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1 PROCEEDI NG
2 (Transcript follows in sequence from

3  Volume 2.)

4 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM M. Sanchez, do you have
5 t hat docunent ?

6 THE W TNESS: Yes, | do.

7 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM  Ckay.

8 CONTI NUED EXAM NATI ON

9 BY MR LENOFF:

10 Q So, M. Sanchez, do you recogni ze this

11 docunent as one of the work papers you identified in

12 response to Sierra Club's Interrogatory Response No. 607
13 A Yes, | do.

14 Q And that interrogatory asked you to identify
15 any work papers that support or relate to any rebuttal

16 testinony filed in this proceeding, correct?

17 A Correct.
18 Q So, M. Sanchez, on the second sheet, in Cel
19 P41, the text states, quote -- or -- okay. The text

20 states, "From 2017 LFP80 NCP divi sion peak, which

21 corresponds to P50NCP above and in DBEC 000033, from

22 Kevi n Donal dson e-mail"; is that correct?

23 A l"'msorry. Could you --

24 Q Cell P41 on the second sheet.

25 A T41 [sic]. Correct.
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1 Q So -- okay. Just to nmake sure we're on the
2 sane page, the last three words in that -- or the |ast
3 four words in that text say, from Kevin Donal dson
4 e-mail. Are we |ooking at the sanme cell?
5 A Yes, it is.
6 Q Ckay. And the text in that cell refers to the
7 data imediately to the left of Cell P41, correct?
8 A | don't know if it refers exactly to that.
9 | -- | read the nunbers.
10 Q Okay. That -- that text refers to data that
11 I's presented in your work paper; is that correct?
12 A That is correct.
13 Q And is Kevin Donal dson one of the attorneys in
14 this case?
15 A Yes, he is.
16 Q And did M. Donal dson send you the e-mai
17 referenced in the worksheet after you submtted your
18 testi nony?
19 A To be honest with you, | really don't
20 remenber. And | really didn't focus on that part of the
21 cells.
22 Q Did you prepare this worksheet?
23 A No, | had -- other people prepared it for ne.
24 Q Were they under your supervision?
25 A Not directly.
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1 Q So, is this a work paper --
2 A Yes, it is.
3 Q -- that you produced -- that you -- this is a
4 work paper that you used?
5 A Yes, it is.
6 Q When was the first tine you saw this work
7 paper ?
8 A Soneti me around Decenber -- |ate Novenber,
9 early Decenber.
10 Q G ve nme one nonent.
11 And you -- in the FPL's declarations, in
12 response to Sierra Club's Interrogatory No. 60, you
13 certified this -- you -- you sponsored this response; is
14  that correct?
15 A That's correct. | sponsored the nunbers as
16 bei ng correct.
17 Q And so, you -- FPL has a |lot of data that you
18 could use for your analysis; is that correct?
19 A | woul d i magi ne, yes.
20 Q But you used the data that cane fromthe
21 attorneys; is that correct?
22 A | did -- well, if you're saying because it
23 says that, | guess you could infer it came fromthe
24 attorneys. | don't think the attorneys prepare what the
25 | oad forecast is.
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1 | think Wtness Fel dman, for exanple, prepares
2 the load forecast.

3 Q Right. But we established that this text

4 corresponds to the data that is in the work paper that

5 you used, right?

6 A Yes.

7 Q Ckay. Do FPL's attorneys typically provide

8 the data that you use for your anal ysis?

9 A No.

10 Q When -- oh. Was that the first tinme that you

11 received data fromthe attorneys for this case?

12 A | don't recall if it was the first tinme or --
13 Q So, it has happened before.

14 A It could have or it could have happened after.
15 Q And is there any nessage that goes along with

16 the data that is sent to you by the FPL attorneys?

17 A | don't understand what you nean by "nethod."
18 Q Message. Message.
19 A Message? | don't know, besides an e-mail with

20 t he attachnent.

21 Q Did you receive the e-mail ?
22 A | received it sone way. It m ght have been an
23 e-mail or it mght have been provided to ne. | don't

24 renenber.

25 Q Al'l right. So, when the data was received
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1 fromFPL's attorneys, was that the first tine that you

2 had seen the data?

3 A | don't renenber if it was the first tine |

4 had seen the data.

5 Q Ckay. So, you're -- thank you for that. Your
6 testinony enploys a P80 |oad forecast; is that correct?
7 A That is correct.

8 Q And the P80 | oad forecast that you used w |

9 result in a sumrer |oad forecast that is approximately
10 200 negawatts higher than the P50 | oad forecast; is that
11 correct?

12 A That's correct. As | nention in ny testinony,
13 the reason, from an operations perspective, that you use
14 a P80 is because you take into consideration the non-

15 coincidence of the | oad.

16 For exanple, it may be hotter in southeast

17 Florida than it may be in central or northern or western
18 Florida at a particular tine, due to the weather

19 pattern. So, we still have to serve |oad in southeast
20 Fl orida under that, you know, condition. So, therefore,

21 we use a P80.

22 That still nmeans that, 20 percent of the tine,

23 we may still be short, but it does provide, in essence,

24 not a margin, but it -- what it says is, 80 percent of

25 the tine, | amgoing to be at |east close to that |oad.
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1 Q When you say short, you nmean, have to curtail
2 | oad; is that correct?
3 A VWll, what it neans is that, when | plan,
4 operationally, | plan to serve at | east 80 percent of
5 the -- of the tine. It provides ne an additional margin
6 to ensure that | could provide service to custoners when
7 " m | ooki ng ahead.
8 Now, you've got to renenber --
9 Q That's --
10 A -- that --
11 Q That' s okay.
12 A Excuse ne, if | may. You've got to renmenber
13 that past, really, five to seven days, you really do not
14 have a weat her forecast, which is one of the main
15 drivers of the |oad.
16 So, what we do is we take statistical nunbers
17 provi ded by M. Feldman and, in essence, froma P50 --
18 Q | -- I think you' ve gone way beyond ny
19 question. So, I'mjust going to stop you --
20 A Oh, but if | could explain --
21 Q That' s okay.
22 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM M. -- M. Sanchez --
23 M. Sanchez --
24 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
25 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Over here.
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



433

1 THE WTNESS: [|'msorry.

2 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  When you' re asked a

3 question, our rules here, for the nost part, is to
4 answer yes or no, if you can. |If you don't

5 understand it, you can ask themto restate it or

6 you can restate it as you understood it, and then

7 give a brief one- or two-sentence explanation to

8 that yes or no.

9 Now, I'Il allow for you to editorialize as

10 | ong as you want, but sone attorneys do not want to
11 hear all that extra. So, it sounds |ike M. Lenoff
12 just wants you to answer yes or no or and then a
13 brief sunmmary on why it's a yes or no.

14 THE WTNESS: Thank you, Chairman.

15 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, M. Chairman.

16  BY MR LENOFF:
17 Q The P50 forecast is used in, quote, "resource

18 assessnents,” end quote, like that perfornmed by Dr. Sim
19 correct?

20 A That is correct, in the [ ong-term pl anni ng.

21 Q Ckay. And you considered tw different P80
22 forecasts for Broward County for your analysis in this

23 docket, correct?

24 A No, it was one P80.
25 Q Ckay. Based on that, M. Sanchez, | would
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1 | i ke you to refer back to the sanme docunent that we
2 mar ked as 68, Exhibit 68. So, this second sheet --
3 sticking wwth this second sheet -- includes data on,
4 anong other things, P80 |oad forecasts; is that correct?
5 A That is correct.
6 Q And on the second sheet, in Row 30, do you see
7 the heading "RAP | oad forecast summer non-coi nci dent
8 peaks- P80 (LAP)"?
9 A Yes, | do.
10 Q And underneath that heading, in Rows 41
11 through 43, you see |oad forecasts for Broward and
12 M am - Dade; is that correct?
13 A That is correct.
14 Q Okay. Thank you.
15 So, now, | would like you turn to the first
16 page in the exhibit -- also |ooks |ike a spreadsheet.
17 It's nore-zoonmed-in because it doesn't include the text
18 that we discussed before.
19 In Row 28, do you see the heading, "RAP |oad
20 forecast summer non-coi nci dent peaks-P80 (LAP)."
21 A That is correct.
22 Q And that's the sane headi ng as on the other
23 sheet, correct?
24 A That is correct.
25 Q And sticking wwth the first sheet, we, again,
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1 see |oad forecasts for Broward and M am -Dade, this tine
2 i n Rows 39 through 41, under the sane heading, correct?
3 A That is correct.
4 Q But the | oad forecasts for Broward and M am -
5 Dade on the first sheet are different fromthe | oad
6 forecasts on the second sheet, correct?
7 A That is correct.
8 Q Ckay. So, earlier you said that you did not
9 consider two different P80 | oad forecasts, and | just --
10 maybe 1'll give you a chance to correct your answer to
11  that because, based on -- you have two work papers that
12 you provided to us, and they have different nunbers for
13 the P80 | oad forecasts. So, would you like to correct
14  your answer from before?
15 A | believe the two different |oad forecasts --
16 one is P80 and subject -- maybe Dr. Simcan clarify
17 after. The one | used is an operational one relative to
18 weat her patterns, weather being the difference.
19 There's another P80 that's relative, |
20 bel i eve, to 80th-percent probability that the
21 forecast -- the long-term forecast could be off.
22 Q Ckay. Well, we can maybe get into that in a
23 noment, but why would Dr. Sim be able to explain your
24 work papers?
25 A Excuse ne. Could you an- -- ask that again?
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1 Q Wiy would Dr. Simbe able to explain your work
2 paper -- you told ne | could nmaybe ask Dr. Sim |I'm

3 aski ng about your work papers.

4 A | don't know if this was sponsored just by

5 nyself or by -- (exam ning docunent). |If you could,

6 give ne a second, please.

7 Q Sure.

8 MR DONALDSON: | -- | can actually help with
9 this. This was sponsored by Dr. Sim

10 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM  So, you're saying Dr. Sim
11 woul d be able to answer this question?

12 MR LENOFF: Can | -- can | --

13 VR, DONALDSON: That he was the -- he was the
14 declarant for Sierra Cub's Interrogatory No. 60.
15 So, he would be able to expl ain whatever forecasts
16 t hese are.

17 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM  So, Dr. Simis the one to --
18 that sponsored the answer to this interrogatory.
19 MR, DONALDSON: Yes, sir.

20 THE W TNESS: Thank you.

21 BY MR LENOCFF:
22 Q M. Sanchez, do you nornmally have ot her

23 W t nesses sponsor your own work papers?

24 A | normally don't testify.
25 (Laughter.)
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1 Q Nei t her do I.
2 MR, DONALDSON: Let nme -- let ne -- let nme --
3 Q Is this the first tinme that you're seeing this
4 first sheet of the work paper?
5 A Yes. | believe the second sheet --
6 MR, DONALDSON: | -- | apol ogi ze.
7 A | think --
8 MR. DONALDSON: | m sspoke. It was sponsored
9 by Dr. Simand M. Sanchez, just for clarity of the
10 record.
11 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Thank you.
12 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  kay. o ahead.
13 MR. LENOFF: Thanks.
14 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM | was going to say nove on,
15 but he just said it was both of them so continue.
16 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, M. Chairman. | have
17 only a few nore questions about this.
18 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Sure.
19 BY MR LENOFF:
20 Q |"mjust trying to understand why -- first
21 off, can -- can you explain to ne why the -- you gave ne
22 thi s expl anati on about one of them has weat her -
23 normal i zed and one of them does not; is that correct?
24 A Correct.
25 Q Ckay. The data in the second sheet is the
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data that you received from M. Kevin Donal dson;

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303

2 that's -- right? W established that.

3 A | guess it says that -- that it was by Kevin

4 Donal dson to -- | don't renenber if it was provided to

5 me by Kevin Donal dson.

6 Q And the data in the second sheet is the one

7 that you used for your analysis, correct?

8 A (Exam ni ng docunent.)

9 Q | --

10 A If I may check --

11 Q Yeah, | -- | nean --

12 A I"'mtrying to give you --

13 Q | --

14 A -- calculate the nunbers here to what | have
15 her e.

16 Q Ckay. Take your tine.

17 MR, DONALDSON: M. Chairman, for the sake
18 of --

19 A Correct

20 MR, DONALDSON: -- noving this along -- |

21 mean, | can certainly explain --

22 MR, LENOFF: M. -- that's --

23 MR, DONALDSON: -- where the docunent --

24 MR. LENOFF: The -- M. --

25 MR DONALDSON: I'm-- I'mat least talking to
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1 the Chairman right now.

2 MR LENOFF. Ckay.

3 MR. DONALDSON: So, if you give ne an

4 opportunity to --

5 MR, LENOFF: Sure.

6 MR. DONALDSON: And then you can respond --

7 where the source of the docunent cones from that

8 way it can provide sone clarity.

9 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM | think the question he's
10 asking right now -- and it seens to be a pretty

11 straightforward question, to nme -- was, of these
12 sheets, Sheets No. 2 and Sheets No. 3, which one
13 did you use for your calculation. And | think

14 he's --

15 MR, DONALDSON: Ckay. | thought there was a
16 guestion of whether the attorney is -- is creating
17 docunents or things of that nature. And | just

18 wanted to provide clarity on where the docunent --
19 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM Wl |, no, that's fine.

20 VR, DONALDSON:  Ckay.

21 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM | nean, that was -- | think
22 that was asked and answered. R ght now, he's just
23 trying to ask himthe question --

24 VR, DONALDSON: Ckay. Certainly.

25 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  -- what's on these two
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1 sheets he used.
2 MR. DONALDSON:. Ckay.
3 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
4 THE WTNESS: Correct. | apologize. | was
5 going to ny testinony. 10/22 -- correct.
6 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. And that's all the
7 guestions for this.
8 CHAl RVMAN GRAHAM  Ckay.
9 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
10 CHAI RVAN GRAHAM  OPC.
11 MR, LENOFF: Well, not -- not for this
12 Wi t ness.
13 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Oh.  Sorry.
14 MR, LENOFF: For this exhibit. Geat. Thank
15 you. Thank you. Yeah. Thank you, M. Chairman.
16 BY MR LENOFF:
17 Q Ckay. You are, M. Sanchez, unable to
18 identify any situations in which increased generation in
19 a particular area would have avoi ded the | oss of power
20 to custoners arising froma hurricane, correct?
21 A Hurri canes have caused a | ot of custoner
22  outages, SO --
23 Q ' m not - -
24 A |"'mtrying to understand what you're asking.
25 Q Ckay. So, I'll just restate the question.
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1 You are unable to identify any situations in which
2 I ncreased generation in a particular area would have
3 avoided the | oss of power to custoners arising froma
4 hurri cane; so, focusing on the increased generation in a
5 particul ar area.
6 A Rel ative to the 2004 and 2005 seasons and 2016
7 and '17 seasons, which were -- when | was involved in
8 this, | don't recall an instance where having additional
9 generation in this particular area would have resulted
10 I n, you know, additional custonmers being able to be
11 connect ed.
12 | guess, in 2004, 2005, the custoners were out
13 for -- you know, not because of the generation issues.
14 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. So, I'm-- M. Chairnman,
15 |'"'mnot sure | got a yes or a no answer to that
16 questi on.
17 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM | don't think he understood
18 t he questi on.
19 MR LENOFF. Ckay.
20 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  He was just trying to --
21 MR. LENOFF. Right.
22 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  -- understand the questi on
23 you asked.
24 BY MR LENOFF:
25 Q So, you are -- I'mgoing to ask it and just --
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1 you are unable to identify a situation in which
2 I ncreased generation in a particular area would have
3 avoided the | oss of power to custoners arising froma

4 hurri cane?

5 A That is correct. Historically, no, | cannot
6 identify one. | can identify a potential one,
7 historically, which was Hurricane Mtchell [ast year --

8 or actually in 2016. Potentially, it could have cone up
9 in through -- the -- the forecast was it was going to

10 cone into Pal m Beach County and continue north along the
11  coast.

12 W had a -- a legitimate concern that, at that
13 poi nt, Dade and Broward County woul d have been

14 unscat hed, practically. And the resources north of

15 Broward County and transm ssion lines north of Broward
16  County woul d have been -- could have been damaged and we
17  woul d have had chall enges bringing in additional power
18 to Dade and Broward County.

19 Q Ckay. So, that is not an instance where

20 I ncreased generation in a particular area would have

21 avoided the | oss of power to custoners arising froma

22 Hurri cane, correct?

23 A That's correct. It was a risk.

24 Q kay. So, in your testinony, at Page 5, you

25 conclude that, quote, "Constructing and Comm ssi oni ng
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1 the DBEC Unit 7 within this four-year schedule mnim zes
2 the operational risk to the FPL systemin providing
3 reliable service to custoners in M am -Dade and Broward

4 Counties, (the southeastern-Florida region), one of the

5 | argest netropolitan areas in the U S.," end quote,

6 correct?

7 A That's correct.

8 Q And that is a concl usion about projected

9 regional reliability, correct?

10 A Correct.

11 Q I n your testinony, you refer to, quote, "area
12 reliability margin," end quote, yes?

13 A That is correct.

14 Q And for purposes of your testinony, the

15 rel evant, quote, "area," end quote is southeast Florida,

16  yes?
17 A Yes, that is correct.
18 Q And at your deposition, you and Ms. Kapl an

19 di scussed how to calcul ate the projected area

20 reliability margin for southeast Florida, yes?

21 A Yes, that is correct.

22 Q And you said that the calculation starts with
23 the sumof the projected generation within the area and
24 the projected transm ssion inport capability into the

25 area, correct?
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1 A That is the inport -- that is as |oad-serving
2 capability; that is not the margin.
3 Q That's the -- but the cal culation begins with
4 t hat .
5 A Correct.
6 Q And then, fromthat -- fromthat sum FPL's
7 projected | oad-serving obligations in the relevant area
8 must be subtract ed.
9 A That is correct.
10 Q And that results in the area reliability
11 mar gi n?
12 A Yes, that's correct.
13 Q So, as applied to southeast Florida, the
14 cal cul ation requires the sumof projected generation in
15 sout heast Florida, the projected transm ssion capacity
16 I nto sout heast Florida, and FPL's projected | oad
17 obligations in southeast Florida, correct?
18 A That's correct.
19 Q And using that cal culation, you reached your
20 concl usi on about projected regional reliability,
21 correct?
22 A That is correct.
23 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. So, | would like you to
24 pl ease refer to the foll ow ng excerpt from
25 Dr. Sims Decenber 4th, deposition.
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1 And M. Chairman, | would like to mark this as

2 Exhi bit No. 69.

3 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM  Ckay. |'Ill do that, but |

4 t hought you said earlier no nore math.

5 MR. LENOFF:. | hope not.

6 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Ckay.

7 MR. DONALDSON: Well --

8 MR. LENOFF. Thank you, M. Chairnan.

9 MR, DONALDSON: Can -- can | at |east object
10 to the use of another individual's deposition for
11 this witness? | don't know how you use soneone

12 el se's deposition, unless he's trying to use it for
13 pur poses of inpeachnent or things of that nature.
14 It's not his testinony.

15 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM | -- | note your objection.
16 Let's see where he -- the question he's asked, and
17 we can continue fromthere.

18 MR. DONALDSON: Just at |east wanted to get ny
19 prelimnary objection out.

20 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  No, | understand. |

21 under st and what you're doing.

22 MR DONALDSON:  Yes.

23 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM  kay. So, this is going to
24 be No. 69, and deposition of Dr. Sim Decenber 4th,
25 2017.
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1 MR, LENOFF: Yes, sir.

2 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 69 was marked for

3 i dentification.)

4 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM M. Sanchez, do you have a
5 copy of this?

6 THE WTNESS: Yes, | do, Chairnman.

7 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM M. Lenoff.

8 MR. LENOFF. Thank you, M. Chairnan.

9 BY MR LENCFF:

10 Q So; M -Sanchez;—ptease-confirm-that—the

11  transcript—states the foltowng, fromPage 21, Lines 20
12 to-25,-toPage-22;-tines-1-through-4.

13 Quest-i-on,--"-So;--for--exanple,--the -fact-that,--i-n
14 t-hi-s-document---we--j-ust--i-denti-f-i-ed--t-hat---t-he-non--

15  coinci-dent—peak-i-n-Sout-h-Fl-ori-da-in-2025-is-projected-to
16  be;--subj-ect--to--check;---10,875--negawatt-s--

17 “You'-t+-e-sayi-ng-t-hat-—-it-wout-d-be-i-nappropri-ate
18 t-o-conpare--that--to-the-total--availabl-e-transm-ssi-on

19 capaci-ty--and-gener-at-i-on--capaci-t-y--i-n-Sout-heast---Flori-da-in
20 2025?"

21 Answer---—*--t---woeul-d--be-i-nappr-opfi-at-e-i-f--one--were
22 tryi-ng-to-reach-a-conchust-on-regardi-ng--proj-ected

23 regi-onal-—reli-abitity:"

24 MR, DONALDSON: So, I"'mgoing to object to
25 Sierra Cub's attorney reading the deposition
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1 transcript of another witness into the record.

2 It's actually hearsay. It's not his sworn
3 statenment. And he hasn't laid the foundation of
4 whet her or not M. Sanchez has even read Dr. Sims
5 Decenber 4th deposition transcript. So, those are
6 t he obj ecti ons.
7 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM  Let ne find out what his
8 guestion is -- and we may strike this, but | want
9 to find out what his question is --
10 VR, DONALDSON:  Yeah.
11 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM -- to M. Sanchez.
12 MR, DONALDSON: Yeah, he asked if he can
13 confirmthat that's what it says.
14 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Yes, but --
15 VR, DONALDSON:  Ckay.
16 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  |'s there anot her question
17 other than if can he confirmwhat you just read?
18 MR. LENOFF: | have maybe one nore question
19 af terwards.
20 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Let's find out what that
21 guestion is.
22 MR LENOFF:. M. Chairman, | wll, you know --
23 assum ng that | can get the answer to the
24 confirmation that this is what the transcri pt
25 says --
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1 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM Wl |, we can allow Dr. Sim

2 to do that.
3 MR, DONALDSON: Right. And the -- and the OEP
4 said that if they were going to be utilizing page
5 and |ines of deposition transcripts, they woul d
6 certainly do that in advance of the deposition --
7 i n advance of the hearing. And that hasn't been
8 done in this particular case, unless it was going
9 to be used for purposes of inpeachnent.
10 MR. LENOFF. M. --
11 MR. DONALDSON: That's the reason why | noved
12 to strike this series of questions regarding
13 Dr. Sims deposition transcript as an exhibit,
14 whi ch is 6C.
15 MR, LENOFF: M. Chairman --
16 MR. DONALDSON: | --
17 MR, LENOFF: | amspecifically trying to use
18 this for inpeachnent. This -- this goes to the
19 credibility of M. Sanchez because Dr. Simis
20 saying that this is not a proper way to reach a
21 conclusion, and M. Sanchez earlier confirned to ne
22 that this is how he reached his concl usion.
23 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM Wl |, let's back up. [|I'm
24 going to strike this -- what you just said, reading
25 that in. Now, if you just want to ask M. Sanchez
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1 this question to find out what his answer is,

2 that's a different story. And he can tell you he
3 can answer that or not answer.

4 What you're doing is going back, specifically,
5 to Dr. Sanchez's [sic] question. And you -- if you
6 want to bring Dr. Sanchez's deposition into the

7 record, then that's what you've got to do with

8 Sanchez. |If you want to ask hima specific

9 guestion -- and you can ask himthe sane question.
10 MR. DONALDSON: And -- and just -- this is

11 just Dr. -- this is M. Sanchez. He's using

12 Dr. Sims --

13 MR, LENOFF: Dr. Sim

14 MR, DONALDSON: -- deposition. Yes.

15 It's inproper inpeachnent.

16 MR, LENOFF: Can | just -- just for

17 clarification -- I'"msorry, M. Chairmn.

18 (Di scussion off the record.)

19 BY MR LENOFF:

20 Q Ckay. So, M. Sanchez, you see on Lines 20 --
21 or Page 21, Lines 20 to 25, to Page 22, Lines 1 through
22 4, there is a question and an answer.

23 A That is correct.

24 Q Do -- do you agree with the answer given by
25 Dr. SinP

Premier Reporting
114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303

(850) 894-0828 Reported

by: Andrea Komaridis
premier-reporting.com



450

1 MR. DONALDSON: Again, I'mgoing to object to
2 himutilizing the deposition transcript as a neans
3 of inproper inpeachnent. If he -- like the Chair
4 says, if he wants to ask the question, he can
5 certainly ask the question, but he's asking himto
6 agree with another w tness' deposition transcript.
7 That's i nproper inpeachnent.
8 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM | agr ee.
9 What you can do is ask this question that was
10 asked in this deposition and allow himto answer
11 it, if he can answer it.
12 MR, LENOFF. Ckay.
13 BY MR LENOFF:
14 Q Is it -- M. Sanchez, is it appropriate to
15 reach a concl usion regardi ng projected regional
16 reliability using a non-coincident peak avail able --
17 total available transm ssion capacity and generation
18 capacity, in southeast Florida?
19 A Yes, it is.
20 MR, LENOFF: And just to clarify, | can't ask
21 himif that conflicts with -- can | ask himif that
22 conflicts wwth Dr. Sinls answer?
23 MR. DONALDSON: No, that's inproper
24 I npeachnent .
25 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Mary Anne?
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1 M5. HELTON: Can | have one second, please?

2 CHAI RVAN GRAHAM  Sur e.
3 M5. HELTON: | -- I told Ms. G bula she should
4 go hone and now I'mw shing | had not done that.
5 Just a second.
6 (Laughter.)
7 CHAl RMAN GRAHAM  Ckay.
8 M5. HELTON: Maybe there's a different way to
9 | ook at this. Are you trying to inpeach
10 M. Sanchez or are you trying to inpeach M. --
11 Dr. Sin? If you think Dr. Simgave the wong
12 answer, perhaps you should ask Dr. Simthat
13 guestion when you're cross-examning him-- or
14 whoever for Sierra d ub.
15 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, Mary Anne. | am
16 trying to i npeach M. Sanchez because it's
17 M. Sanchez whose area reliability margin is
18 cal cul ated using the sane inputs that Dr. Sim says
19 IS inappropriate to reach a conclusion -- used, you
20 know.
21 M5. HELTON: Well, it seens to ne that maybe
22 there is a disagreenment here. M. Sanchez has
23 given you his answer to the question. So, |'m not
24 sure if you have sonething further to ask him or
25 maybe we shoul d nove on.
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1 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. | wll nove on.

2 Thank you for the clarification.

3 BY MR LENOFF:

4 Q M. Sanchez, you reviewed FPL's ten-year site
5 pl ans before they are finalized and after they are

6 finalized, correct?

7 A That is correct.

8 Q And you are not aware of FPL ever using the

9 term"area reliability margin" in its ten-year site

10 pl ans, correct?

11 A That is correct.

12 Q And you're also not aware of this Conmm ssion
13 approving any use of that term correct?

14 A That is correct.

15 Q But you have used the term"area reliability
16 mar gi n" during the past ten years, correct?

17 A | have used it, yes.

18 Q And you used the term"area reliability

19 mar gi n" when you were director of transm ssion planning,

20 t hen, correct?

21 A | believe | may have, yes.

22 Q Did you -- do you recall testifying that you

23 did?

24 A | may have. | spent three hours in a

25 deposition. |I'mpretty used -- I'"'m-- |'ve used this
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1 term probably in the past -- yes, dozen years.
2 Q Ckay. And during which tine you were the

3 director of transm ssion planning.

4 A 2006 t hrough 20009.

5 Q kay. So, that is --

6 A Yes.

7 Q -- Within the last 12 years.

8 And where is that use docunented?

9 A | don't renenber where it's docunent ed.

10 Q Is it -- do you believe it's docunented?

11 A It may still be. |It's been alnost ten years.
12 Q But -- and you have -- you continue to nonitor

13 the area reliability margin in southeast Florida today,
14 correct?

15 A Yes, | have to. | have to worry about how

16 much margi n we have, not just today, tonorrow, a week
17  fromnow, a nonth fromnow, a year fromnow | also

18 have to worry, in 2022, how nmuch margin are we going to
19 have because | have to live with this.

20 If I still have the pleasure of working in ny
21 position, | have to deal with this risk. So, | need to
22 be aware of how nuch margi n we have.

23 Q Ckay. And currently, the area reliability

24 margin is okay; is that correct?

25 A Currently, it is adequate. It's going to
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1 becone nore adequate when the CSQ |ine cones in,

2 Cor bett-Sugar-Quarry |ine.

3 Q Ckay. But you do not believe that an area
4 reliability margin in southeastern Florida of 1,691

5 nmegawatts in '22 is acceptable -- 2022 is acceptable
6 because it's too low, is that correct?

7 A l"mtrying to verify your nunber (exam ning
8 docunent). That is correct.

9 Q Do you know what the current area reliab- --

10 area reliability margin in southeast Florida is?

11 A Yes, | do.
12 Q s it below 1,691 negawatts?
13 A One second, please. For 2018, we are

14  forecasting to have 1,968 negawatts, al nost 2,000

15 nmegawatts.

16 Q So, |'m asking, for 2000- -- not a forecast,
17 but 2017 -- do you know what that nunber is?

18 A The actual turned out to be 1,244 nmegawatts.
19 It was projected to be 1,500 negawatts. The | oad was

20 hi gher than we projected it to be.

21 MR, LENOFF: Al right. Can | use an exhibit,

22 M. Chairman, that was handed out earlier? It's

23 staff's --

24 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM 617

25 MR, LENOFF. If you -- if -- yes,
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1 M . Chai r man.

2 BY MR LENOFF:

3 Q You have this in front of you --

4 A Yes, | do.

5 Q -- M. Sanchez?

6 And that 1,244 nunber that you just gave ne --

7 1,244 for 2017 is the sane nunber that | see in the

8 second colum to the right of 20177?

9 A Yes, it is.

10 Q And under F- -- FPL's proposed plan in this
11 proceeding is what's | abeled "FPL Plan 2"; is that

12 correct?

13 A That is correct.

14 Q And we see, for 2017, under that plan, the

15 area reliability margin is 1,501 negawatts?

16 A That is correct.

17 Q Ckay. And both of those are below the figure
18 1,691 negawatts for 2022 that you just testified is not

19 acceptable because it is too low, is that right?

20 A That is correct.

21 Q Ckay. So, an area -- would you |like to change

22 your answer about today, the -- the area reliability

23 margin currently being not -- unacceptabl e?

24 A No, | would not.

25 Q kay. So, an area reliability margin of
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1 3,254 negawatts in 2022 is the nagnitude that you
2 consider sufficient for southeast Florida, correct?
3 A It's much-nore robust than it -- what it is
4 today --
5 Q So, is that --
6 A -- but --
7 Q s that -- do you consider 3,254 negawatts in
8 2022 to be the magnitude that is sufficient for
9 southeast Florida?
10 A That is the magnitude that woul d be avail abl e
11 in 2022 with the Dania Beach Energy Center going in
12 servi ce because you get both the benefit of a 1200-
13 megawatt unit comng in, plus the additional inport
14 capability that it results in 400 negawatts. So,
15 really, you get --
16 Q kay. M. --
17 A -- 1600 negawatts --
18 Q M. Sanchez, that's -- that's -- do you --
19 that is -- did you testify in your rebuttal testinony,
20 on Page 13, fromLines 13 to 16, that an area
21 reliability margin of 3,254 negawatts in 2022 is the
22 magni tude that you consider sufficient for southeast
23 Fl ori da?
24 A That is correct.
25 Q Ckay. And FPL's service obligations in
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1 2022 --

2 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM M. Lenoff, can you pul

3 that mc a little closer? Thank you.

4 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, M. Chairman.

5 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM | know it's getting hard for
6 me to hear. And |I'msure the court reporter is

7 trying to hear you and type.

8 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, M. Chairman.

9 BY MR LENOFF:
10 Q FPL's service obligations in 2022 are

11 forecasted to be approxinmately 10, 789 negawatts, right?

12 A That is correct.

13 Q And as | calculate it, an area reliability
14 margi n of 3,254 nmegawatts -- and | apol ogi ze,

15 M. Chairman, for just alittle bit nore math -- as |

16 calculated, an area reliability margin of

17 3,254 negawatts in 2022 neans that you're calling for a
18 margin that is 30-percent above FPL's projected service
19 obl i gations, correct?

20 A The margin that results is 3,254. |[|'m not

21 calling for a margin. Wat happens is, when you add

22 Dani a Beach Energy Center, it automatically gives you a
23  junp of 1600 negawatts, both the 1200 negawatts of Dania
24 Beach Energy Center plus an additional inport-capability

25 benefit of 400 negawatts. That's a junp that you get
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1 initially.
2 But as the years go by and the | oad continues
3 to increase, you can see that that goes down. So, yes,
4 the nunber initially is the 3,254, but you could see
5 that that nunber goes down as the |oad continues to
6 | ncrease.
7 Q Ckay. |I'mpositive that that was not
8 responsive to nmy question. So, I'mjust going to ask it
9 agai n.
10 As | calculate it, an area reliability margin
11 of 3,254 negawatts neans that the margin you are calling
12 for that you believe is sufficient is 30-percent above
13 FPL's projected service obligations in 2022; is that
14 correct?
15 A It's 30-percent above -- approxinately
16 30- percent above the | oad obligation in 2022, yes.
17 Q Yeah, | -- do you have any reason --
18 A | believe that's sufficient, yes.
19 Q Do -- do you have any reason to doubt that the
20 preci se nunber is 30.2 percent?
21 A Based on your cal cul ation, subject to your
22 cal cul ati on.
23 Q Ckay. Wuuld a 25-percent area reliability
24 margi n in southeast Florida be good enough?
25 A |'"'mnot here to set a reliability margin. |
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1 can't tell you what the reliability margi n shoul d be,

2 but | could tell you that it should be | arge enough to
3 certainly cover the |largest unit because a unit could

4 break, easily, for a week or two weeks in the sunmer.

5 And, for a mpjor netropolitan area, you should be able
6 to at |east absorb another contingency.

7 Actually, if you read the NERC reliability

8 standards, the planning standards under the TPLOO1, it
9 actually discusses that. The preferred pl anning

10 criteria is that you should be able to absorb one

11 conti ngency, prepare for the other one, and continue to
12 serve your firmcustoners even for the next contingency.

13 That's the preference.

14 Q Ckay.
15 A Wen we tal k -- excuse ne.
16 Q That's -- that's okay. That's -- all | asked

17 was, Is a margin of 25 percent good enough, so --

18 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM M. Sanchez, you'll get --
19 you' |l get your opportunity to add on to that for
20 re- -- during redirect. |'msure your attorney
21 right nowis witing that down for you.

22 THE WTNESS: ay. Thank you, sir.

23 BY MR LENOCFF:
24 Q So, would you like nme to just try again?

25 Wuld a 25-percent area reliability margin be
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1 sufficient?

2 A " mthinking of the nunber 2500 negawatts.
3 It would cover the two |argest units in southeast

4 Fl ori da.

5 Q Ckay. Wuuld a --

6 A That range woul d be sufficient.

7 Q Wul d a 20-percent margin be sufficient?

8 A | don't know. You would have to consider in
9 the future. Renenber, we're tal king about the future.
10 So, you're worried about what resources do you have in
11 the future, what risk profile do you have, the custoner

12 profile that you have -- considering it's one of the

13 | argest netropolitan areas in the country.

14 Remenber, you're a hundred negawatts short --
15 you're tal king about 20,000 custoners here at risk.

16 Q kay. So --

17 A It's not two or three.

18 Q So, you just -- you answered 25 percent could
19 be good enough, but then, when | got to 20 percent, you
20 couldn't give nme an answer.

21 A | -- it's in that range, in the 20,

22 25 percent, at | east.

23 Q Have you cal cul ated what woul d be sufficient?
24 A | am-- at least in ny mnd, what |'m doing
25 right nowis |I'm saying we have about 11,000 negawatts
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114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303

1 of requirenents in that area. About 20 percent of that
2 I s about 2,200, 20- -- 2300 nmegawatts. Your |argest two
3 units are about -- approxinmately that nuch. So,
4 sonewhere in that range and above.
5 Q So, have you previously cal cul ated what woul d
6 be sufficient?
7 A Yes, | have.
8 Q And where woul d that be docunent ed?
9 A Qperationally, it -- there's not a
10 docunentation -- anything that docunents it. | nean,
11 we're looking at could we --
12 Q But so, thisis -- thisis --
13 MR, DONALDSON: Can -- can he at |east finish
14 his answer? He was in the mddle of answering a
15 guestion. Thank you.
16 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM M. Sanchez, you can
17 continue that thought.
18 THE WTNESS: If | may add, we answered in
19 interrogatory that -- | think, asked that
20 question -- and we had the data for '15 and -- or
21 "16 and '17, or '15 and '16. And we provided that.
22 And if you go to Interrogatory -- | believe it
23 was staff -- (exam ning docunent) -- staff fourth
24 set, Interrogatory No. 75, for 2016, it was 2,541;
25 for 2017, it was 1, 244.
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BY MR LENOFF:

2 Q And what was it for 20147
3 A For 2014, we didn't have all the data. W
4 couldn't -- we didn't feel certain about the cal culation
5 of the nunber.
6 Q So, you don't know -- your area of reli- --
7 you don't know what the area reliability margin was for
8 southeast Florida during 2014?
9 A Historically, we couldn't recreate it and feel
10 confident that we had the right nunber.
11 Q Ckay. So, even though these -- this
12 calculation is supposed to be very inportant for
13 operations, you don't know where it's docunented, if
14 It's docunented, and you don't have data fromthe past;
15 Is that correct?
16 A We're worried about prospectively going
17 forward, not about what the historical was. So, there's
18 a lot of things going inter- -- into play here. For
19 exanple, we were -- such as upgrades and transm ssion
20 facilities -- for exanple, we upgraded lines into
21 Broward County. W added |arger transforners. W
22 retired and added new generation at Port Evergl ades,
23  Turkey Point 1 and 2, and new CTs, and at Lauderdal e.
24 So, there was lots of puts and takes
25 throughout this period that, you know, certainly, we did
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1 analyze up front and nmake sure that -- to nake sure that
2 we could operate reliably, but it's not sonething that
3 we can keep historically in operation.
4 Renmenber, system operations, we're worried
5 about really one second ahead, up to about a year,
6 year-and-a-half ahead. So, it's not sonething we woul d
7 keep and say, well, okay, we've got to keep this
8 historically or anything Iike that.
9 Q Where -- was that anal ysis docunented that you
10  just discussed?
11 A W can't find where we specifically kept --
12 and we saw how nmuch margin we had for that year.
13 Q Did you docunent it?
14 A It was cal cul ated at sone point. W did not
15 have it avail abl e.
16 Q Was this a calculation that was done in your
17 head, based on experience, or was this sonething that
18 was docunented on a piece of paper sonewhere?
19 A It woul d have been both. You -- you' ve got --
20  you know, we've got -- as operators, we need to be
21  concerned about where we're going to be operating in the
22 future, whether it's 2022 or it's 2018, in the sunmer.
23 One of the things for southeast Florida that
24 we've got to keep is how nmuch -- what's our obligation
25 that we expect a forecast for this sumer, what is --
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1 Q M. Sanchez, ny question was whether this
2 sonet hing that was on a piece of paper. So, if you
3 would like to tal k about --
4 A It may have. We couldn't find it and we
5 couldn't confirmthat the nunber we provided was a
6 correct nunber.
7 Q Ckay. Has FPL ever calculated or presented to
8 the Public Service Comm ssion what it believes the
9 mnimum area reliability margin should be?
10 A | don't believe so.
11 Q Your testinony discusses the reliability risk
12 of losing a |large generating unit. And | believe you
13 just nentioned it, you know, a nonent ago, as well,
14  right?
15 A That is correct.
16 Q Yet, FPL is advocating for permssion to build
17 a generating unit wth alnost 1200 negawatts; is that
18 correct?
19 A That is correct.
20 Q And that would be one of the | argest
21 generating units on the FPL's systenf
22 A It would be a | arge one, but not one of the
23 | ar gest .
24 Q Ckay. And at your deposition, you testified
25 that FPL should put DBEC in service as quickly as
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



465

1 possible; is that correct?
2 A That is correct.
3 Q And further, you testified that, in |ate 2016,
4 early 2017, you gave Dr. Simthe guidance to put DBEC in
5 service as quickly as possible, correct?
6 A That is correct.
7 Q And you gave the gui dance on a phone call?
8 A Yes, | believe so.
9 Q Did you acconpany that phone call wth a
10 menor andunf
11 A Typically, we'll discuss stuff and we don't
12 codify it in nmenorandum Steve and | have worked
13 together -- Dr. Simand | have worked together for many
14  years.
15 Q Did you docunent the phone call?
16 A No, | did not.
17 Q Do you know how many phone calls there were?
18 A There were probably nmultiple phone calls. |
19 do renenber the conversation of, you know, |ooking at
20 Lauderdal e, and, you know, we'd have to go ahead and do
21 a denolition. And ny response was, that's great. It's
22 a much-larger unit, nmuch-nore efficient. W need to get
23 It back in place as soon as we can.
24 Q Ckay. So, you don't know how nmany phone
25 calls, which was ny question; is that --
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A No, | don't.

2 Q And we're tal king about, right now, the -- an
3 I nput into resource planning that affected the way
4 those -- that resource -- the resource plans were drawn
5 up and anal yzed, correct?
6 A That is correct.
7 Q And you -- did you call Dr. Simor did he cal
8 you?
9 A | believe Dr. Simcalled ne.
10 Q And did you -- you did not consult any
11 docunents at the tine that you gave Dr. Simthe gui dance
12 by phone call; is that correct?
13 A That is correct.
14 Q You didn't even generate any docunents in
15 provi ding your guidance; is that correct?
16 A That's correct.
17 Q And in your experience, is it FPL's nornal
18 course of business to rely on guidance in resource
19 pl anni ng from peopl e who do not refer to docunents or
20 produce docunents?
21 MR, DONALDSON: |I'mgoing to object. That's
22 argunent ati ve.
23 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM | agr ee.
24 BY MR LENOFF:
25 Q Ckay. Your colleague, Dr. Sim has testified
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1 regarding two resource plans, which would delay both the
2 retirenment of Lauderdale units and the in-service date

3 of DBEC, correct?

4 A That is correct.

5 Q And have you been in the hearing room

6 throughout the day today?

7 A For the -- for Dr. Hausman's testinony, yes.

8 Q So, you were not here for Dr. Simis testinony?
9 A | was not here.

10 Q Ckay. Are you aware that Comm ssioners Brown
11  and Cdark asked questions about the -- these delay plans

12 fromFPL, which would delay both the retirenent of the
13 Lauderdal e units and the retirenent of -- del ay

14 retirenment of the Lauderdale units and del ay the

15 I n-service date of DBEC?

16 A Yes, | amaware of that. | was hearing the

17 testi nony, though, but | was not here.

18 Q Oh, you were watching it.

19 A Yes.

20 Q Ni ce. Thanks.

21 And one of these plans is referred to as

22 Plan 4, in which the retirenent of the Lauderdale units
23 woul d be delayed to 2019, and the in-service date of
24 DBEC woul d be del ayed to 2023, correct?

25 A That's correct.
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1 Q So, conpared to the project proposed by FPL
2 known as Plan 2, Plan 4 includes a one-year delay in the
3 retirement of the Lauderdale units and the in-service
4 date of DBEC, correct?
5 A That's correct.
6 Q And the other plan, Plan 5, would retire
7 Lauderdal e units in 2020 and put DBEC in service in
8 2024, correct?
9 A That's correct.
10 Q So, conpared to the project proposed by FPL,
11 Plan 5 includes a two-year delay in both the retirenent
12 of Lauderdale units and the in-service date of DBEC,
13 correct?
14 A That is correct.
15 Q And you provided input into Plans 4 and 5 as
16 they were being discussed or devel oped, correct?
17 A No, | provided input relative to Dania Beach
18 Energy Center being placed in service as soon as
19 practi cabl e.
20 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. So, | would like to use an
21 exhi bit, based on that, M. Chairman --
22 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Sure.
23 MR, LENOFF: -- from M. Sanchez's own
24 deposi ti on.
25 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM We will give this one a
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1 nunber of 70.

2 MR. LENOFF. Thank you, M. Chairnan.

3 THE WTNESS: Thank you.

4 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  We wil | call this deposition
5 of Sanchez, January 8th, 2018, Page 60.

6 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 70 was marked for

7 i dentification.)

8 BY MR LENOFF:

9 Q M. Sanchez, you have in front of you Page 60
10 of your deposition transcript?

11 A Yes, | do.

12 Q And do you recall the discussion that is

13 stated on this page?

14 A Yes, | do.
15 Q Ckay. And have you signed as -- have you
16 confirnmed the accuracy of this -- of this -- of the

17 words that are on this page?

18 A No, | -- they nust be accurate if that's

19 what -- they were recorded.

20 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. And if we |l ook at Lines 4

21 through 11 -- | nean, if FPL's counsel doesn't have

22 any objection, I'mgoing to read the statenents.

23 MR, DONALDSON: Well, I'mgoing to object

24 because that -- what you see on Line 4 was not what

25 was asked at the hearing. So, it's inproper
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1 I npeachnent .

2 MR. LENOFF. | believe ny question to
3 M. Sanchez that | just asked was: You provided
4 input into Plans 4 and 5 as they were being
5 di scussed or devel oped.
6 And | think, if we look at Line 10, he says,
7 they were being discussed or developed. And I'm
8 just trying to give enough context in order to be
9 able to understand the deposition transcript.
10 MR. DONALDSON: Well, the -- the deposition
11 transcript says, prior to FPL's assessnent of the
12 Plan 4 and 5.
13 MR, LENOFF: Al right. So, let's -- let's --
14 so, I'"'mgoing to -- can | ask the witness the
15 question, and if there's an objection or if the
16 W t ness --
17 MR, DONALDSON: Well, | am objecting because
18 it's inproper inpeachnent.
19 MR, LENOFF: What's the basis of that?
20 MR, DONALDSON: That's not the question that
21 you asked during the hearing.
22 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  You're asking two different
23 guesti ons.
24 MR. DONALDSON: You're asking two different
25 guestions. And you're trying to inpeach himwth a
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1 guestion that is not the question that you asked at
2 t he hearing.
3 MR, LENOFF: I'mtrying to i npeach himwth
4 his statenent, but --
5 MR, DONALDSON: But it's inpro- -- you're
6 asking two different questions.
7 MR, LENOFF. COkay. So, let nme use this
8 exhi bit and ask the sanme questions that are on this
9 sheet. Ckay?
10 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Ask t he questi on.
11 MR, LENOFF: Al right. Thank you.
12 BY MR LENOFF:
13 Q So, did you provide -- did you provide your
14 I nput prior to FPL's assessnent of Plans 4 and 5?
15 A Yes, | did.
16 Q Did you provide it in reference -- did you
17 provi de your input when the Plans 4 and 5 were being
18 devel oped?
19 A | renenber there was a di scussion of, what do
20 you think about them being delayed -- it being del ayed,
21 and I was not in -- | said, I'"'mnot in favor of that.
22 Q Ckay. So, not -- not asking about the content
23 of your statenents. |'m asking about the context in
24 which you gave it.
25 Did you provide your input to -- about Plans 4
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1 and 5 while Plans 4 and 5 were bei ng devel oped?
2 A Not while they were bei ng devel oped, in the
3 context of -- | guess they were being thought about and
4 they asked ny opinion of what | thought about it and I
5 gave themny -- ny views on it.
6 Q Did you provide your input when Plans 4 and 5
7 were being discussed?
8 A | don't -- | guess they were being discussed
9 at that time because | was asked about them
10 Q So, what was the state of Plans 4 and 5 when
11  you gave your input?
12 A | don't know the state of it. | was asked
13 what | thought about if Dania Beach could -- you know,
14 could be, you know, put in service in '23 or '24 or a
15 | ater date than '22, and | said, that's not a good
16  thing.
17 Q And you don't renenber the nonth, the cal endar
18 nonth, in which that occurred?
19 A No, | do not.
20 Q Could it have been | ast nonth?
21 A | don't think it was in Decenber. | think it
22 may have been before that.
23 Q Could it have been in Novenber?
24 CHAl RMVAN GRAHAM M. Lenoff, let's nove on.
25 MR, LENOFF. Ckay.
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



473

1 BY MR LENOFF:
2 Q Did you -- did you state, in your input about

3 Plans 4 and 5, that you were not in favor of Plans 4 and

4 5?7
5 A |'"'msorry. Could you repeat that again?
6 Q When you provided your input about Plans 4 and

7 5, did you state that you were not in favor of Plans 4

8 and 5?
9 A | think it was relative -- not specifically to
10 Plan 4 and 5 -- is, you know, what do you think about

11 Dani a Beach going in, you know, one or two years |later.

12 And | said, I'"'mnot in favor of that. Wether, at the

13 time, it was referred to as Plans 4 and 5, | don't
14 renenber. | don't think it was.
15 Q Ckay. And in fact, you believe that Plan 5

16 I ncl udes unacceptable risk in both 2022 and 2023; isn't
17 that correct?

18 A That's correct.

19 Q But Dr. Simhas testified, including in his
20 testinony today, that Plans 4 and 5 -- the del ay

21 resource plans are based on your guidance; isn't that
22 correct?

23 A | don't think Plan 4 and 5 are based on ny
24 gui dance.

25 Q So, you nentioned that you been watching the
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1 deposition -- or the testinony of Dr. Sim the cross-
2 examnation of Dr. Sinf
3 A Yes.
4 Q And did you hear himsay that the del ay
5 resource plans are based on your gui dance?
6 A | don't recall ny recomendi ng | ooki ng at
7 delaying four and -- or Plan 4 or 5, delaying Dania
8 Beach. [If anything, ny whole recomendati on was to get
9 Dani a Beach in service as soon as practicable.
10 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. M. Chairman, | would |ike
11 to introduce as an exhibit an excerpt from
12 Dr. Sims testinony where he is -- one of many, in
13 which he is quite clear that the delay resource
14 pl ans were based on gui dance from system operators.
15 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Does it say based on four
16 and five or does did it just say Dania Beach?
17 MR, LENOFF: | -- | can verify that for you,
18 if you'll give nme a nonent.
19 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Ckay.
20 MR, LENOFF: M. Chairman -- M. Chairman, the
21 question asked of Dr. Simin this deposition was
22 based on the delay resource plans. At the tine
23 when this deposition was taken, FPL had not
24 identified those del ay resource plans as, quote,
25 Plans 4 or 5, but we were aware there were del ay
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1 resource plans. And that is the question -- the

2 guestion is about those delay resource plans.
3 MR DONALDSON: | nean, | -- I'mtrying to
4 still understand where -- | think the counsel for
5 Sierra Club is just asking an inartful question.
6 Plans 4 and 5, that's -- | believe who -- Haus- --
7 Dr. Hausman is the one that terned it as that.
8 So, if he can ask the w tness, what was your
9 gui dance that he gave to Dr. Sim he can certainly
10 ask that question, but I don't think he's asked
11 that question to provide sone clarity on this
12 I ssue.
13 MR LENOFF: |I'm--
14 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Yes, sir.
15 MR. LENOFF. A couple -- a couple of responses
16 to that. No. 1, it was not Dr. Hausman who terned
17 themPlans 4 and 5. And if we -- if you were to
18 want to take a five or ten-m nute break, we could
19 print out FPL di scovery responses in which they
20 identified themas Plans 4 and 5, but | think
21 that's kind of an ancillary matter.
22 The question that |'masking is not an
23 ancillary matter, however. It is specific --
24 M. Sanchez has identified that these del ay
25 resource plans include unacceptable risk, but
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1 Dr. Simhas testified here today and in his

2 deposition, which is the only thing that | have
3 printed out, that the delay resource plans are
4 based on the guidance from M. Sanchez, so --
5 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM It sounds like you're
6 tal ki ng past each other because Dr. -- M. Sanchez
7 is just tal king about Dania Beach. He doesn't know
8 what Plan 4, Plan 5 is. He's just saying, |I'm
9 agai nst del ayi ng Dani a Beach.
10 Now, | don't know what you're going to ask him
11 about what Dr. Simsays, but what he says is, I'm
12 agai nst Dania Beach. That's just what | -- this is
13 what |'m understanding so far.
14 Now, what -- what exactly are you going to ask
15 hi n? Because once again, it sounds |like you're
16 tal king past -- that -- these two may be tal king
17 past each ot her.
18 MR, LENOFF: Sierra Cub has tried to
19 understand the basis for the, quote, "four-year
20 wi ndow, " or the delay of Lauderdale units, along
21 wi th del aying DBEC. And what we've been told is
22 that it was based on a phone call wth system
23 operators. W' ve been given nothing besides this
24 statenent that it was based on gui dance from
25 M. Sanchez.
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1 That's why they have this four-year w ndow.

2 And they -- they use that four-year wi ndow in the
3 del ay scenari os.
4 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Ckay. So, your question
5 IS --
6 MR, LENOFF: My -- | asked M. Sanchez whet her
7 he believes those delay scenarios include
8 unacceptable risk. He said, yes, but the del ay
9 scenari os were based on his guidance. And I'm
10 trying to --
11 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  It's based on his gui dance,
12 according to Dr. Sim
13 MR. LENOFF: According to his -- according to
14 Dr. Sim
15 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Now, he told you what he
16 told Dr. Sim that he's against it. Now, what are
17 you trying to get himto do?
18 MR, LENOFF: Confirm for me whether the
19 gui dance that Dr. Simis referring to is the sane
20 thing that he's tal ki ng about right now, and so,
21 whet her Dr. Simconstructed these del ay scenari os
22 based on a statenent fromM. Simthat they are --
23 t hey have unacceptabl e risk.
24 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Wel |, that sounds like a
25 guestion you need to ask Dr. Sim He told you what
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1 he told Dr. Sim

2 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Gkay. |I'll -- thank you,
3 M. Chai r man. "Il nove on. Yeah.
4 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Ckay.

5 BY MR LENOFF:

6 Q So, switching gears just a little bit, the

7 pur pose of your testinony is to support the four-year

8 w ndow between retirenent of the Lauderdale units and

9 commerci al operation of DBEC, is that correct?

10 A No, it's not. The purpose of ny testinony is
11 to recommend that DBEC be placed in service by 2022 or
12 at the earliest possible date.

13 Q So, can we turn to Page 4, Lines 20 to 25, to

14  Page 5, Line 1 of your testinony?

15 A |'"'msorry. \What page?
16 MR, DONALDSON: |I'msorry. \What page?
17 MR, LENOFF: Page 4 to Page 5.

18 BY MR LENOFF:

19 Q Are you there? On Lines -- are you there,
20 M. Sanchez? Page 4?

21 A Yes, |'mon Page 4.

22 Q kay. So, on Line 20, you begin -- well,
23 Line 19, question, "What is the purpose of your

24 testi nony."

25 Line 20, answer: The purpose of ny testinony
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1 Is to rebut Sierra Club's witness, Dr. Hausman's, claim
2 on Page 22 of his direct testinony that, quote, there is
3 no apparent reason why four years is any kind of magic

4 nunber for the time period fromretirenment and

5 denolition of Lauderdale Units 4 and 5, to the

6 commerci al operation date of the Dania Beach C ean

7 Energy Center.

8 Is that correct?
9 A That is correct.
10 Q kay. So, the purpose of your testinony is to

11 support the four-year w ndow between retirenent of the
12 Lauderdal e units and conmerci al operation of DBEC?

13 A That's correct, but | think you need to keep
14 on reading a little bit nore where it goes on to say,
15 specifically: Dr. Hausnman does not -- does not consider
16 a real-life operation perspective on why it's critical
17 that DBEC Unit 7 be constructed and conm ssioned wthin
18 the denplition and construction period of four years

19 followng the retirenent of Lauderdale Units 4 and 5,
20 beginning in |ate 2018.

21 Q Ckay. So, it's your position that the only
22 acceptable plan is retirenment of Lauderdale units in

23 2018 and DBEC comng in service in 20227

24 A It is the only plan because it's the |ess-
25 riskiest plan of all, especially considering that you're
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1 putting at risk a very large netropolitan center.

2 Q When you say the | ess-riskiest the plan,

3 you're only referring to the four other plans that were
4 considered by FPL in 2017 ternmed Plans 1, Plan 3, Plan
5 4, and Plan 5; is that correct?

6 A That is correct. |'mconsidering in context
7 of what questions you' ve been asking ne of delaying it
8 one year or two years.

9 Q So, there could be alternative plans, |ike --
10 |l et nme ask you this: If you were to add an i ncrenent al
11 anmpbunt of generation in southeast Florida tw years

12 after retiring the Lauderdale units, would that have

13 | ess risk than Plan 2?

14 MR, DONALDSON: Let ne object. That goes

15 beyond this witness' prefiled rebuttal testinony.
16 MR, LENOFF: Your -- I'mjust trying to

17 figure -- he's telling nme this is the | east-risky
18 plan and this is the only plan that he thinks is

19 acceptable. And I"'mjust trying to figure out if
20 he knows there are other risky -- other plans that
21 coul d be | ess-risky.

22 CHAI RMAN GRAHAM  Sir, do you know if there

23 are any plans that could be |ess-risky?

24 THE WTNESS: |'m not aware of any other plans
25 besi des the ones that we' ve been speaki ng about.
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1 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Thank you.
2 Let's nove on.
3 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Thank you. M. Chairman.
4 BY MR LENOFF:
5 Q The risk that we were just discussing -- have
6 you quantified -- quantified it?
7 A Yes, | have.
8 Q Ckay. But is that the quantification for
9 which there is no docunentation?
10 A Wll, the risk is that, for every hundred
11 megawatts of load that | can't serve, that's 20,000
12 custoners that | can't serve. Put it into context.
13 That's rolling blackouts of 20,000 custoners every 20
14 m nut es.
15 Q Ckay. Okay. So, |I'mjust asking, is that the
16 quantification for which there is no docunentation?
17 A VWell, there's docunentation that approximtely
18 204 negawatts equal s one negawatt on the FPL system
19 And that's the way | equate it in ny m nd.
20 Q Have you consi dered probability in that
21 assessnent ?
22 A This is not a probabilistic. This is
23 determnistic.
24 Q So --
25 A The requirenents of the NERC reliability
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1 standards are determ nistic.

2 Q So --
3 A They are not probabilistic.
4 Q So, you don't consider probabilities in this

5 quantification of risk that you' re di scussing?

6 A There's always a probability that a unit could
7 break or that a line could trip, at any given tine.

8 Q So, are there any situations for which FPL

9 does not overbuild its systen?

10 A | can't answer that. | don't know.

11 Q s -- is that because you're not sure?

12 A That because | don't know what "any" neans --
13 "any situation" could nean and "overbuild" means.

14 Q But you recogni ze that when planning in an

15 uncertain environnment, usually probabilities are

16 rel evant, correct?

17 A In certain instances, they are. 1In relation
18 to NERC reliability standards, they are determnistic in
19 nature. And | amrequired to operate pursuant to NERC
20 reliability standards, per federal |aw.

21 Q And so, you can't tell this Comm ssion the

22 probabilities associated with the risks that you're

23 di scussi ng.

24 MR. DONALDSON: (bj ection. Asked and
25 answer ed.
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CHAI RVAN GRAHAM | agree.

2 M. Lenoff, let's nove on.

3 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Thank you.

4 BY MR LENOFF:

5 Q You al so assert that retiring the Lauderdal e

6 units in 2020, instead of 2018, has nothing to do with

7 the risk in 2022; is that correct?

8 A | guess | don't understand your -- your

9 question. The way | look at it is, you're going to have
10 a four-year w ndow of denolition through in-service. As
11 t hat wi ndow becones | arger, the risk increases. O as
12 that w ndow noves later in tinme, the risk increases.

13 And the reason the risk increases is because the |oad

14 | ncreases.

15 And certainly, if the wndow of tine

16 I ncreases, not only does the | oad increase, but your

17w ndow of opportunity to have an issue al so increases.
18 Q Ckay. So, thank you, M. Sanchez. |'msure
19 you recall that, during the deposition, we discussed

20 this, but I"'mtrying to get an answer to a specific year
21 and what you just gave ne, | believe, if | heard

22 correctly, was a discussion of w ndows.

23 So, | would just like you to focus on the year
24  2022. And you have asserted that retiring the

25 Lauderdal e units in 2020, instead of 2018, has not hing
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1 todowththe risk in 2022; isn't that correct?
2 MR, DONALDSON: |I'mgoing to object. That is
3 actually a msstatenent of his testinony, so --
4 MR, LENOFF: Well, | nean, | haven't even
5 i ntroduced anything fromhis testinony.
6 MR, DONALDSON: Well, it's not in his
7 testinony. It's a msstatenent of what he said.
8 BY MR LENOFF:
9 Q M. -- M. Sanchez, do you believe that
10 retiring the Lauderdale units in 2020, instead of 2018,
11 has nothing to with the risk in 20227
12 A Yes, it does because, if | retired in 2018,
13 It's back in service by 2022 -- or Dania Beach is in
14  service by 2022. A lot of the risk has been mtigated.
15 Q Do you assert that the risk in 2021 is
16 regardl ess of whether you're retiring Lauderdale units
17 In 2018 or 20207
18 A You woul d still have 2021 wi thout the Dania
19 Beach Energy Center, but when you |look at the total risk
20 to the system you have a higher-risk profile if you
21 retired in 2019 versus -- it would be 2018 --
22 Q So --
23 A -- and construct it within the four-year
24w ndow.
25 Q So, M. Sanchez, that was, | think, different
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1 t han what ny question was because | asked about retiring
2 it in 2020, not 2019. But just to get you to give ne a
3 yes-or-no answer to this question -- do you assert that
4 the risk in 2021 is regardl ess of whether you're

5 retiring the Lauderdale units in 2018 or 20207?

6 MR, DONALDSON: |I'mgoing to object. That's

7 confusi ng and anbi guous, vague.

8 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  You ask an "or" question and
9 you want a yes-or-no answer. You need to explain
10 that to ne.

11 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Can | rephrase ny

12 question?

13 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Sure.

14 MR. LENOFF. Thank you, M. Chairnan.

15 BY MR LENOFF:
16 Q Do you assert that the risk in 2021 is
17 af fected by whether you retire the Lauderdale units in

18 2018 or 20207

19 A No. The risk in 2021 woul d be the sane.
20 Q The risk in 2021 woul d be the sane.
21 And how about if | retired the Lauderdal e

22 units in 2018 instead of 2020, is the risk in the year

23 2022 the sane?

24 A No, it isn't.
25 Q Let's -- let's -- and your -- your reason for
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1 that is the Dania Beach Energy Center comng online in
2 2022; is that correct?

3 A That and the fact that you get 400 negawatts
4 of additional inport capability into the southeast area.
5 Q Which -- which only conme froma generation

6 being located at that site.

7 A Correct, or very close proximty to that site.
8 Q kay. So, let's focus on what Dr. Sim has put
9 forward as Plan 5. And I'monly tal ki ng about the

10 | ssues germane to M. Sanchez's testinony into -- in

11 Plan 5, as we discussed a few m nutes ago, the

12 Lauderdal e units are retired in 2020, and the Dani a

13 Beach Energy Center in service in 2024, correct?

14 A Correct.

15 Q Ckay. So, under that plan, if, instead of the
16 Lauderdal e units being retired in 2020, they were

17 retired in 2018, would the risk in the year 2023 be at
18 all affected by the change in retirenent date of the

19 Lauderdal e units?

20 MR, DONALDSON: |I'mgoing to object. That is

21 a convol uted question with noving dates and years.

22 And | don't see howit sticks with being still

23 Plan 5 when the dates are bei ng changed by counsel

24 in his question.

25 So, it's confusing. |It's vague.
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1 VR. LENOFF: M. Chairman, if FPL's counsel is

2 suggesting that Sierra Cub can only ask about the
3 strict plans by -- that they have presented which
4 Sierra Cub's expert has shown are | ess cost-
5 effective than alternative plans, then it makes it
6 difficult for us to show, you know, that the
7 factors in Section 403.519 are not being net.
8 MR, DONALDSON: May | briefly respond?
9 CHAI RVAN GRAHAM  Sur e.
10 MR, DONALDSON: | f Counsel would |ike to ask
11 the witness about retiring Lauderdale in 2018 and
12 havi ng an in-service date of Dania Beach in 2024,
13 he can be free to do so.
14 What is confusing about his question is he
15 tries to do that, while, at the sane token,
16 throwng in the word "Plan 5," which neans it's a
17 del ay scenario that Dr. Simcane up with where you
18 retire Lauderdale in 2020, and you have an
19 I n-service date of Dania Beach in 2024.
20 So, his question is really confusing when you
21 try and put those two scenari os together. And
22 that's the vagueness and confusing portion of his
23 guestion -- the reason why |'m objecting.
24 MR, LENOFF. | -- | found that objection
25 sonewhat confusing, but if you'll allowne to --
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1 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Wel I, | think what his
2 objection is, is you' re talking about Plan 5, but
3 then you're changing the dates that aren't part of
4 Plan 5 around. So, you can go on and ask hima
5 scenari o or you can ask him about Pl an 5.
6 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Thank you, M. Chairman.
7 BY MR LENOFF:
8 Q So, one scenario would be retiring Lauderdale
9 units in 2020 and putting Dania Beach in service in
10 2024; is that correct?
11 A That's correct.
12 Q And for the year -- under that scenario, the
13 year 2023 would have -- we can -- we can agree that
14 there will be sonme level of risk. W don't have to
15 Identify what it is, but there will be sone |evel of
16 risk in 2023, correct?
17 A That is correct.
18 Q Now, in an alternative plan in -- or scenario
19 I n which the Lauderdale units are retired in 2018, and
20 Dani a Beach conmes in in 2024, there will also be a --
21  sone level of risk in the year 2023, correct?
22 A That is correct.
23 Q s there any reason to believe there is any
24 difference in the risk in 2023, between the two
25 scenarios, which differ only in the retirenent date of
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1 Lauderdal e units?

2 A In isolation, no.

3 Q Ckay. Sane question for 2022. |s there any
4 reason to believe that the level of risk in the year

5 2022 woul d be different between the two pl ans?

6 A In isolation, no.

7 Q s there any reason to believe that the | evel
8 of risk in the year 2021 woul d be different?

9 A In isolation, no; in totality, yes.

10 Q By totality, you're referring to the two

11 different scenarios; is that correct?

12 A That is correct.

13 Q And therefore, in totality, since we've

14  established that the risk is identical in '21, '22, and
15 '23, the totality would be one of these earlier years,
16 '18, '19, or '20; is that correct?

17 A |"msorry. Let's go back to the origina

18 plan. One is '20 to '24.

19 Q Ri ght .

20 A Okay. The other one is 18 through '24?

21 Q That's correct.

22 A And the other one is '18?

23 Q And we've established that, in the year 2021
24 the risk is identical between the two plans. 1In the

25 year '22, the risk is identical between the two plans;
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1 and in '23, the risk is identical between the two pl ans;
2 Is that correct?
3 A Correct, in isolation, each year, for those
4 three years, the risk is the sane.
S Q Ckay.
6 A In totality, the risk of --
7 Q So --
8 A -- "18 through '24 is nore than '20 through
9 ' 24.
10 Q And ny question --
11 A And both of themare nore-risky than
12 '18 through '22.
13 Q And nmy question is -- is that -- therefore,
14 the only difference would have to be in the years '18 to
15 *20; is that correct?
16 A Rel ative to these two plans?
17 Q Bet ween t hese two scenari os.
18 A Only relative to these two pl ans.
19 Q Yes.
20 A Rel ative to FPL's pl an?
21 Q No.
22 A The risk would be --
23 Q Rel ative -- relative to --
24 A 20- --
25 Q -- the two scenarios -- can you give ne a
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1 yes-or- no answer? Relative to the two scenarios, the
2 only difference could be in the years 2018 to 2020; is
3 that correct?
4 A That is correct.
5 Q Ckay. Do you agree with Dr. Sinmls statenent
6 that the risk in the early years, 2018, 2019, 2020, is
7 of less concern to FPL because load is |ower during that
8 time?
9 A It is a lower risk because load is | ower

10 during that tine.

11 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. Thank you.

12 Can | have one nonent, please?

13 CHAl RVAN GRAHAM  Sure.

14 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.

15 Ckay. That's all ny questions. Thank you,
16 M. Chairman. Thank you.

17 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Ckay. We'll take a quick
18 five-m nute break before you start,

19 Ms. Christensen.

20 M5. CHRI STENSEN: | appreciate that.

21 CHAI RMVAN GRAHAM  Thank you.

22 M5. CHRI STENSEN: And | have sone exhibits to
23 hand out as wel|.

24 (Brief recess.)

25 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: W are back on the
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1 record. And Ofice of Public Counsel ?

2 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Yes, it was brought to ny
3 attention that on the -- | passed out two exhibits.
4 One was an excerpt from Hearing Exhibit 53,
5 referencing Staff Interrogatory No. 75, and then
6 the other one was for Staff Interrogatory No. 76.
7 They were previously admtted. Apparently, the 76
8 Is just a duplicate of 75. So, I'mjust going to
9 ask to disregard that one.
10 And if you would like to mark the one
11 referenced to 75, we can. |If not, it's part of
12 conposite exhibit, and we can just use it for ease
13 of reference.
14 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  And it's al ready been --
15 it's already --
16 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Yeah, it's already --
17 COW SSI ONER BROAN:  -- entered into the
18 record?
19 MS5. CHRI STENSEN:. Entered as part of Conposite
20 Exhi bit 53.
21 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ckay, which has been
22 noved already into the record.
23 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Correct.
24 COM SSI ONER BROMWN: Al right. We'll -- we
25 won't |abel that.
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1 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Ckay. And then, in lieu of

2 76, 1'll be referring to staff's denonstrative
3 exhi bit, which was al ready previously narked as 61.
4 |"mnot sure if we noved that one into the
5 record yet, but since | don't think anybody is
6 objecting to it, I'Il --
7 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ckay. So, | have three
8 docunents right now, before ne. W -- |'ve got 76.
9 M5. CHRI STENSEN: W are -- which | would ask
10 you to disregard --
11 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: Di sregard -- we've
12 di sregar ded.
13 MB. CHRI STENSEN:  Okay.
14 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: | 've got 75, and | have
15 78.
16 Comm ssioner O ark, do you have the sane
17 amount? Three? Two?
18 So, you referenced anot her nunber?
19 M5. CHRI STENSEN: No, | only had passed out 75
20 and 76. | don't know if sonebody el se had passed
21 out one for 78.
22 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ckay. |Is 76 attached to
23 757
24 M5. CHRI STENSEN:. They were separ at e.
25 COW SSI ONER BROAN:  Yeah, | don't have 76.
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

M5. CHRI STENSEN:  Oh.

COMW SSI ONER BROMWN: W don't have it up here.

MR DONALDSON: | -- 1 -- | thought | heard
Ms. Christensen say that she's just going to
utilize --

COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Ch, | thought --

VR, DONALDSON: -- Exhibit 61.

COMW SSI ONER BROMN: She was utilize- -- okay.
So, you just are utilizing one exhibit.

M5. CHRI STENSEN. Corr- -- |I'"mjust going to
use the one that's nmarked 75.

COW SSI ONER BROWN: Ckay. I'ma little rusty
here. Sorry.

(Laughter.)

M5. CHRI STENSEN. And in lieu of using 76, |I'm
just going to refer to the denonstrative
Exhi bit 61 --

COW SSI ONER BROAN:  Ch, that's what --

M5. CHRI STENSEN. It's already been marked as
61.

COW SSI ONER BROMWN: Ckay. Ckay. But you
don't have a paper copy for us here.

M5. CHRI STENSEN:. No, you are -- should
al ready have 61 up there.

COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  Ckay.
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1 M5. CUELLO.  Conm ssioner Brown, | just wanted

2 to let you know that staff did pass out two papers.
3 They're just for ease of use for whenever we do

4 cross the witness, but they do not have a cover

5 sheet on them

6 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN: Thank you. We have them
7 Al right. You may proceed.

8 M5. CHRI STENSEN:. All right. Thank you.

9 EXAM NATI ON

10 BY M5. CHRI STENSEN:

11 Q And good afternoon, M. Sanchez. Can | ask
12 you to refer to Page 8 of your direct testinony -- or
13 |"msorry -- of your rebuttal testinony, since that's

14 the only testinony you filed.

15 A Yes.

16 Q Ckay.

17 THE CLERK: Can you turn your mc on?
18 MS. CHRI STENSEN:  It's on.

19 THE WTNESS: It's on.

20 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Oh, sorry. Wong --
21 Wi t ness.

22 BY MS. CHRI STENSEN:
23 Q kay. Referring to Lines 2 and 3 of your
24 rebuttal testinony, you said you created a termcall ed

25 area reliability margin calculation for use -- that you
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1 used in this docket, correct?
2 A That is correct.
3 Q Okay. And this calculation is a conbination
4 of the margin-reserve cal culation of the | oad-flow --
5 flowanalysis; is that also correct?
6 A It is -- one of the inputs intoit is -- is a
7 product of the |oad-flow analysis, which determ nes the
8 | nport capability.
9 Q Ckay. And that's what you testified to on
10 Page 8 of your testinony, Line 3 and 4; is that correct?
11 A That's correct.
12 Q kay. Now, you al so woul d agree that,
13 conceptual ly, area -- margin reserve and regi onal
14 | nbal ance are simlar; is that correct?
15 A Very simlar, yes.
16 Q Ckay. And | wanted to ask, for purposes of
17  your calculation of the area margin reserve --
18 MR. DONALDSON: | --
19 Q -- you used -- | believe you discussed with
20 Sierra's counsel the P80 |oad forecast; is that correct?
21 MR, DONALDSON: | -- | think that M. Sanchez
22 has called it an area reliability margin, not an
23 area nmargin reserve.
24 M5. CHRI STENSEN:.  Onh.
25 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  Ms. Chri stensen?
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1 VR. DONALDSON: | don't want the wtness to be

2 confused with the term nol ogy.

3 M5. CHRISTENSEN: [I'msorry. Wat -- what --
4 how are you putting it? Because | may have it

5 typed it in here wong, so --

6 MR. DONALDSON: He calls it an area

7 reliability margin.

8 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Area reliability margin. |
9 will attenpt to do ny best to renenber that. Area
10 reliability margin.

11 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  And that's what you

12 meant .

13 M5. CHRI STENSEN: That is what | neant.

14 MR DONALDSON: |I'm-- |I'"massumng that's

15 what she neant, but | didn't want the wtness to be
16 conf used.

17 COMW SSI ONER BROMN:  Ckay.

18 MB. CHRI STENSEN:  Okay.

19 COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  You got the question?

20 THE WTNESS: |'m good. Thank you

21 BY M5. CHRI STENSEN:

22 Q Okay. Do | need to repeat the question?

23 You - -

24 A Pl ease repeat.

25 Q Yes, | can repeat that. For calculating for
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1 your area reliability reserve margin, you use -- am
2 | using --
3 A Area reliability margin.
4 Q Area reliability margin -- |I'mgoing to get
5 this correct by the time we finish this cross -- you
6 used the P80 |oad forecast; is that correct?
7 A P80 non-coi nci dent | oad forecast.
8 Q Non-coincident. And is that -- and that has a
9 cushion in it above the P50 non-coincident | oad forecast
10 that's generally used for resource planning; is that
11 correct?
12 A | wouldn't termit a cushion. It has a
13 different probabilty because, at the end of the day, you
14 don't get the diversity that you get in operations that
15 you plan for.
16 Q kay. But it --
17 COW SSI ONER BROWN: M. Sanchez, could you
18 just nove a little closer to the mc --
19 THE WTNESS: |'msorry.
20 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  -- please? Thank you.
21 BY M5. CHRI STENSEN:
22 Q And | just want to make sure | understand,
23 you -- the 80-percent |oad probability is you're
24 calculating to ensure that you conserve at | east
25 80 percent of the |oad, and the 50-percent probability
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1 Is geared towards serving at | east 50 percent of the
2 | oad, based on forecast, correct?
3 A No.
4 Q Al right. AmI mssing sonething?
5 A Yes.
6 Q What am | m ssing?
7 A The 80th percentile says that the | oad that
8 you're going to be able to serve, 80 per- -- there's an
9 80- percent probability that's going to be at that |evel
10  or bel ow
11 Q Ckay.
12 A There's still a 20-percent chance that you'l
13  be above that | oad.
14 Q Ckay. And the 50-percent would be, then?
15 A 50 neans it could be higher or it could be
16 | oner 50 percent of the tine.
17 Q Ckay. Al right. That -- | just wanted to
18 make sure | was clear. And you're using the 80-percent
19 probability.
20 A Correct.
21 Q Ckay.
22 A For -- not for the entire system just for the
23 specific areas.
24 Q Ckay. Al right. And you would agree that,
25 I n determ ning regional inbalance, that the system
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303

premier-reporting.com



500

1 pl anners | ook at the entire FPL systemand its ability
2 to serve the southeast region under a variety of
3 scenarios; is that correct?
4 A Yes, the transm ssion planner will |ook at,
5 not just the entire system but wll also | ook at
6 sout heast Florida.
7 Q Ckay. And you woul d agree that FPL does not
8 show a regional inbalance until the year 2025, correct?
9 A Regi onal inbalance, in the way it's terned of
10 2025, it neans that your |oad-serving capability -- that
11 equation -- you' ve got no margin left. |[|'ve got to
12 address ri sk.
13 Q Sir, it -- I"'m-- it sounds like you're
14 agreeing with ne that the regional -- that, in fact, FPL
15 I's not show ng a regional inbalance until 2025; is that
16 correct?
17 A That is correct, presum ng that nothing
18  breaks.
19 Q Ckay. Based on your cal culation of the area
20 reliability margin in 2022, the southeast region is
21 projected to be 1,691 negawatts with the | argest
22  southeast unit out of service during the summer peak and
23 all other generation available in inport capability; is
24 that correct?
25 A That is correct.
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



501

1 Q And this 1,691 negawatts does not include the
2 Dania unit?
3 A That is correct.
4 Q kay. And this would be with the Port
5 Everglades Unit 5, which is 1,237 negawatts, and the
6 | ar gest sout heast unit out of service; is that correct?
7 A That is correct.
8 Q Ckay. And then you go on to state that there
9 would be a remaining 454 negawatts real-tinme reliability
10 of margin; is that correct?
11 A That is correct.
12 Q Ckay. So, if Dania Unit 7 was not placed into
13 service until 2024, the area reliability margin in 2023
14  would be 1,563 negawatts; is that correct?
15 A In what year? |'msorry?
16 Q In the year 2023.
17 A That is correct, 1,563 negawatts.
18 Q kay. Do you know what the 2024 area nmargin
19 reserve would be without the Dania unit or other new
20 generation being brought into service in 2024?
21 A Yes, | do.
22 Q Ckay. And what is that nunber?
23 A 1, 415 nmegawatts.
24 Q Ckay. Now, | think you agreed that | oad
25 growth over the 2022-to-2025 period is about
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1 409 nmegawatts; is that correct?

2 A That is correct.
3 Q Ckay. And you are not growi ng 420 negawatts
4 In a single year, but about 130 negawatts, each of those

5 three years; is that correct?

6 A Appr oxi mat el y.

7 Q kay. Al right. | can actually skip through
8 that.

9 Let ne nove on to ny next question. |[If the

10 Dania Unit 7 is placed into service in 2024, the area
11 reliability margin would be 2,978 negawatts in 2024; is

12 t hat correct?

13 MR. DONALDSON: Let nme just interpose a

14 clarification. This is assumng that Lauderdale is
15 retired in 2018; is that correct?

16 COW SSI ONER BROAN: Ms. Chri st ensen?

17 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Correct.

18 VR, DONALDSON: All right.

19 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  All right. M. Sanchez.
20 THE WTNESS: Yes, the reliability margin

21 woul d be 2,978 negawatts in 2024.

22 BY M5. CHRI STENSEN:

23 Q And you woul d agree that the actual area

24 reliability margin for -- and if you need to confirm

25 |'ve passed out, for convenience, FPL's response to
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I nterrogatory 75.

2 You woul d agree that the actual area
3 reliability margin for 2017 was 1, 244 negawatts; is that
4 correct?
5 A That is correct.
6 Q Ckay. And you would al so agree that the
7 pl anned area reliability margin for 2017 was
8 1,501 negawatts; is that correct?
9 A That is correct.
10 Q And you woul d agree that, in 2023, the area
11 reliability margin of 1,563 negawatts is higher than
12 either the actual or the planned margin reserve
13 experienced in 2017; is that correct?
14 A That is correct.
15 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Ckay. Thank you. | have no
16 further questions.
17 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you,
18 Ms. Christensen.
19 Staff.
20 M5. CUELLO  Staff has a few questions.
21 EXAM NATI ON
22  BY Ms. CUELLOC
23 Q Good evening, M. Sanchez. |'m Stephanie
24  Cuello with Comm ssion staff.
25 When di scussing the area reliability margin in
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1 your testinony, you did not include demand response such
2 as interruptible or curtailable custoners in that

3 margi n, correct?

4 A That is correct.

5 Q And can you please refer to FPL's response to
6 staff's fourth set of interrogatories, No. 80, which is
7 |isted as Exhibit 53 in the conprehensive exhibit list?
8 And a copy has al so been circul ated for your

9 conveni ence.

10 A Interrogatory No. -- I'msorry?

11 Q 80, the response.

12 A 807

13 COMM SSI ONER BROMN: It is not provided with
14 the cover sheet, but the first page is actually

15 Interrogatory No. 78.

16 THE WTNESS: GOkay. | do have it. | have it
17 right here. Thank you.

18 BY MS. CUELLO

19 Q kay. This lists the amobunt of denmand

20 response avail abl e inside the southeastern-Florida

21 region. Wuld you agree that, subject to check, the sum
22 total of demand response identified in the region is 663

23 megawat t s?

24 A Subj ect to check, yes.
25 Q Okay. And woul d you al so agree that
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1 approxi mately half the capacity listed on this page has
2 a five-year notice requirenent?
3 A That is correct.
4 Q Ckay. And can you please refer to FPL's
5 response to Staff Interrogatory No. 78, a copy of which
6 was al so provided?
7 A Yes.
8 Q And can you review the question and the first
9 line of FPL's response?
10 A Yes.
11 Q Ckay. And can you give sone specific exanples
12 of how you woul d continue to provide service in a
13 reliable and efficient manner?
14 A We woul d continue di spatching our resources to
15 serve | oad and, as contingencies occurred, we try to
16 optim ze a system such that we could conti nue serving
17 t he | oad; however, you know, we woul d have |less -- |ess
18 margin to operate it, but we would continue serving the
19 | oad, sane way we're doing now, and managing the risk as
20 best we can.
21 Q And under your proposal, can it be guaranteed
22 to this Commssion that FPL will not have a reliable --
23 reliability issue in the southeastern-Florida region?
24 A You can never guarantee it, but certainly the
25 hi gher the margin, the less the risk. Just because you
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1 didn

t have -- haven't had an issue doesn't nean the

2 risk hasn't been there, but there's different |evels of
3 risk.

4 Q And under the delay sensitivity, can it be

5 guaranteed to this Comm ssion that FPL will have a

6 reliability issue in the southeastern-Florida region?

8 have
9 wll
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

A | can't guarantee whether you will or will not
areliability issue. | can guarantee you that you
have a higher risk of a reliability issue, though.

M5. CUELLO. Ckay. Those are all the
questions | have. Thank you, M. Sanchez.

THE WTNESS: Thank you.

COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

Comm ssi oners. Comm ssi oner C ark.

COW SSI ONER CLARK: | just have two
questions, M. Sanchez. |'mnot sure -- |'m going
to start by -- I've offered everyone el se the

opportunity to answer the question about where
unused power goes in terns of your generating
capacity.

Are you the person to answer that question?

THE WTNESS: | dispatch all the generation at
Fl ori da Power & Light, yes.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  So, in terns of what

happens if you have additional capacity, do you
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1 have the ability to sell that power on the open

2 mar ket ?

3 THE WTNESS: | personally don't sell it. |

4 amnot allowed to sell it. However, Energy -- EMI,

5 which is Marketing and Trading -- they will see how

6 much capacity | have available. Gkay. And from

7 that, they'll try to optimze by selling it off --

8 of f system

9 COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  And assumi ng that you had
10 1,500, 2,000 negawatts of additional capacity, what
11 woul d you normal ly consider selling -- | know you
12 woul d sell sone under firmcapacity, | guess, sone
13 on the spot nmarket, which -- how would you divide
14 that m xture up?

15 THE WTNESS: W | ook at |oad forecasts, your
16 P80 | oad forecasts of what we expect. W |ook at
17 what generation we have out -- either planned, for
18 exanpl e, overhauls, what transm ssion facilities

19 are out, what generation facilities may be

20 unavai | abl e, unpl anned.

21 And then, based on that, you have a nmargin of
22 how nuch capacity you have leftover. Based on that
23 capacity, we'll look at the risk of |osing another
24 generator. For exanple, we'll look at it system
25 wide and we'll look at it wthin the southeast-
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Fl ori da area.

For exanple, if the only generator | have
avai l abl e at capacity are the conbustion turbines
at Lauderdal e, the southeast-Florida area, | wll
be nmuch-nore conservative to make sure that, if
sonet hi ng does break, | could still cover the | oad;
however, if the capacity | do have avail able al so
i ncl udes the capacity outside of southeast Florida,
it will be available for firm

Let alone, on top of all that, we wll nake
capacity avail able on the non-firm spot market,
such that it's recallable within mnutes if
anyt hi ng were to occur.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  And the revenues that you
generate fromthose, those go into earnings and
of fset customer cost; is that correct?

THE WTNESS: | apol ogi ze, Conmm ssioner, but |
do not get into that area.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK: | still want to hold that
guesti on open, then.

COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  We will get that question
answer ed.

COW SSI ONER CLARK:  Ckay. My -- ny second
guestion goes to, in your early testinony, you were

asked about specific capacity requirenents for the
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sout heast market. |'m assuming you're talking
M am - Dade and Broward County specifically there.

THE WTNESS: Yes, sir

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  And what woul d happen in
terns of reliability if you added additiona
generation capacity in that particular region? As
| understand it, 44 percent of your narket are
those two counties. Do -- do you have exactly a
44-percent match of generation assets for that
county as well?

THE W TNESS: No.

COW SSI ONER CLARK:  But your answer was that
new resources in that area would not help
reliability in any way. | -- 1| kind of -- it would
not prevent outages, if you had -- if you' re having
to inport generation into that region, and you | ose
transmssion facilities in a hurricane, how would
not havi ng additional generation assets in that
county not prevent outages?

THE WTNESS: No, with respect to hurricanes,
okay. The -- one of the scenarios that -- that
we' ve al ways considered is a hurricane, for
exanple, comng in, Palm Beach, Martin County, and
com ng, say, east to west or -- or brushing the

coast, starting in Pal mBeach or Martin County.

Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



510

1 That point -- right after the Hurricane, it
2 gets really, really hot because it -- you know, you
3 have -- the | ow goes and you get the hot weather.
4 Qur concern has been that you get damage to
5 generation and the transm ssion facilities that
6 could allow that pow -- that -- that generation
7 that's north of southeast Florida to conme down.
8 And then you've got Dade and Broward County
9 conpletely intact wwth your 11,000 negawatts of
10 generation and limted, |ess generation in that
11 pocket. And now, you've got -- you need to inport
12 power and you -- and the facilities to inport that
13 power and the generation are either both or one are
14 damaged because of the hurricane.
15 So, definitely, the nore power you have in
16 close proximty to that |oad center, the nore
17 reliable you are. | nean, it -- there's -- there's
18 a bal ance of inporting versus having, you know,
19 cl ose-in generation.
20 You know, when you consi der southeast Florida,
21 it'"'s alittle bit different than a | ot of other
22 maj or netropolitan centers in that it's at the end
23 of a 300-m | e peninsula where you have all this
24 | oad.
25 And then, really, southeast Florida, Dade and
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Broward County, are a peninsula within a peninsula.
There's no way -- if we go west, we've got the
Ever gl ades, and we've got one big |line crossing
that. And that's it. And then everything else is
to the north. W can't go to the south or to the
east either.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  But you -- you indicated
you had 11, 000 negawatts of generation capacity.
You only have 6,000 generation, and you i nport
5800 --

THE W TNESS: Correct.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK: -- according to this; is
that correct?

THE WTNESS: Yes, that is correct.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  So, if your transm ssion
I s knocked out, having generation assets in that
county would increase reliability.

THE W TNESS: Absolutely. Yes.

COMWM SSI ONER CLARK:  Ckay. | -- 1 don't -- |
did not understand you to answer that that way the
first tine.

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: [|'msorry.

COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  Great. Thank you.
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1 THE W TNESS: Thank you.
2 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN: One question, regarding
3 your -- just to kind of piggy-back off Comm ssioner
4 Clark's coments and questions, your FPL's 2017
5 annual capacity dry run that was held -- you cited
6 it in your direct rebuttal here.
7 What was the shortfall of the capacity in this
8 scenari o? You participated in the -- you
9 participated in it this year.
10 THE WTNESS: | led it.
11 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: Oh, okay. So, you should
12 have that --
13 (Laughter.)
14 THE WTNESS:. It was a lot -- at one point, |
15 beli eve we had several - hundr ed-t housand custoners
16 out that we were rotating that -- in essence, you
17 know were having rolling blackouts through
18 southeast Florida. It -- it is significant.
19 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  So, irrespective of
20 Lauderdale 4 and 5, there was still --
21 THE WTNESS:. There -- yes --
22 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Because you tal k about
23 havi ng -- Dania Beach Unit 7 would have mti gated
24 the -- the experience incurred under this scenario.
25 THE WTNESS: Yes. For exanple, you know,
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1 just wi thout Dania Beach -- w thout Lauderdal e
2 versus Dani a Beach, there's 1200- nmegawatts
3 di fference, which is about 240 -- 250, 000-custoners
4 di fference of serving; between Lauderdale 4 and 5
5 and Dani a Beach, there's about 400 negawatts, which
6 I's approxi mately 80,000 custoners or so.
7 It's about one -- it's about 200 custoners per
8 every negawatt or -- you know, and we talk -- we
9 throw around a hundred -- a hundred negawatts |ike
10 it's not alot. It's 20,000 custoners. It's a |ot
11 when you're tal king a hundred negawatts.
12 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN:  All right. Thank you.
13 THE W TNESS: Thank you.
14 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Redirect.
15 MR. DONALDSON: Yes, thank you.
16 EXAM NATI ON
17 BY MR DONALDSON:
18 Q M. Sanchez, what is the -- your
19 responsibility as director of system operations?
20 A Two major responsibilities. One is | operate
21 the FPL system-- or ny teamdoes. W're responsible
22 for making sure that, when the light switch is turned
23 on, the lights go on, at the end of the day. |It's
24  bpasically that.
25 But there's a ot nore that goes into that.
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1 It goes into, you have to plan for that. And planning

2 starts at the Dr. Simlevel, but it goes down to what

3 overhauls are we going to do next year, how are they

4 going to be coordinated, to what weather profile do we

5 expect and what | oad profile.

6 Then, it cones down to also -- when -- as it

7 gets closer in tine nonths ahead, okay, let's refine

8 that plan even nore. Wat do we think is going to

9 happen in the nonth -- for exanple, right now, in

10 January -- what do we think is going to happen in the
11 sunmmer.

12 As we get closer to May, okay, are the units
13 really perform ng the way we expect them is the

14 over haul schedul es going the way we expect them how s
15 that going. GCkay. So, all that comes into play.

16 Are -- the transm ssion nmai ntenance that's going on, is
17 that -- is that being done on tine.

18 So, eventually all that gets to the next day.
19 And we actually have a group of people that worry about
20 tonorrow and the day after. And what they do is they
21 sinmul ate tonorrow and the day after, such that, when

22 that operator sits on the chair, he's got a plan of the
23 day that's telling him this is what to expect today.
24  This generator is out. |It's going to conme back at this
25 time. This lineis out fromthis tine to this tine.
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1 It's going to cone back at this tinme. This is what you
2 expect to see on your applications that tell you, if

3 this happens, this is what's going to happen. This is
4 what you're going to do.

5 It's very anal ogous to an airline pilot.

6 There's a lot of practice and choreography that goes

7 into it. And hopefully, that -- that custoner wl|

8 never experience anything, but those pilots are very

9 trained in case things go wong that are unexpected.

10 And we try to prepare for that ahead of tine,
11 | i ke, for exanple, having this area reliability margin
12 that we know we have |l evers that we could pull and nmake
13  sure customers are served.

14 The other major responsibility that | have is
15 reliability coordinator for Florida, one of the eight
16 regions in the country. |1'mresponsible for making sure
17 that over 50 utilities in Florida coordinate their

18 oper ati ons.

19 So, for exanple, when we do generation

20 overhauls and transm ssion-1ine outages, | nake sure,
21  when Duke is doing theirs and Tanpa is doing theirs and
22 Ol ando, that we all coordinate such that it all cones

23 together. And at the end of the day, the nunber-one

24 goal is reliability for the state of Florida. It's not
25 economics. It's reliability.
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1 So, that's ny other major responsibility.
2 Q And froma -- froma systens-operations
3 st andpoi nt, what type of facilities do you have command
4 and control over in your real-tinme operations?
5 A We run one of the largest control centers in
6 the country. It's inpressive. |It's a cockpit that has,
7 I n essence, a dashboard that's 188 feet | ong by about
8 20 feet high of video. There's operators 24-by-7
9 manning it, in addition to managenent. |It's a 24-by-7
10 operation. You know, there's always sonething going on.
11 It's -- you have to see it to believe it.
12 Q Do you control the power plants within FPL's
13 system neani ng whether or not you're going to run them
14 or not run thenf
15 A Absolutely. W plan -- as | was nentioning,
16 not just nonths ahead -- when they're expecting to be
17 run so we know what fuel they're going to go into and
18 how t hey cone together with the transm ssion, but
19 tonorrow we plan that this one is going to be out at
20 10:00 in the norning. It's going to shut down at 6:00
21 in the evening. This one is going to do this. This one
22 I's going to do that.
23 And then, on a real-tine basis, except for the
24 nucl ear basis, we actually control themfromthe
25 facility.
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1 Q Do you control the novenent of electricity
2 over the bulk transm ssion |ines that are throughout

3 FPL's service territory?

4 A Yes, we do.
5 Q How do you do that?
6 A We have operational control, all breakers at

7 the transm ssion substations, such that we coul d

8 redi rect power and we could turn on generation.

9 Actually, the conbustion turbines at Lauderdal e and at
10 Fort Myers -- we could turn themon within seven

11 m nut es.

12 The ot her plants, we could go ahead and, once
13 they cone online, we could go ahead and i ssue set points
14 that they'll go to that set point.

15 Q Ckay. Now, one of the things that we' ve been
16 focusing on, and at |least that | know that you've been
17 asked in cross-examnation fromSierra Cub and from

18 O fice of Public Counsel, is this South Florida --

19 sout heast-Florida region. Am| correct that that

20 consi sts of Dade and Broward Counti es?

21 A That is correct.

22 Q Al right. And where is your office actually

23 | ocat ed?

24 A In Mam, downtown M ani.

25 Q All right. And how nuch generation capacity
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1 do you have in M am -Dade and Broward County right now,
2 as of today, with Lauderdale Units 4 and 5 in service?
3 A It is -- I'"'msorry. | don't know of fhand the
4  nunber, and | should. It is 5,280 without -- after

5 Lauderdale 4 and 5 are retired. So, it's approxi mtely
6 6, 000 negawatts with Lauderdal e.

7 Q Ckay. And how nmany negawatts does Lauderdal e
8 Units 4 and 5 provide sout heast Florida?

9 A A total of 880 negawatts.

10 Q Al right. Now, how nmuch transm ssion inport
11  capability do you have into southeast Florida?

12 A Today, we have 5, 800.

13 Q All right. |Is that before the Corbett- Sugar-

14 Quarry line is placed in service in 20197

15 A Yes, it is.
16 Q So, | guess, if we were -- Conmi ssioner Cark
17 was asking this question. |f you add up the anmount of

18 generation, which is on Interrogatory No. 75, which is
19 6,164, and the anount of transm ssion capability

20 currently of 5,800, you have a total anount of 11, 964

21 megawatts of transm ssion and generation capability into
22 southeast Florida; is that correct?

23 A That is correct.

24 Q And how -- what's the |load of that particul ar

25 area?
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1 A Approxi mately 10, 700 negawatts.

2 Q Al right. And | heard -- | believe it was
3 Comm ssioner Cark -- it may have been Conm ssi oner

4 Brown -- say that that represents about over 40 percent

5 of FPL's total system | oad?

6 A Yes. It wll vary between 43, 45, 46. It

7 depends on weather. |If you get a -- you know, two or
8 three days of 92-, 93-degree weather in Mam and Fort
9 Lauderdale, it will actually bunp up into the 44-, 45-
10  percent range.

11 Q If you were -- if you were to give an

12 equi val ent type of location that serves this type of
13 | oad, what woul d that be?

14 A | always conpare it to -- to New York City.
15 It's about 13,000 negawatts, conpared to about 11, 000.
16 |'ve heard today, it's about the size of Duke, which |

17 guess it is about the size of Duke.

18 It is a -- Dade and Broward County is a very
19 | arge utility, in and of itself, in the country.

20 Q Where is Lauderdale Units 4 and 5 | ocated?

21 A Right in the heart of Broward County, in Dania
22 Beach.

23 Q Al right. If you were to retire Lauderdale

24 Units 4 and 5, what is the inpact of that retirenent on

25 t he southeast -- on the load -- not on the | oad, but the

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis
114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



520

1 on the generation and inport capability w thin southeast

N

Fl ori

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

da?
A Well, even though --

M5. CHRISTENSEN: |I'mgoing to object. |
think M. O Donnell is basically [sic] --

VR. DONALDSON: Donal dson. --

M5. CHRI STENSEN: -- doing direct -- or --

MR. DONALDSON: That's okay.

M5. CHRI STENSEN: -- is basically doing direct
instead of redirect. He's not actually asked him
to respond to sonething that was addressed by any
of the cross that was presented.

COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  Well, | was allow ng the
guesti ons because nobody has objected, but now
that -- that you raise it -- there was a lot of big
scope of questions that were asked by the

I ntervenors and the bench up here.

So, I -- I'"Il allow this question, but just,
M. Donal dson, be -- be on notice here that this is
redirect.

MR, DONALDSON: | -- | agree. And I'mtrying

to tailor it to sone of the questions that Sierra
Cl ub has asked about different w ndows of

retirenent. And | want to put things in context so
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1 that --

2 COM SSI ONER BROMN:  All right. Let's get to
3 It
4 MR. DONALDSON: Yes, thank you.

5 BY MR DONALDSON:

6 Q So, if you retire Lauderdale Units 4 and 5,

7 what is the inpact -- if you retire in 2018, as FPL has
8 proposed, what is the inpact on the southeast-Florida

9 region wth respect to generation and i nport capability,

10 prior to CSQ comng in |ine?

11 MR. LENOFF: Can | object? |It's anbi guous. |
12 don't understand what that question is.

13 COW SSI ONER BROAWN: M. -- Pardon ne.

14 M. Sanchez, do you understand the question?

15 THE WTNESS: Yes, | do.

16 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  All right. Qnojection

17 overruled. | understand it.

18 THE W TNESS: Ckay. You actually end up

19 | osing 880 negawatts of generation and 400

20 megawatts of inport capability.

21  BY MR DONALDSON:
22 Q So, that's a total of alnpbst 1300 negawatts

23 that you would | ose in southeast-Florida area?

24 A That is correct.
25 Q Al'l right. And there have been sone
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1 di scussi ons about the guidance that you' ve provided to
2 Dr. Simregarding these delay scenarios. | guess fol ks
3 were calling it Plans 4 and 5. Can you explain in a
4 little bit nore detail what this guidance was that you
5 provided to Dr. Sinf
6 A | would --
7 MR, LENOFF. Can | -- objection. That's asked
8 and answer ed.
9 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: | don't think it was.
10 (bj ection overrul ed.
11 THE WTNESS: | really recommend not del ayi ng
12 Lauder- -- Dania Beach Energy Center, but by the
13 way, if it ends up being del ayed, you have | ess
14 ri sk by not having a six-year w ndow, having a
15 four-year w ndow.
16 But the preference and the recomendati on from
17 sonebody with 32 years of experience doing this is,
18 let's get it in service as soon as possi bl e,
19 especially considering the area we're talking
20 about .
21 BY MR DONALDSON:
22 Q Wth respect to the guidance that you provided
23 Dr. Sim did you provide any gui dance on what to do with
24  any delay scenario in the in-service date of Dania
25 Beach? And what was that guidance wth respect to what
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Andrea Komaridis

114 W. 5th Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32303 premier-reporting.com



523

1 to do with Lauderdale Units 4 and 5?

2 MR, LENOFF. (bjection. Conpound questi on.

3 COMM SSI ONER BROMN: | understand the question
4 very clearly. | don't think it was conpound enough
5 to be i nconprehensible.

6 M. Sanchez, are you able to answer the

7 question?

8 THE W TNESS:  Yes.

9 COMM SSI ONER BROMN: Pl ease go ahead.

10 THE WTNESS: | recomended that the in-

11 service date not be delayed, but if it was del ayed,
12 that we also delay the -- taking out the unit.

13 BY MR DONALDSON:

14 Q The unit being Lauderdale Units 4 and 5?
15 A Yes, sir.
16 Q kay. And -- and that was -- that was in

17 response to a one-year and two-year push in the

18 Lauderdal e i n-servi ce dates.

19 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.

20 Q -- 1s that correct?

21 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Re- -- restate.
22 MR, DONALDSON:  Sure.

23 BY MR DONALDSON:

24 Q What was that in response to with respect to
25 I n-service dates of Dania Beach Units -- Unit 77
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1 A It was in response to a delay, potentially of

2 up to two years.

3 Q Ckay. Did you provide any gui dance on what

4 was less-risky with respect to FPL's plan in this case,

5 whichis Plan 2, of retiring Lauderdale units in 2018,

6 and the in-service date of Dania Beach in 2022 versus

7 t hese other two delay scenarios that we' ve been

8 discussing here and Sierra O ub has asked you about?

9 MR, LENOFF: (Objection. It's leading. It's a
10 narrative. And it's discussing alternative plans
11 in the same way that M. Donal dson objected
12 previously.

13 COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  Well, | don't think it

14 was a narrative. He was restating -- he was

15 restating the question that you previously asked.
16 And it is pertinent to the question that you asked,
17 so I'"'mgoing to allow the question. Overrul ed.

18 THE WTNESS: The least-risky plan is taking
19 advant age of the Corbett-Sugar-Quarry |ine as soon
20 as we can and getting the Dania Beach generation in
21 as soon as we can, by 2022. Any other plan that

22 del ays it past 2022 increases the risk. And as you
23 go further in tinme, the risk increases.

24 Qobviously, not only if you increased the

25 wi ndow t hat the Dani a Beach Energy Center is out --
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1 not only do you increase the risk because of the

2 | oad serving, but the anount of tine that you don't
3 have the 12 or 1300 negawatts of capacity to serve
4 load in that area al so adds anot her |evel of risk.

5 BY MR DONALDSON:

6 Q And referring to staff's denonstrative

7 exhibit, No. 61 -- do you have it in front of you?

8 A Yes, | do.

9 Q This is in direct response to Sierra Club's

10 counsel asking you about 3200 negawatts of margin and --
11 under Plan 2 in 2022.

12 | want to refer you to Plan 1, which is FPL's

13 Lauderdal e not-retired plan. Do you see the 2019

14 nunber -- year, where you have 3,157 negawatts?
15 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.

16 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Overrul ed.

17 THE WTNESS: Yes, | do.

18 BY MR DONALDSON:

19 Q Al right. Do you know why there's an
20 I ncrease in nmegawatts in 20197
21 A Because Lauderdale is not retired and you have

22 the Corbett-Sugar-Quarry |line providing the additional

23 | nport capability.

24 Q Do you see, if you conpare Plan 1 for 2019,
25 wth Plan 2 for year 2022 -- do you see, between those
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1 two years -- well, what do you see between those two
2 years, as far as reduction in Plan 1 versus Plan 2?
3 A Approxi mately --
4 Q | f you understand ny question.
5 A Plan 2 results in approximately 1300 negawatts
6 | ess of reliability margin relative to Plan 1.
7 Q Al right. And Plan 2 is -- we're tal king
8 about the retirenent of Dania Beach in 2018; is that
9 right?
10 A That is correct.
11 Q Is that the wi ndow that you're tal king about?
12 A That's exactly the w ndow that we're tal king
13 about .
14 Q All right. One of the other questions that
15 was asked by Sierra Club is this area reliability margin
16 termthat you utilized. Has the term"margin," when
17 respect to the southeast-Florida region, been utilized
18 before in prior dockets?
19 A | believe it has been.
20 Q Do you recall which docket it was prev- --
21 nost -recently used in?
22 M5. CHRISTENSEN:. [I'mgoing to object. I'm
23 not sure if he's using simlar term nology because
24 I think we were referring to area reliability
25 margi n and - -
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1 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Let's just get a

2 clarification.

3 M. Donal dson, are you referring to the term
4 at -- M. Sanchez's identifies called "area

5 reliability margin" in his prefiled --

6 VR. DONALDSON: Yes, Chair.

7 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN: Ckay. Cear? You

8 Wi t hdraw your objection?

9 M5. CHRI STENSEN: As |long as the question is
10 clear as to whether or not they've used that term
11 "area reliability margin,"” in previous dockets.

12 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: | - -

13 MR. DONALDSON: Well, the question was --

14 COW SSI ONER BROAN: M. Donal dson.

15 VR, DONALDSON:  Ckay.

16 BY MR DONALDSON:

17 Q M. Sanchez, you call -- let ne -- let ne do
18 It this way: What do call the difference between the
19 anpunt of load and inport -- and inport capability and

20 generation for Mam -Dade County and Broward County?

21 A | termit "area reliability margin."

22 Q Ckay.

23 A It's margin for the area.

24 Q All right. Has a simlar type of term been

25 utilized before in previous dockets?
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1 MR, LENOFF: (Objection. Asked and answered.

2 I --
3 COMM SSI ONER BROAN:  We don't have a cl ear
4 answer right now. He --
5 MR. LENOFF. | asked the question.
6 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN:  There was an obj ection
7 that was withdrawmn. So, I'mgoing to all ow
8 guesti on.
9 M. Sanchez, please proceed.
10 THE WTNESS: Yes, it has. | believe it's
11 been used in the Port Evergl ades docket.
12 Sout heast Fl ori da has al ways been a concern
13 for us as -- you know, | can personally tell you,
14 since we put Turkey Point 5 and cane to the
15 Comm ssi on back in 2005, southeast Florida --
16 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: | know you're -- you're
17 editorializing a little bit, causing sone
18 consternation anong -- thank you, though.
19 M. Donal dson.
20 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Can -- can | ask for
21 clarification on his |last response? He did say "we
22 used it in Port Evergl ades,"” but he didn't actually
23 specify what termwas used in the Port Evergl ades
24 docket. And that's what | was trying to get
25 clarification on.
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1 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ch, just one second.
2 M. Donal dson, would you |like to ask that
3 guestion for --
4 MR, DONALDSON:  Sure.
5 BY MR DONALDSON:
6 Q What termwas used in the Port Evergl ades
7 need- det erm nati on docket ?
8 A | believe the term"margi n" was di scussed
9 relative to having additional reliability margin for
10  sout heast Florida.
11 Q And did you understand the term"nmargin" to be
12 referring to the southeast-Florida regi on when that Port
13 Ever gl ades need-determ nati on was taking place?
14 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.
15 COW SSI ONER BROMN: Rest at e.
16 BY MR DONALDSON:
17 Q Do you understand whether or not the term
18 "margin" was referring to the southeast-Florida region?
19 A Yes, it was specifically in reference to the
20  sout heast-Fl orida region.
21 Q kay. So, your term-- you just add area
22 reliability margin and, in Port Evergl ade, they just
23 used "margi n" for the sane area.
24 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.
25 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Sust ai ned.
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1 BY MR DONALDSON:

2 Q W -- we tal ked about with Sierra Cub -- or
3 Sierra Cub tal ked about with you risk or operationa

4 risk. Can you clarify, when you say, "operational

5 risk," what are you referring to?

6 A Qperational risk is being able to serve

7 custoners' load. And when we tal k about |oad, we've

8 really got to renmenber that one negawatt is 200

9 custoners. W're talking a hundred negawatts rel ative
10 to 10,000. It doesn't seemlike nmuch, but a hundred

11 megawatts is 20,000 custoners.

12 That's the risk I'mtal king about of whether
13 we're going to do feeder rotation on 20,000 custoners
14 this afternoon because | don't have enough generation in
15  sout heast Fl ori da.

16 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

17 BY MR DONALDSON:

18 Q And when you were referring to this

19 operational risk, if you | ook on Pages 9 and 10 of your
20 testi nony, starting on Page 9, Line 22, through Page 10,
21 Line 6 -- is that the operational risk that you were

22 referring to?

23 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.

24 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  How is it |eading?

25 MR. LENOFF. Because he's telling -- he's
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1 asking him-- he's setting up the question of what
2 Is -- he's asking him is this the type of risk
3 that you were asking about. He's just asking him
4 what type of risk were you tal king about on this
5 page.
6 COW SSI ONER BROWN: M. Donal dson, can you
7 rephrase it?
8 MR, DONALDSON:  Sure.
9 BY MR DONALDSON:
10 Q Does your testinony discuss what type of risk
11  that you were referring to?
12 A Yes, | do.
13 Q On what pages does -- do your -- does your
14  testinony discuss this risk?
15 A Specifically, on Page 9, Lines 22, through
16 Page 10, Line 3.
17 Q And if we're |ooking on -- on Page 10, the
18 contingency -- or where you state, serving capability to
19 absorb contingency of TP3, TP4, TP5 also failing, what
20 are you referring to?
21 A That | have a contingency in the system --
22 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Ob- -- objection. | think
23 that this goes beyond the scope of cross-
24 exam nation of either party.
25 COMM SSI ONER BROMN: | woul d agree. (Objection
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1 sust al ned.

2 MR. DONALDSON: G ve ne one second, please.

3 | can come up with sone ot her questions

4 while --

5 COW SSI ONER BROWN: | do have Chai rman

6 Grahamis little time clock. Unfortunately, he only
7 has a five-mnute. | -- |1 think we need to get a

8 m nut e one.

9 MR. DONALDSON: Yeah, | know. Ckay.

10 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  We will be taking a break
11 after this wtness, a larger break.

12 BY MR DONALDSON:

13 Q Ckay. Specifically -- this is probably ny
14 | ast line of questioning. Wth respect to Page 4,

15 that -- your testinony, Lines 20, you were asked about
16 this fromSierra Club -- you're here to rebut

17 Dr. Hausman's claimthat there's no apparent reason why
18 four years is any kind of magic nunber for the tine

19 period fromretirenent of denolition of Lauderdal e

20 Units 4 and 5 to conmercial operation of Dania Beach

21 Unit 7, and how he fails to take into account the

22 | nportant operational considerations.
23 The -- the four years that we're talking
24 about -- what is your understandi ng of what that four

25 years represents?
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1 A 2018, when the unit is denolished, and 2022,
2 when it cones back in service.

3 Q And was | correct in hearing that you -- one
4 of your guidances to Dr. Simwas if you can get in any

5 sooner ?

6 MR. LENOFF: (Objection. Leading.

7 MR, DONALDSON: Ckay. Well, | can rephrase
8 It

9 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Sur e.

10 MR, DONALDSON:  Sure.

11 BY MR DONALDSON:

12 Q What was your gui dance with respect to that
13 construction -- that four-year construction schedul e?
14 A If we could do it sooner, it would be a |ot

15 better for the system

16 Q A lot better in the sense of how --

17 A Reduci ng --

18 Q -- froman operational -risk stand point?

19 A Reducing reliability risk.

20 Q kay. And if you were to delay it beyond four

21  years, what is your professional opinion as a system

22 operator?

23 A It increases the risk.

24 MR, DONALDSON: Ckay. Thank you. No further

25 guesti ons.
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COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  All right. Thank you.

This witness has a few exhibits associ ated
wWith his testinony -- that were just proffered. 61
was offered by Sierra Club, the area-reliability
tabl e.

Sierra, you also 68 and 69 and 70, but 69, |
believe, we are not using. That was directed
toward Dr. Sim So, we're dealing wwth 61, 68, and
70.

MR. DONALDSON: | think 61 was staff's
denonstrative exhibit.

COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Ckay. You --

MR. LENCFF: So, we would like to nove it,
nove for 61 to be placed in the record.

And can you give us a nonent for the other
two?

COW SSI ONER BROMN: Al right.  WwWell, 111
have staff go -- | -- | thought it was yours, but
staff, why don't we go -- 617

M5. CUELLO That's fine. W have no
obj ecti on.

COW SSI ONER BROWN:  So, we're going to go
ahead and nove in 61 right now, at this tine.

(Whereupon, Exhibit No. 61 was received into

evi dence.)
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1 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  So, we're dealing with 68

2 and 70.
3 MR. LENOFF. Can you give us one nonent?
4 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Just a nonent, yes.
5 MR, LENOFF: So, we would like to nove for
6 Exhibit 68 and Exhibit No. 70 to be placed into the
7 record, please.
8 COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  You would |ike to nove 68
9 and 70.
10 Any obj ection?
11 MR. DONALDSON: Ch, | have no objection to 68
12 bei ng noved into the record.
13 | do have an objection to 70 --
14 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: | was anticipating that.
15 MR, DONALDSON: -- which, | believe, is the
16 | nproper inpeachnent -- excerpt of M. Sanchez's
17 deposition transcript. So, | don't believe they've
18 | aid a proper foundation or predicate for any kind
19 of inpeachnment for entry of this particular exhibit
20 into the record.
21 COMW SSI ONER BROMN:  Yes, Counsel .
22 MR. LENOFF: Wen | began asking M. Sanchez
23 about his deposition transcripts, | believe |I asked
24 himif the pages were correct, if the -- if he has
25 any reason to doubt the accuracy of the statenents
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1 in the deposition transcript. And he confirned

2 that he has no reason to doubt it, and he's -- you
3 know -- so, can we --
4 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  Is that all?
5 Counsel -- OPC, anything you would like to
6 add?
7 M5. CHRI STENSEN: No, ny recollection is that
8 the witness testified to what was in the deposition
9 transcript. So, | nean, | guess there's probably
10 no harmin either letting it in or --
11 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  There's no harm except
12 for the fact that the pre-hearing order |ays out
13 reasons for providing depositions in this
14 proceeding. And it's strictly to be used for
15 I npeachnent purposes, unless it was ot herw se
16 provided within that -- that deadline, as provided
17 in the pre-hearing order.
18 So, if it wasn't used for inpeachnent, then,
19 Counsel -- Ms. -- Mary Anne?
20 M5. HELTON. M recollection is -- but ny
21 recollection is fuzzy right now-- that it was --
22 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN: | know.
23 M5. HELTON: That it was --
24 COMM SSI ONER BROWN:  It's that hour.
25 M5. HELTON. -- was not used for inpeachnent
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pur poses; that he was not successful in doing so.
Then, for that reason, | would suggest that it not
be adm tted.

COW SSI ONER BROAN:  That's where -- what --
my gut here as well. W will not nove in 70, but
we went ahead and noved 68 into the record.

(Whereupon, Exhibit No. 68 was received into
evi dence.)

COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Woul d you like this
W tnhess tenporarily excused?

VR. DONALDSON: He has no other matters before
this Comm ssion, so | would |ike himpermanently --
COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  He may want to stick

around for Dr. Sim

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER BROWN: M. Sanchez, have a good
night. W'Ill see you around here in the
backgr ound.

THE WTNESS: Thank you very mnuch.

COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

THE WTNESS: M pl easure.

COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  All right. It is -- the
time is 6:45. M understanding -- yes, Sierra?

M5. CSANK:  Madam Chair, if we may, Sierra

Cl ub has spoken with FPL's counsel. And we propose
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1 to take a 10-, 15-m nute break. | think that w |l

2 enable us to significantly streamine our questions
3 for this last witness and, hopefully, enable us to
4 finish the hearing today.
5 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ckay. So, it's -- does
6 anybody have an objection to taking a 15-m nute
7 break -- 10-, 15-m nute break, get sonething to
8 drink? Eat outside? Al right. W're --
9 MR. COX: No objections.
10 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: No objection. So, we're
11 going to take a 15-m nute break. 6:45, we'll be
12 back here at 7:00 sharp. Thank you. W're in
13 recess.
14 (Brief recess.)
15 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN:  You all ready to proceed?
16 MR COX: Yes, Conmm ssioner Brown. Could FPL
17 be heard for a nmonment, just briefly?
18 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Sur e.
19 MR COX: In response to the questions we
20 heard from Comm ssioner Cark today, Dr. Simis
21 prepared, | think, to provide a nore-conplete
22 answer than you've heard so far today. And we're
23 hopi ng it answers your question, but in the event
24 that it doesn't, we're willing to file a late-filed
25 exhibit to answer nore-fully, but we're going to do
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1 our best for himto hopefully provide a little nore

2 nore-full answer. He's heard what's happened today
3 and he thinks he has a better understandi ng and can
4 provide at least a little-bit-nore-full answer.

5 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Thank you. That's

6 excel | ent.

7 Bef- -- we are back on the record officially.
8 I's our court -- yep.

9 Are there any prelimnary matters to address
10 before proceed with Dr. Simon rebuttal here?

11 kay. Seeing none, FPL.

12 MR, COX: Conmm ssioner Brown, FPL calls its

13 final rebuttal witness, Dr. Steven R Sim

14 EXAM NATI ON

15 BY MR COX:

16 Q Dr. Sim have you been sworn in for this

17 heari ng?

18 A Yes.

19 Q Coul d you pl ease state your nane for the

20 record.

21 A Steven Sim

22 Q Who is your current enployer and what is your
23  business address?

24 A Fl orida Power & Light, 700 Universe Boul evard,

25 Juno Beach, Florida.
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1 Q And what is your current position with FPL?

2 A Director of integrated resource pl anning.

3 Q Did you cause to be filed on Decenber 22nd,

4 2017, 56 pages of rebuttal testinony in this proceedi ng?
5 A Yes.

6 Q Did you al so cause to be filed on January 9th,
7 2018, an errata correcting your rebuttal testinony?

8 A Yes.

9 Q Do you have any ot her changes or corrections
10 to your testinony at this tinme?

11 A | do not.

12 Q If | were to ask you the sanme questions today
13 as contained in your prefiled rebuttal testinony, as

14 corrected by the January 9th, 2018, errata, would your

15 answers be the sanme?

16 A They woul d.

17 MR, COX: Comm ssioner Brown, FPL requests

18 that Dr. Sims prefiled rebuttal testinony, as

19 corrected, be inserted into the record as though

20 read.

21 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  We' |l go ahead and i nsert
22 Dr. Sims prefiled rebuttal testinony into the

23 record as though read.

24 (Prefiled rebuttal testinony inserted into the
25 record as though read.)
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BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for determination of ) DOCKET NO. 20170225-El
need for Dania Beach Clean Energy ) FILED: January 9, 2015
Center Unit 7, by Florida Power & )

Light Company )

ERRATA SHEET OF STEVEN R. SIM

October 20, 2017 Direct Testimony

PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION

11 22 Change “that” to “than”

12 16 Change “598” to “596”

34 20 Change “Update” to “Updated”

October 20, 2017 Exhibits

EXHIBIT# PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION
(No changes)

December 22, 2017 Rebuttal Testimony

PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION

21 4 Change “of the both” to “of both”

23 2 Insert “target” after “...from-him”

44 14 Change “had zero” to “had nearly zero”

44 14 Change “This $0/kW” to “This nearly $0/kW”
48 15 Change “enhance increase” to “enhance”

56 9 Change “in” to “is”

December 22, 2017 Exhibits

EXHIBIT# PAGE # LINE # CORRECTION
SRS-5 3of7 Row 12 Insert “nearly” before “zero”
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Please state your name and business address.

My name is Steven R. Sim, and my business address is Florida Power & Light

Company, 700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408.

Have you previously submitted direct testimony in this proceeding?

Yes.

Are you sponsoring any rebuttal exhibits in this case?

Yes. | am sponsoring the following 6 exhibits that are attached to my rebuttal

testimony:

Exhibit SRS-5:

Exhibit SRS-6:

Exhibit SRS-7:

Exhibit SRS-8:

Exhibit SRS-9:

Exhibit SRS-10:

Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the
Testimony of Sierra Club Witness Dr. Hausman;
Commission Proceedings Approving or Applying
20% Reserve Margin;

Comparison of FPL System NOx Emissions for
Resource Plans 2 and 3;

Comparison of Major Drivers in DSM Cost-
Effectiveness: 2014 DSM Goals Docket Inputs and
Forecasts versus 2017 Inputs and Forecasts;

Excerpt from Prior FPL Testimony in Docket No.
20080407-EG Regarding the Flaws in Using a
Levelized Cost of Electricity Approach; and,

FPL Fossil Fuel Generation Fleet Performance

Improvements (1990-2016).
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What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

My rebuttal testimony discusses and/or responds to the testimony of Dr. Ezra
Hausman who is testifying on behalf of the Sierra Club in this docket.

How is your rebuttal testimony structured?

My rebuttal testimony is structured into 7 parts. Part | provides a brief
overview of FPL’s filing in this docket to set the stage for examining Dr.
Hausman’s testimony. Part Il identifies key points in FPL’s filing that Dr.
Hausman does not contest in his testimony. Part Ill discusses some of the
problems in his testimony regarding such topics as reserve margin criteria,
reliability, and determination of need filings in Florida. Part IV discusses
additional problems with Dr. Hausman’s testimony regarding his “alternative
plan,” the economics of that plan, his attempt to examine the “delay”
scenarios, and fuel diversity. Part \VV offers some observations regarding his
exhibits. A number of problematic statements made in Dr. Hausman’s
testimony that have not already been discussed are examined in Part VI. In
Part VII, I summarize my reasons why | conclude that Dr. Hausman’s
testimony is unreliable and should not be given serious consideration in this

docket.
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Part I: Overview of FPL’s Filing

Would it be helpful to provide a summary of FPL’s filing in this docket?
Yes. One of my impressions of Dr. Hausman’s testimony is that he is trying to
draw attention away from the results of FPL’s analyses that show numerous
and significant benefits that would accrue to FPL’s customers from the
addition of the proposed Dania Beach Clean Energy Center (DBEC) Unit 7
combined cycle unit. Therefore, I believe it would be helpful to summarize
FPL’s filing and the projected benefits of DBEC Unit 7 for FPL’s customers
before beginning an examination of Dr. Hausman’s testimony.

Would you please provide a summary of FPL’s filing in this docket?

Yes. | will primarily focus on the resource planning aspect of FPL’s filing,

which can be summarized as follows:

- In mid-2016, using 2016 forecasts of load and generation, FPL projected
that: (i) it would begin having system resource needs starting in 2024 and
which grow significantly in subsequent years, and (ii) there would no
longer be a balance between load, generation, and transmission import
capability in the heavily populated and high electrical load Southeastern
Florida region (consisting of Miami-Dade and Broward Counties) around
the same time as the system resource need. As a result, FPL began
extensive analyses in mid-2016 designed to determine the best way to

address both the system and Southeastern Florida regional needs.
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In the 2016 analyses, FPL assumed 1,700 MW of additional universal
solar would be sited outside of the Southeastern Florida region. This
additional solar was significantly higher than the 300 MWs of universal
solar FPL identified in its 2016 Ten Year Site Plan. FPL then analyzed
how new combined cycle and combustion turbine unit options sited both
inside and outside the Southeastern Florida region might satisfy the system
and regional reliability needs. Solar and battery storage sited inside this
region to support both of these reliability needs were also evaluated. FPL
also evaluated demand side management (DSM), as well as new gas
pipelines, and transmission facilities that would be required as a result of
new generation additions and/or to increase transmission import capability
into the Southeastern Florida region. In total, 33 resource plans were
evaluated in the 2016 analyses.

The key results of the 2016 analyses were that: (i) a specific new
transmission line, the Corbett-Sugar-Quarry (CSQ) line, was capable of
addressing the Southeastern Florida regional need through the decade of
the 2020s (assuming no changes in forecasted load and/or available
generation in the region), (ii) the addition of this CSQ line would allow a
window of opportunity in which the existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 could
be retired" and dismantled before replacement capacity in Southeastern
Florida is constructed, and (iii) the projected cost of continuing to operate

and maintain these existing Lauderdale units was significant.

! Note that the retirement of Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 would change the available generation in
Southeastern Florida by removing 884 MW of capacity.

6
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In 2017, after a decision was made to add the CSQ line by mid-2019, FPL
updated all of its key forecasts and assumptions, including the cost and
performance characteristics of the resource options, and also included as
an assumption FPL’s current projection that an additional approximately
2,086 MW of universal solar would be implemented by 2023, representing
an increase from the 1,700 MW assumed in the 2016 analyses. FPL then
conducted new analyses of how best to address system resource needs
while maintaining/enhancing reliability in the Southeastern Florida region.
These 2017 analyses primarily focused on three resource plans that were
based on the most promising resource options identified in the 2016
analysis. Plan 1 is a “status quo” scenario that assumes no retirement and
continued operation of the existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5. Plan 2
assumes retirement of the existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 in late 2018
and the addition of the 1,163 MW DBEC Unit 7 in mid-2022. This results
in a net increase of 279 MW of generation in the Southeastern Florida
region (1,163 MW of DBEC Unit 7 — 884 MW of the existing Lauderdale
Units 4 & 5 = 279 MW net increase).? Plan 3 assumes the same retirement
of the existing Lauderdale units in late 2018 as in Plan 2, but with the
addition of approximately the same amount of firm capacity
(approximately 1,163 MW) from a combination of solar and storage sited

in the Southeastern Florida region.

2 FPL notes that its planned addition of 2,086 MW of solar is 7.5 times greater than the net increase of
279 MW of gas-fired generation that would result from DBEC Unit 7.

7
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The results of the 2017 analyses were that: (i) Plan 2 featuring DBEC Unit
7 is projected to be $337 million cumulative present value of revenue
requirements (CPVRR) lower cost to FPL’s customers than the status quo
Plan 1, and (ii) Plan 2 featuring DBEC Unit 7 is projected to be $1,288
million CPVRR lower cost to FPL’s customers than Plan 3.

In addition, the low cost DBEC Unit 7 project is projected to bring
economic benefits to FPL’s customers almost immediately beginning in
2018, lower system natural gas usage compared to the status quo scenario,
lower system emissions, and to enhance both system and regional
reliability.

Therefore, FPL concludes that adding DBEC Unit 7 in 2022 is projected
to provide a variety of significant benefits for FPL’s customers, and FPL
is respectfully requesting that the FPSC provide an affirmative
determination of need decision for DBEC Unit 7 with a June 2022 in-

service date.
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Part I1: Key Points in FPL’s Filing That Dr. Hausman’s Testimony Does

Not Contest

Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony contest the results of FPL’s analyses that
show DBEC Unit 7 is projected to save FPL’s customers $337 million
CPVRR compared to the status quo resource plan (Plan 1) in which
existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 are not retired and continue operating?
No.

Does his testimony contest the results of FPL’s analyses that show DBEC
Unit 7 is projected to save FPL’s customers approximately $1.3 billion
CPVRR compared to Plan 3 that is designed to attempt to provide
equivalent system and regional reliability from a combination of solar
and storage resources?

No.

Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony contest the results of FPL’s analyses
which show that FPL’s customers are projected to benefit from lower
cumulative CPVRR system costs due to the DBEC Unit 7 project
beginning as early as 2018, and continuing each year through the last
year (2061) of the analysis period?

No.

Does his testimony contest the results of FPL’s analyses which show that

natural gas usage on FPL’s system is projected to be lower with the
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DBEC Unit 7 compared to the status quo resource plan in which existing
Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 are not retired and continue operating?

No.

Does his testimony contest the fact that DBEC Unit 7 requires no new
transmission facilities and no new gas pipelines?

No.

Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony contest the fact that the additional
generation sited in Southeastern Florida as a result of DBEC Unit 7 will
result in additional generation capacity sited in Southeastern Florida
which will enhance both system and regional reliability?

No.

Does his testimony contest the fact that DBEC Unit 7 is projected to lower
system emissions of SO,, NOy, and CO, compared to the status quo
resource plan (Plan 1) in which existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 are not
retired and continue operating?

No.

10
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Part I11: Problems with Dr. Hausman’s Testimony Regarding Reserve

Margin, Reliability, and Need Determination Filings

Did you find problems with statements made by Dr. Hausman in his
testimony?

Yes. Exhibit SRS-5 presents a list of numerous inaccurate and/or misleading
statements made by Dr. Hausman in his testimony. His problematic statements
are presented on the left-hand side of this exhibit. The right-hand side of the
exhibit explains why each statement is inaccurate and/or misleading. I will
also be examining a number of these problematic statements in more detail in
the remainder of my testimony.

Does Dr. Hausman comment on FPL’s reserve margin criteria?

He does. The following two statements from his testimony capture his view

regarding FPL’s reserve margin criteria:

“FPL uses extremely conservative reliability criteria. The industry standard
for reliability is to have sufficient reserves to achieve a loss of load
probability (hereafter, LOLP) of one day in ten years...the Company’s two
reserve margin criteria discussed above are more stringent — they mislead
FPL to over-procure capacity that is not needed to meet the industry LOLP
standard.” (page 9, lines 9-15, and page 10, line 1)

and,
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“l recommend that FPL take the following steps: Determine appropriate
reserve margin criterion and regional resource needs using a loss-of-load

probability of 0.01.”” (page 19, lines 6-8)

There are a number of problems with these statements. First, there is no single
reliability criterion that is relied upon by all electric utilities and not all
utilities utilize an LOLP criterion. Second, Dr. Hausman ignores the fact that
reserve margin and LOLP reliability criteria are, by design, intended to give
different perspectives of the reliability of a utility system, not to provide the
same result. Third, in this statement he recommends an LOLP standard of
0.01 which is 10 times more stringent than the 0.1 day/year LOLP standard
that FPL and most utilities that utilize an LOLP reliability criterion use.
(However, on page 9 of his testimony, beginning on line 9, he discusses an
LOLP criterion of “one day in ten years” which is equivalent to a 0.1
day/year value. With his two conflicting values, it is not clear what he is

actually recommending.)

Fourth, he ignores the fact that FPL’s reserve margin criteria have worked
well in helping to ensure economic, reliable electric service for FPL’s
customers for almost two decades. Fifth, with these statements, Dr. Hausman
is criticizing both FPL and the FPSC for the reserve margin criterion that FPL
uses in its resource planning. Perhaps Dr. Hausman is unaware that FPL’s

20% total reserve margin criterion was agreed to by FPL, two other Florida
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investor owned utilities (I0U), and the Florida Public Service Commission
(FPSC) in 1999 after extensive examination of system reliability in Florida.
Sixth, Dr. Hausman also appears unaware that, in the almost two decades
since that decision, the FPSC has consistently stated that a determination of
need docket is not the appropriate place to attempt to question a reliability
criterion or to attempt a change in the criterion. Exhibit SRS-6 presents a
compilation of a number of the FPSC’s statements regarding this issue.

Is there another problem regarding the concept of reliability in his
testimony that you wish to discuss?

Yes. Speaking as one who has been employed by FPL as a resource planner
for 25 years and who has continually interacted and collaborated with
transmission system planners and system operators over that time period, |
have come to appreciate the fact that consideration of the reliability of an
electric utility system is not simply a matter of performing analyses on a
computer and letting that be your only guide. There is the matter of actual real
world experience that has to be factored into a utility’s planning. This is
particularly true when it comes to the experience of system operators whose
job is to keep the system operating in real time 24/7 on a second-to-second
basis. Lack of this type of specific, real world experience is not something one
can compensate for solely through calculations on a spreadsheet or in a model.
Therefore, system operator experience and guidance should never be ignored

when planning a utility system.
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In regard to the analyses presented in this docket, FPL’s system operators
provided specific guidance as to how resource plans should be designed if
FPL wanted to look at scenarios of a potential one- or two-year delay in the
in-service date for DBEC Unit 7, assuming that existing Lauderdale Units 4 &
5 are to be retired. Their input was essentially this: the longer FPL waits to
replace the capacity that is lost by retiring the 884 MW of the two Lauderdale
units, the more risk the system operators have to deal with. FPL witness
Sanchez discusses in more detail the operational risks associated with retiring
the Lauderdale units, then not bringing replacement capacity in-service as
soon as possible. The loss of 884 MW that will result from the retirement of
the existing Lauderdale units represents about 1/7 of the total generation in the

vital Southeastern Florida region.

The specific guidance that FPL’s system operations provided when FPL began
to consider the one- or two-year delay scenarios was that FPL should delay
the retirement of the Lauderdale units by the same amount of time DBEC Unit
7’s in-service date is delayed in order to minimize operational risk. In other
words, that guidance was that if the in-service date of DBEC Unit 7 is delayed
one year from 2022 to 2023, then the retirement of the Lauderdale units
should also be delayed one year from 2018 to 2019. Based on this input from
FPL’s system operators, FPL used this guidance when evaluating the “delay”

scenarios.
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However, Dr. Hausman has chosen to completely ignore this guidance from
FPL’s system operators. In the portion of his testimony in which he discusses
the “delay” scenarios, he cavalierly assumes that no delay in the retirement of
Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 is required because a reserve margin calculation
doesn’t show the need to delay the retirement. He summarizes his disregard
for the specific guidance provided by FPL’s system operators in the following

statement:

“FPL imposed irrational and costly assumptions on its two ““delay”

scenarios.” (page 14, lines 1-2)

From this statement, it is clear to me that Dr. Hausman does not appreciate in
any degree the realities of operating a complex electric system or the
importance and value of system operators’ experience.

Dr. Hausman’s testimony opposes the addition of DBEC Unit 7 in 2022.
Is part of that opposition driven by a projection that FPL meets its
minimum reserve margin requirements in 2022?

Yes. Dr. Hausman’s testimony contains the following statement starting on

page 4 beginning on the last line on that page:

“l further find that the Company’s request is premature, given its own

projection of sufficient resources at least through 2024.”
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Please comment.

My experience from a number of prior need determination hearings before the
FPSC leads me to conclude that the FPSC considers many factors in a need
determination docket and can approve a determination of need request based
on considerations other than just a reserve margin projection. In fact, the
FPSC has done so fairly recently when it approved FPL’s West County
Energy Center (WCEC) Unit 3 in Docket Nos. 080203-El, 080245-El, and
080246-El. In those dockets, FPL requested a determination of need for
WCEC Unit 3 with an in-service date of 2011 although there was not a
projected system reliability need until 2013 - two years later than the
requested in-service date. FPL projected that an earlier in-service date would
reduce system fuel costs and emissions, plus allow FPL the opportunity to

modernize the Riviera and Cape Canaveral plant sites.

The FPSC granted the need for WCEC Unit 3 with a 2011 in-service date
(Order No. PSC-08-0591-FOF-EI). The FPSC’s decision was based in part on
FPL’s projection of resource needs that would begin two years from the in-
service date and increase each year thereafter.

Does FPL’s determination of need request in this docket have any
similarities to the WCEC Unit 3 determination of need request and
decision?

Yes. FPL is again requesting a determination of need for a new unit with an

in-service date two years earlier than would otherwise be suggested solely by
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a system reserve margin calculation. In addition, FPL is again projecting
resource needs that begin two years after the requested in-service date and
continue to grow each year thereafter. And, similar to the WCEC Unit 3
docket, the new DBEC Unit 7 will significantly benefit FPL’s customers in
several ways including: (i) significant economic savings to FPL’s customers
in the amount of $337 million CPVRR that begin immediately, (ii) reduced
system usage of natural gas, (iii) reduced system emissions, and (iv) enhanced

system and regional reliability.

Part IV: Problems with Dr. Hausman’s Testimony Regarding His
Alternative Plan, the Economics of that Plan, the “Delay” Scenarios, and

Fuel Diversity

Dr. Hausman stated (on page 36, lines 13-15) that he created an “an
alternative plan” to FPL’s Plan 3. Did he?

No. FPL’s Plan 3 is an example of a resource plan that addresses all of FPL’s
resource needs through the end of the analysis period (through 2061). What
Dr. Hausman calls “an alternative plan” is merely a portfolio of solar,
storage, and DSM that looks no further than the year 2026. At best, what Dr.
Hausman has is one component of a resource plan, but he even labels this as

an ““...illustrative example...”” (page 36, line 16).
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Please compare his portfolio versus the solar/storage component or

portfolio in FPL’s Plan 3.

Using nameplate values for solar and storage, a comparison reveals the

following:

- Inregard to universal solar, both portfolios use 433 MW of this resource.
However, all of the universal solar in FPL’s Plan 3 is in-place in 2022. Dr.
Hausman’s portfolio delays universal solar until 2024 and 2025, two and
three years after they are added in FPL’s Plan 3.

- In regard to distributed generation (DG) solar, both portfolios use 600
MW of this resource. FPL’s Plan 3 adds DG solar in the 2018 through
2022 time frame. Dr. Hausman delays DG solar until 2025 and 2026, thus
delaying DG solar additions by as much as 7 years compared to the DG
solar additions in FPL’s Plan 3.

- In regard to storage, FPL’s Plan 3 adds 755 MW of storage in the 2018
through 2022 time frame. Dr. Hausman adds only 300 MW of storage and

delays the storage additions until 2025 and 2026.

Thus both portfolios use the same amount of universal solar and DG solar, but
Dr. Hausman assumes all of the solar is delayed until years later than they are
added in FPL’s Plan 3. Dr. Hausman assumes 455 MW less storage (755 MW
in FPL’s Plan 3 — 300 MW in Dr. Hausman’s portfolio = 455 MW). Finally,
Dr. Hausman assumes 200 MW of DSM/DR that is added over the 2021 —

2026 timeframe.
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What was your initial reaction to his illustrative portfolio?

My initial reaction was that it was certainly interesting that the Sierra Club
representative was recommending a portfolio that would significantly delay
the implementation of solar, and both significantly reduce and delay the
implementation of storage, compared to what is assumed for solar and storage
in FPL’s Plan 3. This becomes even more interesting when one considers that
such a delay in solar implementation would result in higher system emissions
and higher natural gas usage, at least for the 2 to 7 years of delay, compared to
FPL’s Plan 3. Therefore, such a recommendation seems to be exactly the
opposite of the Sierra Club’s national effort to quickly increase the utilization

of solar and storage.

Dr. Hausman’s contemplated delay will also result in lower system and
regional reliability for FPL’s customers than would be the case with FPL’s
Plans 2 and 3, but these reliability impacts arising from the delay in solar and
storage is given little if any consideration by Dr. Hausman in his testimony.
Does Dr. Hausman explain why he significantly delayed the solar
additions and reduced the storage additions in his portfolio?

Yes. He is attempting to lower the capital or fixed costs associated with the
solar and storage additions in FPL’s Plan 3 as explained in this statement of

his:
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“l do know that the capital costs would be many hundreds of millions of
dollars less than under FPL’s Plan 3 in an NPVRR basis, and could
(emphasis added) be competitive with Plan 2.”” (page 39, lines 5-8)

Does Dr. Hausman present an analysis of an actual resource plan, which
utilizes his solar/storage/DSM portfolio, which can be compared to FPL’s

analyses of Plan 2?

No. This is evidenced by the following statement in his testimony:

*“...let me say at the outset that this (‘plan’) is intended only as an illustrative
example, and | do not claim to have thoroughly analyzed all of the reliability
and feasibility aspects of this plan.”” (page 36, lines 15-17)

His statement does not mention whether he analyzed the economics of his
“plan.” Did he perform an economic analysis that can be compared to
FPL’s Plan 2?

No. He performed no economic analyses. He admits this in the following

statement:

“Q. Can you analyze what this illustrative plan would cost, relative to FPL’s

Plans 2 and 3? A. | cannot (emphasis added).”” (page 39, lines 1-3)
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Has Dr. Hausman considered all of the economic and non-economic
impacts to the FPL system that would result from his recommended
portfolio?

No. Let us start by looking at a few aspects of the both the economics of
FPL’s Plans 2 and 3, and Dr. Hausman’s portfolio, that he either overlooked

or which he chose not to mention in his testimony.

First, let’s review the CPVRR cost differences between FPL’s Plan 2 and Plan
3. As shown in Exhibit SRS-4, page 1 of 2, of my direct testimony, the
projected CPVRR fixed costs (in millions of dollars) shown on the second row
of the exhibit is $9,637 for Plan 3 and $7,604 for Plan 2. Thus, Plan 3 is
$2,033 million CPVRR more expensive than Plan 2 in regard to fixed costs. A
similar comparison of the CPVRR variable costs for the two plans shown on
the first row of the exhibit shows a $57,045 million CPVRR variable cost for
Plan 3 and $57,790 million CPVRR variable cost for Plan 2. Thus, there is a
$745 million cost advantage for Plan 3. The resulting net cost impact is a
$1,288 million CPVRR advantage for Plan 2 versus Plan 3 as shown on the

third row of the table.

A discussion that compares these different types of costs can be simplified by

using approximate CPVRR values: Plan 3 is $2,000 million more expensive in

fixed costs, and $700 million less expensive in variable costs, than Plan 2,
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thus combining to a net cost result that shows Plan 3 is $1,300 million more

expensive for FPL’s customers.

Even if one were to assume Dr. Hausman’s ““many hundreds of millions of
dollars™ in fixed cost savings could be achieved, his portfolio would have to
save $1,300 million CPVRR in fixed costs just to break even with Plan 2,
assuming no other changes in costs. This would represent a 65% reduction in
fixed costs (1,300/2,000 = 65%). As an illustration, if the fixed costs for the
solar/storage portfolio in FPL’s Plan 2 averaged $1,000/kW, the average fixed
costs for Dr. Hausman’s portfolio would have to drop to $350/kW just to
break even. However, there are at least three other aspects to this economic
comparison that Dr. Hausman does not mention, and all three are
automatically driven by his “delay solar and storage” recommendation.

What is the first of these three economic aspects that Dr. Hausman has
failed to mention?

His “delay” recommendation will automatically reduce the projected variable
cost savings of $700 million CPVRR shown for FPL’s Plan 3. Solar, far more
than energy storage, is responsible for the $700 million in CPVRR variable
cost savings projected for FPL’s Plan 3. Therefore, significantly delaying the
in-service dates of both universal and DG solar, as Dr. Hausman recommends
in his portfolio, will significantly decrease the $700 million in CPVRR
variable cost savings that is currently projected for Plan 3. The longer the

delay in the solar in-service dates, the more the variable cost saving is
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decreased. Thus Dr. Hausman’s idea of reducing fixed costs by delaying solar
automatically results in his portfolio chasing a moving-away-from-him
because the $700 million CPVRR variable cost savings value will now be
significantly smaller.

What is the second economic aspect of Dr. Hausman’s recommended
portfolio that his testimony fails to mention?

Dr. Hausman failed to mention that his portfolio has less firm capacity than
does the solar and storage portfolio in FPL’s Plan 3. As previously mentioned,
both portfolios have identical MW amounts of solar, but Dr. Hausman’s
portfolio has 455 MW less firm capacity from storage than does FPL’s Plan 3.
This is partially offset by the 200 MW of DSM/DR that is in his portfolio.
With FPL’s 20% total reserve margin criterion, the DSM/DR has an
equivalent capacity value of 240 MW (200 MW of DSM x 1.20 = 240 MW of

equivalent capacity).

Thus Dr. Hausman’s portfolio has 215 MW (455 MW from storage — 240
MW capacity equivalent from DSM = 215 MW) less firm capacity than does
FPL’s solar and storage portfolio in Plan 3. Therefore, 215 MW of additional
resources will have to be added in Southeastern Florida in any resource plan
that would be developed using Dr. Hausman’s portfolio in order to address
both system and regional reliability needs. System reserve margin analyses
show that additional resources will be needed in 2027. The additional costs

required to provide these 215 MW will offset some of the reduced fixed costs
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that Dr. Hausman would hope to receive from his portfolio. Recognizing that
the additional resources would have to be sited in Southeastern Florida, and
could conceivably require a new gas pipeline to be built to a site in
Southeastern Florida, the cost of the additional resources could also run into
“many hundreds of millions.”

What is the third economic aspect that Dr. Hausman failed to mention?
Assuming as a starting point that Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 are removed in
2018, Dr. Hausman’s portfolio does not replace even the 884 MW of capacity
in Southeastern Florida that would be removed by that retirement until at least
2026. Following the specific guidance previously provided by FPL witness
Sanchez to replace the generating capacity that is removed by the retirement
of the existing Lauderdale generating units as quickly as possible, Dr.
Hausman’s recommendation would lead to FPL delaying the retirement of
these Lauderdale units at least 4 years until 2022 in order to maintain the
approximately 4-year gap between capacity retirement and replacement as in
FPL’s Plans 2 and 3. This would lead to at least 4 more years of operational
costs being incurred to keep the Lauderdale units operating. These additional
fixed costs would be significant and would further offset the fixed cost
reduction that Dr. Hausman would hope to receive from his portfolio.

Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony discuss the system emissions aspect of
FPL’s Plan 2 and/or Plan 3?

Yes. He makes the following statement in his testimony that discusses

alternatives to Plan 2:
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*“...alternatives to DBEC...that could serve customers with...lower emissions
of pollutants to the environment.” (page 13, lines 10-12)

What do FPL’s analyses show regarding relative system emissions of
Plans 1, 2, and 3?

In regard to Plan 2 versus the status quo scenario in Plan 1, Plan 2 is projected
to result in lower system emissions for SO,, NOy, and CO,. This projection is
presented in FPL’s response to Staff Interrogatory No. 8. In regard to Plan 2
versus Plan 3, Plan 3 is projected to result in lower system emissions for SO,

and CO;, than Plan 2 (but with a $1.3 billion higher CPVRR cost).

However, Plan 2 is projected to result in lower system NOy emissions than
Plan 3. That projection is presented as Exhibit SRS-7. And, as previously
mentioned, Dr. Hausman’s recommendation of delaying the in-service dates
for solar and energy storage in his alternative portfolio would result in an
increase in system emissions for SOx, CO,, and NOy at least during the years
of delay.

Did Dr. Hausman comment on the solar and storage portfolio FPL
utilized in its Plan 3?

Yes. His testimony included at least three statements regarding this portfolio.

The first and second statements are:

“...FPL claimed that ‘[a]n estimated maximum projected amount of universal

PV that could be sited in Southeastern Florida was selected first....However,
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that is not how the resource plan is presented in SRS-3, nor is it the sequence
represented in the model files...These files make clear that, in fact, Plan 3
calls for the more costly small-scale solar resources (referred to by FPL as
distributed generation solar) constructed first, while the less costly universal
solar is installed no earlier than the last year of resource builds in 2022.”
(page 25, lines 8-17)

and,

“...Plan 3 illogically schedules these resources in ways that would be...

unrealistic...” (page 23, lines 16-17)

By these statements, it appears that Dr. Hausman is both confused and misses
an important point. He is confused by the differences in the terms “selected”
and “constructed/installed.” The important point that he misses is that, in the
real world, an electric utility has to consider practical constraints regarding the

implementation of resource options it may include in a resource plan.

In regard to his first statement, FPL constructed its portfolio exactly as stated.
FPL first selected universal solar to be included in its portfolio because it is
the most economical way to utilize solar energy to serve FPL’s customers.
FPL identified that the maximum amount of universal solar that was projected
to be able to be sited in Southeastern Florida was 433 MW based on an
evaluation of potential sites for universal solar in Broward and Miami-Dade

Counties. Then, recognizing that all of this solar could likely be implemented
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in a bit more than one year, FPL assumed that the work to construct all of the
universal solar could wait until 2021 to start so that all of the universal solar
would come in-service by mid-2022. This ensured that the universal solar
component of FPL’s portfolio was implemented in the most economical way.
Is it reasonable to assume that a similar implementation schedule would
work for DG Solar?

No. Whereas FPL would plan to implement universal solar in large 60 MW or
74.5 MW blocks, DG solar would be implemented in much smaller, 250 to
500 kW (kilowatt) sizes on commercial customers’ roofs. The projected
installed maximum amount of DG solar in Southeastern Florida is 600 MW.
FPL estimated that it would require almost 1,900 separate installations to get
to 600 MW by the same June 2022 date at which DBEC Unit 7 is projected to
go in-service. This represents almost 1,900 public and/or private entities that
must be identified, contacted, negotiated with regarding long-term contracts,

and permits acquired before the installations can even begin.

There are also only about 1,600 days between January 1, 2018, and June 1,
2022. Therefore, even if DG solar installations were to begin on January 1,
2018, more than one DG solar installation per day would have to be
completed for 1,600 consecutive days with no weekends or holidays off to
meet the June 1, 2022 date. Recognizing that each DG solar installation will
take a number of days or weeks to complete, FPL reasonably assumed that

DG solar installations would have to begin in 2018, and continue each year
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until June 2022, to realistically implement 600 MW of DG solar by June

2022.

By referring to FPL’s schedule as “illogical” in his second statement, Dr.
Hausman failed to account for the practical considerations just described of
how the implementation of such a large amount of DG solar could actually be
performed.

What is the third statement Dr. Hausman made about FPL’s solar and
storage portfolio in its Plan 3?

On page 28, lines 15-16, he makes the following statement:

*“...the Company made the plan appear (emphasis added) even more costly by
building the most expensive resources early, thereby frontloading unduly high

costs...”

I have several reactions to this statement. First, in regard to the portion of the
statement ““...building the most expensive resources early...””, | just discussed
that real world, practical considerations require that DG solar installations
must begin in 2018 to meet that objective. Second, in regard to the portion of

his statement ““...the Company made the plan appear (emphasis added) even
more costly...”, FPL did not make any resource option or resource plan

“appear” more costly. FPL simply determined the projected costs for all of the
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resource plans it analyzed, then compared those costs. That Dr. Hausman does

not like the outcome of the economic analysis does not change that fact.

Third, his use of the term *““frontloading,” plus the overall tone of the
statement, appears designed to give the impression that FPL is anti-solar.
Such an impression is hard to reconcile with the fact that FPL is actively
developing a very large amount of solar in Florida where it is cost-effective to
do so. This is shown in the resource plans FPL developed and analyzed for its
filing in this docket. In Plan 2, the addition of DBEC Unit 7 in 2022 will
result in a net increase of 279 MW of gas-fired capacity (1,163 MW of DBEC

Unit 7 — 884 MW of retired Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 =279 MW).

However, as previously mentioned, a base assumption for all of the resource
plans analyzed in FPL’s 2017 analyses is a projected addition 2,086 MW of
nameplate solar by 2023 which is 7.5 times as much net additional solar
capacity as net additional gas-fired capacity. Clearly, rather than being anti-
solar, FPL is a strong proponent of solar when and, most importantly, where it
is projected to be cost-effective.

In his testimony, does Dr. Hausman appear to recognize the fact that
DBEC Unit 7 is significantly, and perhaps uniquely, advantaged by its
specific location in Southeastern Florida?

No. This specific gas-fired generating unit has no incremental costs for land,

new transmission, new gas pipeline, additional firm gas transportation, or
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water due to both its location at an existing generation site and its design. As a
result, the projected costs of this particular gas-fired unit are very low, making
it a very tough resource option to beat economically — and a very good
opportunity with which to lower costs for FPL’s customers, as well as lower
emissions, lower system natural gas usage, and enhance system and regional
reliability.

Is there anything else from a comparison of solar and DBEC Unit 7 that
also impacts the economics of these two types of options in these specific
analyses?

Yes. In regard to universal solar facilities, the cost of land for FPL’s 2017 and
2018 SoBRA projects was discussed in the recent SOBRA docket (Docket No.
20170001-El). Staff Interrogatory No. 60 in the SOBRA docket inquired about
the cost of land for these projects. FPL’s response to this interrogatory showed
that for 7 of the 8 projects that would be sited on land that FPL did not already
own, the total land cost was approximately $29.8 million dollars or
approximately $4.25 million per site on average for the 7 sites. Recognizing
that each site will be used for 74.5 MW of solar, this works out to a land
component cost of approximately $57/kW ($4,250,000 / 74,500 kW =

$57/KW).

The land cost picture is much different in Southeastern Florida. The projected
costs of the universal solar sites in Southeastern Florida assumed in Plan 3

ranges up to approximately $34 million per site. Thus the projected land cost

30



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

570

for just one SOBRA-sized universal site in Southeastern Florida can be higher
than the combined costs for all 7 of the previously mentioned universal solar
745 MW SoBRA sites located outside of Southeastern Florida. Stated in
terms of $/kW, this works out to a land cost component of universal solar in
Southeastern Florida of up to approximately $450/kW ($34,000,000 / 74,500
kW = $456/kW). This is roughly 8 times higher than the land component cost
for the same amount of universal solar sited outside of Southeastern Florida in

this year’s SOBRA filing.

To summarize, the DBEC Unit 7 is significantly advantaged by its location at
the existing Lauderdale plant site in Southeastern Florida, and its design is
such that it requires none of the incremental infrastructure costs that new gas-
fired generating units might typically require. Conversely, universal solar
sited in the Southeastern Florida region is significantly disadvantaged by its
location, compared to universal solar sited in most of the rest of FPL’s service
territory, in particular by the much higher land costs in the region compared to

land costs outside of the region.

This points out that the locational aspect of any DBEC versus solar
comparison is of significant importance. Furthermore, it seems reasonable to
assume that land costs in Southeastern Florida may increase in the future,
which would further disadvantage Dr. Hausman’s recommendation to delay

the implementation of universal solar in Southeastern Florida.
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Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony address DSM?

Yes.

Does Dr. Hausman’s testimony appear to accept the fact that the cost-
effectiveness of DSM on FPL’s system continues to decline?

It is hard to say from his testimony. It contains no statement to that effect, but
also contains no statement to the contrary such as: ‘DSM is more cost-
effective, or as cost-effective, today as it has ever been.’

What is the status of DSM cost-effectiveness on FPL’s system?

As stated in my direct testimony, DSM cost-effectiveness on FPL’s system
has been declining for a number of years and continues to decline. The reason
for this is that the costs of key components of FPL’s system that make up the
bulk of DSM’s avoided cost benefits have been declining. These include: fuel
costs, environmental compliance costs, and costs of combined cycle
generation. In addition, the fuel efficiency of the FPL system continues to get
better, in part due to the implementation of solar at locations that allow solar
to be cost-effective, which further lowers avoided fuel and environmental

compliance costs.

In the last DSM Goals docket that concluded in late 2014, the FPSC set DSM
Goals for incremental DSM signups that were approximately 50 MW per year.
This was based in large part on the projected cost-effectiveness of DSM at
that time. Exhibit SRS-8 presents a comparison of key cost components from

the 2014 DSM Goals docket compared to current projections of those
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components. As shown on this exhibit, the DBEC Unit 7 is significantly less
expensive to build and operate than the combined cycle unit used as the
avoided unit in the 2014 DSM Goals analyses. In addition, forecasted fuel and
environmental compliance costs are also significantly lower as shown in the
exhibit. As a consequence, the projected cost-effectiveness of DSM has
declined since FPL’s DSM Goals were last set.

Did Dr. Hausman have any comments about any specific resource plans
that were analyzed in FPL’s 2016 analyses but which were not analyzed
in FPL’s 2017 analyses?

Yes. On page 27, beginning on line 7 of his testimony, he states the following

regarding FPL’s 2017 analyses:

“...FPL failed to assess alternate plans including solar without storage, even
though such a plan was among the four most economic plans in FPL’s 2016
analysis.® FPL further affirmed that the only reason (emphasis added) that
the Company added storage to Plan 3 was an attempt to mimic the

characteristics of DBEC — and not to address any identified reliability need.”

In this statement, Dr. Hausman is referring to Plan 3 of Iteration 3 of FPL’s
2016 analyses. That plan featured 433 MW of universal solar, plus 550 MW
of DG solar, for a total of 983 MW of solar which is all sited in Southeastern
Florida. That plan also assumed that the existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5

would continue to operate for the duration of the analysis period.
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In making this statement, did Dr. Hausman overlook anything?

Yes. Dr. Hausman overlooked at least a couple of items. First, because a
number of forecasts and assumptions (such as load forecast, generation
capacity ratings, etc.) all changed as FPL began its 2017 analyses, none of the
33 plans analyzed in 2016 could have been brought into the 2017 analyses
intact without modifying each plan. Therefore, this particular plan could not
have been brought over intact into the 2017 analyses. Second, one of the
updated assumptions in 2017 was that the costs to continue to operate the
existing Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 were projected to be $861 million CPVRR.
Thus a similar plan to this Plan 3 from the 2016 analyses, or any other plan
that assumed that the two Lauderdale units continued to operate, would now
have to include this very significant cost. Although FPL did consider creating
a similar plan for the 2017 analyses, the $861 million CPVRR cost that would
have to be accounted for in that plan convinced FPL to seek a potentially more
economic approach that could provide FPL’s customers with similar system
and regional reliability levels as FPL’s Plan 2 featuring DBEC Unit 7 in the

2017 analyses.

Third, in regard to the portion of his statement that reads: *“...admitted the
only reason...storage was added”, that is not exactly what | said at this
deposition. | did not use the phrase “the only reason”. In fact, on lines 22 — 24
on the same page of my deposition, | stated: “We had run out of PV that was

considered to be doable/reasonable in Southeast Florida and turned to
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storage”. In the earlier Iteration 1 and 2 analyses in 2016°, FPL had already
determined that the remaining roughly 700 MW of additional capacity needed
to match that provided by DBEC Unit 7 would have incurred hundreds of
millions of dollars CPVRR of new gas pipeline costs if such a large amount of

capacity sited in Southeastern Florida were gas-fired.

For these reasons, FPL was interested to see how storage, combined with
solar, all sited in Southeastern Florida, would fare in the 2017 analyses with
updated costs for both solar and storage.

Dr. Hausman’s testimony addressed the evaluation of scenarios that
examined a one- or two-year delay in the in-service date of DBEC Unit 7.
Please comment on his handling of the DBEC “delay” scenarios.

Roughly midway through his testimony, Dr. Hausman makes the following
statement about the DBEC “delay” scenarios which he refers to as Plans 4 (a

one-year delay) and 5 (a two-year delay):

“All of the additional costs (emphasis added) found in Plans 4 and 5, relative

to Plan 2, stem from FPL’s choice to delay the retirement of Units 4 and 5 by
one or two years, and not from any delay in DBEC’s in-service date.” (page

22, lines 1-3)

® This information is presented in the PowerPoint presentation that summarized the results of the 2016
analyses. This presentation was discussed in both of the depositions of me that have been occurred
before this rebuttal testimony is being filed, and was attached in redacted form to Dr. Hausman’s
testimony as Exhibit EDH-17.
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However, on page 35 of his testimony, Dr. Hausman introduces his Table 1.
In his table, he categorizes 3 different types of cost impacts: (i) “Delay
Construction of Dania Beach Unit 7, (ii) “Delay Retirement of Lauderdale
Units 4 & 5,” and (iii) ““Non-Unit Specific.” Thus Dr. Hausman’s table, which
clearly shows three types of cost impacts, contradicts his earlier statement that

there is only one type of cost impact.

He then describes the result that he believes his Table 1 shows as follows:

“Table 1 also shows that, contrary to Dr. Sim’s assertion, FPL’s analysis

(emphasis added) finds that delaying DBEC by one or two years would
actually save customers $33 million or $63 million dollars, respectively.”

(page 34, starting on line 21 continuing to page 35, line 1)

This statement contradicts what is clearly shown by Table 1. If one properly
accounts for all three types of cost impacts, his table shows that a one-year
delay will cost FPL’s customers about $11 million CPVRR and a two-year
delay will cost FPL’s customers about $38 million CPVRR (which is
essentially what FPL has previous stated: approximately $12 million higher
CPVRR costs for a one-year delay and approximately $38 million higher

CPVRR costs for a two-year delay).
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So how does he get to the $33 million and $63 million “savings” values in his
statement? It is simple. Dr. Hausman just decided to leave out the second and

third types of cost impacts in his arithmetic.

Regarding the second type of cost impact, he chose to completely ignore the
specific guidance provided by FPL’s system operators to delay the retirement
of Lauderdale Units 4 & 5 by the same amount of time that DBEC Unit 7’s in-
service date would be delayed in order to minimize system operations risk.
FPL’s analyses of the “delay” scenarios have followed that guidance. But Dr.
Hausman chose to ignore that guidance and, consequently, he did not include
the $33 million (for a one-year delay) and $74 million (for a two-year delay)
of additional operating costs for Lauderdale Units 4 & 5. Perhaps Dr.
Hausman chose to ignore the guidance from FPL’s system operators because
he thought his simple reserve margin calculation trumped decades of system
operations experience. This is not a prudent assumption to make when the one
who is offering specific guidance has the responsibility for operating an
electric utility system as does FPL witness Sanchez. | view this as an error on

Dr. Hausman’s part.

In regard to the third type of cost impact, he chose to not include the system
fuel penalty in his arithmetic. However, a system fuel penalty would
automatically occur by not operating the Lauderdale units for an additional

year or two, thus requiring other, more expensive units to make up the MWh
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that the Lauderdale units would have supplied if they had not been retired for
an additional one or two years. This error in logic is hard to explain because
these costs are right there on the table he created. Perhaps this is a simple
mistake, or else Dr. Hausman just wanted as big a “savings” number as he
could conjure up, and this was a way to get there.

Do you have any other comment about Dr. Hausman’s discussion of the
DBEC “delay” scenarios?

Yes. My other comment refers to Dr. Hausman’s labeling of his arithmetic as
“FPL’s analysis™ in the emphasized portion of his comment above. In no way
does this represent FPL’s analysis. He started with FPL’s analysis, then threw
out two of its three parts.

Did he make just this one claim that his calculation was “FPL’s
analysis”?

No. He makes similar statements towards the end of his testimony:

“Building DBEC in 2022 is clearly not the most cost-effective alternative, as

the Company’s own analysis (emphasis added) establishes...”” (page 42, lines

22-23)
and,
““...customer interests would be better served if the FPL (sic) delayed the

project not only for the one or two years that FPL’s analysis shows (emphasis

added) would save customers money...” (page 43, lines 2-4)
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Because he threw out two of the three parts of FPL’s analysis, what he
presents is by definition not “FPL’s analysis”. At best, perhaps he was just
imprecise in his choice of words (although he uses them repeatedly).

Does Dr. Hausman comment on DBEC Unit 7 in regard to system fuel
diversity?

Yes. He makes a number of comments regarding the DBEC unit and FPL

system fuel diversity. Here are a few:

“Nor has FPL shown that DBEC promotes fuel diversity in Florida or in
FPL’s generating fleet”. (page 6, lines 2-3)

and,

“Further extending the Company’s reliance on a single...fuel...” (page 41,
line 12)

Are his comments consistent with the facts in this docket?

No. It is well known that natural gas is the fuel that FPL system most uses to
produce electricity and that DBEC Unit 7 will utilize natural gas as its primary
fuel. However, the very fuel-efficient heat rate of the 1,163 MW DBEC Unit 7
will result in significantly reducing the operating hours of other, less fuel-
efficient gas-fired generating units on FPL’s system as DBEC Unit 7 is
operated instead. As a result, DBEC Unit 7 is projected to reduce system
natural gas usage compared to the status quo resource plan (Plan 1). This
decreases the percentage of FPL’s energy mix that is fueled by natural gas,

thus improving fuel diversity on FPL’s system. This point was made in my
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direct testimony, and the projection of the system natural gas usage for both
Plans 1 and 2 were presented in response to Staff Interrogatory Number 15.
Thus, contrary to Dr. Hausman’s statements, DBEC Unit 7 will enhance fuel
diversity on FPL’s system and will not extend/increase FPL’s reliance on

natural gas.

Part V: Observations Regarding Dr. Hausman’s Exhibits

Did you or your staff review the exhibits that Dr. Hausman attached to
his testimony?

Yes. Dr. Hausman’s 44-page testimony was accompanied by approximately
580 pages of exhibits. Exhibit EDH-1 was Dr. Hausman’s resume. Exhibits
EDH-2 through EDH-13 can be generally described as press releases
regarding utility contracts and reports that present the results of various
studies. Dr. Hausman’s name does not appear as an author on these reports, so
it appears he did not perform any of these studies. In that sense, these exhibits
appear to be an aggregation of news reports and studies done by others. The
rest of his exhibits, EDH-14 through EDH-23, are excerpts from the Sierra
Club’s depositions of me, documents from FPL’s response to discovery in this
docket, and excerpts from FPL’s 2017 Site Plan and the FPSC’s review of

Florida utilities’ 2017 Site Plans.
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In Exhibits EDH-2 through EDH-13, how many of these hundreds of
pages appear to pertain specifically to FPL and its system of generation
and transmission?

None.

Did any of these exhibits pertain to any Florida utility?

Yes. Exhibit EDH-3, consisting of a total of only 4 pages, pertained to the
Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA). The key point from this exhibit is
presented on page 17, lines 7 through 9, of Dr. Hausman’s testimony. In that

excerpt, JEA representatives are quoted as stating:

“...the price of utility-scale solar PPAs has declined from $75/MWh on

average in 2016 to near JEA’s current fuel charge of $32.50/MWh today.”

Dr. Hausman then draws the following conclusion:

“In other words, below the cost of fuel for gas-fired generation, indicating
that solar PPAs are already competitive with new and even existing gas-fired
generation.” (page 17, lines 9 through 11)

What is your reaction to this?

| have two reactions. First, although JEA did not specify what “near’ to the
$32.50/MWh value means, it appears safe to assume that the solar PPA values
they are examining are higher than the $32.50/MWh value. Second, Dr.

Hausman did not take the logical next step and compare the $32.50/MWh
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value to the fuel-based $/MWh cost of the specific gas-fired generator that is
the topic of this docket: DBEC Unit 7. Had he done so, using information
already produced in the docket [(i) the forecasted FGT firm gas cost for the
year 2022 utilized in FPL’s 2017 analyses, and (ii) the full load heat rate of
6,119 BTU/kWh], the calculation would be: $3.74/mmBTU gas cost x 6,119
BTU/kWh x 1,000 KWh/MWh = $22.89/MWh. This DBEC-based value for
2022 is 30% lower than the $32.50/MWh value for 2017 quoted in Dr.

Hausman’s statement.

In addition, a check was made using FPL’s UPLAN model to see how long it
would be until FPL’s system average fuel cost was projected to climb to the
$32.50/MWh level. The projection was that this cost would not be reached
until 2036, almost 20 years from now. If Dr. Hausman’s objective was to use
a “near” to $32.50/MWh value to show how competitive solar PPAs were
becoming, it appears his unfamiliarity with FPL’s system, especially in regard
to how much more fuel efficient FPL’s system is than most utilities, resulted
instead in his testimony showing how much lower the cost of a solar PPA,
particularly one in which the solar facility was sited in Florida, would have to
drop to match the fuel-based cost of DBEC Unit 7 and the FPL system.

Did Dr. Hausman’s testimony discuss $/MWh values elsewhere in his
testimony?

Yes. On page 16, starting on line 13, of this testimony, Dr. Hausman makes

the following statement:
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“For example, NEER recently announced a PPA with Tucson Electric Power
delivering a combined solar and storage solution for under $0.045 per kWh,
with solar portions priced at under $0.03 per kWh. This would be cost
competitive with or superior to new gas-fired resources on a levelized cost
basis.”

What is your reaction to this?

| was surprised that Dr. Hausman believes that a levelized cost-based
comparison of resource options can provide meaningful results. Such a
comparison almost invariably ignores a number of significant system cost
impacts that must be accounted for in order for obtain a complete picture of
the economics of resource options. Consequently, an attempt to use a
levelized $/MWh cost approach for comparing resource options will almost

certainly yield meaningless results.

It is for this reason that neither FPL, nor the FPSC, utilizes a levelized cost of
electricity (also commonly referred to as a “screening curve”) approach to
make final resource decisions. FPL has addressed this topic at least twice
before in DSM Goals and nuclear cost recovery dockets before the FPSC. For
example, a portion of my rebuttal testimony from the 2009 DSM Goals docket
(Docket No. 20080407-EG) discussed the fundamental flaws in attempting to
compare resource options on a levelized $/MWh approach. That discussion is

provided as Exhibit SRS-9.
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Even if one were to ignore the problems with Dr. Hausman’s attempt to
use levelized cost numbers, how meaningful is it to try to compare cost
values of solar in Arizona to cost values of solar in Miami-Dade and
Broward Counties?

It is not meaningful. If the same project were to be replicated in Florida, the
cost would be significantly higher for several reasons. One of these reasons is
that solar insolation in the dry Arizona climate is higher than in humid, cloudy
Florida. As a result, the projected annual capacity factor for the solar
component of the Arizona project could be expected to be approximately
35%. By comparison, the projected annual capacity factor of FPL’s’ 2017 and
2018 SoBRA facilities is approximately 27%. Thus, the Arizona solar project
will have an annual MWh output that is 30% higher than Florida’s SOBRA
facilities (35 / 27 = 1.30). Another of these reasons is that the Arizona project
had zero land costs. This $0/kW land cost component is significantly lower
than the up to $450/kw land cost component previously discussed for

universal solar in Southeastern Florida.

For reasons such as this, the same project installed anywhere in Florida, not
even in the more expensive Southeastern Florida region, would have a $/MWh
cost significantly higher than the cost for the Arizona project. This is yet
another example of why the location of where a solar facility is placed has to

be a significant consideration.
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Part VI: Other Problematic Statements Made in Dr. Hausman’s

Testimony

Exhibit SRS-5 presents a listing of inaccurate and/or misleading
statements made by Dr. Hausman in his testimony. Are there any of these
problematic statements that you would like to discuss outside of that
exhibit?

Yes. There are eight such statements that | have not already addressed, but
which | will discuss in this section of my rebuttal testimony. The first of his

statements refers directly to the DBEC unit:

“...more effectively advanced through reliance on technology that is not

reliant on imported fuel (emphasis added)...”” (page 43, lines 13-14)

The phrase “imported fuel” is typically used to refer to fuel that is imported
from a foreign country into the U.S. The new DBEC Unit 7 will run on natural
gas delivered by the existing FGT pipeline which provides natural gas which
is all produced in the U.S. Thus, this statement of Dr. Hausman is, at best,
puzzling.

What is the second of these statements that you will discuss?

Dr. Hausman’s testimony includes the following Q & A:

“Q. Has FPL explained its use of GRM as an additional reliability criterion?

A. No, FPL has not.”” (page 8, lines 12-13)
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FPL has explained its use of the GRM reliability criterion in numerous recent
Ten Year Site Plan filings and briefly discussed it again in FPL’s 2017 Ten
Year Site Plan. In addition, FPL’s development and use of the GRM criterion
was recently discussed in detail in FPL’s testimony in the Okeechobee
combined cycle need determination docket (Docket No. 150196-EI). More
importantly for this docket, the GRM criterion did not play a significant role
in the analyses which led to the selection of DBEC Unit 7 as the best choice
for FPL’s customers. FPL’s system resource needs projected with using both
the 20% minimum total reserve margin criterion and the 10% minimum
generation-only reserve margin (GRM) criterion were very similar to the
system resource needs projected if only the 20% minimum total reserve
margin criterion were used. This is shown in Exhibit SRS-2.

What is the third statement?

This statement is:

“FPL can even meet its reliability needs via additional transmission...” (page

12, lines 1-2)

In this section of his testimony, Dr. Hausman was discussing both FPL system
and Southeastern Florida regional reliability needs. Although additional
transmission can (and will - courtesy of the CSQ line) assist with meeting the
Southeastern Florida regional need, it cannot by itself meet FPL system

resource needs. Transmission lines move electricity from one location to
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another location, but transmission alone does not result in additional
generating capacity for FPL’s system that can address system resource needs.
Furthermore, an individual transmission line is limited in regard to the total
amount of capacity and energy it can transport, regardless of the magnitude, or
type, of generation that it has access to. If even more capacity and energy need
to be transmitted to a region, then new transmission lines, and their costs, will
be needed.

What is the next statement?

There are two related statements that deserve attention. Both refer to Dr.
Hausman’s opinion that FPL’s customers will unnecessarily face higher costs

if DBEC Unit 7 is brought into service in 2022.

*“...deferring, reducing, or even avoiding expensive supply-side generation

additions, protecting them from overpaying now (emphasis added)...”” (page

12, lines 13-14)
and,
“...FPL would needlessly place DBEC in service ...even though there is no

reliability or cost benefit to doing so (emphasis added).” (page 21, lines 1-3)

The *““overpaying now” comment in the first statement is not consistent with
the facts of this docket. In Exhibit SRS-4, page 1 of 2, the CPVRR results of
the economic analyses of Plans 1, 2, and 3 are shown. Plan 2 is projected to

result in FPL’s customers paying $337 million CPVRR less than with the
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status quo Plan 1, and paying $1.288 billion CPVRR less than with Plan 3
which features solar and storage. Therefore, FPL’s customers are projected to
pay significantly less on a long-term CPVRR basis with Plan 2 which features

DBEC Unit 7.

On page 2 of 2 of this same exhibit, the graph shows that FPL’s customers are
projected to benefit almost immediately with Plan 2 compared to either Plan 1
or Plan 3. Therefore, FPL’s customers are projected to pay less in the short

term as well with Plan 2 which features DBEC Unit 7.

In his second statement, the ““no reliability or cost benefit” comment

regarding Plan 2 is also not consistent with the facts of this docket. The cost
benefits of Plan 2 have just been addressed in the paragraph above. In regard
to reliability, the net increase of 279 MW that will result from DBEC Unit 7
will enhance increase system reserve margins, thus enhancing system
reliability. And because that net increase of 279 MW occurs in Southeastern
Florida region, regional reliability will also be enhanced by DBEC Unit 7.
What is the fifth statement that you will discuss?

Dr. Hausman’s testimony contains the following statement:

“...FPL did not even seek to take advantage of improvements it expects in

both the cost and performance of CC units.” (page 20, lines 21-23)

48



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

588

By making this statement, Dr. Hausman ignores the fact that FPL is constantly
seeking to improve the cost and performance of its generation fleet. Exhibit
SRS-10 provides a summary perspective of the improvements FPL has made
in its fossil fuel generation fleet from 1990 to 2016. As shown by this exhibit,

the levels of FPL’s improvements have been impressive.

Dr. Hausman is also ignoring portions of the direct testimonies in this docket
of FPL witness Kingston and me. Both our testimonies point out that FPL is
seeking, and will continue to seek, ways to improve the DBEC Unit 7 design,
cost, and performance characteristics that were used in FPL’s 2017 analyses.
These efforts will continue even after an affirmative need determination
decision would be received. If these improvements result in a projected lower
CPVRR system cost for FPL’s customers, then FPL will both inform the
FPSC of the changes and projected CPVRR benefits, and will seek to

incorporate the improvements into the DBEC Unit 7 design.

Just such an improvement was identified, and taken advantage of, regarding
the recently approved Okeechobee combined cycle unit. FPL’s need filing
initially projected that unit would have a Summer peak rating of 1,622 MW.
During the need determination process, the peak rating of this unit increased
to 1,633 MW at no additional cost to FPL’s customers. Then, subsequent to
the affirmative need decision, FPL’s continuing efforts to improve the design

resulted in the Summer peak capacity rating increasing to 1,748 MW at no
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additional cost. FPL’s customers will benefit from the lower system CPVRR
costs that are projected to result from FPL’s ongoing improvement efforts that
led to these changes in the Okeechobee combined cycle unit. The DBEC Unit
7 design is similarly being examined during this need determination process,
and will continue to be examined after the docket concludes, for improvement
opportunities that will benefit FPL’s customers.

What is the sixth statement?

On page 19, lines 25-26, Dr. Hausman recommends that FPL should:

“Use RFPs in the final procurement process to try to reduce the cost of

resources when they are ultimately procured.”

By making this recommendation, it appears that Dr. Hausman does not know
that this is exactly what FPL’s standard practice is when it is time to
ultimately procure resources. This was recently explained by FPL witness Bill
Brannen in his direct testimony earlier this year in the SOBRA docket (Docket
No. 20170001-El). In his testimony, Mr. Brannen explained how FPL
requested bids from numerous suppliers separately for the solar panels, the
inverters, the step-up transformers, and for construction of the universal solar
facilities. This was also the procurement process that FPL used for the last
generating unit for which a determination of need was granted by the FPSC,

the Okeechobee combined cycle unit that will be in-service in 2019. It is also
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the procurement process that FPL will follow if an affirmative need
determination decision is granted by the FPSC for DBEC Unit 7.

What is the next statement?

Dr. Hausman makes the following statement regarding the fact that FPL’s
Plans 2 and 3 are designed to have an equivalent amount of firm capacity in
order to compare the economics of two resource plans, Plans 2 & 3, with

equivalent levels of both system and regional reliability:

“Plans 1, 4, and 5 are not “identical” to Plan 2 in regard to annual reserve
margins or regional balance, and FPL had no problem presenting an
economic comparison between these plans and Plan 2.”” (page 24, lines 23-

26)

I have two reactions to this statement. First, the Sierra Club representative is
now pointing out that Plan 2 offers FPL’s customers a greater level of system
and regional reliability than do Plans 1, 4, and 5. And, by doing so, Dr.
Hausman has contradicted his earlier statement in his testimony (that I’ve just
discussed) in which he claims that DBEC Unit 7 offers no reliability benefits
to FPL’s customers. Second, FPL could have added more resources to Plans 1,
4, and 5 to make them equivalent to Plan 2 in regard to system and regional
reliability. However, Plans 1, 4, and 5 are already more expensive than Plan 2
(and Plan 3 is significantly more expensive than Plan 2). The addition of more

resources to Plans 1, 4, and 5 would have increased their CPVVRR costs, thus
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resulting in these plans being even more costly than Plan 2. Thus, any
additional analytical effort to make Plans 1, 4, and 5 equivalent to Plan 2 in
regard to reliability to Plan 2 was unnecessary.

What is the eighth statement that you wish to discuss in this section?

Dr. Hausman is critical of the fact that FPL did not make extensive use of one
of FPL’s resource planning models, the EGEAS model, in its analyses. On

page 14, beginning on line 15, Dr. Hausman states:

“While FPL has routinely used the EGEAS model to develop its ten-year site
plans, it did not use this model in its 2017 analyses. Moreover, in its 2016
analysis, FPL only applied the EGEAS model in the first of four iterations.
FPL explains its abandonment of the model by claiming that “the need to
simultaneously solve for both FPL system and SE Florida regions requires a

new analysis approach.”

The EGEAS model is designed to examine a relatively small number of
resource options whose costs are entered as inputs to the model. Then, using
these resource options, it first develops resource plans to meet predetermined
system resource needs, and performs economic analyses of these resource

plans.

FPL attempted to use EGEAS in Iteration # 1 of its 2016 analyses to test its

usefulness in simultaneously analyzing options that could address both system
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and regional resource needs. We quickly found out that its usefulness was
very limited for this type of analyses. In these analyses, resource options,
sites, transmission plans, and gas pipelines, plus their costs, must all be
accounted for. The problem is that one must first create a resource plan that
selects the resource options, their sites, and their in-service dates before the
transmission analyses and gas pipeline evaluations can even begin. Once the
transmission and gas pipeline analyses have each been completed, any attempt
to re-optimize, which would change the resource option selection, sites, or in-
service dates, could invalidate the transmission and/or pipeline components of

the plan.

The remaining three iterations in FPL’s 2016 analyses, and the 2017 analyses,
continued to pose similar challenges. Consequently, | discussed the scope of
our analyses, and the difficulties we were having in trying to perform the
analyses, with the developers of EGEAS. We discussed whether there were
different ways to use the model to overcome the difficulties we were having.
None were identified. We also discussed whether the EGEAS developers were
aware of another model available on the market that could potentially perform

these types of analyses. They were unaware of any model that could do so.

Therefore, FPL did not use the EGEAS model for further analyses after
Iteration #1 in the 2016 analyses. FPL relied instead on an on-going

collaborative effort from experienced personnel from a number of FPL
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departments/business units to develop the resource plans. Then the UPLAN
model and FPL’s Fixed Cost Spreadsheet, which FPL typically uses in its
resource planning work and development of its Site Plans, were used to

develop the cost projections for those resource plans.

Part VII: Summary and Conclusions

Please summarize your view of Dr. Hausman’s testimony.

I will summarize my view with the following five points:

1) In his testimony, Dr. Hausman does not contest the major points FPL has
made in its filing regarding the addition of DBEC Unit 7 in mid-2022
which include:

- DBEC Unit 7 is projected to have lower CPVRR costs for FPL’s
customers by $337 million versus a status quo scenario (Plan 1) and
$1.288 billion versus a plan with equivalent system and regional
reliability levels that features solar and storage sited in Southeastern
Florida (Plan 3);

- Cost savings to FPL’s customers are projected to begin as early as
2018 and continue for the duration of the analysis period;

- DBEC Unit 7 will result in additional generation capacity in
Southeastern Florida, thus enhancing both system and regional

reliability for FPL’s customers;

54



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

2)

3)

594

- DBEC Unit 7 will lower system usage of natural gas compared to the
status quo scenario, thus improving fuel diversity on FPL’s system;
and,

- DBEC Unit 7 will lower SO, NOy and CO, system emissions
compared to the status quo scenario.

Therefore, these key points of FPL’s filing are unchallenged.

Instead, Dr. Hausman attempts to divert focus away from these projected

benefits of the DBEC Unit 7 project in his testimony. However, Dr.

Hausman, who describes himself as an ““...expert based on my expertise

and experience in energy economics...” (page 2, lines 8-9), performed no

economic or non-economic analyses of any alternate resource plan that
could be compared to the economics of Plan 2 which features DBEC Unit

1.

Instead, he merely discussed one “illustrative” component of a resource

plan. Regarding this component, he states that, in his opinion, this

potentially “could™ be cost-competitive with DBEC Unit 7. However, in
his attempt to explain how his component could lower fixed costs through
his recommendation to delay the implementation of solar and storage, he

neglected to account for the fact that this approach would result in: (i)

increased system variable costs, (ii) increased fixed costs to acquire

needed additional firm capacity resources, (iii) further increased fixed

costs due to the need to delay the retirement of the Lauderdale units, (iv)
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lower system and regional reliability, (v) increased system gas usage, and
(vi) increased system emissions.

The only economic calculation that Dr. Hausman attempts is in regard to
the economics of delaying DBEC Unit 7. However, even here he
performed no original, independent analysis. Instead, he simply started
with the analysis that FPL had provided and threw out two-thirds of that
analysis. Dr. Hausman then compounds the problem with this arithmetic
by repeatedly referring to his effort as “FPL’s own analysis”. This
statement in clearly inaccurate and misleading, and undermines his
credibility.

In addition, Dr. Hausman made numerous inaccurate and/or misleading
statements in his testimony. These problematic statements further

undermine his credibility as a witness.

After consideration of the items listed above, | conclude that Dr. Hausman’s

testimony is unreliable and not worthy of serious consideration by the FPSC

in this docket.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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1 BY MR COX
2 Q And | just -- | know these exhibits have
3 al ready been admtted, but just to clarify for the
4 record, Dr. Sim did you al so have Exhibits SRS-5
5 through SRS-10 attached to your prefiled rebuttal
6 testinony?
7 A Yes.
8 Q And did you cause to be filed a correction to
9 Exhibit SRS-5 on January 9th, 20187
10 A Yes.
11 Q And do you have any other corrections or
12 changes to your exhibits at this tine?
13 A No, | do not.
14 MR, COX: And just for clarity, those
15 exhi bits, Comm ssioner Brown, have been identified
16 as Exhibits 44 through 49 on the staff
17 conprehensi ve exhibit list that was adm tted
18 earlier today.
19 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Thank you. Those are
20 not ed.
21 BY MR COX:
22 Q Dr. Sim have you prepared a sunmary of your
23 prefiled testinony?
24 A Yes.
25 Q Coul d you pl ease present your sumrmary to the
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1 Commi ssion at this tine.
2 A Yes, | would -- glad to do so.
3 Good eveni ng, Conm ssioners. M rebutta
4 testinony addresses the direct testinony of Sierra Cub
5 Wtness Dr. Hausman, whose testinony is nost-interesting
6 In what it does not do concerning the key facts of FPL's
7 filing.
8 Dr. Hausman does not contest that Dania Beach
9 Unit 7 is projected to save 337 mllion in CPVRR
10 conpared to a status-quo resource plan, Plan 1, and that
11 t hese savings are projected to begin this year.
12 He does not contest that DBEC is projected to
13 save alnost 1.3 billion CPVRR conpared to Plan 3, that
14 I s designed to offer an equival ent anount of system and
15 regional reliability fromsolar and storage |ocated in
16  sout heast Fl ori da.
17 He does not contest that Dania Beach is
18 projected to | ower system natural -gas usage and | ower
19 SO2, NOx, and CO2 system em ssions conpared to the
20 status-quo pl an.
21 And he does not contest that Dania Beach is
22 projected to enhance both system and sout heast-Fl ori da
23 regional reliability, conpared to the status-quo plan.
24 | nstead, Dr. Hausnman attenpts to divert
25 attention fromthese key facts, which point out the
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1 numer ous and significant benefits for FPL's custoners

2 from Dani a Beach, by essentially attenpting three

3 argunents.

4 First, he argues agai nst Dania Beach because
5 reserve-margi n cal cul ati ons show FPL's next need occurs
6 in 2024, two years earlier than the requested 2022 in-
7 servi ce date; however, he ignores the fact that recent
8 Comm ssi on precedent, through the West County 3 need

9 filing, exists for approving a need request of new

10 generation two years earlier than reserve-margin

11 calculations would call for, if the need request is

12 based on projections of significant benefits for FPL's
13 custoners, as is the case in this docket.

14 Second, Dr. Hausman argues agai nst Dani a Beach
15 In 2022 by claimng that FPL should retire Lauderdale
16 Units 4 and 5 in 2018, but then delay Dania Beach until
17 after 2022; however, he ignores the fact that the FPL's
18 system operators provi ded specific guidance to repl ace
19 as quickly as possible, in 2022, the capacity | ost when
20 the Lauderdale units are retired in order to mnimze
21 operational risk for FPL's system

22 And third, he argues agai nst Dani a Beach by
23 claimng that there quote, "could be," unquote, a nore-
24 econom ¢ plan, perhaps, by significantly delaying the

25 | npl ement ati on of solar and storage; however, he ignores
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1 the fact that, although this delay could reduce fixed
2 costs, such a delay will also automatically
3 significantly increase systemvariable costs, increase
4 system gas usage -- usage and system em ssions, and
5 | oner system and regional reliability. Most telling, he
6 offers no econom c analysis to support his "could be"
7 claim
8 Dr. Hausman's testinony al so contains nunerous
9 I naccurate and m sl eadi ng statenents. And, in summary,
10 | conclude that his testinony is not reliable and is not
11  worthy of serious consideration in this docket.
12 Thank you.
13 MR, COX: Comm ssioner Brown, Dr. Simis
14 tendered for cross-exam nation.
15 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.
16 Sierra Cub?
17 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, Madam Conmi ssi oner.
18 Can | have one nonent to prepare nyself?
19 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Sur e.
20 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
21 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN: | thought you had 15.
22 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
23 EXAM NATI ON
24 BY MR LENOFF:
25 Q Ready when you are, Dr. Sim
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1 A Thank you. |I'mready to go.
2 Q Ckay. According to FPL, since January 1st,
3 2012, there have been only three PPAs avail abl e
4 as power -- three power-purchase options that have been
5 available to FPL; is that correct?
6 A I|"'mnot famliar with the nunber, nor with the
7 phrasing of "available to FPL."
8 Q Ckay. So, to your know edge, there have
9 been -- accord- -- to your know edge, according to FPL,
10 there have been only three power-purchase options
11 avail able to FPL.
12 A "msorry. | just don't understand the
13 concept of available -- options available to FPL.
14 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. | would like to nove -- or
15 | would like to use --
16 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Exhi bit?
17 MR, LENOFF: -- an exhibit, yes.
18 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  All right. Staff, could
19 you hel p Counsel ?
20 So, we are on 71.
21 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
22 MR COX: Could | ask just a clarification
23 guestion to Counsel? 1Is this an exhibit that
24 Dr. Simsponsored in the case -- an
25 Interrogatory -- | nean a response, | should say, a
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di scovery response that he sponsored.

MR, LENOFF. | amnot positive about that --
t hat questi on.

MR COX: And it looks like there's two
interrogatories. So, do you know if he sponsored
ei ther one?

MR LENOFF: | -- | believe -- and if you
would like me to ook at it, | believe that this
i nterrogatory response was sponsored by Heat her
St ubbl ef i el d.

MR COX: And she testified earlier today.

MR. LENOCFF: She di d.

MR COX: Could --

MR, LENOFF. She did testify earlier today. |

have a -- | would like to use this docunent for
I npeachnent purposes. | don't believe that we
have -- that this Comm ssion has any rul e that

prevents nme fromusing a docunent for inpeachnent
pur poses that was produced to Sierra Club in
di scovery and for -- can | --

COW SSI ONER BROWN:  You can -- you can try to
pro- -- go -- proceed ahead, and we'll stop you if
there's any probl ens.

MR LENOFF: All right. Thank you very nuch.

COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  All right. Pl ease
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1 pr oceed.

2 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.
3 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Ch, wait. Let ne mark it
4 71. And the title is FPL's response to Sierra
5 Club's fourth rog, No. 37.
6 Dr. Sim you have a copy of it in front of
7 you?
8 MR. COX: Conmi ssioner, | think it's also 36.
9 | believe there's two --
10 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.
11 MR, LENOFF: That's correct. Thank you very
12 much.
13 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you. Is it on the
14 second page? Oh.
15 MR. LENCFF: Yes, there are --
16 COMW SSI ONER BROMN:  Third page.
17 MR. LENOFF. Yeah, there are two responses
18 attached.
19 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: Ckay. So, change of
20 title: FPL's response to Sierra Cub's fourth rog,
21 No. 37 and 36 -- 36 and 37.
22 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, Comm ssi oner.
23 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 71 was marked for
24 i dentification.)
25 111
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BY MR LENOFF:

2 Q Dr. SSim FPL's -- on -- on Interrogatory
3 Response No. -- FPL's response to Interrogatory No. 37
4 states that FPL consi ders power purchases, quote,
5 "presented,” end quote, to FPL and power purchase --
6 pur chases, quote, "available," end quote, to FPL as the
7 sane when it conmes to considering potential power-
8 pur chase opportunities; is that correct?
9 A That's what it says.
10 Q Ckay. And do you have any reason to doubt
11 the -- the fact that this is FPL's response to
12 Interrogatory No. 377?
13 A Al though | did not sponsor it, | have no
14 reason to doubt. It's not our response.
15 Q Ckay. So, since FPL considers power purchases
16 presented and -- quote "presented" and, quote,
17 "available,” | would like to turn back to the other
18 page, No. 36, for the other -- response to Interrogatory
19 No. 36.
20 And pl ease confirmfor ne that the question
21 presented is: Please describe any and all power-
22 pur chase options that have been presented to FPL since
23 January 1st, 2012; is that correct, the first sentence
24 t here?
25 A Yes, it is.
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1 Q Ckay. And in FPL's response, do you see three

2 power - purchase options listed there?

3 A Yes, | do.
4 Q And do you see that all of those are biomass
5 facilities as in the -- the colum for description,

6 filled in by FPL?

7 A Yes, | do.
8 Q And do you have any reason to doubt that those
9 are the -- the, quote, "Any and all power-purchase

10 options that have been available to FPL since

11 January 1st, 2012"7?

12 A | think it would help if you -- if we would
13 just substitute the word "presented." That | understand
14 much better than "available."

15 Q Ckay. But --

16 A And | have no reason to doubt that these were

17 presented to FPL.

18 Q Right. So --

19 A And in fact, they were in our --

20 Q So -- Dr. -- Dr. Sim--

21 A -- ten-year site plan for at |east a year.

22 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN: Pl ease, |et himcontinue

23 and finish his sentence.

24 MR. LENOFF: Thank you.

25 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN:  Thank - -
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1 THE WTNESS: |'m done. Thank you
2 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  Ckay.
3 BY MR LENOFF:
4 Q kay. And we established that FPL consi dered
5 "presented" and "avail able" as the sane thing as when
6 consi deri ng power-purchase options, as stated in the
7 response to Interrogatory No. 37, correct?
8 A I woul d suggest we use the word "presented."
9 Q But --
10 A "Avail abl e" may nean sonething different to ne
11 in different contexts. So, it's easier for ne to foll ow
12 If we just use the term nology "presented to FPL,"
13 pl ease.
14 Q Ckay. So -- but |I'm asking about -- I'm
15 interested at this nonent in FPL's response to
16 Interrogatory No. 37. FPL referred ne back -- if we can
17 read the rest of FPL's response where it says, please
18 confirmfor me, Dr. Sim that it says: Therefore,
19 pl ease see FPL's response to Sierra Club's fourth set of
20 I nterrogatories, No. 36.
21 Does it say that in FPL's response?
22 A It does and --
23 Q So --
24 A -- 36 tal ks about, had been presented to FPL.
25 Q Right. So, FPL considers -- FPL considers
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1 "avail abl e" and "presented" to be the sane thing as --
2 to be -- as the sane when it cones to considering
3 potenti al power-purchase opportunities. Am/| reading
4 that correctly?
5 A You are reading it correctly. And that is
6 clearly what the sponsor of this interrogatory neant.
7 They interpreted those two words to nean the sane.
8 Q Ckay.
9 A | may not interpret it the sane way, and
10 you're asking ne the question, so --
11 Q Ckay.
12 A -- if you could --
13 Q What you --
14 A I f you could use the word "presented,” it wll
15 speed thi ngs up.
16 Q Al right. Thank you. Wat does the word
17 "presented" to -- what does the phrase "presented to
18 FPL" nean to you?
19 A In this context, | understand it to nean
20 soneone cane forward -- a third-party canme forward and
21 present ed power-purchase options to FPL, which we
22 considered -- and I'll stop there and let's see where
23  you're going.
24 Q For -- for purposes of this docket, did FPL
25 perform-- strike that question.
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1 And you're not sure that that definition that
2 you just gave ne of "presented" is the sane as the

3 sponsor of this exhibit; is that correct?

4 A l"'msaying | interpret the word "presented,"”

5 and "avail abl e" generally as two different things.

6 Q Ckay. Do you --

7 A And | -- | will point out, |I don't discuss any
8 of this in ny rebuttal testinony.

9 Q Do you -- do you discuss PPAs in your rebuttal
10 testi nony?

11 A Certainly not these PPAs. And in general, |
12 didn't discuss PPAs.

13 Q But specifically, you did discuss PPAs.

14 A If you can point nme in ny rebuttal testinony
15 to where | discussed PPAs, it m ght speed things al ong.
16 Q Yeah, | believe that was on Pages 41 through
17 43 of your rebuttal testinony.

18 COMW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Line 21 on -- on Page 41.
19 A Yes; although, | did discuss PPAs, but only in
20 response to a discussion in Dr. Hausman's direct

21 testi nony where he was tal ki ng about sol ar PPA val ues.

22 And we were discussing PPAs that had been offered to

23 JEA.
24 MR, LENOFF: Ckay. So, earlier, we had a
25 di scussi on about, Commi ssioner -- Madam
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Comm ssi oner.

2 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Ch, sorry.
3 MR, LENOFF: That's fine.
4 Earlier, we had a di scussion about whether
5 there woul d be an objection to noving an exhibit
6 into the record. Sierra Club would -- intends to
7 nove to put this into the record. So, | just
8 wanted to, like, clear that up right now.
9 COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  You can continue with
10 your questi ons.
11 MR, LENOFF. Ckay.
12 COMW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.
13 MR. LENOFF: Ri ght.
14 MR COX: I'msorry. Sierra Cub intends to
15 nmove which -- the exhibit --
16 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN:  He's tal king about 71.
17 MR, LENOFF: 71, yes.
18 MR COX: Ckay.
19 BY MR LENOFF:
20 Q Dr. Sim during your 2016 analysis, for
21 pur poses of this docket, you considered a plan that
22 I ncl uded 983 negawatts of solar PV resources and no
23 storage, correct?
24 A Yes. We're going back to ny direct testinony,
25 but yes.
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1 Q Ckay. In your rebuttal testinony, do you not

2 di scuss your 2016 anal ysis? Just give ne a yes --

3 A | --
4 Q Just give ne --
5 A -- don't recall that specific plan being

6 di scussed in ny rebuttal.

7 Q Well, | nmean, that actually leads ne to ny

8 next question -- so, thank you, Dr. Sim-- that you, in
9 fact, did not consider this plan at all after the 2016
10 analysis; isn't that correct? Just give ne a yes or no,
11 pl ease.

12 A Yes, and we did not consider any of the 2016
13 plans in our 2017 anal ysis because we could not carry
14 themforward. Too many things -- |oad forecasts,

15 avail abl e generation, et cetera, had all changed.

16 Q Ckay.

17 A So, we had to --

18 Q And - -

19 A -- create new resource plans.

20 Q kay. And yet, this was -- this plan that

21  we're discussing, which had 983 negawatts of solar and
22 no storage, was one of the nost-conpetitive and cost-
23 effective plans that you considered in the 2016

24 anal ysis, correct?

25 A It was. And that's one of the reasons why we
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1 carried a plan wwth a |l arge anount of solar forward into

2 2017.

3 Q And just a yes-or-no questionis all I'm

4 | ooki ng for here. The plan that you considered in --
5 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: Counsel , as Chairman

6 Graham alluded to earlier in his opening remarks,
7 the witnesses are allowed to answer yes or no and
8 provide a brief statenment elaborating or clarifying
9 their answer. So, that is our policy here, and
10 that is what | will uphold.

11 So, the witness is allowed to answer.

12 MR, LENOFF: Thank you.

13 THE WTNESS: And I'Ill try to keep it short.
14 Thank you.

15 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

16 BY MR LENOFF:

17 Q The plan that you ended up considering in

18 2017 -- that included the only plan that you ended up

19 considering in 2017 -- that included solar, had

20 resources that were not included in the 2016 plan, which
21  was found to be cost-effective; is that correct?

22 A No, I'Il disagree with the prem se of your

23 question. W did not find that particular plan with

24 983 negawatts of solar to be cost-effective. | think it

25 was ranked No. 4 on the cost-effectiveness ranking. So,
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1 It certainly was not the nost cost-effective plan.

2 Q Ckay. Can | refer you to ex- -- Dr. Hausman's
3 exhibit, EDH -- it's -- it's staff's -- it's marked on
4 staff's exhibit list, No. 38. It's EDH 18.

5 A | do not have all of his exhibits wth ne, and

6 that is one that | do not have. So, if you can provide

7 nme a copy, I'm-- I'"mhappy to take a | ook at that.

8 Q Gve ne a nonent. |'ll do that for you.

9 A Thank you.

10 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: I f counsel for FPL has an
11 accessible copy of it to aid the witness or to

12 provide the witness, that would expedite this line
13 of questi ons.

14 THE WTNESS: Also, if it wll help, | have a
15 copy of the economc ranking of all 33 plans from
16 2016.

17 MR. LENOFF: Conm ssioner, that --

18 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: Pl ease show it to FPL's
19 counsel first before you provide it to the wtness.
20 MR, LENOFF: Sure.

21 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: Thank you, M. Donal dson.
22 VR, DONALDSON:  You're wel cone.

23 COM SSI ONER BROMWN:  Dr. Sim are you there?
24 THE WTNESS:. Yes. Can you clarify, please,
25 whether it was Exhibit 17 or 18?
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1 BY MR LENOFF:

2 Q 18.
3 A Thank you.
4 Q You're famliar with this exhibit, right?

5 This is the exhibit that we discussed during your
6 deposition that had to be edited by FPL?
7 A Yes, there was one correction on it. | am

8 famliar wwth it. Thank you.

9 Q Yeah. And you see that --

10 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN:  Coul d you speak a little
11 bit closer into the m crophone, please? Thank you.
12 MR. LENOFF: Thank you, Conm ssioner, yes.

13 BY MR LENOFF:

14 Q You see that the plan whose economc -- or

15 which has the economi c ranking No. 4 has 983 negawatts
16 of PV in southeast Florida; is that correct?

17 A That's correct. And again, it is the fourth-
18 ranked plan. So, it is not the cost-effective plan

19 com ng out of 2016.

20 Q kay. And this plan does not include any
21 solar -- or storage; is that correct?

22 A That's correct. It does not.

23 Q And -- and you're -- the only plan that you

24 considered in 2017 that included any sol ar resources at

25 all includes a |l arge anount of storage; is that correct?
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1 A Yes, it included nore solar than the 983, and

2 It did include a significant anount of storage.

3 And if you would Iike an expl anati on of why

4 that is, |"'mhappy to give it.

5 MR. LENOFF: No. | think I'mdone wth ny

6 guestions. Thank you, Dr. Sim

7 THE WTNESS: Thank you.

8 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

9 Ofice of Public Counsel. M. Christensen.
10 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Thank you. | only have
11 maybe one or two questions.

12 EXAM NATI ON

13 BY MS. CHRI STENSEN:
14 Q Referring to Page 7 of your rebuttal

15 testinony --

16 A Just a nonent, please.

17 Q Certainly. And |let nme know when you're there.
18 A Page 7, I'"'mthere. Thank you.

19 Q kay. And I'mspecifically referring to

20 Lines 9 through 11. And in your testinony, you diScuss:
21 In 2017 -- the 2017 analyses prinmarily focused on three
22 resource plans that were based on the nost-prom sing

23 resource options identified in the 2016 analysis; is

24 that correct?

25 A That's what it says, yes.
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1 Q Ckay. And FPL is part of its -- these 2017
2 anal yses and -- in its evaluation of the need-
3 determnation proposals that are -- it's putting forth
4 today did not consider any third-party bids or third-
5 party options because they did not do an RFP; is that
6 correct?
7 A Yes, because we did not think such an RFP was
8 needed.
9 M5. CHRI STENSEN: Ckay. Thank you. Not hing
10 further.
11 COW SSI ONER BROMWN: St aff?
12 MR, MURPHY: No questi ons.
13 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.
14 Comm ssioner O ark, you want -- you have a
15 question?
16 COM SSI ONER CLARK:  If | need to repeat it, |
17 woul d be glad to, but I -- | amcon- -- interested
18 in | earni ng what happens to excess power that you
19 sel| under a PPA agreenent and the revenues
20 associated with it.
21 THE WTNESS: Yes, sir. Let nme -- let ne try
22 to address that. In a given year, if we find that
23 we have excess capacity, either for any period of
24 time, be it a nonth, perhaps, even snaller than
25 that, or for the entire year, we | ook and see what
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1 t hat anmount is.

2 Part of that decision is nade by -- a |arge

3 part of that decision as to how nuch we have

4 available is made by M. Sanchez and his

5 operational team Then, we have a group, the

6 Ener gy Managenent and Tradi ng group, which |ooks to

7 see if we have a buyer.

8 Terns are discussed. Prices are discussed.

9 If there is a buyer and -- a wlling buyer and a

10 willing seller, chances are very good that the --
11 that the sale will be made. Any revenues that cone
12 in fromthat sale are used to offset costs to our
13 custoners, to the -- to the benefit of our

14 cust oners.

15 And | believe we've had the arrangenent in the
16 | ast two settlenents under, | believe, asset

17 optim zation. So, sales are nmade, if it's possible
18 to make them where it benefits both our custoners
19 and the third party.

20 COMM SSI ONER CLARK:  Thank you -- which | eads
21 to nmy question. In looking -- and realizing what
22 M. Sanchez said about reliability and taking that
23 all into account, assumng your reliability is net,
24 and you have, for this short period of tine, what
25 seens to appear to be a pretty significant
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1 addi ti onal capacity above your coincident peak

2 requi rements, would those negawatt hours be sold on
3 t he open market and potentially reduce costs to

4 consuners during this two- to three-year w ndow of

5 time?

6 THE WTNESS: Let nme see if | have the prem se
7 correct. | believe you're discussing, if Dania

8 Beach is added in 2022, we woul d have a sonewhat -

9 hi gher -t han 20-percent reserve margin.

10 COW SSI ONER CLARK:  Correct.

11 THE WTNESS. So, yes, | think that woul d

12 certainly enhance the -- the opportunities by which
13 sal es could be nade to the benefit of our custoners
14 because it woul d of fset costs.

15 COMWM SSI ONER CLARK:  Thank you.

16 COMWM SSI ONER BROMN: Ckay. Redirect.

17 MR, COX: Thank you. | think I just have one
18 guestion, and really nmean it this tine.

19 EXAM NATI ON

20 BY MR COX:
21 Q Dr. Sim-- Dr. Sim you were asked a mnute

22 ago about an exhibit to Dr. Hausman's testinony, EDH 18?

23 A Yes.

24 Q And you started to answer the question, but

25 weren't allowed to finish the answer. | wanted to give
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1 you that opportunity, where you were asked about a -- a

2 plan for solar that was in that -- those 33 options

3 consi dering the 2016 anal ysis had a | arge anount of

4  storage.

5 A Yes.

6 Q Coul d you -- could you finish your answer,

7 explaining what you wanted to expl ai n about that

8 particul ar plan that you | ooked at?

9 A "1l certainly try. Wen we cane out of the
10 2016 analysis, we had done -- we had | ooked at a nunber
11 of resource plans that, if we built gas-fired capacity
12 I n sout heast Florida, we would have very | arge gas-

13 pi pel i ne expenses for everything other than a

14 noderni zation at the Lauderdale site, to which we

15 al ready had a pipeline going to the site.

16 We | ooked at resources | ocated outside of

17 southeast Florida. And in sone cases there -- in nost

18 of those cases, if not all, there were smaller gas-

19 pi peline costs, laterals instead of new pipelines, but

20 there were also significant transm ssion expenditures.

21 So, the only plan we had at the begi nning of

22 2017 was the Dani a Beach plan, which did not require new
23 pi peline, did not require new transm ssion lines. W

24  were looking for, is there a way to avoid those

25 significant costs in the plan, and to av- -- and to tack
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1 that on to a retirenent of Lauderdal e, which would avoid

2 861 mllion CPVR dollars of operation expense.

3 MR. LENOFF. Conm ssioner, can | object? This
4 is far beyond any- -- this is just unrelated to

5 anyt hi ng that was asked in cross-exam nation. |

6 didn't ask about the Dania Beach plant, and that's
7 all he's tal ki ng about.

8 MR COX: Let ne fine-tune the question a

9 little bit.

10 BY MR COX:
11 Q So, Dr. SSm | think we were tal ki ng about --
12 wth M. Lenoff about, |ooks like, Plan No. -- is it

13 Pl an No. --

14 COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: M. Cox, could you speak
15 alittle nore --
16 MR COX: |I'msorry.

17 BY MR COX:

18 Q Plan No. 3 on that exhibit; is that correct?
19 A | think it was No. 4, the --

20 Q Pl an No. 4.

21 A -- 983 negawatts of solar. And |I'msetting

22 the predicate for why we noved away fromthat approach
23 and why we noved to an approach where we had a
24  significant anopunt of storage.

25 Q | think the specific question was why --
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1 you -- that -- that plan did not have any storage in it,
2 correct?

3 A That's correct. And ny understandi ng of the

4 question is: Wy did you, then, create Plan 3, that had
5 a significant anount of storage.

6 MR, LENOFF:. Comm --

7 A And I'mtrying to wal k you through the several
8 steps that led to the decision as to why storage was

9 needed.

10 Q Right. That was --

11 MR. LENOFF: Conm ssioner --

12 (Si mul t aneous speakers.)

13 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  Hol d on, please. Stop --
14 pl ease stop the speaki ng over each other.

15 | was allowwng Dr. Simto continue with his

16 rationale, and I'll continue to allow him but

17 pl ease focus on the specific question that M. Cox

18 asked you and -- and nmake it nore succinct.

19 THE WTNESS: Al right. If I may ask a

20 clarifying question, is -- is the issue you want to
21 under stand why we had a significant anount of

22 storage in Plan 3?

23 BY MR COX:

24 Q That was the question | was getting to, yes.
25 A Ckay. By trying to avoid the $861 mllion of
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1 havi ng Lauderdale 4 and 5 in the plan, which we did, in
2 that plan, in 2016, we have to take out 884 negawatts,
3 the Lauderdale 4 and 5 units. That |eaves a hole.
4 The only way we could avoi d an expensive gas
5 pi peline into southeast Florida or avoid -- and/or avoid
6 significant transm ssion-line costs was to neet all of
7 the resource need, matching up with Dania Beach in 2022.
8 We maxed out the anount of universal solar,
9 433 nmegawatts. We maxed out what our projection was for
10 di stributed generation solar. That was 1,033 negawatts,
11  which equated to roughly three to 400 negawatts of firm
12 capacity fromsolar. So, to match the 1,163, the only
13 option we had left which we could cite in southeast
14 Fl ori da was storage.
15 MR, COX: Thank you, Dr. Sim No further
16 guesti ons.
17 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: Al right. W -- this
18 W t ness has just one, 71, associated with him
19 for -- proffered by Sierra CQub. Wuld you like to
20 nove that into the record?
21 MR. LENOFF: Yes, we woul d.
22 COMM SSI ONER BROMN:  Any obj ection?
23 MR COX: Yes, we would object. | think that
24 was -- this was 71, correct?
25 COW SSI ONER BROMWN:  Correct .
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1 MR COX: So, this was one where he was using

2 it for inpeachnent. | -- | objected, saying this
3 was from anot her w tness' sponsor of these answers.
4 He also clarified that he didn't define
5 “avail abl e" and -- what was the other -- the other
6 word -- "available" -- "presented" at the sane --
7 as this -- so, you know, | didn't see that it
8 I npeached him and | didn't see that he agreed with
9 the fornulation of the term
10 So, | don't see why it should be admtted for
11 Dr. Sim It could have been asked of -- of Wtness
12 Stubblefield earlier, but it was not.
13 COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Your objection is noted;
14 however, he was able to cross-exam ne the w tness
15 with this, and the witness was able to answer it.
16 So, we're going to go ahead and enter that into the
17 record.
18 (Wher eupon, Exhibit No. 71 was received into
19 evi dence.)
20 COMM SSI ONER BROMWN: Ckay. Would you i ke
21 this w tness excused?
22 (Brief pause.)
23 THE WTNESS: Apparently not.
24 COW SSI ONER BROWN:  He can stay, but --
25 MR COX: I'msorry. He was --
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COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN:  Woul d you like Dr. Sim
excused?

MR, COX: Could you -- could Dr. Simbe
excused? Thank you.

COW SSI ONER BROMN:  Thank you.

Thank you, Dr. Sim Have a good night.

THE WTNESS: Thank you.

COW SSI ONER BROMN:  So, that was our | ast
wi t ness of the evening.

And we have no other exhibits to address at
this tinme. They've all been noved into the record.
Is that correct, |egal?

MS. HELTON. By ny account, yes.

COMWM SSI ONER BROMWN: By ny -- okay.

So, we have additional matters to the address.
First, do any of the parties have any additi onal
matters to address before we nove to staff? Any
concluding matters or -- all right.

Staff.

MR, MJRPHY: Just to remnd the parties that
the transcripts wll be due on January 22nd, and
briefs will be no | onger than 40 pages total, and
that briefs will be due on January 29th. And |
believe that the pre-hearing order was nodified so

you get 75 words to summari ze your position.
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| think that's everything.
COMWM SSI ONER BROMN:  Ckay.

Do any of the

parties have any other matters to address at this

heari ng?

Commi ssi oner C ark, any comments, concl uding

remar ks?

Al right. Thank you all for this hearing and

for your participation. And | hope you have a

great night.
Thi s concl udes our heari ng.

MR, COX: Thank you.

COMW SSI ONER BROMWN: Thank you. Safe travels.

Thank you.

(Wher eupon, proceedi ngs concluded at 7:33

p. m)
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