Descriptions, and further explained in my previously filed direct testimony. In
this rebuttal testimony, I will only address the specific contentions raised by OPC’s

witnesses.

Do the transmission programs put forward under DEF’S SPP meet the requirements
of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.?

Yes, in fact they are the same programs that are included in DEF’s currently approved SPP.
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In Witness Mara’s testimony, he opines that not all of DEF’s Storm Protection Plan
Programs should be approved by the Florida Public Service Commission. Do you
agree with Witness Mara’s opinion?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s opinion; I believe all programs DEF included in
its SPP should be approved as they all contribute to the overall efficacy of the Plan. The
Plan DEF submitted meets the requirements of the Statute and Rule as it will reduce
restoration costs and reduce outage durations during extreme weather events; it does so
through a suite of programs that each play a part in achieving the Plan’s goals. I will address
why I disagree with Witness Mara’s opinion regarding each Transmission program and
subprogram he discussed and further explain how they meet the requirements of Rule 25-

6.030.

Mr. Mara contends the SPP rule requires programs to increase asset strength beyond
the original design of the asset being replaced. Do you agree?

No, that is not my understanding. While I agree programs that increase strength beyond
original design would certainly qualify for the SPP, I am not aware of any such limitation
in the Statute or Rule, nor has either of OPC’s witnesses cited one. As I understand the
Statute and Rule, SPP programs and projects are intended to protect and enhance the system
for the purposes of reducing restoration costs, reducing outage times, and improving
overall service reliability. Again, though I am not an attorney, it seems logical and
consistent with the SPP’s goals to include enhancements that, while they may not
strengthen facilities relative to the original design, work to arrest the natural weakening or

deterioration of those assets, thereby preserving the strength of the facilities so they can
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better resist the impacts of extreme weather conditions. To DEF, this is a cost-effective
means of enhancing the system that will provide real benefits to our customers (as opposed

to, for example, simply replacing all transmission facilities).

Examples of sub-programs that protect the strength of the Transmission system and are
projected to reduce outage times and restoration costs resulting from extreme weather are

Cathodic Protection and Replacing Overhead Ground Wire.

Below, I will further describe both cathodic protection and OHGW subprograms within the
Structure Hardening program and how they meet the objectives of the rule as important

components of a comprehensive Plan.

Witness Mara states that “hardening means to design and build components to a
strength that would not normally be required” and that “aging infrastructure”
should not be replaced as part of the Storm Protection Plan. Do you agree with
Witness Mara’s statement?

No, I cannot agree with that assertion because it simply ignores the reality of operating a
utility system. Obviously, our system is exposed to the elements all the time, and in Florida
those elements can be brutal on utility infrastructure. As a result, “aging” infrastructure not
yet at the end of its expected life and therefore still accomplishing its purpose could be
replaced with a new component that will simply perform better, thereby strengthening the
overall system relative to the status quo, which I believe is the goal of the SPP. A program

that includes such replacements (for example, structure hardening and the overhead ground
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wire replacement sub-program I will discuss later) is properly included in the Plan. To the
extent OPC’s position relative to inclusion of these types of programs within the SPP is
based on cost-recovery concerns (i.e., double recovery of costs in base rates and through

the SPPCRC), those concerns are addressed by Mr. Menendez’s rebuttal testimony.

Would you agree with Witness Mara’s conclusions relative to transmission
construction using the NESC (National Electric Safety Code)?

On page 7 of Witness Mara’s testimony, he states specifically relative to transmission
poles: “In transmission system hardening, many utilities are using non-wood poles (steel
or concrete) to replace existing wood poles. The upgrade to non-wood poles is not required
by the NESC but these non-wood poles have proven to reduce outages and reduce outage
times due to the superior ability of the non-wood poles to survive during extreme
windstorms.” DEF agrees that conversion from wood to non-wood poles has proven to
reduce outages and outage times and meets the requirement of the Rule. In fact, all the
costs proposed in DEF's SPP related to transmission poles are to replace wood poles with
non-wood poles, so Mr. Mara agrees that those costs are properly recoverable under the

SPP.

Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s assertion that the lattice tower replacement
subprogram should be eliminated from the plan?

No, absolutely not, nor do I agree with any of the points Mr. Mara relies on in reaching his
conclusion. First, Mr. Mara stated “Transmission lines have been required by the NESC to

be built for extreme wind events since at least 1977. Failure due to design flaw should not

10
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be a SPP activity.”! However, Mr. Mara chose to ignore, or possibly did not know because
he failed to ask, that the lattice towers in question predate 1977, therefore there was no
NESC required extreme wind loading standard at the time (by his own admission) and the
towers did not suffer from a “design flaw” any more than any component that has been
updated over time (or which was built to a given standard that has been subsequently
modified). Thus, this support for his conclusion fails.

He continues, “If DEF owns towers that fail to meet strength requirements when
constructed, then replacement costs should not be considered an ‘upgrade’ and therefore
should not be funded through the SPP.”2 It is irrelevant whether DEF agrees with this
general proposition or not, as Mr. Mara offers it without identifying any such towers, he
believes failed to meet strength requirements when constructed. To DEF’s knowledge, no
such towers exist, nor does he opine that the design was flawed, but merely states “if” it
was flawed it should not have been accepted and thus cannot be a proper SPP program
(again, with no support). Thus, this contention likewise fails.

Mr. Mara’s next attempt at supporting his conclusion fares no better as it is simply a repeat
of his contention that a program that replaces aging infrastructure should be excluded,
though this time stated as an accepted fact rather than a dubious proposition.>

Mr. Mara next claims “Replacing towers with new towers that meet the same weather
loading condition will not add to resiliency. Rather it simply maintains the status quo in

terms of strength.” As discussed generally above, this argument ignores reality by seeming

! Mara Testimony, pg. 28, 11. 20-22.

21d. atpg. 28, 1. 22 — pg. 29, 1. 2; see also id. at pg. 29, 11. 6-7 (“If the tower design was flawed, it would have been
imprudent for DEF to accept the design and construction of the tower in which case the cost should also be excluded
from the SPP.”).

3 See id. at p. 29 11. 2-4.

11
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to believe that the resiliency of the system is somehow a static measure that does not change
over time, and that somehow a piece of infrastructure should rationally be expected to
retain all its strength throughout its service life. While I wish that were the case, it simply
is not. In the real world, accelerated change outs of aging infrastructure increases resiliency
and reliability as there would be less infrastructure damaged during an extreme weather
event, resulting in fewer failures to mitigate and quicker restoration time for DEF
customers. Moreover, Mr. Mara fails to recognize that Tower Upgrades are designed to the
latest NESC code, which is updated in 5 years cycles. Equipment standards, both internal
and external, are continuously reviewed and updated. Thus, new equipment installations
include the improvements as part of DEF’s updated standards, meaning the towers are not
being replaced “like for like” at all.

This subprogram is proper and should be retained.

Witness Mara asserts that deteriorated overhead ground wire is simply an aging
infrastructure the replacement of which does not increase strength. Can you please
explain what was meant in your testimony by the term deteriorated OHGW and why
the subprogram is appropriate for SPP?

Yes, but first I would reiterate my points above that programs or subprograms intended to
replace aging infrastructure that are not functioning to the level they did when originally
installed due to the passage of time and/or because they have simply been performing as
designed but cannot realistically be expected to do so indefinitely, are properly included in

the SPP.
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With that said, Deteriorated Overhead Ground Wire (“OHGW?”) is static conductor that
has lost some of its strength but still performs the designed function, albeit at reduced
capacity. Overhead static wire deterioration occurs when the protective galvanization has
been sacrificed and static in this condition is more prone to failure. It is known and accepted
that all static sizes and material combinations will lose their galvanization and eventually
rust, thus reaching the end of life. Not only is the static more susceptible to failure from
both wind and lightning events, but the grounding qualities become compromised.
Therefore, the OHGW is not “deteriorated” in the sense of having been poorly designed or
maintained; rather, it is simply an asset that, if replaced, will strengthen and better protect
the system against the effects of extreme weather relative to the state of the system as it
exists today. The OHGW is a contributor to CMI and restoration costs during extreme
weather events and therefore, its enhancement serves to strengthen the system as intended

by the SPP statute and rule.

The Gang Operated Air Break (“GOAB”) Line Switch Automation subprogram was
addressed by Witness Mara as a subprogram that should not qualify for the Storm
Protection Plan as it does not reduce the restoration costs. Do you agree with his
assessment?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s assessment. As stated in Witness Lloyd’s
testimony, “From DEF’s perspective, the Legislature directed the utilities to develop
integrated storm protection plans that as a whole are intended to achieve the goals of
reducing restoration costs and outage times to customers and improving overall service

reliability. DEF’s Storm Protection Plan is the sum of its parts with the programs working
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together to reduce restoration costs and outages times associated with extreme weather
events.” The GOAB subprogram is a piece of the overall Structure Hardening program that
promotes minimal outage time by providing the ability to perform remote sectionalizing to
restore the customer. It also provides relay information on the location of the event.
Logically, the time for a crew to patrol the line is reduced and in turn, the cause of the event
can be addressed without additional outage time to customers. The benefit of greatly
reducing the outage time for our customers should not be discounted. In some of DEF’s
remote areas, this could reduce from hours to minutes to resolve the outage. Minimizing
outage time also effectively manages overall cost required to address the cause of the event.
Thus, it is DEF’s position that the GOAB subprogram has multiple benefits and is a part
of the overall reduction in restoration costs projected from the Structure Hardening

program.

Mr. Mara contends that the Cathodic Protection subprogram within the
Transmission Structure Hardening Program should be excluded from the Plan
because it does not increase strength or improve resiliency. Do you agree?

No, I do not agree. As discussed above, I think a subprogram that arrests the natural
degradation of a component, thereby maintaining its strength for a greater period of time,
makes the asset more resistant to the effect of extreme weather and therefore makes the
system as a whole more resilient. The Cathodic Protection sub-program meets the
requirements of Rule 25-6.030 through the mitigation of the degradation to structure
capacity from groundline corrosion and systematic identification of structures that need

kitting or replacement. This program aims to cost effectively address corrosion issues
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across the entire DEF lattice fleet without prematurely replacing the assets, which directly
provides reliability benefits by preserving overall system strength on a larger scale than
individual asset change-out. The program also installs reinforcement kits on structures with
existing groundline corrosion that are in otherwise good health. As Witness Mara correctly
notes “When the strength of a tower or structure decays below a certain level, per the
NESC, the structure must be replaced or rehabilitated.” Restoring groundline capacity of
the structure allows the structure to perform as originally designed for a greater period of
time at a fraction of the cost to customers compared to structure replacement. In the end,
this subprogram reduces restoration time after major storms through verification and
preservation of DEF’s lattice towers system health, and through mitigation of existing
vulnerabilities from ground line corrosion. As a result, I recommend that this sub-program

be included in the SPP.

Mr. Mara recommends excluding portions of the Transmission Substation Flood
Mitigation Program. Do you agree with his contentions regarding the need for the
challenged aspects of the program?

No, I do not. First, I would note that all substations were built to the existing standards in
the year they were installed. Witness Mara asserts that: “substations built after 1973 should
have been designed with the knowledge of potential flood waters and designs should have
accounted for this predictable occurrence.” The SPP Flood Mitigation program is directed
to the substations at the highest risk of flooding per the most current 100-Year Federal
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) flood plain, which is under continuous review

and updated as needed. For example, the FEMA Floodplain map for the coastal area was

15

1324



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

updated in June of 2020. These flood plain changes can result in substations that were not
within the flood plain at construction being “reclassified” such that the original design,
which was appropriate at the time, is no longer sufficient. The model established for
Substation Flood Mitigation evaluates substations in the flood plain with the potential
based on historical data to have at least four (4) feet of flood mitigation, and then DEF
resources perform further analytics to ensure the prudency and most cost-effective measure

for mitigation.

What is your response to the comment that DEF has not suffered outage time due to
flooding of DEF’s substations?

Witness Mara shared his understanding that DEF has not had any outages due to flooding
of its substations in recent years, stating, “there was one instance where sandbags were
deployed at a control house but there were no outages.” Witness Mara seems to indicate
that a 3-year flood history is indicative of a 100-year flood, but substations are built to
remain functioning over a prolonged period, so a 3-year window is not sufficient to
prudently plan for the long-term functionality and service of the substation (as discussed
above, the NESC code is updated regularly while the FEMA flood plain is updated as
necessary, both of which can result in changed requirements at specific locations).

I recommend retaining the Substation Flood Mitigation Program in its entirety.

Mr. Mara recommends eliminating the Loop Radially Fed Substation Program from
the plan in favor of prioritizing hardening transmission lines through replacing wood

structures with non-wooden structures. Do you agree with this approach?
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No, I do not agree for a couple of reasons. For one thing, accepting what he said regarding
the lower rate of failure for hardened structures as true, it does not mean that hardened
structures will be able to withstand each and every extreme weather event that may
eventually occur. Hence, the looping of radially fed substations (as discussed below) will
further harden the system against the impacts of extreme weather events in a cost-effective
manner.

The looping of radially fed substations is targeted at specific existing “single point of
failure” vulnerabilities. For example, a short 69kV radial tap serves a substation that cannot
be isolated and restored through switching if a line fault occurs on that tap. A typical design
allows for a slight adjustment to the line route to “loop through” the substation so there is
no portion of the transmission line that would prevent restoring power to the substation.
Looping through the substation in this manner allows the transmission line to be
“sectionalized” by operating switches to isolate a faulted section of the line and to restore
the electric supply to the substation in the event of a line outage. Switches installed within
the substation can also be equipped with remote monitoring and control more easily than
switches located on the transmission line at a distance from the substation.

The ability to isolate events or damage due to extreme weather events allows for reduction
of outage times. Restoration costs are reduced because of the ability to quickly restore
customers out of service and have a more planned approach to any repairs required versus

dedicating resources to first identify and then repair damage in an emergency response.

Mr. Mara recommends eliminating the Substation Hardening Program from the plan

indicating that the BCA is only 1%. Do you agree?
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No, I do not agree. I referred to Exhibit KML-2 and it was unclear how the 1% BCA he
refers to was calculated. The 1% BCA does not match Table 1 located in Witness Lloyd’s
Testimony. Table 1 clearly shows all of DEF’s programs have a benefits-to-cost ratio
greater than 1, which is inclusive of the Substation Hardening program. As a result, I

recommend that this program be included in the SPP.

Describe why the Transmission Substation Hardening Program meets the
requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.

The Transmission Substation Hardening program is intended to upgrade targeted
equipment that is generally more vulnerable during extreme weather events to protect the
integrity of the grid. Simply put, relays and breakers are needed as a combination to protect
the Transmission and Distribution systems to ensure reliable service for our customers.
Witness Mara opines that “outages will still occur and therefore the cost to restore will not
be reduced.” Rather than provide a basis for eliminating the program, this opinion supports
the need for the Substation Hardening program. As faults occur on the system, the breakers
and relays are relied upon to operate and safely isolate the faulted segment, which reduces
outages and outage durations to customers connected to facilities that are not damaged.
During extreme weather events, breakers and relays are called upon to operate more
frequently and failure to operate, when necessary, would result in longer outage durations
for our customers. We also expect that the ability to isolate the faulted segment will also
decrease restoration costs by saving time identifying areas of need, thereby allowing DEF’s

restoration crews to focus efforts appropriately.
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Do you agree with Witness Mara that there are no significant performance changes
with using modern breakers?

No. During extreme weather events, breakers and relays will operate multiple times as the
weather affects the transmission and distribution systems. Oil breakers have a limited
number of operations especially in circumstances where they are operating numerous times
over a short period, such as during extreme weather events. When oil circuit breakers are
repeatedly called to operate, they can generate arcing gasses within the oil tank that can
accumulate and result in catastrophic failure. Replacement of the breakers with gas or
vacuum breakers, upgrades to a faster response time and they can withstand a higher
number of operations. Failure to operate fast enough to clear fault currents will activate

backup protection systems, potentially leading to a larger outage for our customers.

Do you agree with Witness Mara that def has no choice but to replace
electromechanical relays with digital?

Not necessarily; DEF does have a choice regarding the timing of the upgrade from
electromechanical to digital relays. Electromechanical relays still perform the designed
function, and DEF has an available inventory of electromechanical relays it can use,
however, they do not offer the additional benefits that I describe below. DEF has
implemented electromechanical for electromechanical relay replacements to extend the life
of the facility and maintain reliability for our customers. DEF agrees the upgrade of non-
communicating electromechanical relays to digital relays provides enhanced monitoring
and communication capability and eventually all relays on the system will be upgraded to

digital, but to perform that upgrade at this time would be cost prohibitive.
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Protection systems (i.e., grouping of relays) are designed to detect and isolate faults or
disturbances on the transmission or distribution systems. During extreme weather events,
relays are needed to quickly identify the fault thereby limiting the severity and spread of
system disturbances and preventing possible damage to equipment. Additionally, some
digital relays enable the use of device data to calculate the distance of a line fault allowing
for faster identification and restoration. Substation Hardening reduces restoration cost and
outage time through the reduced resource time needed to manually patrol the length of the

transmission line or facility prior to restoring customers or the BES transmission system.

On June 27, 2022, OPC filed a Motion to Accept Amended Testimony along with
amendments to both witnesses’ pre-filed direct testimonies. Have you reviewed the
amended testimonies, and if so, what impacts do the amendments have on your
rebuttal testimony?

Yes, | have reviewed the proposed amended testimonies, as well as Mr. Lloyd’s response
contained in his rebuttal testimony. I fully agree with Mr. Lloyd and also believe that,
because OPC’s witnesses’ testimonies continue to include their faulty reasoning and
conclusions, as I have discussed in the foregoing testimony, it is important to present the

Company’s response as it pertains to the Transmission specific portions of the Plan.

II1. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mrs. Howe, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every

contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?
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No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the
issues that I thought were most important in my rebuttal testimony. As a result, my silence
on any particular assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement

with or consent to that assertion.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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1 CHAl RMAN FAY: And then | believe, M.
2 Rehwi nkel , you said there's no proffered cross on
3 this. M. Myle. M. Eaton. Nucor.
4 MR MATTHEIS: No cross.
5 MR, MOYLE: No questions.
6 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. Wth that, Ms. Howe, you
7 are excused. Safe travels. Hopefully we got you
8 out of here on tine.
9 THE WTNESS: Yes, thank you for
10 accomodat i ng.
11 (Wtness excused.)
12 CHAl RMAN FAY: Wth that, Conm ssioners, we
13 will allow a lunch break until 1:15. | wll ask
14 the attorneys for the parties to please take
15 sone of that tinme -- you can eat a little bit, but
16 spend nost of that tinme resolving any of the
17 nunbering or the issues that we've had conme up.
18 And when we come back this afternoon, we'll nove
19 fairly quickly through the w tnesses.
20 (Lunch recess.)
21 CHAI RMAN FAY: All right. Good afternoon,
22 everyone. Wl cone back. W are going to nove into
23 Duke's other two witnesses. Just real quick for
24 the record, Comm ssioner Gahamis not going to be
25 avail able this afternoon, the hearing, but he is
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 going to review the record before any decision is

2 made.
3 So, with that, M. Bernier, we'll recognize
4 you to call your next wtness.
5 MR. BERNI ER:  Thank you, M. Chairman. Duke
6 Energy calls M. Brian Ll oyd.
7 Wher eupon,
8 BRI AN LLOYD
9 was recalled as a witness, having been previously duly
10 sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and not hing
11 but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
12 EXAM NATI ON
13 BY MR BERN ER
14 Q M. Lloyd, | see you're up there. Good
15 af t er noon.
16 A Af t er noon.
17 Q You recall, sir, that you were sworn the ot her
18 day and you renai n under oath?
19 A Yes, sir.
20 Q Thank you. In response to the Comm ssion's
21 order striking portions of M. Kollen's testinony, did
22 you fil e anmended rebuttal testinmony on August 1st, 2022,
23 striking portions of your rebuttal testinony in response
24 to M. Kollen's stricken rebuttal testinony?
25 A Yes, sir, | did.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 Q Thank you. And do you have a copy of that
2 anmended rebuttal testinony with you today?
3 A | do. Yes, sir.
4 Q Thank you. And other than the changes that we
5 nmenti oned, do you have any additional edits to nake to
6 your anended rebuttal testinony?
7 A No, sir, | do not.
8 Q If I were to ask you the sanme questions here
9 today, would your answers be the sane?
10 A Yes, sir, they woul d.
11 Q Thank you
12 MR. BERNTER: M. Chairman, we enter M.
13 Ll oyd' s anended August 1st rebuttal testinony into
14 the record as though read.
15 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Show inserted.
16 (Wher eupon, prefiled rebuttal testinony of
17 Brian Ll oyd was inserted.)
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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Q.

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC.

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BRIAN M. LLOYD
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JULY 1, 2022

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Please state your name and business address.
My name is Brian M. Lloyd. My current business address is 3250 Bonnet Creek Road,

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?

Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s SPP on April 11, 2022.

Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

Yes.

. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

1
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The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to certain assertions and
conclusions contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s witnesses Kollen and Mara. Ms.
Howe and Mr. Menendez will present additional rebuttal of the testimonies of OPC’s

witnesses Kollen and Mara.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibit to my rebuttal testimony:

. Exhibit No.  (BML-4), 712 Self-Healing Team Benefits Report

This exhibit was prepared by the Company in the normal course of business and is true and

correct to the best of my information and belief.

At the outset, do you have any over-arching concerns with OPC’s positions in this
docket?

Yes, I do. While I am not a lawyer (though I note that neither of OPC’s witnesses are
lawyers either), it appears to DEF that their interpretation of the SPP statute and rule is
overly constricted, to the point of essentially eliminating much of what DEF believes was

the Legislature’s and Commission’s intent in enacting the statute and rules.

Can you explain what you mean?

Yes. From DEF’s perspective, the Legislature directed the utilities to develop integrated
storm protection plans that as a whole achieve the goals of reducing restoration costs and
outage times to customers and improving overall service reliability. DEF has followed that

directive by crafting a systematic Plan that includes a suite of programs that, overall, are
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intended to accomplish these goals, over time, in a cost-effective manner. If, as OPC and
specifically Mr. Mara suggest, the Company was required to limit its proposed programs
to just those that themselves are projected to accomplish the goals set out in the statute, the
ability to systematically harden the system against the effects of extreme weather would be
seriously curtailed.

Said differently, I believe OPC has lost the forest for the trees. DEF operates an integrated
system, from generation, to transmission, and then ultimately distribution to our customers.
As such, system planning requires a highly integrated and interconnected approach, taking
into account the impact actions directed at one component will have on the remainder of
the system. That is, assuming without agreeing that an individual program “only” reduced
restoration costs while another “only” reduced outage times, the two programs combined
would achieve the legislature’s goals. DEF believes this is what the legislature intended
when it directed the utilities to file a plan explaining the Company’s systematic approach
to achieving the identified goals.

Moreover, DEF is required to plan for a range of contingencies and cannot assume a “one
size fits all” approach. For example, the “extreme weather conditions” we must be
prepared for include, but are not limited to, heavy rain events, lightning, coastal flooding,
inland flooding (e.g., rivers), and gale-force winds. These events can occur on almost any
given day and are not constrained to tropical weather systems, though those are the most
oft thought of example of extreme weather in Florida. Further, even within the context of
tropical weather systems, we know that each storm is unique in the degree, type, and

concentration of damage — for example, Irma impacted almost the entirety of the state
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causing widespread damage while Michael was much more concentrated but nevertheless
caused extreme damage in the impacted areas.

The point being, our intent, which we believe aligns with the legislature’s directive, was to
propose a holistic Plan to systematically harden the system to better withstand the range of
extreme weather conditions expected to impact the state. The Plan, as a whole, is projected
to achieve the multi-pronged goals of reducing storm restoration costs, outage times, and
improving overall reliability. Taking the myopic approach offered by OPC would

improperly hinder those efforts to the detriment of our customers and the state itself.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony will focus on Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies and explain
the misinformation contained within. I will focus on three main areas: Benefits to Cost
Analysis, Qualification for Inclusion in the Storm Protection Plan, and Staging Costs. As
provided below, the programs DEF proposed in its SPP 2023-2032 (“SPP 2023”), all of
which are extensions of the programs included in DEF’s current SPP 2020-2029 (“SPP
20207), are appropriate, consistent with the statute and rule, and should be approved by the

Commission.

III. BENEFITS TO COST ANALYSIS (“BCA”) DISCUSSION

Q.

Both Witness Mara and Witness Kollen allege that the costs of DEF’s SPP 2023 are
higher than the benefits provided by the Plan. Are the Witnesses’ allegations
accurate?

No, both witnesses are incorrect. Table 1, below, summarizes present value benefits,

present value costs, net present value (i.e., benefits minus costs), and the benefits to cost

4
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ratio for each program in DEF’s SPP 2023. Table 1 clearly shows, without question, that
DEF’s programs have a benefits to cost ratio greater than 1, which indicates that the
benefits are greater than the costs. DEF’s Plan, as outlined in Exhibits BML-1 and BML-
2, provides long-term benefits to the customers and State of Florida. I will provide further
details as to why Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s commentary on the benefits and

costs are incorrect.

goal (of SPP) is to invest in storm hardening activities that benefit the customers of
the of the electric utilities at a cost that is reasonable relative to those benefits.” Do
you agree with this statement?

Yes, I do agree with this statement as it is the basis for DEF’s overall Storm Protection
Plan. As outlined in BML-2, DEF and Guidehouse utilized a detailed analysis that
measured the benefits, including customer benefits as estimated by Interruption Cost
Estimator (which I will discuss below) and restoration costs savings, compared with the
costs of the programs. All of DEF’s SPP 2023 programs have a benefit to cost ratio greater
than 1, as shown above in Table 1. I believe that DEF’s SPP 2023 meets both the

5

Table 1
Program PV Benefits PV Costs NPV B/C Ratio
D1: Feeder Hardening $3,829,367,264 $2,016,634,712 $1,812,732,552 1.9
D2: Lateral Hardening $8,005,067,340 $2,495,576,854 $5,509,490,486 3.21
D3: Self-Optimizing Grid (SOG) $6,974,753,639 $228,987,548 $6,745,766,092 30.46
D4: Underground Flood Mitigation $30,838,403 $14,369,826 $16,468,577 2.15
T1: Structure Hardening $1,912,020,741 $1,489,983,733 $422,037,008 1.28
T2: Substation Flood Mitigation $272,287,898 $73,697,798 $198,590,100 3.69
T3: Loop Radially Fed Substations $110,329,885 $72,889,856 $37,440,029 1.51
T4: Substation Hardening $287,436,172 $121,128,264 $166,307,908 2.37
Total $21,422,101,343 $6,513,268,591 $14,908,832,752 3.29
Q. In Witness Mara’s opening discussion of section 366.96, he states that “Clearly, the
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requirements laid forth in the Statute and rule as well as Witness Mara’s statement noted

above.

Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s contention that DEF only considered resource
availability as a possible limitation to the SPP Programs’ budgets?
Absolutely not. As DEF explained in response to interrogatory number 78, DEF began the
planning process with a consideration of the appropriate level of investment to properly
balance the goal of strengthening the system as directed by the legislature with the impact
on customers’ bills:
DEF establishes its overall SPP program spend, including capital
expenditures, with consideration of the impact to customer rates as a key
consideration, but must also balance this impact with the goals and
requirements of the Storm Protection Plan statute and rule and the outage
risk a non-hardened grid creates during extreme weather events. The
establishment of SPP program spend is accomplished at the outset of the
plan development process and therefore represents an express decision not
to expend greater amounts which would have a greater impact on customer
rates. Thus, the entirety of the plan represents a balancing of the goals of
the SPP with impact on customers’ rates.
Further, Exhibit BML-2, includes Figure A-2, which is a Detailed Modeling Approach
Flow Diagram. As part of the decision-making process regarding program scope, after
Guidehouse identified its preferred Portfolio of programs and projects, it then moved to
Step M, the “Funding and Timing Constraints” provided to it by DEF: “Guidehouse applied

program- and portfolio-level funding constraints, which DEF provided. These represent

practical limits on program implementation.” (e.s.).
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Mr. Mara’s opinion to the contrary ignores DEF’s planning process as outlined in Exhibit
BML-2 and DEF’s responses to OPC’s discovery requests. Moreover, I note that Mr. Mara
provides no citation to where he claims DEF asserted the “only limit to the magnitude of
the budgets was the limitation of resources” to complete the Plan’s goals, and it appears to
DEF that Mr. Mara has taken a statement regarding the consideration of “available
resources” made in the context of prioritizing project deployment (see, Program

Descriptions in Ex. BML-1) and conflated it with the development of Program scope.

To say that Mr. Mara has mixed apples and oranges to reach his conclusion would be an
understatement. As demonstrated in Ex. BML-2 and expounded upon in DEF’s response
to Interrogatory 78, DEF’s determination of the appropriate funding level (which by
definition includes a decision on acceptable level of customer bill impact) operated as an

explicit limitation on Program scope.
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Witness Mara claimed that the benefits of hardening will be reduced over time as the
hardening sub-program is applied to feeders that are not as vulnerable to extreme
wind and may have less tree cover or stronger poles already in place. Do you agree
with this assessment?

While I agree in principle that DEF is prioritizing projects for the most “vulnerable” areas
first, as outlined in DEF’s benefits to cost analysis, Rule 25-6.030 requires DEF to update
its SPP at least every three years, which I believe was a very well contemplated rule as it
allows an opportunity to reevaluate the system and adjust plans accordingly. For example,
if a circuit is hardened through means outside of the SPP, such as during a highway

relocation project or customer requested undergrounding project, the circuit could be
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assessed, and the plan changed. However, I am concerned that Witness Mara is discounting
the customers that are served by the circuits that he says are less “vulnerable.” Those
customers can still be impacted by extreme weather events and, as I stated above, should
have the opportunity for their circuits to be hardened even if the benefits to cost ratio is

lower than higher prioritized projects.

Witness Kollen states that DEF’s benefits to cost analysis was “flawed and used to
calculate excessive benefits by including the societal value of customer interruptions,”
that these costs are “highly subjective,” are not “cost[s] ... actually incurred or
avoided by the utility or customer” and “should be excluded from the justification of
SPP programs and projects.” Do you find flaws in Witness Kollen’s statements?
Yes, I believe that Witness Kollen’s statements on societal benefits and their inclusion in
the benefits/cost analysis are misguided. Dismissing the societal benefits misses the overall
purpose of the SPP which is to protect and strengthen the grid to reduce the impact from
extreme weather events so the State of Florida can return to normal business as quickly as
possible. Medical facilities functioning to full capacity; roadways opened; students back
in school; businesses employing workers and serving customers; citizens being able to
stock their refrigerators, wash clothes and take hot showers; and tourists returning to the
State’s amazing destinations. All of these societal norms have value to the customers that
OPC represents beyond the reduced restoration costs, even if they are not directly realized
by the utility or customer.

Personally, I have felt the “cost” of being without electricity for multiple days following

an extreme weather event, costs such as bringing ice home every night so my wife, who
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was eight months pregnant at the time, could keep my one-year old’s milk cold. I am also
certain that my wife and son paid a cost of sitting in the heat and would have benefitted
from having power at the house for those days.

Another example that shows the true value of having electric service to customers is, after
Hurricane Irma, a customer was in such need for service that they called in a bomb threat
against the facility where I was working. Obviously, this is extremely out of line, but it
reinforces how customers are dependent on electricity to power their lives and benefit from
having service. Not attributing a value to that benefit is shortsighted and ignores the reality
faced by customers.

That said, DEF took a conservative approach in quantifying these benefits through use of
the Interruption Cost Estimator (“ICE”) model. The ICE model was developed by
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (“LBNL”) and Nexant, Inc. This tool is designed
for electric reliability planners at utilities, government organizations, and other entities that
are interested in estimating interruption costs and/or the benefits associated with reliability
improvements in the United States. The ICE Calculator is funded by the Energy Resilience
Division of the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Electricity. This non-electric

benefit model has been used throughout the industry and in regulatory proceedings.

Witness Mara utilizes ten years of benefits when calculating a benefit to cost ratio
for the Lateral Hardening program. Is this a proper methodology for comparing
programs’ benefits and costs?

No, this is not a proper methodology for comparing programs’ benefits and costs because

electric utility asset investments are not intended to only last ten years, so assuming only
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ten years’ worth of benefits compared to the costs of the programs would be understating
the value of the investments. DEF’s methodology properly considered the benefits
programs will deliver over the life of the assets, as outlined in Exhibit BML-2, by assessing
costs and benefits over a 30-year period for distribution programs and a 40-year period for

transmission programs.

In Witness Mara’s testimony, he states “rate payers are paying more for the SPP and
‘reduced’ storm costs than they would if the electric utilities did no storm hardening.”
Do you agree with the statement?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s statement. First, to the extent Witness Mara is
either arguing against the legislature’s decision to create the SPP in the first place or
implying that DEF should not follow the legislature’s and Commission’s direction to
further harden the system, DEF disagrees. Second, and this is indicative of OPC’s
witnesses’ lack of consistent comparisons, he is comparing ten years of future investment
spend to only five years of historical restoration costs, when, as described above, DEF is
making these investments expecting 30 to 40 years of benefits. Additionally, DEF utilized
FEMA’s HAZUS study which includes approximately 200 years of hurricane data, as
described in Exhibit BML-2, providing a much more robust calculation of probabilistic
extreme weather events and their associated restoration costs over the 30-40 year life of
the hardened asset. Third, Witness Mara is only focusing on DEF’s direct restoration costs

savings and leaves out the true total cost of a storm to the customers as I described above.

IV. QUALIFICATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE STORM PROTECTION PLAN
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On June 27, 2022, OPC filed a motion to accept amended testimony along with
amendments to both Witnesses’ pre-filed direct testimonies. Have you reviewed the
amended testimonies, and if so, what impacts do the amendments have on your
rebuttal testimony?

Yes, I have reviewed the proposed amended testimonies. As I understand the proposed
amendments, the witnesses are acknowledging that DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement
includes a provision that the costs incurred with DEF’s SPP are properly recovered through
the SPPCRC and have been removed from base rates as required by the SPP Statute and
Rule. As such, I understand that the witnesses are no longer advocating for exclusion of
any Programs from the Plan (at least for cost recovery years 2023-2024). 1 agree with this
result, but would argue further that Programs appropriate for inclusion in the Plan (and
recovered through the SPPCRC) for two years of the planning period are likewise

appropriate for the Plan (and SPPCRC recovery) for the third year as well.

Because the amended testimonies continue to include the incorrect premises and
assumptions, mischaracterizations and misunderstandings, and unreasonably constricted
interpretation of the governing statute and rule, I continue to believe it is appropriate to
address those issues for the Commission notwithstanding that the witnesses are no longer

advoacating for exclusion of certain programs.

In Witness Mara’s testimony, he opines that not all of DEF’s SPP programs qualify
for the Plan and therefore should be excluded from the Plan by the Commission. Do

ou agree wi itness Mara’s opinion?
y g th Wit Mara’s op ?
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No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s opinion as I believe all of DEF’s SPP Programs
qualify for inclusion per the statute and rule and should be approved by the FPSC. I also
note that they are the same Programs included in DEF’s current SPP 2020 approved by the
Commission in 2020. The programs submitted are projected to reduce restoration costs
and/or reduce outage durations during extreme weather events, while improving overall
reliability, and therefore the Plan as a whole will meet the objectives of the statute and rule.
I will address why I disagree with Witness Mara’s opinion and inaccuracies in the
testimony for the Distribution programs Feeder Hardening, Lateral Hardening, Self-
Optimizing Grid, and Underground Flood Mitigation. Witness Howe will address DEF’s
disagreements with Mr. Mara’s incorrect assertions and conclusions regarding DEF’s

Transmission programs and subprograms.

Witness Mara recommends that the Feeder Hardening and Lateral Hardening
programs be capped at $1.5B and $2.2B, respectively, to align with DEF’s SPP 2020-
2029 instead of the “substantial increase in capital expenditures proposed by DEF.”
Did DEF propose a “substantial increase” over its SPP 2020-2029?

No, DEF has not proposed a “substantial increase” when compared to its SPP 2020. The
original SPP included transitional years 2020 and 2021 as the Company worked to
complete other projects and ramp up engineering and construction resources to prepare for
the SPP. As shown in Docket No. 20200069, Exhibit JWO-2, DEF had zero work planned
under SPPCRC in 2020 and only had Feeder Hardening and Structure Hardening for 2021.
DEF’s proposed SPP 2023 reaches a steady state and the last three years of this Plan replace

the first three years of SPP 2020, making it appear to be an increase when it is truly a
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continuation of the plan that was previously approved in Docket No. 20200069. Mr.

Menendez provides additional detail on this point in his rebuttal testimony.

Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assertion that the cost for corrective actions to
address clearance encroachments should not be included in the Storm Protection
Plan?

No, I do not aggree with Witness Mara’s assertion on page 18 of his testimony. Given that
new pole locations, sizes and guying will be required when designing a hardened system,
DEF will indeed find situations where proper clearances cannot be met with existing
overhead structures along and in the public right of way. DEF also must maintain clearance
to other existing public and privately owned underground facilities which can further
reduce potential pole and guying locations. DEF maintains that newly installed facilities
should remain open to truck access for maintenance purposes and should be in easements
or adjacent to roadways as outlined in Rule 25-6.0341 (Location of the Utility’s Electric
Distribution Facilities). DEF is not in agreement with any portion of Witness Mara’s
conclusion relative to clearance encroachments as outlined on pages 17 and 18 as it does
not consider these issues, even though they were discussed in Exhibit BML-1 on pages 7

and 17.

The Self-Optimizing Grid program was addressed by Witness Mara as a program

that should not qualify for the Storm Protection Plan as it does not reduce the number

of outages. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assessment?
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No, I do not agree with this assessment because the Self Optimizing Grid program does
reduce the number of outages. The design and function of the Self Optimizing Grid, as
described in Exhibit BML-1, is to sectionalize the grid into sections that serve smaller
number of customers and creates ties between circuits to allow the transferring of
customers when a fault occurs during an extreme weather event. On a typical circuit, this
will reduce the number of outages caused by a fault during extreme weather by

approximately 75%.

But Witness Mara states that the Self Optimizing Grid “system is not effective during
an extreme weather event” because it is “doubtful that adjacent feeders will be
available because the adjacent feeders will likely have suffered an outage as well” and
that “DEF has not provided any evidence the system will be a benefit during extreme
weather events.” Do you agree with Witness Mara’s opinion?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s conclusion, nor do I agree with his highly
speculative premise regarding the availability of neighboring feeders, which is based on a
very specific instance of hypothetical damage that is then over-generalized for purposes of
reaching a predetermined conclusion. Although I concede that if a Category 5 hurricane
were to cause severe damage to a concentrated area similar to what occurred with Hurricane
Michael, the adjacent feeder is “likely [to] have suffered an outage,” I would state that
DEF, as I described in my summary, is deploying Self Optimizing Grid to reduce outages
during all levels of extreme weather events, including, but not limited to, Tropical
Depressions; Tropical Storms; Hurricanes; tornadoes; coastal and inland flooding; and

lightning storms. During these types of events, it is very likely that adjacent feeders will
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be available for customer transfers, thus reducing the number and duration of outages.
Additionally, DEF’s Feeder Hardening program is designed to strengthen the feeders to
increase the likelihood that adjacent circuits are available, which underscores the inter-
related nature of the SPP.

In fact, had OPC requested the information prior to filing its testimony, DEF could have
shared that the Self Optimizing Grid system has proven to be very effective during extreme
weather events. As shown in Exhibit BML-4, since the inception of the Self Optimizing
Grid, and its predecessor Self-Healing Teams, over 25% of the total customer minutes of

interruption saved by the systems have been during extreme weather events.

If the Self Optimizing Grid program was disallowed as Witness Mara recommends,
would there be negative impacts to DEF’s overall Storm Protection Plan?

Yes, there would be negative impacts. DEF’s Storm Protection Plan is the sum of its parts
with the programs working together to reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events. As I stated above, during an extreme weather event, the
Feeder Hardening and Self Optimizing Grid programs work in tandem to reduce outages

by allowing customers to be served via multiple, hardened circuits.

Witness Mara states that DEF’s Underground Flood Mitigation program should be
eliminated because it is obvious to him that it is being used to fund the replacement
of aging equipment. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assessment?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s assessment because it is, once again, built upon a

false premise. Witness Mara’s conclusion is apparently based on the assumption that the
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replacement of 7 switchgear and 24 transformers in 2021 were passed through the Storm
Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC”). This is incorrect; these replacements
were included in base rates as Witness Mara said should have been the case. In DEF’s SPP
2020 and in subsequent SPPCRC filings, it was shown that the Underground Flood
Mitigation program was not going to begin as a part of SPPCRC until 2022. This
demonstrates the conflation of the SPP and recovery of costs through the SPPCRC more

thoroughly discussed by Mr. Menendez.

Could aging equipment be replaced in the Underground Flood Mitigation program?
The focus of the program, as described in Exhibit BML-1, is to harden existing
underground distribution facilities in locations that are prone to storm surge during extreme
weather events. Although the program could include aging equipment being replaced, that

is not the driving factor for target selection.

Witness Mara notes that the Floramar project planned for 2023 is likely to have
livefront transformers. Is this accurate?

No, it is not accurate. Mr. Mara opined that it was likely to have livefront transformers
(plural). Yet, of the 110 transformers in the Floramar area targeted for Underground Flood
Mitigation, DEF’s records show that only one (1) transformer (singular) is an existing
livefront. 1 out of 110. This reinforces that DEF is not selecting targets to address aging
units, but instead is focusing on areas that are prone to storm surge during extreme weather

events.
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Witness Mara states that “hardening means to design and build components to a
strength that would not normally be required” and that “aging infrastructure”
should not be replaced in the Storm Protection Plan. Do you agree with Witness
Mara’s statement?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s statement. As Witness Howe describes in detail
in her testimony, replacing “aging infrastructure” hardens the system. With my
disagreement with Witness Mara’s recommendation that the Underground Flood
Mitigation program should be eliminated from SPP (page 26 lines 8 through 10), I will
note that DEF plans to replace existing conventional switchgear, what would normally be
required, with submersible switchgear designed to withstand the potential storm surge and

flood waters thus meeting Witness Mara’s proposed requirements.

But Witness Mara believes that DEF is not using submersible switchgear within the
Underground Flood Mitigation program. Is he correct?

No, Witness Mara is not correct. He is misinterpreting information DEF provided in
response to OPC’s Request for Production of Documents (“POD”) 21 and omitting
information provided in response to OPC’s POD 15. POD 21, as shown in the table on
page 26 of Witness Mara’s testimony, provides the names of base rate projects; Witness
Mara misinterprets the types of existing switchgear as the type that would be installed upon
replacement. As provided in response to POD 15, DEF’s Distribution Standard Manual
states that “Flooding and Storm Surge Requirements” are the use of “Submersible

Switchgear.”

V.STAGING COSTS
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Witness Mara states that if DEF’s system is hardened, it “should logically spend less
on pre-staging and would be expected to limit the amount of staging they do ahead of
a storm.” Can you please explain why Mara’s statement is counter to the intent of
the Storm Protection Plan statute and rule?

Yes. The statute and rule are focused on enhancing the utility’s existing infrastructure for
the purposes of reducing restoration costs and reducing outage times. The SPP rule does
not require the utility to provide details on its restoration processes. DEF scales its
restoration efforts to meet the magnitude of the expected extreme weather event, pre-
staging included.

Pre-staging resources is a critical step in the restoration planning process as it ensures that
the necessary personnel are in place and ready to perform necessary activities to reduce
outage times and return the State of Florida to normal operations. When the SPP hardening
efforts are completed, the overall restoration efforts will be reduced but DEF will still pre-
stage resources as necessary to respond to the anticipated scope of the impending event to
ensure customers impacted by extreme weather events are restored as safely and swiftly as

possible.

VI. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mr. Lloyd, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every
contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?

No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the

issues that I thought were most important in my rebuttal testimony. As a result, my silence
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on any particular assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement

with or consent to that assertion.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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1 MR, BERNI ER.  Thank you, sir. W waive

2 summary and tender the wi tness for cross.

3 CHAl RMAN FAY: Okay. Geat. Thank you. M.

4 Rehwi nkel , you are recogni zed.

5 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you, M. Chairman and

6 good afternoon, M. LI oyd.

7 THE W TNESS: Good afternoon.

8 EXAM NATI ON

9 BY MR REHW NKEL:

10 Q | need to reposition so | don't -- aside from
11 the requirenents of the rule, as a matter of |ogic, DEF
12 woul d only proceed with the discretionary SPP prograns
13 and costs if the benefits, however neasured, are greater
14 than the costs, is that correct?

15 A While all of our projects and prograns that we
16 have submtted for the 2023 storm protection plan the

17 benefits do outwei gh the cost, we do not necessarily

18 agree that every project nust have a cost.

19 Q So is your answer you wouldn't proceed -- you
20 woul d proceed even if the costs exceeded the benefits?
21 A Yes, sir. In certain situations, we would

22 proceed. Again, I'll reinforce that all of the projects
23 and prograns that we submtted for our SPP 2023, the

24 benefits do exceed the cost.

25 Q So at least for the facts on the ground in
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 this case, you proceeding on the principle that benefits

2 exceed costs as you neasure thenf?
3 A Yes, sir. Again, for our SPP 2023, but we do
4 not believe that projects nust always -- the benefits
5 nmust al ways exceed the costs.
6 Q Whul d you agree that as a core principle in
7 your SPP 2023 -- that's what you call it, right?
8 A Yes, sir.
9 Q That spending on a programor project is
10 maxi m zed when it no | onger provides increnental dollar
11 benefits conpared to the costs?
12 A Can you repeat that question for nme, please,
13 sir?
14 Q Yes. Would you agree that it is a core
15 principle in DEF's SPP 2023 that spending on a program
16 or project is maximzed when it no | onger provides
17 i ncrenmental dollar benefits conpared to the cost?
18 A To be honest, I'"'mnot sure | followthe
19 questi on.
20 Q Vell, in your 2023 -- SPP 2023, you are not
21 proposing to spend nore on a project than benefits
22 realized, is that right?
23 A That is correct. |I'Il restate again that al
24 the projects submitted in our SPP 2023, the benefits
25 outwei gh the cost. | wll say again, though, that DEF
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1 does not believe that that is the sole litnus test that
2 nmust be neasured for a project, as there are sone
3 projects that may serve, you know, rural custonmers where
4 a cost to strengthen the grid for those rural custoners,
5 where the density nmay be | ower, you know, nay not
6 out wei gh the benefits, but it's still necessary that
7 those rural custoners still get an opportunity to have
8 har dened assets.
9 Q Let's go to your direct -- | nean your
10 rebuttal, revised rebuttal. On page five. You agree on
11 lines 9 through 14, including the Q®A there are the
12 questions including the question with this point that we
13 just went over, right?
14 A Yes, sir, for our SPP 2023. Yes, sir.
15 Q Ckay. In the table on this sane page, you
16 conpare the net present value of the dollar benefits to
17 the net present value of the costs for each of the SPP
18 '23 programs, is that right?
19 A We conpare the benefits to the cost. Yes,
20 sir. Present val ue.
21 Q And turning to page -- well, fromline 14 on
22 page five through line two on page six, if you could
23 just reviewthat.
24 A Yes, sir.
25 Q Is it fair to say that in that testinony you
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 make the point that your cal cul ations of the dollar
2 benefits of the SPP prograns, conpared to the costs
3 conply with the requirenents of the SPP rule?
4 A Yes, sir.
5 Q And the requirenents of the SPP rule, with
6 which this testinony indicates you're in conpliance
7 with, are the requirenents to cal culate the benefits of
8 the program and conpare themto the costs?
9 A "Il reinstate fromthe other day |I'mnot a
10 | awyer.
11 Q Under st ood.
12 A | don't think that's been said enough here
13 today. But the rule, | believe, requires a conparison
14 bet ween the two.
15 Q And three -- 3D4. Do you agree with that?
16 A A conparison of the costs identified and the
17 benefits identified, yes, sir.
18 Q Ckay. And for purposes of this testinony in
19 preparation of SPP 2023, you interpreted -- you, neaning
20 Duke -- interpreted the rule to nmean doll ar benefits,
21 not sinply -- not sinple qualitative threshold test of
22 reductions and outage tines and outage restoration costs
23 wi t hout any quantifications of the reductions in outage
24 times and restoration costs, is that right?
25 A As | stated the other day in ny direct
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 testinmony, we did analyze it in that form but, you

2 know, that is one way to skin a cat, if you will.
3 Q Yes. Those of us who owns cats disagree with
4 that, but | understand what you're saying. On page
5 seven --
6 A O rebuttal ?
7 Q Yes. Actually, let's don't ask that question
8 because that's in -- we'l|l address that on the proffer
9 si de.
10 A Yes, sSir.
11 Q | apologize. Wuld it be fair to say that
12 you, and DEF, cal cul ated the customer benefits in
13 addition to the avoided stormcosts and use the sum of
14 these two benefits and the conparison of the benefits to
15 the costs of this, of the prograns and the SPP '23?
16 A Yes, sir. | described yesterday Duke Energy
17 used both the avoi ded restoration costs as well as
18 the -- placed a value of the custoner benefits as
19 cal cul ated by the DOE's | CE nodel .
20 Q kay. So you just answered my next question
21 there. And the ICE nodel is Interruption Cost
22 Esti mat or ?
23 A That is correct. Yes, sir.
24 Q So the Interruption Cost Estinator calcul ates
25 soci etal benefits of reductions in custoner
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 i nterruptions using assunptions devel oped through
2 cust omer surveys and ot her sources that cannot otherw se
3 be objectively quantified. Wuld you agree with that?
4 A Yes, sir, | would agree with that.
5 Q Coul d you | ook at page nine, lines 19 through
6 21 of your rebuttal, and just famliarize yourself wth
7 t hat ?
8 A 19 through 21, sir?
9 Q Yes, sir.
10 A Yes, sSir.
11 Q Herein you state that your belief that these
12 soci etal benefits or norns have value to custoners, even
13 if they cannot be directly quantified in the form of
14 reductions and restoration costs.
15 A |"msorry. |s there a question there?
16 Q Yes. |Is that -- is that what --
17 A Yes, sir, that's what ny rebuttal says.
18 Q And referring back to table one on page five,
19 is it your testinony that the present value of the
20 benefits of the 2023 SEP, or SPP 2023, is $21.4 billion
21 over a 30-year period for distribution prograns and 40
22 years for the transm ssion prograns?
23 A G ve ne one nonent to check for sonething,
24 sir
25 Q Sure. You could | ook on page 11, |ines one
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves



1360

1 t hrough fi ve.
2 A I want to check one other place.
3 Q Ckay.
4 A | believe the way that we cal cul ated that was
5 after full deploynent, the costs that we woul d see over
6 the lifetime of the assets.
7 Q Ckay. And what do you nean by ful
8 depl oynment ?
9 A After the full deploynent of the 10-year storm
10 protection plan.
11 Q Ckay.
12 A Sorry. Yes, sir.
13 Q In tabl e one, the benefits are determ ned over
14 30 to 40 years, as we've discussed, and then on the
15 segnment of the grid, what are the costs -- what are
16 costs based solely on -- are the costs based solely on
17 the 10-year plan or a full build out over the 30 to 40
18 years? | think you' ve answered that, but |I want to nmake
19 sure.
20 A Yes, sir. This is based on the 10-year storm
21 protection plan 2023.
22 Q kay. So do you have your direct testinony
23 with you?
24 A | do.
25 Q | just want to take you back to sonething you
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1 said there and -- on page -- actually, BM.2 is what |

2 really want to take you to, page 10 of 41. And if --

3 you're there?

4 A Yes, sir.

5 Q So you're expected to avoid an estimted $56.5

6 mllion in stormrestoration costs annually, as shown

7 here?

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q So not even doing a present val ue anal ysis,
10 the total savings over the 30 years woul d be about

11 $1.695 billion, or 30 tines 56.5?

12 A Subject to check, |1'd agree with that.

13 Q kay. And to arrive at a present val ue of

14 $21.4 billion as shown on table one, nearly $20 billion
15 of that $21.4 billion in custoner value is based on the
16 noneti zed benefits using the ICE calculator. Wuld you
17 agree with that?

18 A | would agree with that. Duke Energy

19 utilizing the I CE nodel captured all of the val ue that
20 our custoners see fromnot having outages. And I'l|

21 al so add that it is really a conservative nunber,

22 actually, as the current |ICE nodel caps outage tine at
23 16 hours. | think we all would agree that during a

24 extrene weat her event, outages coul d exceed 16 hours.
25 So, yes, we are capturing the true value of, you know,
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cont i nuous power to custoners.

2 Q Now, this value proposition that's shown here
3 of $21.4 billion, of which 20 billion is based on
4 custoner value as nonetized in the |ICE cal cul ator, that
5 was not included in your direct testinony, was it?
6 A | do not believe | reference it in nmy direct
7 testi nony, no.
8 Q Whul d you agree with nme that the first tine
9 this presentation of custoner value and a cost benefit
10 analysis was in the rebuttal ?
11 A | would not agree. No, sir.
12 Q You woul d not agree?
13 A No. |In BM.2 we referenced the use of the ICE
14 cal cul ator, or the ICE nodel, to cal cul ate custonmer --
15 Q Ckay. But the 21.4, of which 20 of it was |ICE
16 cal cul at or derived, was not presented in BM.2, was it?
17 A That is correct. It was not presented in the
18 BM_.
19 Q Let's go to page 15, and | want you -- | want
20 to take you to lines one and two. And you may want to
21 read the question before | ask you about the answer
22 t here.
23 A Ckay.
24 Q So if a lateral serving ten homes has a pole
25 that breaks and wires fall to the ground, is that
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1 consi dered a power outage?
2 A Ask me one nore tine.
3 Q If a lateral serving ten homes has a pol e that
4 breaks and the wires fall to the ground, would that be a
5 power outage for the ten hones?
6 A In this hypothetical situation, if a fault
7 occurs, there would be an outage to the ten hones off
8 that |ateral |ine.
9 Q kay. And so the 10 honmeowners woul d be
10 wi t hout power, right?
11 A Until a restoration could be conduct ed.
12 Q But in that circunstance, only one outage
13 needs to be repaired, is that right? They need to fix
14 the pole and put the lines back up in the air.
15 A The restoration efforts needed would be to fix
16 the one hypot hetical pole, but ten custoners experience
17 the outage involved with it.
18 Q Ckay. On this passage that | asked you to
19 | ook at, would you agree that a self-optimzing grid
20 program does reduce the nunber of outages?
21 A It reduces the nunber of outages experienced
22 by our custoners, yes.
23 Q Ckay. Do you nean that it reduces the nunber
24 of outages to be fixed by a construction crew or does
25 the systemreduce the nunber of custoners that suffer a
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1 | oss of power?
2 A It reduces the nunber of custoners that
3 experience the outage.
4 Q kay. Would you agree that a self-healing
5 syst em does not reduce the nunber of poles to replace or
6 the nunber of wires down caused during an extrene
7 weat her event?
8 A | would agree with that, yes.
9 Q kay. Wuld you agree that M. Mara
10 recommended that the self-healing system be elimnated
11 fromthe SPP?
12 A | agree that was his testinony, but | do not
13 agree with his logic that he cane to that concl usion.
14 Q kay. Did he recomrend that the self-healing
15 system has no value to custoners, or that it should not
16 be inplenented at all?
17 A | do not recall.
18 MR, REHWNKEL: | think I can cut out sone
19 guestions here, M. Chairman, if you'd just give ne
20 a second.
21 CHAI RVMAN FAY:  Ckay.
22 MR REHWNKEL: | think it's always a good
23 thing, isn't it?
24 MR. BERNTER: M. Chairman, could | have one
25 second to speak with M. Rehw nkel ?
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: Sure. Yeah.
2 BY MR REHW NKEL:
3 Q M. Lloyd, just for the purpose of my question
4 to make sure that |'ve asked it in the proper form |
5 was asking you if M. Mara suggested that the
6 sel f-healing system should not be allowed after the year
7 2024. Do you agree with that, or if you know?
8 A | believe you're alluding to the settlenent
9 agreenent ?
10 Q Yes.
11 A "' m not sure.
12 Q kay. | was not trying to ask you about the
13 testinmony that we withdrew on the point about '23 and
14 '20, for the record.
15 On page 11 of your rebuttal testinony and the
16 QA that starts on line seven, in your answer that is --
17 starts on line 10, you stated you di sagree with M.
18 Morra's testinony that ratepayers are paying nore for
19 the SEP and reduced stormcosts than they would if
20 electric utilities did no stormhardening. [|s that
21 right?
22 A Yes, sir.
23 Q kay. And as we just discussed about BM.2,
24 page 10 of 41, you have projected or estimated avoi di ng
25 $56.5 mllion in stormrestoration costs annually, is
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1 that right?

2 A That is correct.

3 Q So woul d you agree with ne that the tota

4 capital cost for SPP 2023 are about $7.3 billion?

5 A Yes, sir, | would agree with that.

6 Q And based on your SPP, the estimated annua

7 stormrestoration costs is $56.4 mllion. And after 40

8 years, $2.26 billion would be saved in stormrestoration

9 costs; is that right?

10 A Yes, | would agree with that, but reinforce

11 that Duke Energy took into consideration the value to
12 the custoner as calculated by the interruption cost

13 estimate.

14 Q So woul d you agree with ne that the 40-year

15 reduced stormcosts would be I ess than the 10-year SPP
16 capi tal budget?

17 A Based on average years of storns, yes, sir, |
18 woul d agree that the -- that would be | ess.

19 Q Let's try again to tal k about the Hurricane
20 Dorian question | was asking you on your direct. So |et
21 nme see if I can -- | can do a better job of this. First
22 of all, do you have -- you have M. Mara's -- actually,
23 let me try to do it wi thout going through the exhibits.
24 Wul d you agree that costs incurred under the
25 simlar circunstances that the conpany experienced in
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1 Hurri cane Dorian, where a category-five stormthreatened

2 the conpany, and caused you to reasonably stage

3 resources to address the inpending inpact, but the storm

4 never physically crossed the state of Florida, turned to

5 the north. Wuld you agree that under circunstances

6 li ke that, that stormrestoration costs, or outage

7 related costs, would not be materially reduced by any of

8 t he nmeasures contained in the SPP?

9 A Duke Energy assess -- assesses -- excuse ne --
10 assesses each stormindividually. And so we would take
11 any i npedi ng hypot hetical stormthat was going to inpact
12 our system and nake deci sions on what resources were
13 deened necessary for that storm And at the concl usion
14 of the stormprotection plan, when the systemis
15 har dened, you know, we woul d eval uate that hardened
16 system determ ne what type of resources would be needed
17 for a safe and swift restoration and the return to
18 normal for the state of Florida.

19 Q Is -- isn't a true that custoners could pay to
20 i npl enent the SPP 2023 and then in -- your 2031 is your

21 | ast year, right -- '32. So in 2023 you could have a

22 stormthe magnitude and inpact that Hurricane Irma had

23 on your conpany, and instead of the average restoral

24 time underlying the storm being what it was when Irma

25 hit, you could still spend the sane anount of noney | ust
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1 to put custoners back in service in even less tine than

2 you did in Irma, is that right?

3 MR. BERNTER: 1'Il just object to the extent

4 it calls for speculation. Thank you.

5 CHAI RMAN FAY: | think to the extent you can

6 respond with your know edge, it's appropriate.

7 THE W TNESS: Thank you, M. Chairman. Can

8 you pl ease repeat yourself?

9 BY MR REHW NKEL:

10 Q Yes. So a stormlike Irma, let's say a storm
11 that sane magni tude, sane inpact throughout your system
12 and that storm as | recall, it went al nost through your
13 entire systemof the state of Florida, right?

14 A "Il just say, yes, it did.

15 Q So let's say you had a stormlike that in

16 2033, after you' ve inplenented SPP 2023, and assum ng

17 that you had all the inprovenents and hardeni ng and

18 under groundi ng that you intend, such that far fewer

19 custonmers were out of service, isn't it true that you
20 coul d spend the sane anpbunt of noney you spent in Irma
21 just to put the remaining custonmers who are out of

22 service in service even faster?

23 A That hypot hetical situation is not sonething
24 that | necessarily can calculate here on the stand. And
25 per you, | don't wish another Irma to cone through this
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1 state again, hardened system or non-hardened system

2 But what we have shown in our stormprotection plan is
3 the estimated annual savings that we would see on an
4 average stormyear. Law of averages, say, some years
5 you coul d save nore, sone years you could save |ess.
6 Dependi ng on where this hypothetical stormhits would
7 really drive what that restoration effort would | ook
8 i ke and what that restoration cost would be. | can't
9 sit here and think about sonething I'mnot sure what's
10 going to happen in the future.
11 Q kay. But there is no -- well, strike that
12 guestion. | think, with that, those are all the
13 guestions | have for you. | think the exhibits |I gave
14 you are really for M. Menendez. So I'll spare you
15 t hat .
16 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you, M. Chairnman.
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Thank you, M. Rehw nkel .
18 Nucor .
19 MR, MATTHEI'S: No questi ons.
20 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. M. Myle.
21 EXAM NATI ON
22 BY MR MOYLE:
23 Q So how much of Duke ratepayers saved this
24 year, this summer fromthe storm protection plan?
25 A That is not sonething that | have cal cul at ed
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1 in preparation for this hearing.
2 Q You guys haven't had any storns, right?
3 A | assure you, we've had plenty of storns.
4 Q In terms of naned tropical stornms.
5 A W' ve not had any naned tropical storns, but
6 this stormprotection plan is built on all sorts of
7 extreme weat her events, and | think we all know and
8 experienced just the other day in direct testinony,
9 there was a nasty thunderstormthat hit Tall ahassee.
10 Al'l sorts of extrenme weather hits Duke Energy service
11 territory on any given day. And the investnents that
12 we' ve made thus far in the storm protection plan have
13 al ready bared fruit for Duke Energy's custonmers in terns
14 of restoration savings.
15 Q WIIl you be calculating that on an annua
16 basis, so if this Conm ssion at sone point wants to say,
17 let's see how you' re doing each year, and can you --
18 wll you be able to tell them this year we saved X
19 Last year we saved Y?
20 A If that was sonething that the Conm ssion were
21 to request, we would certainly, you know, conply with
22 any of their requests or orders.
23 MR. MOYLE: That's all | have.
24 CHAI RMAN FAY: Thank you. Ms. Eaton.
25 M5. EATON. | don't have any questions. Thank
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1 you.

2 CHAl RMAN FAY: Ckay. Staff.

3 MR IMG No questions.

4 CHAI RMAN FAY:  Conmi ssioners? Okay. Any

5 redirect?

6 MR. BERNI ER:  Just very briefly, Chairman.

7 FURTHER EXAM NATI ON

8 BY MR BERN ER:

9 Q M. Lloyd, M. Rehw nkel was asking you a fair
10 nunber of questions regarding the projected capital

11 spend, et cetera, in the SPP. |If that spend were to be
12 reduced, what kind of inpact do you think that woul d

13 have on the benefits being projected under the plan?

14 A Yeah. So as we anal yzed our storm protection
15 pl an, we | ooked at various |evels of spending, various
16 nodel s. And one of those nodels that we | ooked at, you
17 know, we called the | ow nodel. And we had a reduction
18 of CM savings, you know, in the 40 mllion mnutes for
19 that reduction in spend. And 40 million mnutes may not
20 be sonething that, you know, anyone can wap their head
21 around. So | always like to think about what those

22 customer inpacts are going to be like. And 40 mllion
23 m nutes on an average stormyear would be |ike extending
24 the restoration efforts for as many custonmers as we have
25 in north Florida or in a single day. One day. So one
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1 nore day w thout hospitals, one nore day w thout

2 schools, one nore day with [ift stations not
3 functioning, one nore day w thout comuni cations, one
4 nore day of |ife stopped for a nunmber of custoners equal
5 to our north Florida territory. That's a lot of
6 custonmers that would be inpacted if we reduce the spend
7 in our SPP. You know, we feel that or -- you know, the
8 reasonabl e i npact froma cost perspective, it's
9 significant inpact to the benefits.
10 MR, BERNIER:  Not hing further from ne.
11 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Wth that, we will nopve
12 into the proffered testinony, which I believe is
13 only maybe two paragraphs here, but --
14 MR BERNIER: | think it's just one question.
15 CHAI RMAN FAY: Go ahead, M. Bernier.
16 MR BERNIER DEF would like to proffer for
17 pur poses of the record M. Lloyd's June 30th
18 rebuttal testinony for the purposes of the record
19 for appeal .
20 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Show that proffered.
21 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal proffered
22 testinmony of Brian LIoyd was inserted.)
23
24
25
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Q.

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C.,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC.

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BRIAN M. LLOYD
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JULY 1, 2022

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Please state your name and business address.
My name is Brian M. Lloyd. My current business address is 3250 Bonnet Creek Road,

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?

Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s SPP on April 11, 2022.

Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

Yes.

. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

1
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The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to certain assertions and
conclusions contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s witnesses Kollen and Mara. Ms.
Howe and Mr. Menendez will present additional rebuttal of the testimonies of OPC’s

witnesses Kollen and Mara.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibit to my rebuttal testimony:

. Exhibit No.  (BML-4), 712 Self-Healing Team Benefits Report

This exhibit was prepared by the Company in the normal course of business and is true and

correct to the best of my information and belief.

At the outset, do you have any over-arching concerns with OPC’s positions in this
docket?

Yes, I do. While I am not a lawyer (though I note that neither of OPC’s witnesses are
lawyers either), it appears to DEF that their interpretation of the SPP statute and rule is
overly constricted, to the point of essentially eliminating much of what DEF believes was

the Legislature’s and Commission’s intent in enacting the statute and rules.

Can you explain what you mean?

Yes. From DEF’s perspective, the Legislature directed the utilities to develop integrated
storm protection plans that as a whole achieve the goals of reducing restoration costs and
outage times to customers and improving overall service reliability. DEF has followed that

directive by crafting a systematic Plan that includes a suite of programs that, overall, are
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intended to accomplish these goals, over time, in a cost-effective manner. If, as OPC and
specifically Mr. Mara suggest, the Company was required to limit its proposed programs
to just those that themselves are projected to accomplish the goals set out in the statute, the
ability to systematically harden the system against the effects of extreme weather would be
seriously curtailed.

Said differently, I believe OPC has lost the forest for the trees. DEF operates an integrated
system, from generation, to transmission, and then ultimately distribution to our customers.
As such, system planning requires a highly integrated and interconnected approach, taking
into account the impact actions directed at one component will have on the remainder of
the system. That is, assuming without agreeing that an individual program “only” reduced
restoration costs while another “only” reduced outage times, the two programs combined
would achieve the legislature’s goals. DEF believes this is what the legislature intended
when it directed the utilities to file a plan explaining the Company’s systematic approach
to achieving the identified goals.

Moreover, DEF is required to plan for a range of contingencies and cannot assume a “one
size fits all” approach. For example, the “extreme weather conditions” we must be
prepared for include, but are not limited to, heavy rain events, lightning, coastal flooding,
inland flooding (e.g., rivers), and gale-force winds. These events can occur on almost any
given day and are not constrained to tropical weather systems, though those are the most
oft thought of example of extreme weather in Florida. Further, even within the context of
tropical weather systems, we know that each storm is unique in the degree, type, and

concentration of damage — for example, Irma impacted almost the entirety of the state

1375



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

causing widespread damage while Michael was much more concentrated but nevertheless
caused extreme damage in the impacted areas.

The point being, our intent, which we believe aligns with the legislature’s directive, was to
propose a holistic Plan to systematically harden the system to better withstand the range of
extreme weather conditions expected to impact the state. The Plan, as a whole, is projected
to achieve the multi-pronged goals of reducing storm restoration costs, outage times, and
improving overall reliability. Taking the myopic approach offered by OPC would

improperly hinder those efforts to the detriment of our customers and the state itself.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony will focus on Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies and explain
the misinformation contained within. I will focus on three main areas: Benefits to Cost
Analysis, Qualification for Inclusion in the Storm Protection Plan, and Staging Costs. As
provided below, the programs DEF proposed in its SPP 2023-2032 (“SPP 2023”), all of
which are extensions of the programs included in DEF’s current SPP 2020-2029 (“SPP
20207), are appropriate, consistent with the statute and rule, and should be approved by the

Commission.

III. BENEFITS TO COST ANALYSIS (“BCA”) DISCUSSION

Q.

Both Witness Mara and Witness Kollen allege that the costs of DEF’s SPP 2023 are
higher than the benefits provided by the Plan. Are the Witnesses’ allegations
accurate?

No, both witnesses are incorrect. Table 1, below, summarizes present value benefits,

present value costs, net present value (i.e., benefits minus costs), and the benefits to cost

4
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ratio for each program in DEF’s SPP 2023. Table 1 clearly shows, without question, that
DEF’s programs have a benefits to cost ratio greater than 1, which indicates that the
benefits are greater than the costs. DEF’s Plan, as outlined in Exhibits BML-1 and BML-
2, provides long-term benefits to the customers and State of Florida. I will provide further
details as to why Witness Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s commentary on the benefits and

costs are incorrect.

goal (of SPP) is to invest in storm hardening activities that benefit the customers of
the of the electric utilities at a cost that is reasonable relative to those benefits.” Do
you agree with this statement?

Yes, I do agree with this statement as it is the basis for DEF’s overall Storm Protection
Plan. As outlined in BML-2, DEF and Guidehouse utilized a detailed analysis that
measured the benefits, including customer benefits as estimated by Interruption Cost
Estimator (which I will discuss below) and restoration costs savings, compared with the
costs of the programs. All of DEF’s SPP 2023 programs have a benefit to cost ratio greater
than 1, as shown above in Table 1. I believe that DEF’s SPP 2023 meets both the

5

Table 1
Program PV Benefits PV Costs NPV B/C Ratio
D1: Feeder Hardening $3,829,367,264 $2,016,634,712 $1,812,732,552 1.9
D2: Lateral Hardening $8,005,067,340 $2,495,576,854 $5,509,490,486 3.21
D3: Self-Optimizing Grid (SOG) $6,974,753,639 $228,987,548 $6,745,766,092 30.46
D4: Underground Flood Mitigation $30,838,403 $14,369,826 $16,468,577 2.15
T1: Structure Hardening $1,912,020,741 $1,489,983,733 $422,037,008 1.28
T2: Substation Flood Mitigation $272,287,898 $73,697,798 $198,590,100 3.69
T3: Loop Radially Fed Substations $110,329,885 $72,889,856 $37,440,029 1.51
T4: Substation Hardening $287,436,172 $121,128,264 $166,307,908 2.37
Total $21,422,101,343 $6,513,268,591 $14,908,832,752 3.29
Q. In Witness Mara’s opening discussion of section 366.96, he states that “Clearly, the
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requirements laid forth in the Statute and rule as well as Witness Mara’s statement noted

above.

Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s contention that DEF only considered resource
availability as a possible limitation to the SPP Programs’ budgets?
Absolutely not. As DEF explained in response to interrogatory number 78, DEF began the
planning process with a consideration of the appropriate level of investment to properly
balance the goal of strengthening the system as directed by the legislature with the impact
on customers’ bills:
DEF establishes its overall SPP program spend, including capital
expenditures, with consideration of the impact to customer rates as a key
consideration, but must also balance this impact with the goals and
requirements of the Storm Protection Plan statute and rule and the outage
risk a non-hardened grid creates during extreme weather events. The
establishment of SPP program spend is accomplished at the outset of the
plan development process and therefore represents an express decision not
to expend greater amounts which would have a greater impact on customer
rates. Thus, the entirety of the plan represents a balancing of the goals of
the SPP with impact on customers’ rates.
Further, Exhibit BML-2, includes Figure A-2, which is a Detailed Modeling Approach
Flow Diagram. As part of the decision-making process regarding program scope, after
Guidehouse identified its preferred Portfolio of programs and projects, it then moved to
Step M, the “Funding and Timing Constraints” provided to it by DEF: “Guidehouse applied

program- and portfolio-level funding constraints, which DEF provided. These represent

practical limits on program implementation.” (e.s.).
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Mr. Mara’s opinion to the contrary ignores DEF’s planning process as outlined in Exhibit
BML-2 and DEF’s responses to OPC’s discovery requests. Moreover, I note that Mr. Mara
provides no citation to where he claims DEF asserted the “only limit to the magnitude of
the budgets was the limitation of resources” to complete the Plan’s goals, and it appears to
DEF that Mr. Mara has taken a statement regarding the consideration of “available
resources” made in the context of prioritizing project deployment (see, Program

Descriptions in Ex. BML-1) and conflated it with the development of Program scope.

To say that Mr. Mara has mixed apples and oranges to reach his conclusion would be an
understatement. As demonstrated in Ex. BML-2 and expounded upon in DEF’s response
to Interrogatory 78, DEF’s determination of the appropriate funding level (which by

definition includes a decision on acceptable level of customer bill impact) operated as an

explicit limitation on Program scope.
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Witness Mara claimed that the benefits of hardening will be reduced over time as the

hardening sub-program is applied to feeders that are not as vulnerable to extreme
wind and may have less tree cover or stronger poles already in place. Do you agree
with this assessment?

While I agree in principle that DEF is prioritizing projects for the most “vulnerable” areas
first, as outlined in DEF’s benefits to cost analysis, Rule 25-6.030 requires DEF to update
its SPP at least every three years, which I believe was a very well contemplated rule as it
allows an opportunity to reevaluate the system and adjust plans accordingly. For example,
if a circuit is hardened through means outside of the SPP, such as during a highway

relocation project or customer requested undergrounding project, the circuit could be
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assessed, and the plan changed. However, I am concerned that Witness Mara is discounting
the customers that are served by the circuits that he says are less “vulnerable.” Those
customers can still be impacted by extreme weather events and, as I stated above, should
have the opportunity for their circuits to be hardened even if the benefits to cost ratio is

lower than higher prioritized projects.

Witness Kollen states that DEF’s benefits to cost analysis was “flawed and used to
calculate excessive benefits by including the societal value of customer interruptions,”
that these costs are “highly subjective,” are not “cost[s] ... actually incurred or
avoided by the utility or customer” and “should be excluded from the justification of
SPP programs and projects.” Do you find flaws in Witness Kollen’s statements?
Yes, I believe that Witness Kollen’s statements on societal benefits and their inclusion in
the benefits/cost analysis are misguided. Dismissing the societal benefits misses the overall
purpose of the SPP which is to protect and strengthen the grid to reduce the impact from
extreme weather events so the State of Florida can return to normal business as quickly as
possible. Medical facilities functioning to full capacity; roadways opened; students back
in school; businesses employing workers and serving customers; citizens being able to
stock their refrigerators, wash clothes and take hot showers; and tourists returning to the
State’s amazing destinations. All of these societal norms have value to the customers that
OPC represents beyond the reduced restoration costs, even if they are not directly realized
by the utility or customer.

Personally, I have felt the “cost” of being without electricity for multiple days following

an extreme weather event, costs such as bringing ice home every night so my wife, who
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was eight months pregnant at the time, could keep my one-year old’s milk cold. I am also
certain that my wife and son paid a cost of sitting in the heat and would have benefitted
from having power at the house for those days.

Another example that shows the true value of having electric service to customers is, after
Hurricane Irma, a customer was in such need for service that they called in a bomb threat
against the facility where I was working. Obviously, this is extremely out of line, but it
reinforces how customers are dependent on electricity to power their lives and benefit from
having service. Not attributing a value to that benefit is shortsighted and ignores the reality
faced by customers.

That said, DEF took a conservative approach in quantifying these benefits through use of
the Interruption Cost Estimator (“ICE”) model. The ICE model was developed by
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (“LBNL”) and Nexant, Inc. This tool is designed
for electric reliability planners at utilities, government organizations, and other entities that
are interested in estimating interruption costs and/or the benefits associated with reliability
improvements in the United States. The ICE Calculator is funded by the Energy Resilience
Division of the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Electricity. This non-electric

benefit model has been used throughout the industry and in regulatory proceedings.

Witness Mara utilizes ten years of benefits when calculating a benefit to cost ratio
for the Lateral Hardening program. Is this a proper methodology for comparing
programs’ benefits and costs?

No, this is not a proper methodology for comparing programs’ benefits and costs because

electric utility asset investments are not intended to only last ten years, so assuming only
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ten years’ worth of benefits compared to the costs of the programs would be understating
the value of the investments. DEF’s methodology properly considered the benefits
programs will deliver over the life of the assets, as outlined in Exhibit BML-2, by assessing
costs and benefits over a 30-year period for distribution programs and a 40-year period for

transmission programs.

In Witness Mara’s testimony, he states “rate payers are paying more for the SPP and
‘reduced’ storm costs than they would if the electric utilities did no storm hardening.”
Do you agree with the statement?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s statement. First, to the extent Witness Mara is
either arguing against the legislature’s decision to create the SPP in the first place or
implying that DEF should not follow the legislature’s and Commission’s direction to
further harden the system, DEF disagrees. Second, and this is indicative of OPC’s
witnesses’ lack of consistent comparisons, he is comparing ten years of future investment
spend to only five years of historical restoration costs, when, as described above, DEF is
making these investments expecting 30 to 40 years of benefits. Additionally, DEF utilized
FEMA’s HAZUS study which includes approximately 200 years of hurricane data, as
described in Exhibit BML-2, providing a much more robust calculation of probabilistic
extreme weather events and their associated restoration costs over the 30-40 year life of
the hardened asset. Third, Witness Mara is only focusing on DEF’s direct restoration costs

savings and leaves out the true total cost of a storm to the customers as I described above.

IV. QUALIFICATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE STORM PROTECTION PLAN
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On June 27, 2022, OPC filed a motion to accept amended testimony along with
amendments to both Witnesses’ pre-filed direct testimonies. Have you reviewed the
amended testimonies, and if so, what impacts do the amendments have on your
rebuttal testimony?

Yes, I have reviewed the proposed amended testimonies. As I understand the proposed
amendments, the witnesses are acknowledging that DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement
includes a provision that the costs incurred with DEF’s SPP are properly recovered through
the SPPCRC and have been removed from base rates as required by the SPP Statute and
Rule. As such, I understand that the witnesses are no longer advocating for exclusion of
any Programs from the Plan (at least for cost recovery years 2023-2024). 1 agree with this
result, but would argue further that Programs appropriate for inclusion in the Plan (and
recovered through the SPPCRC) for two years of the planning period are likewise

appropriate for the Plan (and SPPCRC recovery) for the third year as well.

Because the amended testimonies continue to include the incorrect premises and
assumptions, mischaracterizations and misunderstandings, and unreasonably constricted
interpretation of the governing statute and rule, I continue to believe it is appropriate to
address those issues for the Commission notwithstanding that the witnesses are no longer

advoacating for exclusion of certain programs.

In Witness Mara’s testimony, he opines that not all of DEF’s SPP programs qualify
for the Plan and therefore should be excluded from the Plan by the Commission. Do

ou agree wi itness Mara’s opinion?
y g th Wit Mara’s op ?
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No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s opinion as I believe all of DEF’s SPP Programs
qualify for inclusion per the statute and rule and should be approved by the FPSC. I also
note that they are the same Programs included in DEF’s current SPP 2020 approved by the
Commission in 2020. The programs submitted are projected to reduce restoration costs
and/or reduce outage durations during extreme weather events, while improving overall
reliability, and therefore the Plan as a whole will meet the objectives of the statute and rule.
I will address why I disagree with Witness Mara’s opinion and inaccuracies in the
testimony for the Distribution programs Feeder Hardening, Lateral Hardening, Self-
Optimizing Grid, and Underground Flood Mitigation. Witness Howe will address DEF’s
disagreements with Mr. Mara’s incorrect assertions and conclusions regarding DEF’s

Transmission programs and subprograms.

Witness Mara recommends that the Feeder Hardening and Lateral Hardening
programs be capped at $1.5B and $2.2B, respectively, to align with DEF’s SPP 2020-
2029 instead of the “substantial increase in capital expenditures proposed by DEF.”
Did DEF propose a “substantial increase” over its SPP 2020-2029?

No, DEF has not proposed a “substantial increase” when compared to its SPP 2020. The
original SPP included transitional years 2020 and 2021 as the Company worked to
complete other projects and ramp up engineering and construction resources to prepare for
the SPP. As shown in Docket No. 20200069, Exhibit JWO-2, DEF had zero work planned
under SPPCRC in 2020 and only had Feeder Hardening and Structure Hardening for 2021.
DEF’s proposed SPP 2023 reaches a steady state and the last three years of this Plan replace

the first three years of SPP 2020, making it appear to be an increase when it is truly a
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continuation of the plan that was previously approved in Docket No. 20200069. Mr.

Menendez provides additional detail on this point in his rebuttal testimony.

Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assertion that the cost for corrective actions to
address clearance encroachments should not be included in the Storm Protection
Plan?

No, I do not aggree with Witness Mara’s assertion on page 18 of his testimony. Given that
new pole locations, sizes and guying will be required when designing a hardened system,
DEF will indeed find situations where proper clearances cannot be met with existing
overhead structures along and in the public right of way. DEF also must maintain clearance
to other existing public and privately owned underground facilities which can further
reduce potential pole and guying locations. DEF maintains that newly installed facilities
should remain open to truck access for maintenance purposes and should be in easements
or adjacent to roadways as outlined in Rule 25-6.0341 (Location of the Utility’s Electric
Distribution Facilities). DEF is not in agreement with any portion of Witness Mara’s
conclusion relative to clearance encroachments as outlined on pages 17 and 18 as it does
not consider these issues, even though they were discussed in Exhibit BML-1 on pages 7

and 17.

The Self-Optimizing Grid program was addressed by Witness Mara as a program

that should not qualify for the Storm Protection Plan as it does not reduce the number

of outages. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assessment?
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No, I do not agree with this assessment because the Self Optimizing Grid program does
reduce the number of outages. The design and function of the Self Optimizing Grid, as
described in Exhibit BML-1, is to sectionalize the grid into sections that serve smaller
number of customers and creates ties between circuits to allow the transferring of
customers when a fault occurs during an extreme weather event. On a typical circuit, this
will reduce the number of outages caused by a fault during extreme weather by

approximately 75%.

But Witness Mara states that the Self Optimizing Grid “system is not effective during
an extreme weather event” because it is “doubtful that adjacent feeders will be
available because the adjacent feeders will likely have suffered an outage as well” and
that “DEF has not provided any evidence the system will be a benefit during extreme
weather events.” Do you agree with Witness Mara’s opinion?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s conclusion, nor do I agree with his highly
speculative premise regarding the availability of neighboring feeders, which is based on a
very specific instance of hypothetical damage that is then over-generalized for purposes of
reaching a predetermined conclusion. Although I concede that if a Category 5 hurricane
were to cause severe damage to a concentrated area similar to what occurred with Hurricane
Michael, the adjacent feeder is “likely [to] have suffered an outage,” I would state that
DEF, as I described in my summary, is deploying Self Optimizing Grid to reduce outages
during all levels of extreme weather events, including, but not limited to, Tropical
Depressions; Tropical Storms; Hurricanes; tornadoes; coastal and inland flooding; and

lightning storms. During these types of events, it is very likely that adjacent feeders will

15

1387



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

be available for customer transfers, thus reducing the number and duration of outages.
Additionally, DEF’s Feeder Hardening program is designed to strengthen the feeders to
increase the likelihood that adjacent circuits are available, which underscores the inter-
related nature of the SPP.

In fact, had OPC requested the information prior to filing its testimony, DEF could have
shared that the Self Optimizing Grid system has proven to be very effective during extreme
weather events. As shown in Exhibit BML-4, since the inception of the Self Optimizing
Grid, and its predecessor Self-Healing Teams, over 25% of the total customer minutes of

interruption saved by the systems have been during extreme weather events.

If the Self Optimizing Grid program was disallowed as Witness Mara recommends,
would there be negative impacts to DEF’s overall Storm Protection Plan?

Yes, there would be negative impacts. DEF’s Storm Protection Plan is the sum of its parts
with the programs working together to reduce restoration costs and outage times associated
with extreme weather events. As I stated above, during an extreme weather event, the
Feeder Hardening and Self Optimizing Grid programs work in tandem to reduce outages

by allowing customers to be served via multiple, hardened circuits.

Witness Mara states that DEF’s Underground Flood Mitigation program should be
eliminated because it is obvious to him that it is being used to fund the replacement
of aging equipment. Do you agree with Witness Mara’s assessment?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s assessment because it is, once again, built upon a

false premise. Witness Mara’s conclusion is apparently based on the assumption that the
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replacement of 7 switchgear and 24 transformers in 2021 were passed through the Storm
Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC”). This is incorrect; these replacements
were included in base rates as Witness Mara said should have been the case. In DEF’s SPP
2020 and in subsequent SPPCRC filings, it was shown that the Underground Flood
Mitigation program was not going to begin as a part of SPPCRC until 2022. This
demonstrates the conflation of the SPP and recovery of costs through the SPPCRC more

thoroughly discussed by Mr. Menendez.

Could aging equipment be replaced in the Underground Flood Mitigation program?
The focus of the program, as described in Exhibit BML-1, is to harden existing
underground distribution facilities in locations that are prone to storm surge during extreme
weather events. Although the program could include aging equipment being replaced, that

is not the driving factor for target selection.

Witness Mara notes that the Floramar project planned for 2023 is likely to have
livefront transformers. Is this accurate?

No, it is not accurate. Mr. Mara opined that it was likely to have livefront transformers
(plural). Yet, of the 110 transformers in the Floramar area targeted for Underground Flood
Mitigation, DEF’s records show that only one (1) transformer (singular) is an existing
livefront. 1 out of 110. This reinforces that DEF is not selecting targets to address aging
units, but instead is focusing on areas that are prone to storm surge during extreme weather

events.
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Witness Mara states that “hardening means to design and build components to a
strength that would not normally be required” and that “aging infrastructure”
should not be replaced in the Storm Protection Plan. Do you agree with Witness
Mara’s statement?

No, I do not agree with Witness Mara’s statement. As Witness Howe describes in detail
in her testimony, replacing “aging infrastructure” hardens the system. With my
disagreement with Witness Mara’s recommendation that the Underground Flood
Mitigation program should be eliminated from SPP (page 26 lines 8 through 10), I will
note that DEF plans to replace existing conventional switchgear, what would normally be
required, with submersible switchgear designed to withstand the potential storm surge and

flood waters thus meeting Witness Mara’s proposed requirements.

But Witness Mara believes that DEF is not using submersible switchgear within the
Underground Flood Mitigation program. Is he correct?

No, Witness Mara is not correct. He is misinterpreting information DEF provided in
response to OPC’s Request for Production of Documents (“POD”) 21 and omitting
information provided in response to OPC’s POD 15. POD 21, as shown in the table on
page 26 of Witness Mara’s testimony, provides the names of base rate projects; Witness
Mara misinterprets the types of existing switchgear as the type that would be installed upon
replacement. As provided in response to POD 15, DEF’s Distribution Standard Manual
states that “Flooding and Storm Surge Requirements” are the use of “Submersible

Switchgear.”

V.STAGING COSTS
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Witness Mara states that if DEF’s system is hardened, it “should logically spend less
on pre-staging and would be expected to limit the amount of staging they do ahead of
a storm.” Can you please explain why Mara’s statement is counter to the intent of
the Storm Protection Plan statute and rule?

Yes. The statute and rule are focused on enhancing the utility’s existing infrastructure for
the purposes of reducing restoration costs and reducing outage times. The SPP rule does
not require the utility to provide details on its restoration processes. DEF scales its
restoration efforts to meet the magnitude of the expected extreme weather event, pre-
staging included.

Pre-staging resources is a critical step in the restoration planning process as it ensures that
the necessary personnel are in place and ready to perform necessary activities to reduce
outage times and return the State of Florida to normal operations. When the SPP hardening
efforts are completed, the overall restoration efforts will be reduced but DEF will still pre-
stage resources as necessary to respond to the anticipated scope of the impending event to
ensure customers impacted by extreme weather events are restored as safely and swiftly as

possible.

VI. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mr. Lloyd, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every
contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?

No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the

issues that I thought were most important in my rebuttal testimony. As a result, my silence
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on any particular assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement

with or consent to that assertion.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Rehwi nkel, | do believe you

2 have a question on this, correct?

3 MR. REHW NKEL: | do have one.

4 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. You're recognized.

5 MR. REHW NKEL: First of all, another

6 housekeepi ng neasure, M. Chairman. The docunent

7 that | have shows -- it just shows it stricken

8 i ke redacted. Have | printed out sonething the

9 wong way? |s what's in the record struck instead
10 of redacted?

11 MR. BERNIER. There is one file that was just
12 struck through.

13 MR. REHW NKEL: Ckay. So | can ask him --

14 because the pagination is fine, unlike M. Howe.
15 So I can ask himny question fromthe filed

16 version, as everything lines up, but | just wanted
17 to make sure that what's inserted show as struck
18 t hrough and not redact ed.

19 CHAl RMAN FAY: Yes. Correct. And | have a
20 struck-through version, but to M. Bernier's point,
21 | think the errata -- depending on the filing you
22 have in front of it, it's either blacked out or

23 stricken out, but since it's only one question, |
24 think -- or one area that's stricken, one question
25 that's stricken, | think you'll probably know
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 exactly where that is.

2 MR, REHW NKEL: Thank you
3 EXAM NATI ON
4 BY MR REHW NKEL:
5 Q So if I could turn you to page seven, lines 20
6 through 22 of your rebuttal testinony in the proffered
7 section. Are you there?
8 A Yes, sir.
9 Q kay. So you state the rule does not require
10 projects to neet a specific threshold, but rather
11 requi res a conpari son of the description of projected
12 program benefits to costs, is that right?
13 A Yes, sir, that's what ny testinony is.
14 Q There your use of the term benefits, and the
15 conpany's anal yses interpret that conparison to nean a
16 conpari son of dollar or nonetized benefits to dollar
17 cost. Is that right?
18 A Yes, sir.
19 MR. REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, those are al
20 the questions |I'lIl have. And thank you, M. LI oyd.
21 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Geat. Any from FI PUG
22 Nucor or --
23 MR, MATTHEIS: No questi ons.
24 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Wth that, did we enter
25 in Exhibit 537
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 MR BERNTER No, sir. I've got to doit. So

2 thank you. 1'd like to enter Exhibit 53 into the
3 record.

4 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Show that entered.

5 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 53 was received into
6 evi dence.)

7 MR, BERNI ER Thank you.

8 MR, REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, | think this is
9 the tinme, even though I did not ask any additi onal
10 guestions, but that | would like to nove exhibit --

11 Hearing exhibit 103 into the record.

12 MR, BERNI ER: No objection.

13 MR, REHW NKEL: This was interrogatory 85.

14 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. So 103. W thout

15 obj ecti on.

16 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 103 was received into
17 evi dence.)

18 CHAI RVAN FAY: Anything el se, M. Rehw nkel ?
19 Ckay. Wth that, M. Bernier.

20 MR, BERNI ER:  Just ask that M. Lloyd be

21 excused.

22 CHAl RMAN FAY: M. Lloyd, you' re excused.

23 THE W TNESS: Thank you, Chairman. Thank you
24 Commi ssi oner s.

25 (Wtness excused.)

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 MR, BERNIER. We woul d call Chri stopher

2 Menendez.
3 CHAl RMAN FAY: If you're ready here.
4 Wher eupon,
5 CHRI STOPHER MENENDEZ
6 was recalled as a wtness, having been previously duly
7 sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
8 but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
9 EXAM NATI ON
10 BY MR BERN ER:
11 Q CGood afternoon, M. Menendez.
12 A Good afternoon.
13 Q You were sworn the other day and under st and
14 that you're still under oath, correct?
15 A | do.
16 Q Thank you. In response to the Comm ssion's
17 order striking portions of M. Kollen's testinony, did
18 you cause to be filed anended rebuttal testinony on
19 August 1st, 2021 -- or 20227
20 A | did.
21 Q Thank you. And you don't have any exhibits to
22 your testimony, is that correct?
23 A | do not.
24 Q Do have a copy of that testinony with you
25 t oday?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A | do.

2 Q O her than the anmendnents that we just
3 di scussed, do you have any changes to make to that
4 testi nony?
5 A No.
6 Q If I were to ask you the sanme questions today,
7 woul d your answer still be the sane?
8 A Yes.
9 Q Thank you?
10 MR BERNIER. M. Chairnan, we'd ask that M.
11 Menendez' s anended rebuttal testinony dated August
12 1 be entered into the record as though read.
13 CHAl RMAN FAY: Show it entered.
14 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal testinony of
15 Chri st opher Menendez was inserted.)
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C,,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CHRISTOPHER A. MENENDEZ
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JUNE 30, 2022

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. My name is Christopher A. Menendez. My business address is Duke Energy Florida, LLC,

299 1st Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33701.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?
Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s Storm Protection Plan (“SPP” or

“DEF 2023 SPP”) on April 11, 2022.

Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

A. Yes.

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to certain assertions and
conclusions contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s witnesses Kollen and Mara. Mr.
Lloyd and Ms. Howe will present additional rebuttal of the testimonies of OPC’s witnesses

Kollen and Mara.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

No.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony addresses certain assertions and conclusions contained in OPC Witness

Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies. I have not attempted to rebut each and every

factual error or misconception contained in these testimonies.

With regard to Witness Mara’s testimony, I generally focus on the capital investment level

for the 10-year plan (2023-2032). With regard to Witness Kollen’s testimony, I generally

focus on five topics:

* Clarification on how DEF implemented Paragraph 4 of DEF’s 2021 Settlement
Agreement in Docket No. 20210016-EI' into DEF’s 2023 SPP filing;

 Clarification on DEF’s 2020 Settlement Agreement,?> where the Signatories agreed that
the record supports a finding that DEF’s SPP programs are in the public interest, and
that DEF proceeding to implement these SPP programs is not evidence of imprudence

and how that Agreement impacts DEF’s 2023 SPP filing;

! Approved by Final Order No. PSC-2021-0202-AS-EI.
2 Approved by Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-EI.
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* Address Witness Kollen’s misinterpretations of Section 366.96, Florida Statutes, SPP
Rule 25-6.030, and the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC”) Rule
25-6.031;

* Address Witness Kollen’s incorrect concerns regarding DEF’s calculations of the
estimated revenue requirements; and

» Address Witness Kollen’s concern that ratepayers will not receive the benefits of future

reduced costs in base rates that result from SPP implementation.

ITI. WITNESS MARA

Q.

Do you agree with the assertion that, “All of the utilities’ SPPs are based on the
premise that by investing in storm hardening activities the electric utility
infrastructure will be more resilient to the effects of extreme weather events. This
resiliency means lower costs for restoration from the storms and reduced outage times
experienced by the customers. Some programs have a greater impact on reducing
outages times and lowering restoration costs than other programs. Clearly, the goal
is to invest in storm hardening activities that benefit the customers of the electric
utilities at a cost that is reasonable relative to those benefits.”

Yes, DEF agrees with Mr. Mara’s premise and while I cannot speak for the other
companies’ filings, DEF’s 2023 SPP filing was predicated on these very ideas, which are

irrefutable. To that end, DEF agrees with Mr. Mara’s assertion.

Witness Mara asserts DEF’s proposed SPP includes a substantial increase in capital
expenditures when compared to DEF’s SPP 2020-2029. Do you agree with his

conclusion?
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A. No. To call the proposed Plan’s capital expenditures “a substantial increase” is a gross

mischaracterization of the data being compared. Without going line by line through his
table and pointing out exceptions by program, I can state in fact, that the investment levels
presented over the common years 2023-2029 decreased in total in DEF’s 2023 SPP; the
years that extend beyond DEF’s 2020 SPP (i.e., 2030-2032) are merely an extension of the
2029 investment levels. The “significant increase” Mr. Mara identified is simply a result
of comparing the first three years of DEF’s original SPP, where the SPP programs were
either in the planning stage or the infancy of implementation, with three years of
investments in programs that are fully up and running, delivering value to our customers.
Recalling Mr. Oliver’s testimony in Docket No. 20200069-EI:

The current Storm Hardening Plan (and its previous iterations) provided the

foundation upon which the SPP builds. Indeed, because Year 1 of the SPP

1s 2020, the activities included in the Storm Hardening Plan for 2020 are

already planned and in flight, DEF was unable to pivot and change course

on those projects for 2020. Accordingly, DEF has summarized the activities

in the Storm Hardening Plan that will carry over as projects for year 1 of

the SPP, as required by the SPP Rule. Starting in year 2021 (or year 2 of the

SPP), DEF will begin a transition to a more holistic system vision for

hardening against extreme weather events and enhancing reliability.?
It was not until year 3 (2022) of the 2020 SPP that DEF began fully funding the original
SPP. Of course, when Mr. Mara compares 8 years of full program funding to 10 years of

full program funding as presented in this docket, there will be a variance, but to characterize

it as a “significant increase” is simply incorrect.

IV. WITNESS KOLLEN

3 Oliver Testimony, p. 5, 11. 5-17 (doc. No. 01943-2020, Docket No. 20200069-EI).
4



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

1402

Q. With the understanding that you disagree that programs recovered through base
rates are ineligible for inclusion in the Plan, what evidence do you have that shows
DEF’s compliance with the requirement that Storm Protection Plan costs are not
recovered through both base rates and the SPPCRC?

A. In Paragraph 4 of DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement,* the Parties (including OPC) agreed
that DEF has properly removed all costs associated with the Storm Protection Plan from
the costs included in DEF’s MFRs as all such costs spent on approved SPP programs are
properly recoverable through the SPP Cost Recovery Clause. This clearly shows that DEF

removed all SPP costs from base rates for the settlement period, 2022-2024. Further, Mr.

4 See Docket No. 20210016-EI (approved by Final Order PSC-2021-0202-AS-EI).
5
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Kollen and OPC are once again conflating the SPP docket and the SPPCRC docket. The
SPPCRC docket is the appropriate place to ensure no costs are being recovered through
both base rates and SPPCRC; however, as is clear from DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement,

both OPC and DEF agree this is properly reflected in DEF’s filings.

As part of DEF’s updated SPP filing for the period 2023-2032 (“SPP 2023”), did DEF
include any new programs beyond those approved in DEF’s originally approved SPP
(“SPP 20207)?

No. DEF’s SPP 2023 contains no new programs from those previously approved for

inclusion in DEF’s SPP 2020.°

As part of DEF’s SPP 2023, did DEF materially expand the scope of the programs
and associated expenditures it seeks to recover for the years 2020-2022 beyond those
that are included in the estimates shown on page 40 of Exhibit JWQ-2, filed on April
10,2020, updated on June 24, 2020?

No. DEF held to the terms of the 2020 Settlement Agreement. In fact, the investment levels

presented over the common years 2023-2029 decreased in total over this time period.
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Caphtal 5 BRIl 5 EE@ADETAL 5 TIRINIM S TAETEIZT 5 ATGEAM 5 TSS9 5 MESLLEAL § 5,065 BE2169

0&M 5 TL08085 S 77093403 & TEEEEE &5 809736 & TEIES AR & B1E23026 S B2A13243 & 549,464,251
20205PF PAFi pirt) 05 026 nz7 0% e TOTAL

Caphtal 5 SEOMT 5 GESAIEETS 5 TeIOESME 5 BI3E20SE4 5 TTRIEIS 5 THSS03 5 TIOMI6R S 5,113, 172,948

0&M 5 74785333 § 7BI1E3EL & BL3506M 5 B4759130 & B5 273933 & 86,239,131 5 BROSEOZZ & 578,183,793
Varlance 2023 vs. 2020 B 2024 2025 2026 .k 2028 2029 TOTAL

Capltalvarlance 5 SELIE S 7530068 § 70505 5 (BT 5 (158379) 5 10117035 § BI685TI § (57,390779)

D&M Varance g (2,631 588) § [1125578) § (238,31) § [6.153334) § (62E564) 5 (4416103 5 (552779) § (28.719539)

Taotal Varance 5 21989316 5 6,464,490 5 4808713 5 [?ngﬁ,EZCl? 5 [3?4333,942? 5 5700932 5 29579 5 [55,1111313?

5 Approved by Order PSC-2020-0293-AS-EI, issued on August 28, 2020.

6




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

1404

DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement and OPC’s Motion to amend
Messrs. Mara and Kollen’s testimony makes clear, the recovery of these costs in the current
SPPCRC is also appropriate. Further, DEF’s SPP 2023 only contains programs that were
carried over from its SPP 2020. Per the terms of the 2021 Settlement Agreement, any
argument to the contrary has been rendered moot, as recognized by the amended

testimonies.
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7 Approved in Order No. PSC-2020-0410-AS-EI (Docket No. 20200092-EI, issued Oct. 27, 2020).
10



8 See Docket No. 20190131-EU, Issue 1 (filed Sept. 20, 2019).
11



—_—

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

1409

Q. Mr. Kollen asserts that DEF’s calculations of the estimated revenue requirements had
errors that needed to be corrected. Do you agree with that allegation?

A. No. DEF fully complied with Rule 25-6.030(3)(g)’s requirement that it provide “An
estimate of the annual jurisdictional revenue requirements for each year of the Storm

Protection Plan.” It is important to recognize these estimates are not used to set rates or

12
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clause factors; these are calculations to provide reasonable estimates for the capital, O&M,
and revenue requirements of the SPP for planning purposes. The actual clause factors will
be determined in the SPPCRC. DEF properly included the appropriate elements for
ratemaking in its calculations: CWIP; Depreciation; and Property Tax.
Witness Kollen claims that DEF improperly calculated depreciation expense on CWIP at
the end of the prior year, but also failed to calculate depreciation expense on current year
plant additions. Mr. Kollen’s statements are incorrect as explained in DEF’s response to
OPC Interrogatory No. 58:
Consistent with the revenue requirement calculation in DEF's SPP 2020,
DEF's CWIP balance is incorporated into the ‘Investment’ line for each SPP
program. DEF has accounted for CWIP within the depreciation expense
calculation. Within the current year, a portion of each program is assumed
to be placed in-service. Therefore, the amount of investment not yet placed
in-service is representative of the CWIP balance.
For programs that assumed that CWIP was placed in service throughout the current year
(e.g., Transmission Structure Hardening), DEF did calculate depreciation expense on
current year plant additions. DEF also has programs that incur investment on individual
projects throughout the year but are placed in-service when all work within a target location
is complete; for financial modeling purposes, DEF assumed an end of year in-service for
these programs.
Regarding Mr. Kollen’s statements on the calculation of property tax expense, the expenses
included in DEF’s SPP 2023 are simply estimates for the 10-year period developed to
provide the estimate of the annual jurisdictional revenue requirements as required by Rule
25-6.030(3)(g). DEF uses reasonable methods to estimate the property tax expense for the

SPP programs over the planning timeframe, but ultimately property tax expenses collected

from customers are based on the projections filed in the SPPCRC filings, not DEF’s 2023

13
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SPP, and those projected amounts are subject to true-up based on the actual property taxes
incurred. Therefore, a revision to the calculation of estimated property tax expense in
DEF’s SPP 2023 filing is unnecessary. Further, the Commission should not establish a
property tax expense calculation, as contemplated by Mr. Kollen, that would override the
true-up based on actual expenses as that would defeat the purpose of the true-up to actual
expenses in the SPPCRC and would create a departure in the true-up of property tax
expense in the SPPCRC compared to other clauses such as ECRC and ECCR. Finally, the
Commission, Commission Staff and intervenor parties have the right to review the actual
property tax expenses submitted in the SPPCRC filings.

DEF believes the figures presented on page 56 of 56 in Exhibit No. (BML-1)
appropriately represent the estimated annual jurisdictional revenue requirements for each

year of the SPP. Actual cost recovery will occur through the annual SPPCRC process.

Mr. Kollen contends that the utilities will retain the avoided cost savings for costs
presently recovered in base rates unless these costs are addressed in this proceeding
and the SPPCRC proceedings or otherwise included in a negotiated resolution. Do
you agree?
No. It is not true now, just as it was not true when then OPC Witness Schultz made a similar
statement in Docket No. 20200069-EI, “that there is a risk that ratepayers will be paying
for improvements that will reduce the Company’s costs in base rates, but those savings will
not be passed through to the ratepayers.” In rebuttal, DEF Witness Foster stated:
The SPP statute addresses new investments to strengthen the electric utility
infrastructure to withstand extreme weather conditions and improve overall

service reliability. It creates a cost recovery clause for investments to
accomplish this goal. It also ensures there is no double recovery for these

14
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costs by stating in paragraph (8) that “storm protection plan costs may not
include costs recovered through the public utility’s base rates.” This clearly
addresses the double recovery concern. Rule 25-6.031(6)(b) implements
this statutory directive by stating “Storm Protection Plan costs recoverable
through the clause shall not include costs recovered through the utility’s
base rates or any other cost recovery mechanism.”

It is the normal process for base rate costs to change over time and this
creates regulatory lag. Some costs will decrease, others will increase. The
SPP Statute was not developed to address appropriate levels of costs in base
rates, it was developed to facilitate investment in work that will strengthen
the transmission and distribution systems from extreme weather to help
reduce restoration times and costs. There is in fact already a way that the
Commission monitors Florida utilities to ensure no excessive recovery is
occurring. The Commission requires monthly Earnings Surveillance
reports. These reports show the earned return on equity (ROE). In a rate
case, the FPSC authorizes an allowed ROE for utilities. If a utility reports a
ROE that is too high, the parties or the Commission itself may call the
Utility in for a rate case. Unlike cost recovery clauses, the normal and
established process for base rates involves regulatory lag.

contention.

response, DEF explained that these adjustments are included in the SPPCRC filings.

“Consistent with the model that was developed by DEF for its April 10,
2020, SPP filing, DEF did not include any assumptions for reductions
assumed in the calculation of depreciation expense associated with
retirements for plant that was previously recovered in base rates. In DEF’s
annual SPPCRC filings, DEF includes credits associated with the
depreciation expense for base rate assets retired as part of an SPP program.
When the value of the base asset is removed from EPIS during a subsequent
rate case, the depreciation expense credit included in the SPPCRC filings
associated with these assets should simultaneously cease. DEF does not
make assumptions for timing and outcomes of rate cases that would be
necessary to accurately reflect a reasonable amount of credit within the SPP
Revenue Requirement model. DEF believes that this is the appropriate
approach since the credits are included in the SPPCRC filings which are
used to set customer rates and are subject to true-up.

15
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Mr. Foster’s remarks still hold true and I would reiterate them in response to Mr. Kollen’s

DEF addressed compliance on this issue in the response to OPC’s Interrogatory 59. In that
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Again, the purpose of the SPP is not to prepare the precise calculations for clause factor
development; that process takes place in the SPPCRC. As DEF notes in its response, DEF

has included these credits in the SPPCRC filings in Docket 20220010-EI.

V. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mr. Menendez, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every
contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?

No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the
issues that I thought were most important. As a result, my silence on any particular
assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement with or consent to
that assertion.

I specifically did not challenge many of Mr. Kollen’s suggestions or recommendations he
makes related to changing methodologies for calculating revenue requirements and rate
calculations in the SPPCRC proceeding, again not because I agree with them, but rather I
believe he is treading on Rulemaking grounds which is not appropriate for consideration

or argument at this time.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

16
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1 MR. BERNI ER.  Thank you. We will waive
2 summary and tender the witness.
3 CHAI RMAN FAY: Great. M. Rehw nkel, you're
4 recogni zed.
5 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you, M. Chairman.
6 EXAM NATI ON
7 BY MR REHW NKEL:
8 Q And good afternoon. | want to call you Chris,
9 but | better say M. Menendez.
10 A Good afternoon, sir.
11 Q Pl ease turn to page three of your rebuttal
12 testinony at |ine 22.
13 A Sorry. Can you give nme the reference again,
14 sir?
15 Q Yes. Page three, line 22.
16 A Thank you. |'mthere.
17 Q So that's the question that | eads to your
18 answer on the next page, on page four. Wuld you agree
19 that in this portion of your testinony that M. Mara's
20 testinmony that the updated plan represents a substanti al
21 increase in capital expenditures is incorrect?
22 A Can you repeat your question, M. Rehw nkel ?
23 Q Yes. This testinony starting on page three,
24 really Iine 22 through the answer that begi ns on page
25 four, line one, expresses your disagreenent with M.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 Mara that the updated SPP 2023 represents a substanti al
2 increase in capital expenditures; is that right?
3 A | do disagree with that concl usion, yes.
4 Q To your right there's an exhibit, and | think
5 the title page says Duke February 11 earnings call
6 transcript. Do you see that?
7 A | have it.
8 MR. REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, I'd like to
9 identify this as an exhibit. Are we at 108?
10 CHAI RMAN FAY: We're at 1009.
11 MR. REHW NKEL: 109 -- well, let ne confirm
12 with legal. M. Rehw nkel --
13 MR TRIERWEI LER: We're at 110. 109 was not
14 entered into evidence.
15 CHAI RMAN FAY: So we were both wong. All
16 right. 110. M. Rehw nkel, when was this
17 di stributed? Which exhibit is this?
18 MR. REHW NKEL: Yest erday.
19 CHAl RMAN FAY: What's the title?
20 MR, REHW NKEL: It says Duke February 11,
21 2021, earnings call transcript.
22 CHAl RMAN FAY: Do the utilities have a copy of
23 t hat ?
24 MR. BERNIER: | believe so.
25 M5. HELTON: | have a stack, M. Chairnman,
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 it'"s the third in the stack that starts with a July
2 27, 2022 estimted actual filing.
3 MR, REHWNKEL: So this will be 1107?
4 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yes. 110. Thank you M.
5 Rehwi nkel .
6 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you.
7 BY MR REHW NKEL:
8 Q So, M. Menendez, would you open this exhibit?
9 And on page three of the transcript -- well, first of
10 all, let's look at the title page. It says edited
11 transcript 4 2020 Duke Energy Corporation earnings
12 call, February 11, 2021. Do you see that?
13 A | do.
14 Q And | see that | have -- this was copied
15 apparently wth the even-nunbered pages omtted. |Is
16 that what yours shows?
17 A | also just have the odd pages.
18 Q Ckay.
19 CHAl RMAN FAY: Is it doubl e-sided?
20 THE WTNESS: No, M. Chairman, ny copy is
21 not .
22 MR, BERNIER M. Rehw nkel, it happens to the
23 best of us. Don't worry about it.
24 CHAI RVAN FAY: We've all been there.
25 MR, REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, | would ask if
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 t he conpany woul d accept ny representation that
2 this is -- this is a docunent that was retrieved
3 fromthe conpany's investor segnment of the Duke
4 Energy website, and this is a transcript, and the
5 speaker here is CEO Lynn Good.
6 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Rehwinkel, 1'lIl check with
7 the utility onit. Do you have a copy that would
8 be available to the witness if you're going to be
9 speaki ng to specific |anguage?
10 MR, REHW NKEL: Well, the |anguage | want to
11 ask himabout is on -- it's on page three here,
12 it's just that | don't have page two that shows --
13 CHAI RMAN FAY: In that case, as long as the
14 utility finds it acceptable --
15 MR. BERNI ER  Subj ect to check, we have no
16 obj ecti on.
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. Go ahead.
18 MR. REHW NKEL: Thank you, M. Chairnman, and
19 t hank you, M. Bernier, for that courtesy.
20 BY MR REHW NKEL:
21 Q M. Menendez, would you accept ny
22 representation that this is a transcript of remarks by
23 Duke Energy CEO, Lynn Good?
24 A Subj ect to check.
25 Q Thank you. And could you go to the third
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 par agraph on the bottomthat starts with, beyond the
2 mul ti year plan? Do you see that?
3 A | do.
4 Q Wul d you read that one sentence into the
5 record?
6 A Beyond the nultiyear rate plan, we al so
7 recei ved approval for -- approval of the first three
8 years of our storm protection plans, representing a $6
9 billion investnment in grid hardening projects over the
10 next 10 years.
11 Q And woul d you agree with nme that that $6
12 billion is the prior SPP's correspondi ng CapEx spend
13 that relates to the $7.3 billion that's in your
14 current -- or SPP 20237
15 A | don't believe | have a copy of the 2020 with
16 me, but subject to check.
17 Q Ckay. Would you agree that if $6 billion is
18 the correct nunber fromthe 2020 SPP and 7.3 billion is
19 the correct nunber, and | nean CapEx in both instances,
20 that $7.3 billion is a 21.67 percent increase over 6
21 billion?
22 A Agai n, haven't done the math on the
23 percentages, but | believe in ny testinony, M.
24 Rehwi nkel , | call this a gross m scharacterization by
25 calling it a substantial increase.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Q kay. And do you have the confidential -- or
2 you woul d agree, though, that if the math is that 7.3 is
3 21.6 percent greater than six, right?
4 A Subj ect to check, the nunber -- one nunber is
5 greater than the other. However, to call it a
6 substantial increase, as | say in ny rebuttal, is a
7 gross m scharacterization in conparing the two pl ans.
8 Q Ckay.
9 MR. REHW NKEL: And, M. Chairman, | would
10 like to ask folks to turn, including the wtness,
11 to turn to exhibit 104, which is the confidenti al
12 exhibit. And, again, with the -- with the caution
13 that we're tal king about confidential information.
14 And ny questions to you, M. Menendez are not
15 asking you to vocalize any information on here
16 unl ess your counsel has given you express authority
17 to do so.
18 THE WTNESS: | understand, sir.
19 BY MR REHW NKEL:
20 Q kay. So if you could turn to Bates page
21 16 -- or OPC Bates 16 and DEF Bates 5287.
22 A "' mthere.
23 Q And | think as we -- just to reiterate from
24 yesterday, that publicly disclosed SPP 2023 CapEx spend
25 is showmn in the -- on this docunent, right, on this
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 page?

2 It is.

3 Wul d you agree that the base anmobunt shown on

4 this page represents a substantial increase above the

5 number shown below it?

6 The nunbers in the base case are higher than

7 t he nunbers below it.

8 Ckay. Thank you.

9 MR, REHW NKEL: M. Menendez, thank you for
10 your tinme. Those are all the questions |I'll have
11 on your non-stricken testinony. | have one
12 guestion on your proffer when we get to that.

13 THE WTNESS: Thank you.

14 CHAI RMVAN FAY:  Nucor.

15 MR MATTHEI S: No questions.

16 CHAI RVAN FAY: M. Myl e?

17 MR, MOYLE: No questi ons.

18 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ms. Eaton.

19 M5. EATON.  No questions.

20 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Staff.

21 MR, TRI ERVEI LER  No questi ons.
22 CHAI RMAN FAY:  Conmi ssi oners.

23 THE WTNESS: M. Chairnan.

24 CHAl RMAN FAY: Yes, M. Menendez.
25 THE W TNESS: Yesterday, Comm ssioner O ark

112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303

Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828
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1 asked ne a question and | believe | m sunderstood
2 t he Conm ssioner in his question. |[If you would
3 allow, I would Iike to clarify for the
4 Conmi ssioner's question, if | may.
5 CHAl RMAN FAY: Sure. At his discretion if
6 you'd Iike.
7 THE WTNESS: Yeah. Comm ssioner d ark,
8 yesterday you had asked nme a conparison in | ooking
9 at the estimated residential price inpacts that we
10 had put into our exhibit conpared to the
11 comercial -- the typical comrercial and typical
12 i ndustrial percentages. What | wanted to -- as |
13 m sunderstood in your question, sir, the
14 residential amounts that we showed on that sheet
15 were the total estimted SPP CRC anmounts for a
16 residential custoner. They are not the
17 year -over-year change. So as we |ook to, for
18 exanpl e, 2023, the present rate is $3. And novi ng
19 to 421, the change would only be $1.21. And
20 that's -- when you look at it, you get to a
21 percentage increase that is less than 1 percent and
22 then in line with the CNl percentage that you saw
23 el sewhere. So that's where | was in conparing them
24 in the same. Thank you, M. Conmm ssioner.
25 CHAI RMAN FAY: Thank you. M. Bernier, any
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting
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1 redirect?
2 MR. BERNTER: No redirect, M. Chairman.
3 CHAI RMAN FAY: Wth that, M. Bernier, we'll
4 nmove on to M. Menendez's proffered --
5 MR. REHW NKEL: Do we need to do exhibits on
6 the --
7 CHAI RVAN FAY: | apol ogize. W'IIl enter your
8 110 --
9 MR. REHW NKEL: Here's what | would like to
10 ask the Comm ssion's indul gence on. 110, [|'ve
11 asked for us to make a conpl ete copy of that
12 docunent with all the pages onit. And | wll --
13 what | will do is once that's done, | wll
14 distribute it, nmake sure that counsel for Duke
15 agrees, and then | will, on the record, insert --
16 or ask you to admt that conplete docunent into the
17 record. So we can hold off on 110, if it's okay,
18 we'll come to a point and we'll put the right
19 docunment in. Wuld that work?
20 CHAI RMAN FAY: Yeah, that's fine. | honestly
21 think with Duke's approval we could enter it now,
22 just knowi ng that the docunent will be provided in
23 the record in its conpletion. You didn't ask any
24 guestions fromthe pages that were --
25 MR, REHW NKEL: That's correct.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 CHAI RMAN FAY: There's no concern about that

2 not being in there. So, with that, we'll enter

3 110. And just nmake sure, M. Trierweiler or M.

4 Hel ton, are you both confortable with that?

5 kay. Al right. Wth that, then we wl|

6 enter 110 w t hout objection.

7 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 110 was received into

8 evi dence.)

9 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Rehw nkel let's just make
10 sure when we | eave today that we got that for the
11 record.

12 kay. Wth that, M. Bernier, nove on to
13 pr of f er ed.

14 MR, BERNI ER:  Thank you, M. Chairman. DEF
15 would i ke to proffer for purposes of the record,
16 M. Menendez's June 30th rebuttal testinony as
17 filed.

18 CHAI RVAN FAY:  Show t hat proffered.

19 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal proffered

20 testinmony of Christopher Menendez was inserted.)

21

22

23

24

25
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF STORM PROTECTION PLAN, PURSUANT TO RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C,,

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

DOCKET NO. 20220050-EI
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CHRISTOPHER A. MENENDEZ
ON BEHALF OF DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC

JUNE 30, 2022

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS.
Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. My name is Christopher A. Menendez. My business address is Duke Energy Florida, LLC,

299 1st Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33701.

Have you previously filed direct testimony in this docket?
Yes, I filed direct testimony supporting the Company’s Storm Protection Plan (“SPP” or

“DEF 2023 SPP”) on April 11, 2022.

Q. Has your employment status and job responsibilities remained the same since

discussed in your previous testimony?

A. Yes.

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY.
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Company’s rebuttal to certain assertions and
conclusions contained in the direct testimonies of OPC’s witnesses Kollen and Mara. Mr.
Lloyd and Ms. Howe will present additional rebuttal of the testimonies of OPC’s witnesses

Kollen and Mara.

Do you have any exhibits to your testimony?

No.

Please summarize your testimony.

My testimony addresses certain assertions and conclusions contained in OPC Witness

Mara’s and Witness Kollen’s testimonies. I have not attempted to rebut each and every

factual error or misconception contained in these testimonies.

With regard to Witness Mara’s testimony, I generally focus on the capital investment level

for the 10-year plan (2023-2032). With regard to Witness Kollen’s testimony, I generally

focus on five topics:

* Clarification on how DEF implemented Paragraph 4 of DEF’s 2021 Settlement
Agreement in Docket No. 20210016-EI' into DEF’s 2023 SPP filing;

 Clarification on DEF’s 2020 Settlement Agreement,?> where the Signatories agreed that
the record supports a finding that DEF’s SPP programs are in the public interest, and
that DEF proceeding to implement these SPP programs is not evidence of imprudence

and how that Agreement impacts DEF’s 2023 SPP filing;

! Approved by Final Order No. PSC-2021-0202-AS-EI.
2 Approved by Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-EI.
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* Address Witness Kollen’s misinterpretations of Section 366.96, Florida Statutes, SPP
Rule 25-6.030, and the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC”) Rule
25-6.031;

* Address Witness Kollen’s incorrect concerns regarding DEF’s calculations of the
estimated revenue requirements; and

» Address Witness Kollen’s concern that ratepayers will not receive the benefits of future

reduced costs in base rates that result from SPP implementation.

ITI. WITNESS MARA

Q.

Do you agree with the assertion that, “All of the utilities’ SPPs are based on the
premise that by investing in storm hardening activities the electric utility
infrastructure will be more resilient to the effects of extreme weather events. This
resiliency means lower costs for restoration from the storms and reduced outage times
experienced by the customers. Some programs have a greater impact on reducing
outages times and lowering restoration costs than other programs. Clearly, the goal
is to invest in storm hardening activities that benefit the customers of the electric
utilities at a cost that is reasonable relative to those benefits.”

Yes, DEF agrees with Mr. Mara’s premise and while I cannot speak for the other
companies’ filings, DEF’s 2023 SPP filing was predicated on these very ideas, which are

irrefutable. To that end, DEF agrees with Mr. Mara’s assertion.

Witness Mara asserts DEF’s proposed SPP includes a substantial increase in capital
expenditures when compared to DEF’s SPP 2020-2029. Do you agree with his

conclusion?
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A. No. To call the proposed Plan’s capital expenditures “a substantial increase” is a gross

mischaracterization of the data being compared. Without going line by line through his
table and pointing out exceptions by program, I can state in fact, that the investment levels
presented over the common years 2023-2029 decreased in total in DEF’s 2023 SPP; the
years that extend beyond DEF’s 2020 SPP (i.e., 2030-2032) are merely an extension of the
2029 investment levels. The “significant increase” Mr. Mara identified is simply a result
of comparing the first three years of DEF’s original SPP, where the SPP programs were
either in the planning stage or the infancy of implementation, with three years of
investments in programs that are fully up and running, delivering value to our customers.
Recalling Mr. Oliver’s testimony in Docket No. 20200069-EI:

The current Storm Hardening Plan (and its previous iterations) provided the

foundation upon which the SPP builds. Indeed, because Year 1 of the SPP

1s 2020, the activities included in the Storm Hardening Plan for 2020 are

already planned and in flight, DEF was unable to pivot and change course

on those projects for 2020. Accordingly, DEF has summarized the activities

in the Storm Hardening Plan that will carry over as projects for year 1 of

the SPP, as required by the SPP Rule. Starting in year 2021 (or year 2 of the

SPP), DEF will begin a transition to a more holistic system vision for

hardening against extreme weather events and enhancing reliability.?
It was not until year 3 (2022) of the 2020 SPP that DEF began fully funding the original
SPP. Of course, when Mr. Mara compares 8 years of full program funding to 10 years of

full program funding as presented in this docket, there will be a variance, but to characterize

it as a “significant increase” is simply incorrect.

IV. WITNESS KOLLEN

3 Oliver Testimony, p. 5, 11. 5-17 (doc. No. 01943-2020, Docket No. 20200069-EI).
4
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Q. With the understanding that you disagree that programs recovered through base
rates are ineligible for inclusion in the Plan, what evidence do you have that shows
DEF’s compliance with the requirement that Storm Protection Plan costs are not
recovered through both base rates and the SPPCRC?

A. In Paragraph 4 of DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement,* the Parties (including OPC) agreed
that DEF has properly removed all costs associated with the Storm Protection Plan from
the costs included in DEF’s MFRs as all such costs spent on approved SPP programs are
properly recoverable through the SPP Cost Recovery Clause. This clearly shows that DEF

removed all SPP costs from base rates for the settlement period, 2022-2024. Further, Mr.

4 See Docket No. 20210016-EI (approved by Final Order PSC-2021-0202-AS-EI).
5
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Kollen and OPC are once again conflating the SPP docket and the SPPCRC docket. The
SPPCRC docket is the appropriate place to ensure no costs are being recovered through
both base rates and SPPCRC; however, as is clear from DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement,

both OPC and DEF agree this is properly reflected in DEF’s filings.

As part of DEF’s updated SPP filing for the period 2023-2032 (“SPP 2023”), did DEF
include any new programs beyond those approved in DEF’s originally approved SPP
(“SPP 20207)?

No. DEF’s SPP 2023 contains no new programs from those previously approved for

inclusion in DEF’s SPP 2020.°

As part of DEF’s SPP 2023, did DEF materially expand the scope of the programs
and associated expenditures it seeks to recover for the years 2020-2022 beyond those
that are included in the estimates shown on page 40 of Exhibit JWQ-2, filed on April
10,2020, updated on June 24, 2020?

No. DEF held to the terms of the 2020 Settlement Agreement. In fact, the investment levels

presented over the common years 2023-2029 decreased in total over this time period.

0B SPP Fire) Fory P 026 a7 0% e TOTAL

Caphtal 5 BRIl 5 EE@ADETAL 5 TIRINIM S TAETEIZT 5 ATGEAM 5 TSS9 5 MESLLEAL § 5,065 BE2169

0&M 5 TL08085 S 77093403 & TEEEEE &5 809736 & TEIES AR & B1E23026 S B2A13243 & 549,464,251
20205PF PAFi pirt) 05 026 nz7 0% e TOTAL

Caphtal 5 SEOMT 5 GESAIEETS 5 TeIOESME 5 BI3E20SE4 5 TTRIEIS 5 THSS03 5 TIOMI6R S 5,113, 172,948

0&M 5 74785333 § 7BI1E3EL & BL3506M 5 B4759130 & B5 273933 & 86,239,131 5 BROSEOZZ & 578,183,793
Varlance 2023 vs. 2020 B 2024 2025 2026 .k 2028 2029 TOTAL

Capltalvarlance 5 SELIE S 7530068 § 70505 5 (BT 5 (158379) 5 10117035 § BI685TI § (57,390779)

D&M Varance g (2,631 588) § [1125578) § (238,31) § [6.153334) § (62E564) 5 (4416103 5 (552779) § (28.719539)

Taotal Varance 5 21989316 5 6,464,490 5 4808713 5 [?ngﬁ,EZCl? 5 [3?4333,942? 5 5700932 5 29579 5 [55,1111313?

5 Approved by Order PSC-2020-0293-AS-EI, issued on August 28, 2020.
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the-SPP:regardless;as As DEF’s 2021 Settlement Agreement and OPC’s Motion to amend
Messrs. Mara and Kollen’s testimony makes clear, the recovery of these costs in the current
SPPCRC is also appropriate. Further, DEF’s SPP 2023 only contains programs that were
carried over from its SPP 2020. Per the terms of the 2021 Settlement Agreement, any
argument to the contrary has been rendered moot, as recognized by the amended

testimonies.
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7 Approved in Order No. PSC-2020-0410-AS-EI (Docket No. 20200092-EI, issued Oct. 27, 2020).
10
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8 See Docket No. 20190131-EU, Issue 1 (filed Sept. 20, 2019).
11
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Mr. Kollen asserts that DEF’s calculations of the estimated revenue requirements had
errors that needed to be corrected. Do you agree with that allegation?

No. DEF fully complied with Rule 25-6.030(3)(g)’s requirement that it provide “An
estimate of the annual jurisdictional revenue requirements for each year of the Storm

Protection Plan.” It is important to recognize these estimates are not used to set rates or

12
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clause factors; these are calculations to provide reasonable estimates for the capital, O&M,
and revenue requirements of the SPP for planning purposes. The actual clause factors will
be determined in the SPPCRC. DEF properly included the appropriate elements for
ratemaking in its calculations: CWIP; Depreciation; and Property Tax.
Witness Kollen claims that DEF improperly calculated depreciation expense on CWIP at
the end of the prior year, but also failed to calculate depreciation expense on current year
plant additions. Mr. Kollen’s statements are incorrect as explained in DEF’s response to
OPC Interrogatory No. 58:
Consistent with the revenue requirement calculation in DEF's SPP 2020,
DEF's CWIP balance is incorporated into the ‘Investment’ line for each SPP
program. DEF has accounted for CWIP within the depreciation expense
calculation. Within the current year, a portion of each program is assumed
to be placed in-service. Therefore, the amount of investment not yet placed
in-service is representative of the CWIP balance.
For programs that assumed that CWIP was placed in service throughout the current year
(e.g., Transmission Structure Hardening), DEF did calculate depreciation expense on
current year plant additions. DEF also has programs that incur investment on individual
projects throughout the year but are placed in-service when all work within a target location
is complete; for financial modeling purposes, DEF assumed an end of year in-service for
these programs.
Regarding Mr. Kollen’s statements on the calculation of property tax expense, the expenses
included in DEF’s SPP 2023 are simply estimates for the 10-year period developed to
provide the estimate of the annual jurisdictional revenue requirements as required by Rule
25-6.030(3)(g). DEF uses reasonable methods to estimate the property tax expense for the

SPP programs over the planning timeframe, but ultimately property tax expenses collected

from customers are based on the projections filed in the SPPCRC filings, not DEF’s 2023

13
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SPP, and those projected amounts are subject to true-up based on the actual property taxes
incurred. Therefore, a revision to the calculation of estimated property tax expense in
DEF’s SPP 2023 filing is unnecessary. Further, the Commission should not establish a
property tax expense calculation, as contemplated by Mr. Kollen, that would override the
true-up based on actual expenses as that would defeat the purpose of the true-up to actual
expenses in the SPPCRC and would create a departure in the true-up of property tax
expense in the SPPCRC compared to other clauses such as ECRC and ECCR. Finally, the
Commission, Commission Staff and intervenor parties have the right to review the actual
property tax expenses submitted in the SPPCRC filings.

DEF believes the figures presented on page 56 of 56 in Exhibit No. (BML-1)
appropriately represent the estimated annual jurisdictional revenue requirements for each

year of the SPP. Actual cost recovery will occur through the annual SPPCRC process.

Mr. Kollen contends that the utilities will retain the avoided cost savings for costs
presently recovered in base rates unless these costs are addressed in this proceeding
and the SPPCRC proceedings or otherwise included in a negotiated resolution. Do
you agree?
No. It is not true now, just as it was not true when then OPC Witness Schultz made a similar
statement in Docket No. 20200069-EI, “that there is a risk that ratepayers will be paying
for improvements that will reduce the Company’s costs in base rates, but those savings will
not be passed through to the ratepayers.” In rebuttal, DEF Witness Foster stated:
The SPP statute addresses new investments to strengthen the electric utility
infrastructure to withstand extreme weather conditions and improve overall

service reliability. It creates a cost recovery clause for investments to
accomplish this goal. It also ensures there is no double recovery for these

14
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costs by stating in paragraph (8) that “storm protection plan costs may not
include costs recovered through the public utility’s base rates.” This clearly
addresses the double recovery concern. Rule 25-6.031(6)(b) implements
this statutory directive by stating “Storm Protection Plan costs recoverable
through the clause shall not include costs recovered through the utility’s
base rates or any other cost recovery mechanism.”

It is the normal process for base rate costs to change over time and this
creates regulatory lag. Some costs will decrease, others will increase. The
SPP Statute was not developed to address appropriate levels of costs in base
rates, it was developed to facilitate investment in work that will strengthen
the transmission and distribution systems from extreme weather to help
reduce restoration times and costs. There is in fact already a way that the
Commission monitors Florida utilities to ensure no excessive recovery is
occurring. The Commission requires monthly Earnings Surveillance
reports. These reports show the earned return on equity (ROE). In a rate
case, the FPSC authorizes an allowed ROE for utilities. If a utility reports a
ROE that is too high, the parties or the Commission itself may call the
Utility in for a rate case. Unlike cost recovery clauses, the normal and
established process for base rates involves regulatory lag.

contention.

response, DEF explained that these adjustments are included in the SPPCRC filings.

“Consistent with the model that was developed by DEF for its April 10,
2020, SPP filing, DEF did not include any assumptions for reductions
assumed in the calculation of depreciation expense associated with
retirements for plant that was previously recovered in base rates. In DEF’s
annual SPPCRC filings, DEF includes credits associated with the
depreciation expense for base rate assets retired as part of an SPP program.
When the value of the base asset is removed from EPIS during a subsequent
rate case, the depreciation expense credit included in the SPPCRC filings
associated with these assets should simultaneously cease. DEF does not
make assumptions for timing and outcomes of rate cases that would be
necessary to accurately reflect a reasonable amount of credit within the SPP
Revenue Requirement model. DEF believes that this is the appropriate
approach since the credits are included in the SPPCRC filings which are
used to set customer rates and are subject to true-up.

15
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Mr. Foster’s remarks still hold true and I would reiterate them in response to Mr. Kollen’s

DEF addressed compliance on this issue in the response to OPC’s Interrogatory 59. In that
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Again, the purpose of the SPP is not to prepare the precise calculations for clause factor
development; that process takes place in the SPPCRC. As DEF notes in its response, DEF

has included these credits in the SPPCRC filings in Docket 20220010-EI.

V. CONCLUSION

Q.

Mr. Menendez, your rebuttal covers a lot of ground, but did you respond to every
contention regarding the Company’s proposed plan in your rebuttal?

No. Intervenor testimony on the SPP involved many pages of testimony and I could not
reasonably respond to every single statement or assertion and, therefore, I focused on the
issues that I thought were most important. As a result, my silence on any particular
assertion in the intervenor testimony should not be read as agreement with or consent to
that assertion.

I specifically did not challenge many of Mr. Kollen’s suggestions or recommendations he
makes related to changing methodologies for calculating revenue requirements and rate
calculations in the SPPCRC proceeding, again not because I agree with them, but rather I
believe he is treading on Rulemaking grounds which is not appropriate for consideration

or argument at this time.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

16
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1 MR. BERNI ER.  Thank you. And, with that, we

2 just ask that M. Menendez be excused.
3 CHAI RMAN FAY: Make sure -- if we have any
4 Cross.
5 MR BERNIER: No. No. No. W'd like him
6 excused now.
7 CHAI RVAN FAY: |'m sure you do, M. Bernier.
8 MR. REHW NKEL: N ce try.
9 CHAl RMAN FAY: Yeah. M. Rehw nkel .
10 EXAM NATI ON
11 BY MR REHW NKEL:
12 Q Yes. | would like to ask M. Menendez to turn
13 to page six, lines two through 12.
14 A O whi ch docunents, sir?
15 Q O your -- | want you to turn to your revised
16 testinony.
17 MR REHW NKEL: M. Chairman, if you could
18 give ne one second. | spoke to M. Bernier about
19 this, but 1've had a senior nonent and |I'mvery
20 senior at this tine.
21 M5. HELTON: Do you nean the corrected
22 proffered testinony?
23 MR, REHW NKEL: Yes.
24 CHAl RMAN FAY: That proffered for ne would
25 start on page seven. Does that help you at all?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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BY MR REHW NKEL:

2 Q Yes, | apologize. So | nmeant on |line seven --
3 | nmean, on page seven, |ines eight through 12, if you
4 coul d revi ew those.
5 A | have reviewed t hem
6 Q Ckay. You could review M. Kollen's -- the
7 portion of his testinony that was not stricken at pages
8 two and three, specifically the lines 19 on page two
9 t hrough four on page three.
10 A The sentence that begins ny testinony shoul d?
11 Q Yes, sir.
12 A |"ve reviewed those |ines.
13 Q Thank you. \Where you say that Msters Mara
14 and Kol len recognize in their anmended testinony, the
15 2021 settlenent agreenent elimnates any and all doubt
16 that DEF' s prograns are appropriately included in DEF' s
17 SPP 2023. Do you see that?
18 A | do.
19 Q Wul d you agree with ne in referring to M.
20 Kollen's testinony at the top of page three, that he
21 qualified his recognition of the effect of paragraph
22 four fromthe 2021 agreenent, that it only applies in
23 his opinion to the years 2023 and 2024, but not 20257
24 A | see that qualification in his testinony.
25 Q kay. Is it still your position that he's
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 agreed that these prograns should be included in SPP?

2 A It is nmy conclusion that consistent with

3 par agraph four of DEF s 2021, the 2022, which is not in

4 our current SPP, 2023 and 2024 are appropriately

5 included in the SPP and in the SPP CRC.

6 Q Ckay. Do you have a copy of the settl enent

7 agreenent from 20217

8 A Yes, sir, | believe |l do. | have it, sir.

9 Q s it your position that -- well, if I could
10 read you this paragraph four. It says the parties agree
11 that DEF has properly renoved all costs associated with
12 the stormprotection plan (SPP) fromthe costs included
13 in DEF's MFR' s attached hereto as Exhibit 1. D d || read
14 that right?

15 A Yes, sir. | believe so.

16 Q Wul d you agree that DEF's MFR s only cover

17 the years 2023 and 20247

18 A As part of this settlenent.

19 Q Okay. Thank you.

20 MR, REHW NKEL: Those are all the questions |
21 have. Thank you, M. Menendez.

22 CHAl RMAN FAY: Thank you. Any questions from
23 FI PUG Nucor ?

24 Al right. M. Bernier.

25 MR BERNIER No -- nothing further from ne,
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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2 CHAl RVAN FAY: W are -- we've entered 110.
3 You can now excuse your witness, if you'd |liKke.
4 MR, BERNI ER:  Thank you.
5 CHAI RMAN FAY: Thank you, M. Menendez.
6 THE WTNESS: Thank you, M. Chairman. Thank
7 you, Comm ssi oners.
8 (Wtness excused.)
9 CHAI RMAN FAY: All right. Conm ssioners, next
10 we will nove to TECO
11 MR. MEANS:. Thank you, M. Chairman. Tanpa
12 El ectric calls M. David A Pickles back to the
13 st and.
14 CHAI RMAN FAY: Wl conme back.
15 Wher eupon,
16 DAVI D A. PI CKLES
17 was recalled as a wtness, having been previously duly
18 sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
19 but the truth, was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
20 EXAM NATI ON
21 BY MR MEANS:
22 Q Good afternoon, M. Pickles.
23 A Good afternoon.
24 Q Were you previously sworn?
25 A Yes.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Q And do you understand that you're still under
2 oat h?
3 A | do.
4 Q Did you prepare and cause to be filed in this
5 docket on June 21st, 2022, a prepared rebuttal testinony
6 consi sting of 15 pages?
7 A Yes.
8 Q And in response to the Conm ssion's order
9 striking portions of OPC Wtness Kollen's testinony, did
10 you cause to be filed on this docket on August 2nd a
11 revi sed version of that rebuttal testinony?
12 A | did.
13 Q Do you have any corrections to your revised
14 rebuttal testinony?
15 A No, | do not.
16 Q If I were to ask you the questions contained
17 in your revised rebuttal testinony today, would your
18 answers be the sane?
19 A Yes, they woul d.
20 Q Thank you
21 MR MEANS: M. Chairnan, we'd ask that the
22 revised rebuttal testinony of M. Pickles be
23 entered into the record as though read.
24 CHAI RMAN FAY:  Show i nserted.
25 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal testinony of
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 David A. Pickles was inserted.)
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INTRODUCTION

Q.- Please state your name, address, occupation and employer.

A My name is David A. Pickles. My business address i1s 702

North Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602. 1 am employed
by Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric” or ‘“the
company’’) as Vice President of Electric Delivery and Asset

Management for Electric Delivery/Energy Supply.

Q- Are you the same David A. Pickles who filed direct

testimony iIn this proceeding?

A. Yes, | am.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1448

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the
deficiencies and misconceptions In the direct testimony
of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara, both of whom are

testifying on behalf of the Office of Public Counsel.

Do you have any general comments regarding the overall

direct testimony of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara?

Yes. The Office of Public Counsel’s witnhesses generally
make three recommendations to the Commission. First, they
suggest that the Commission should develop guidelines of
general applicability for all four investor-owned utility
Storm Protection Plans (“SPPs”). Second, they advocate for
the use of a traditional utility cost-benefit analysis in
evaluating SPP Programs and Projects. Third, they propose
exclusion of some of Tampa Electric’s SPP programs and
budget reductions for other programs. As | explain in my
testimony, the Commission should reject each of these
proposals as inconsistent with Section 366.96 of the
Florida Statutes (the “SPP Statute”) and because these
proposals lack a reasoned basis in the record for this

docket.
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I am confident that the company is managing the SPP program
in compliance with the statute and is committed to storm
hardening the system. These investments are made in full
support of reducing restoration costs and outage times
during extreme weather events. Mr. Kollen and Mr. Mara
essentially urge the adoption of arbitrary reductions that
lack any legitimate basis or foundation, and that appear to
be based on a desire simply to slow down the pace of
investments, which will Tfurther delay realization of

benefits from those future iInvestments.

REBUTTAL TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN:

Q-
|
|

Ao IEE————
|
|
|
|
-
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In addition to his proposal for universal specific

decision criteria, Mr. Kollen critiques the company’s

=)

ot include cost-benefit analysis as a ‘“threshold
decision criterion” and asserts that the company’s

5
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analysis results in “excessive dollar benefits.” He also
presents his own cost-benefit analysis on page 7 of his
testimony. Do you have any issues with his critiques and

his own cost-benefit assessment?

Yes, | have several issues. First, his assessment on
page 7 ignores the second benefit stream required by the
statute, the decrease in customer outages. HIis assessment
only reflects the decrease In storm restoration costs.
Major events impact Tampa Electric’s customers In terms
of the high cost to restore the system and significant
personal impact from being without electrical service for
extended periods of time. The statute is rightly customer
centric iIn the benefits requirements. Tampa Electric’s
SPP takes both of these benefit streams into consideration
and ensures each program and project is aligned to the

statute’s customer centric approach.

Second, on page 15 of his testimony, he incorrectly
asserts that Tampa Electric did not use a cost benefit
analysis to screen projects. Projects were prioritized
based on the highest resiliency benefit cost ratio, where
resilience benefits are the sum of the avoided restoration
costs and monetized avoided customer outages. Witness De
Stigter describes this approach on pages 11-12 of his
6
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REBUTTAL TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEVIN J. MARA:

Q.- On Page 6, line 19, Mr. Mara states that there are two

criteria that must be central

11

in each SPP program and
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project: (1) Reduce restoration costs, and (2) Reduce

outage times. Do you agree with this statement?

Yes, | do. All of Tampa Electric’s proposed SPP programs
and projects are designed to reduce restoration costs and

to reduce outage times.

On Page 7, line 4, Mr. Mara states that any program can
claim to reduce outage costs and outage time; however, the
program must be cost-effective for customers to benefit.
To summarize, the Rule require a two-prong test for
consideration of a program; reduction in outage costs and
reduction in outage time. Do you agree with this assessment

and summary?

As 1 stated before, | do agree that each SPP program and
project should reduce restoration costs and reduce outage
times. I do not, however, believe the distinction has
been made that these two benefits from each SPP program
and project fall iInto a strict two prong test. | also
disagree with what 1 believe i1s Mr. Mara’s perspective of
what i1s cost-effective. In short, 1 believe Mr. Kollen
and Mr. Mara view cost-effectiveness solely In terms of
whether the program pays for itself In terms of avoided
restoration costs. As | explained above, the SPP Statute

12
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is clearly taking a much larger view of the benefits to

the State as a whole.

On Page 13, Mr. Mara proposes to cut $570 million from
Tampa Electric’s Distribution Lateral Undergrounding
Program. Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s proposed limits to

this program?

No, I do not. Mr. Mara’s limits are arbitrary and should
be rejected. On page 26, Mr. Mara explains that his
proposed cuts to the lateral undergrounding program are
based only on his judgment that the proposed cut “better
balances the rate 1i1mpact of the spending with the
benefits.” The arbitrary nature of this reduction can be
seen 1In several ways. First, he does not identify
specific lateral undergrounding projects that he believes
should be excluded from the plan. Second, he does not
identify specific facts that reflect unique attributes of
the Tampa Electric system that would justify the cuts to
this program. Third, Mr. Mara fails to recognize that
while the company has filed a plan covering 10 years, the
Commission will have an opportunity to revisit the
company"s plan in three years when the company submits a
revised plan for review. To propose sweeping 10-year
reductions when the statute contemplates a three-year

13
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review seems arbitrary to me.

Also on page 13, Mr. Mara recommends cutting $217 million
from the Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening Program. Do

you agree with this proposed cut?

No, I do not. On page 21, Mr. Mara explains that he would
limit investment in the feeder strengthening component of
this program to the budget presented in the company’s
2020-2029 SPP. He does not offer any reasoning or
justification based on the company’s current SPP or the
record in this docket to support this cut. In my opinion

it is completely arbitrary.

Mr. Mara also proposes elimination of the automation
component of this Program. 1 agree with and support the
response to this proposal in the Rebuttal Testimony of

David L. Plusquellic.

On page 13 of his testimony, Mr. Mara proposes to exclude
the Substation and Transmission Access Programs entirely
on the grounds that they do not comply with Rule 25-6.030.

Do you agree with these cuts?

No, I do not. I agree with the points made by David L.
14
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Plusquellic in his Rebuttal Testimony on this topic.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.

15
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1 MR. MEANS: And we waive summary and tender

2 the witness for cross.

3 CHAI RMAN FAY: Great. M. Wessling, you're

4 recogni zed.

5 M5. WESSLI NG  Thank you, Chairman.

6 EXAM NATI ON

7 BY MS. WESSLI NG

8 Q Good afternoon, again

9 A Good afternoon.

10 Q | only have a few questions for you on this

11 porti on.

12 A Sure.

13 Q But if you could go ahead and turn to page 13
14 of your rebuttal testinony, please.

15 A Yes.

16 Q Ckay. | believe on lines 15 through 17, M.
17 Mara proposed reducing the spending for the distribution
18 | ateral undergrounding program And in your testinony,
19 you criticize M. Mara for not identifying specific

20 | ateral s that should be included -- or excluded fromthe
21 plan, is that correct?

22 A | would say that his recommendati ons were

23 quite arbitrary. It was just a proposed cut to the

24 total spend.

25 Q Al right. If the Conmm ssion were to agree
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Dana Reeves
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1 with M. Mara about his recommendation, though, should
2 it be TECOthat -- or shouldn't it be TECO that is the
3 one to decide which laterals to exclude?
4 A Yes, absolutely. It would be, yes.
5 Q kay. And in reference to your rebutta
6 testinony, again on page 13, |lines 20 through 23, you
7 stated that the SPP is a 10-year program and that the
8 Commi ssion wll have the opportunity to revisit the plan
9 in three years, correct?
10 A That's right.
11 Q I f the Conm ssion adopts M. Mara's
12 recommendati on, then in the three years the Comm ssion
13 could -- or in three years, the Conm ssion could agree
14 to increase the budget for the distribution |ateral
15 under groundi ng programif the Comm ssion believed that
16 the resiliency inprovenents fromthe undergroundi ng
17 program are better qualified at that tinme, correct?
18 A Yes, they would have that authority.
19 Q And as a whole, this 2023 -- or | don't know
20 if you refer to it as 2022 or --
21 A 2022 t hrough 2031.
22 Q Ckay. Tanmpa's plan that they filed in this
23 docket has changed in sone degrees since the 2020 pl an
24 that Tanpa filed, correct?
25 A Very mnimally, but slightly, yes.
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 Q It's adapted?
2 A Yes.
3 Q kay. So it's possible for this plan to
4 change, as well?
5 A It certainly could be recomended to be
6 changed, yes.
7 M5. WESSLING  Ckay. Nothing further at this
8 time for this section.
9 CHAI RMAN FAY: Thank you Ms. Wessling. FlIPUG
10 MR, MOYLE: No questions.
11 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ms. Eaton.
12 M5. EATON: No questions.
13 CHAI RMAN FAY: Staff.
14 MR IMG Staff has no questions.
15 CHAI RMAN FAY: Wth that, M. Means, redirect?
16 MR. MEANS: No redirect.
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Ckay. And no exhibits entered.
18 MR, MEANS: No exhibits.
19 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Means, we will recognize
20 you for the proffered testinony.
21 MR, MEANS:. Thank you, M. Chairman. |In
22 response to the Ofice of Public Counsel's proffer
23 of the prefiled direct testinmony of M. Kollen, we
24 woul d ask that the rebuttal testinony of M.
25 Pickles, originally filed on June 21st 2022, be
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting
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1 entered into the proffered record.
2 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ckay. Show that proffered.
3 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal proffered

4 testinony of David A Pickles was inserted.)
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INTRODUCTION

Q.- Please state your name, address, occupation and employer.

A My name is David A. Pickles. My business address i1s 702

North Franklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602. 1 am employed
by Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric” or ‘“the
company’’) as Vice President of Electric Delivery and Asset

Management for Electric Delivery/Energy Supply.

Q- Are you the same David A. Pickles who filed direct

testimony iIn this proceeding?

A. Yes, | am.
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the
deficiencies and misconceptions In the direct testimony
of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara, both of whom are

testifying on behalf of the Office of Public Counsel.

Do you have any general comments regarding the overall

direct testimony of Lane Kollen and Kevin J. Mara?

Yes. The Office of Public Counsel’s witnhesses generally
make three recommendations to the Commission. First, they
suggest that the Commission should develop guidelines of
general applicability for all four investor-owned utility
Storm Protection Plans (“SPPs”). Second, they advocate for
the use of a traditional utility cost-benefit analysis in
evaluating SPP Programs and Projects. Third, they propose
exclusion of some of Tampa Electric’s SPP programs and
budget reductions for other programs. As | explain in my
testimony, the Commission should reject each of these
proposals as inconsistent with Section 366.96 of the
Florida Statutes (the “SPP Statute”) and because these
proposals lack a reasoned basis in the record for this

docket.
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I am confident that the company is managing the SPP program
in compliance with the statute and is committed to storm
hardening the system. These investments are made in full
support of reducing restoration costs and outage times
during extreme weather events. Mr. Kollen and Mr. Mara
essentially urge the adoption of arbitrary reductions that
lack any legitimate basis or foundation, and that appear to
be based on a desire simply to slow down the pace of
investments, which will Tfurther delay realization of

benefits from those future investments.

REBUTTAL TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN:
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In addition to his proposal for universal specific
decision criteria, Mr. Kollen critiques the company’s
benefits assessment on page 15 by alleging that it does
not include cost-benefit analysis as a ‘“threshold
decision criterion” and asserts that the company’s

5
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analysis results in “excessive dollar benefits.” He also
presents his own cost-benefit analysis on page 7 of his
testimony. Do you have any issues with his critiques and

his own cost-benefit assessment?

Yes, | have several issues. First, his assessment on
page 7 ignores the second benefit stream required by the
statute, the decrease in customer outages. HIis assessment
only reflects the decrease In storm restoration costs.
Major events impact Tampa Electric’s customers In terms
of the high cost to restore the system and significant
personal impact from being without electrical service for
extended periods of time. The statute is rightly customer
centric iIn the benefits requirements. Tampa Electric’s
SPP takes both of these benefit streams into consideration
and ensures each program and project is aligned to the

statute’s customer centric approach.

Second, on page 15 of his testimony, he incorrectly
asserts that Tampa Electric did not use a cost benefit
analysis to screen projects. Projects were prioritized
based on the highest resiliency benefit cost ratio, where
resilience benefits are the sum of the avoided restoration
costs and monetized avoided customer outages. Witness De
Stigter describes this approach on pages 11-12 of his
6
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direct testimony.

T onti . < fi | i

ratio?

No, 1 do not The SPP Statute makes it clear that
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2020-2029 SPP _and in the company”s initial SPPCRC

iecti fili the C - | 1 »
ioulati I I hicl ired I

company to reduce the amount of costs charged tao the
_ I | TIT I I I _
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10
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Q.- On Page 6, line 19, Mr. Mara states that there are two

criteria that must be central

11

in each SPP program and
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project: (1) Reduce restoration costs, and (2) Reduce

outage times. Do you agree with this statement?

Yes, | do. All of Tampa Electric’s proposed SPP programs
and projects are designed to reduce restoration costs and

to reduce outage times.

On Page 7, line 4, Mr. Mara states that any program can
claim to reduce outage costs and outage time; however, the
program must be cost-effective for customers to benefit.
To summarize, the Rule require a two-prong test for
consideration of a program; reduction in outage costs and
reduction in outage time. Do you agree with this assessment

and summary?

As 1 stated before, | do agree that each SPP program and
project should reduce restoration costs and reduce outage
times. I do not, however, believe the distinction has
been made that these two benefits from each SPP program
and project fall iInto a strict two prong test. | also
disagree with what 1 believe i1s Mr. Mara’s perspective of
what i1s cost-effective. In short, 1 believe Mr. Kollen
and Mr. Mara view cost-effectiveness solely In terms of
whether the program pays for itself In terms of avoided
restoration costs. As | explained above, the SPP Statute

12
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is clearly taking a much larger view of the benefits to

the State as a whole.

On Page 13, Mr. Mara proposes to cut $570 million from
Tampa Electric’s Distribution Lateral Undergrounding
Program. Do you agree with Mr. Mara’s proposed limits to

this program?

No, I do not. Mr. Mara’s limits are arbitrary and should
be rejected. On page 26, Mr. Mara explains that his
proposed cuts to the lateral undergrounding program are
based only on his judgment that the proposed cut “better
balances the rate 1i1mpact of the spending with the
benefits.” The arbitrary nature of this reduction can be
seen 1In several ways. First, he does not identify
specific lateral undergrounding projects that he believes
should be excluded from the plan. Second, he does not
identify specific facts that reflect unique attributes of
the Tampa Electric system that would justify the cuts to
this program. Third, Mr. Mara fails to recognize that
while the company has filed a plan covering 10 years, the
Commission will have an opportunity to revisit the
company"s plan in three years when the company submits a
revised plan for review. To propose sweeping 10-year
reductions when the statute contemplates a three-year

13
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review seems arbitrary to me.

Also on page 13, Mr. Mara recommends cutting $217 million
from the Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening Program. Do

you agree with this proposed cut?

No, I do not. On page 21, Mr. Mara explains that he would
limit investment in the feeder strengthening component of
this program to the budget presented in the company’s
2020-2029 SPP. He does not offer any reasoning or
justification based on the company’s current SPP or the
record in this docket to support this cut. In my opinion

it is completely arbitrary.

Mr. Mara also proposes elimination of the automation
component of this Program. 1 agree with and support the
response to this proposal in the Rebuttal Testimony of

David L. Plusquellic.

On page 13 of his testimony, Mr. Mara proposes to exclude
the Substation and Transmission Access Programs entirely
on the grounds that they do not comply with Rule 25-6.030.

Do you agree with these cuts?

No, I do not. I agree with the points made by David L.
14
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Plusquellic in his Rebuttal Testimony on this topic.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.

15
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1 MR, MEANS: Thank you. And no sunmary on this
2 and we tender the wtness for cross.
3 CHAl RMAN FAY: Okay. Ms. Wessling, you're now
4 recogni zed.
5 M5. WESSLI NG  Thank you, again.
6 EXAM NATI ON
7 BY MS. WESSLI NG
8 Q If you could, within your stricken version of
9 your rebuttal testinony, could you turn to page nine,
10 pl ease?
11 A Yes.
12 Q Ckay. Starting with line 12, you state that
13 M. Kollen is incorrect when he said that the utilities
14 did not with limted exceptions explicitly include --
15 excl ude the costs presently recovered in base rates, or
16 expressly account for any avoi ded cost savings?
17 A That is correct.
18 Q You further cite to Tanpa Electric's recent
19 rate case where SPP CRC costs were renoved from your
20 base rates in the test year, correct?
21 A That's right.
22 Q Do you recall that M. Kollen referenced two
23 speci fic types of avoided costs currently recovered in
24 base rates, one of those being avoi ded depreciation
25 expense on plant that has retired due to SPP pl ant
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 i nvestnents, and the other being the avoi ded O&M

2 expenses due to the SPP plan investnents and SPP O8M
3 expenses?
4 A Not specifically. But, yes, | do recall that.
5 Q General | y?
6 A Ceneral ly, yes.
7 Q Ckay. In fact, in Tanpa Electric's filing to
8 estimate the SPP revenue requirenent, the conpany nakes
9 an adjustnent to renove depreciati on expense on pl ant
10 that is retired due to SPP plant investnents, correct?
11 A Can you repeat that question?
12 Q Sure. In Tanpa Electric's filing to estimate
13 the SPP revenue requirenent, the conpany makes an
14 adj ustnent to renove depreciation expense on plant that
15 is retired due to SPP plant investnent.
16 A | would ask that the wtness, Richard Latta,
17 answer that question.
18 Q Al right. Wen the SPP plant and SPP O&M
19 expense investnents are nmade, do you expect that that
20 will lead to a savings in annual O&M expense due to the
21 newer hardened transm ssion and distribution systens?
22 A W will continue to evaluate that. It is very
23 early in the program Unable to say specifically.
24 Q But those -- are you able to say that you do
25 expect savings in those areas fromthis hardeni ng?
112 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com
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1 A W will continue to evaluate. And, again,

2 can't say for sure if there will be or not, but if there
3 are we will certainly inplenent them
4 Q And base rates will remain in effect for Tanpa
5 Electric until the next base rate case, right?
6 A Correct.
7 Q And the base rates currently in effect are
8 based in part on the | evel of O&M expense in the test
9 year, correct?
10 A Yes.
11 Q So if there are savings, from O%M expense due
12 to the SPP programinvestnents, those savings won't be
13 passed along to custoners until the rates fromthe next
14 base rate case are authorized, correct?
15 A | believe so.
16 M5. WESSLING Ckay. Nothing further
17 CHAI RVAN FAY: Thank you. Nucor.
18 MR MATTHEIS: Not a part of this.
19 CHAI RMAN FAY: Ms. Eaton.
20 M5. EATON. No questions.
21 MR, MOYLE: FIPUG has no questi ons.
22 CHAl RMAN FAY: Ckay. Staff.
23 MR IMG Staff has no questions.
24 CHAI RMAN FAY:  Conmi ssioners? Any redirect?
25 MR. MEANS: No redirect, M. Chairman. W
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1 just ask that M. Pickles be excused.

2 CHAI RMAN FAY: M. Pickles, you are excused.
3 Travel safe.

4 THE WTNESS: Thank you.

5 (Wtness excused.)

6 (Transcript continues in sequence in Vol une

7 8.)
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