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Please state your name and business address.

My name is MacKenzie Marcelin. My business address is 10800 Biscayne Blvd
Suite 1050, Miami, FL 33161.

Are you the same MacKenzie Marcelin who submitted intervenor testimony
in this proceeding on behalf of Florida Rising, LULAC, and ECOSWF on
June 9, 2025?

Yes. I am also still the Deputy Campaigns Director for Florida Rising, and there
have been no other changes to my work experience and qualifications.

On whose behalf are you submitting this testimony?

Florida Rising, the League of United Latin American Citizens of Florida
(“LULAC”), and the Environmental Confederation of Southwest Florida
(“ECOSWEF”).

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to discuss some of the major elements of the
agreement reached between FPL and the Special-Interest Parties (“SIP Proposal”)
tiled on August 20, 2025, and why the SIP Proposal is so harmful to Florida Rising,
LULAC, and ECOSWEF, and their members and the interests they represent. I also
discuss in my testimony the major elements of the Customer Majority Parties
Proposal (“CMP Proposal”) that was filed on August 26, 2025. It is my
understanding that the Commission has dismissed the CMP Proposal as a
settlement but has allowed it for inclusion in testimony. I include it to contrast it
with the SIP Proposal to show why the SIP Proposal is not in the public interest
and does not result in rates that are fair, just, and reasonable. It is my conclusion
that the major elements and the CMP Proposal as a whole, would result in fair, just,

and reasonable rates—in contrast to both FPL’s originally-filed petition to increase
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base rates and the SIP Proposal. My testimony endorses the CMP Proposal due to:
1) its rational, record-supported approach to cost of service and rate class cost
allocation based on a 12 CP and 1/13"™ AD methodology; 2) its rejection of the
unlawful Tax Amortization Mechanism (“TAM”) (as included as a component of
the new “RSM”); and 3) its four-year amortization of investment tax credits
(“ITCs”) associated with battery additions which avoids revenue cliffs that would

unfairly punish future customers.

THE SIP PROPOSAL IS NOT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND DOES

NOT RESULT IN FAIR, JUST, AND REASONABLE RATES

How does the SIP Proposal address the cost of service to different customer
classes?

The SIP Proposal rejects using any kind of cost of service study and instead assigns
a flat increase to all classes. The residential class gets a 5% discount from the total
flat increase it would have received, with that 5% share of revenue being
redistributed to the other classes.

Doesn’t that discount mean that the SIP Proposal is more protective of
residential customers than other classes?

Not at all. As Witness Rabago testifies in much more depth, while the SIP Proposal
reduces the total increase in revenue that FPL was originally seeking (almost
entirely due to the reduction in return on equity), the SIP Proposal
disproportionately applies the savings to other classes. Put differently, nearly
every class—other than residential customers and small businesses and certain
classes representing government accounts like the Miami metro and traffic lights—

got a much bigger discount from the SIP Proposal from what was in the original









10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

would be charged over the next four years compared to current rates.

What does the SIP Proposal present for payment assistance and how does that
compare to the revenue sought from low-income customers?

The SIP Proposal puts forward a proposal to create a one-time, $15 million fund
for payment assistance for ALICE customer households. SIP Proposal at 27, 427.
That is less than 1% of the over $1.6 billion in extra charges that the SIP Agreement
puts those same customers on the hook for. That simply isn’t close to enough for
customers that already have high energy burdens from their FPL bills. If FPL
really wanted to help its low-income customers, it should have funded this
payment assistance program with significantly more money—and it should have
funded the program from its own profits instead of charging it to other (mostly
residential) customers.

What does the SIP Proposal do in terms of GS customers?

GS customers will see their rates more than triple when compared to FPL’s
originally filed rate increase.

Why does Florida Rising care about that?

Florida Rising is itself a GS customer of FPL. Our electric bill is attached as
Exhibit MM-6 to my testimony (in the name of Florida Rising’s prior name of New
Florida Majority). We do not want to see our rates increase by more than triple
that which FPL originally proposed. I have not heard a convincing reason from
any of the SIPs why such a rate increase is in the public interest or results in rates
that are fair, just, and reasonable. How is more than triple the increase, without
any supporting cost of service methodology, fair to the small business community
of Florida? More than just our own electric bill, which we certainly care about,

Florida Rising’s members work for and own small businesses which are the
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lifeblood of the Florida economy. The SIPs offer no rational reasons for shifting
this rate increase, which is the largest in United States history from what I’ve seen,
onto residential customers and small businesses and away from FPL’s largest and
most profitable customers (in addition to the CDR/CILC credits that those
customers are receiving).

How does the SIP Proposal treat the CDR/CILC credits as compared to FPL’s
original as-filed case?

The SIP agreement vastly increases the CDR/CILC credits as compared to FPL’s
original as-filed case. In FPL’s original as-filed case, FPL proposed lowering the
credits, saving the general body of customers—especially residential and small
business customers, who are the primary funding source for the CDR/CILC
credits—by over $22 million per year. That would have been savings of over $88
million for the general body of customers from 2026-2029. In my direct testimony,
I mentioned that the credit levels proposed by FPL were still too high in their as-
filed case, given that interruptible customers are never interrupted on FPL’s
system, and FPL has no plans to interrupt their interruptible customers. In a cruel
twist, instead of taking my recommendations and further lowering the credit levels
or eliminating the credits, FPL and the SIPs have gone the opposite direction and
are proposing to increase the credit levels even beyond that which is cost-effective
under the Rate Impact Measure (“RIM”) test. This only furthers the financial
burden placed on residential and small business customers.

Please explain what you mean.

In FPL’s own data, the new credit levels under the SIP Proposal no longer pass the
RIM test, meaning that the net savings from the avoided cost of new generation

are less than the costs of the proposed payments to the SIPs that receive CDR/CILC



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

credits. In other words, it would be more cost-effective for FPL to simply build
the generation to replace the claimed capacity from interruptible customers, and
this generation could serve all of FPL’s customers.

Are there any other benefits to building the generation?

Yes. The built generation would be more reliable than relying on interruptible
customers. To be clear, FPL does not need the capacity provided by the
interruptible customers, but even if that capacity were needed, it would be more
reliable to come from generation resources because unlike interruptible resources,
generation resources can’t simply walk away from FPL’s system if they start
getting used. With the interruptible customers, if they actually started getting
interrupted and FPL’s customers actually started seeing some value from that
program, those interruptible customers could simply walk away, leaving FPL
scrambling to build the replacement generation, which, thanks to the credit levels
in the SIP Proposal, is already more cost-effective, according to FPL’s own
analysis, than the CDR/CILC credits.

Do the CDR/CILC Credits change even more during the term of the SIP
agreement?

Yes. During the term of the SIP Proposal, the CDR/CILC credits increase with
each approval of the SoOBRAs.

Does it make sense to increase the CDR/CILC credits with each approval of
the SoBRAs?

No. In fact, the opposite is true. Any value of the CDR/CILC credits,
fundamentally, comes from the ability of FPL to interrupt those CDR/CILC
customers when there is a lack of sufficient generation resources to maintain

service to all firm-load. When additional generation is added to the system, as is
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the case with the SOBRAs, which are mainly made-up of batteries providing firm-
capacity and also additional solar, the likelihood of FPL having a lack of sufficient
generating resources, of course, goes down. So too, would the value of the credits.
Paradoxically, however, the SIP Proposal increases the credits with each of the
SoBRAs.

How much does the SIP Proposal increase the credits?

Starting in 2026, the SIP Proposal increases the credits from the present level to
$9.75/kW. This comes at a cost to the general body of ratepayers of $8.6 million
per year above current levels, and, importantly, $30,620,646 more per year than
originally as proposed by FPL in this case, which, as should be noted, I testified
was still too high. Over the four-year term of the SIP Proposal, the SIP Proposal
is expected to cost the general body of customers (again, primarily residential and
small business customers) $122,482,584 as compared to FPL’s original as-filed
case, just in the cost of the CDR/CILC credits. That’s before accounting for the
increases in the credits due to the SOBRAs, which is expected to add an additional
annual cost of over $5 million by the end of the SIP Proposal once all of the
SoBRAs are in place (total annual cost of CDR/CILC credits of $89,632,203 based
on FPL’s estimates of the SOBRA increases).

Are the CDR/CILC credits helping ordinary Floridians?

No. They are going to some of the largest and most wealthy customers in the State.
Residential customers and small businesses are not even eligible for the credits.
Instead, they are going to companies like Walmart. For example, the CILC-1T
class is made up of just 15 customers according to FPL. Those 15 customers,
between FPL’s as-filed case, and the SIP Proposal, will be getting paid an

additional $22,561,609 over the term of the SIP agreement, before accounting for
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day (and due to how FPL calculates disconnection and reconnections, same day
reconnections count as zero days), meaning either about one-third of that 376,274
disconnections took a day to be reconnected (or longer with fewer customers
taking that longer period of time).!?

It is worth noting that, multiplying the 2024 disconnections (1,229,818 out
of 5,287,101 residential customers) by average reconnection time (0.29 days —
counting reconnections that take less than a day as zero), shows that a residential
customer was more likely to be without power in 2024 for disconnection for
nonpayment than from a system reliability issue, reinforcing my testimony that a
reliable grid does not do struggling Floridians any good if they cannot afford the
grid. !

What does the SIP Proposal do in terms of the return on equity and capital
structure?

At a high level, the SIP Proposal gives FPL everything it could ever hope for.
Although FPL claims the ROE of “just” 10.95% is a compromise from its as-filed
position of 11.90%, I’'m not sure 10.95% can be considered a compromise when it
is still 45 basis points higher than any other utility in the lower 48 States from what
I’ve been able to determine, and that doesn’t take into account the extraordinarily
high equity ratio that is also built into the SIP Proposal. In other words, although
FPL started the case at 11.90%, that does not make 10.95% reasonable. Say I offer
to sell you a cup of coffee for $50 and then reach an agreement to lower my price
to $30 instead. Sure, that’s a 40% reduction, but I don’t think anyone would claim

you got a good deal when you could go next door and buy the same cup of coffee

2 1d.

131,229,819/5,287,101=0.2326. 0.2326*0.29=0.067456 days*24 hours/day = 1.619
hours/customer, which is greater than the reported SAIDI of 43.8 minutes in 2024.

11
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for $4. The same is true here, except FPL’s monopoly status means customers
can’t even go next door to buy the cup of coffee unless they actually move outside
of FPL’s territory. The ridiculous ROE from FPL’s original petition cannot be the
starting point for measuring the claimed reasonableness of the “compromise” in
the SIP Proposal, especially given the billions of dollars of profits FPL already
makes every year.

Do you have any concerns regarding the long-term impacts of the SIP
Proposal?

Yes, many.

Please explain.

The SIP Proposal takes what was a terrible plan by FPL (intentionally creating a
huge revenue cliff in 2030 that bakes in a massive rate increase) and makes it even
worse. The SIP Proposal preserves the ITC flow-through in a single year. This
creates a “flip-back” or “swing-back” revenue requirement effect.

What do you mean by “revenue cliffs” and “flip-backs”?

By revenue cliffs, I mean pre-planned gaps of hundreds of millions of dollars in
revenue requirement that will have to be paid back in FPL’s next rate case—even
if FPL didn’t plan to build anything new after 2029. FPL appears to have designed
the SIP Proposal in part to ensure that such gaps would exist and would have to be
paid back in its next rate case. The flip-back (FPL’s turn of phrase) refers to the
massive revenue swing from the first to second year that each battery is in service,
caused by FPL using up all of the ITCs from each battery in its first year of service.
The year the battery goes into service, FPL plans to take all its ITCs in that single
year and sell them off (and worse, at a discount). As a result, the battery actually

has a significant negative revenue requirement associated with it for that year. The

12
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next year, however, it is as if the ITCs associated with that battery never existed,
and all of a sudden, the battery imposes a large, positive revenue requirement. The
flip-back varies with the cost of the batteries added in a given year, but all create
hundreds of millions of dollars of increased costs in their second year. For
example, according to FPL’s own calculations, the 2028 batteries have a flip-back
effect of $302,521,347 of jurisdictional revenue requirement in 2029, just on their
own. The 2029 batteries are almost identical, with slightly higher costs (and
therefore slightly higher ITCs), so the flip-back effect into 2030 will be even
greater than that. Meaning, even if nothing else were to change, the SIP agreement
already sets up a need to fill the hole made by the 2029 ITCs to the tune of well
over $300 million.

The SIP agreement also takes the deferred tax liabilities that customers
have already paid to FPL and uses them to allow FPL to stay at the top of its
allowed range (11.95%) and requires that FPL’s customers pay those deferred tax
liabilities back to FPL, including in 2030. FPL has provided an estimate that this
will cost $38.5 million per year, for 30 years.!* But this has a hidden, additional
benefit to FPL. Not only does taking the deferred tax liabilities allow FPL to stay
at the top of its allowed range, it also allows FPL to replace this zero-cost capital
funding source in its capital structure with additional equity infusions, which allow
it to earn even more profit. It’s a win-win for FPL, and a lose-lose for FPL’s
customers. Not only do FPL’s customers have to pay the deferred tax liabilities
back to FPL, they also have to pay FPL the additional profit on the equity infusion
needed to replace the deferred tax liabilities in FPL’s capital structure. So, in

addition to virtually guaranteeing another large rate increase in 2030, the SIP

14 See FPL Response to Florida Rising, LULAC, and ECOSWF Interrogatory No. 195.
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proposal ensures that FPL will be able to stay at the top of its allowed range using
customer money, and replacing that money with equity which will allow FPL to
earn even more profits.

Additionally, the SIP Proposal makes things worse by extending the capital
recovery schedules to 20 years, meaning that people being born today will, when
they become FPL customers as adults, be paying for capital assets that were never
in service their entire lives.

Why does that matter?

Florida Rising’s members have families and children. It is of great concern to them
that they are not just passing on costs to be borne by future generations that will
not experience any of the benefits. That’s just wrong. 1 get that the SIPs are all
about the profits that they will be making next quarter, and so they want to steal as
much money from future generations as they can, but Florida Rising, ECOSWF,
and LULAC cannot take such a narrow view and have to ensure that we are not
just guaranteeing massive rate increases from now for the next 30 years. It is
wrong to take money from people 30 years from now just to allow FPL to take
additional profits in the short term. But that’s exactly what the SIPs have agreed
to in exchange for moving the rate increase away from them and onto residential
and small businesses of Florida and for additional CDR/CILC credits that have
pushed beyond cost-effectiveness. 1 don’t see how anyone could possibly think
that the SIP agreement is in the public interest, unless they solely define the public
interest as the interests of FPL’s shareholders and the 1% of customers represented
by the SIP signatories. We believe that the public interest is broader and includes
the interests of all customers including residential and small business customers,

and the interests of future generations. That’s why Florida Rising is adamant

14
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A.

against setting up billions in “IOUs” to FPL from future FPL customers.

How does the SIP Proposal affect FPL’s minimum bill?

The SIP Proposal increases FPL’s minimum bill to $30, the same as was proposed
in FPL’s as-filed case. This means that no matter how much a customer cuts back
on their energy usage, they will always be paying at least $30 a month, just to be
connected to FPL’s grid. This is an increase from the current minimum bill, which
is $25 a month. FPL did not provide any support for this increase in the SIP
Proposal, and this again represents how the SIP Proposal does not represent all
customer classes.

Residential customers are most affected by the minimum bill, and the SIP
Proposal reflects that protecting residential customers was not the priority of the
special interest groups who determined the minimum bill did not need to change
from FPL’s as-filed proposal. Florida is facing an affordability crisis, and the
minimum bill impacts customers who are already low-income and low energy
users. 1% Once again, this provision of the SIP Proposal does not impact most of
the signatories to that agreement, and carrying this provision over from the as-filed

case is not meaningful concession or compromise by any of the signatories.

THE CMP PROPOSAL RESULTS IN RATES THAT ARE FAIR, JUST,

AND REASONABLE FORALL FPL CUSTOMERS INSTEAD OF

FAVORING ONLY SPECIAL INTERESTS.

How does the CMP Proposal compare to the SIP Proposal in terms of rate
impacts?

According to the calculations contained in the CMP Proposal, residential

15 See FPL Response to Florida Rising, LULAC, and ECOSWF Production of Documents
Request No. 91.
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customers will save more than $5.24 per month per 1,000 kWh by 2027. That’s
over $62.88 per year, and that figure is still an understatement for at least two
reasons. First, it does not include the savings from maintaining the current level
of CDR/CILC credits, as contained in the CMP Proposal. Although we believe
that those are still way too high, Florida Rising made the compromise to keep the
current credit level in the interest of making an agreement with the CMP parties.
Second, it is based on only 1,000 kWh of usage. Since FPL residential customers
use more electricity than that on average, they will save even more. The savings
to residential customers under the CMP Proposal is really meaningful to our
members and the customers they represent when every dollar can matter and we
have people choosing between getting the life-saving medicine they need and
turning life-saving air-conditioning on. Furthermore, the CMP Proposal does not
increase the minimum bill, which FPL’s own data seems to indicate will impact
many low-income customers and will not just be hitting snowbirds with multiple
homes. In fact, FPL’s own data indicates that the months with the most minimum
bills are the colder months when the snowbirds would be occupying their homes
in Florida, proving that genuine low usage is causing homes to incur minimum
bills, not second-homes that are unoccupied during the hotter months as FPL states
in their testimony. ¢

The difference for GS customers is even starker, because unlike the SIP
Proposal, the CMP Proposal uses an actual cost of service methodology to fairly
assign the rate increases across the customer classes while still employing the
principle of gradualism. By 2027, the CMP Proposal results in savings of $20.91

per month on a 1,200 kWh bill. That’s $250.92 per year, which is real money to

16 See Transcript of July 21, 2025 Deposition of Tiffany Cohen at 151-58.
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many of Florida’s small businesses struggling financially. It is also worth bearing
in mind that residential and small business customers comprise almost 99% of
FPL’s customers, all of whom would be significantly better off under the CMP
Proposal as compared to the SIP Proposal. It is also worth noting that the CMP
Proposal represents a real compromise between Florida Rising’s, ECOSWF’s, and
LULAC’s positions going into the case which called for a cost of service
methodology much more weighted towards energy, no application of gradualism,
and the elimination of the CDR/CILC credits. I believe that under the CMP
Proposal, due to the application of gradualism and the maintenance of the
CDR/CILC credits, the 1% of customers represented in the SIP Proposal are still
getting a special break. They still are not forced to truly pay their fair share, but
the CMP Proposal at least finally moves them closer towards paying their fair
share, unlike under the SIP Proposal, where those parties pay only a small fraction
of what they would under any reasonable cost of service study.

Are there other benefits of the CMP Proposal as compared to the SIP
Proposal?

Absolutely. One of the largest is that it avoids much of the generational inequity
contained in the SIP Proposal by avoiding revenue cliffs due to SIP Proposal
features like the ITC flip-back and repayment of the deferred tax liabilities (former
TAM) now included in the RSM. By amortizing the ITCs over four-years and
eliminating the double-taxation of the deferred tax liabilities, the CMP Proposal
avoids setting-up a massive “IOU” to FPL to the tune of well-over a billion dollars
starting in 2030 with a massive “flip-back” due to the 2029 investment tax credits.
The CMP Proposal ensures that battery energy storage devices are only constructed

when and because they are needed as a generation resource, not because they need
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to avoid rate shock by masking the effect of FPL having used up all the ITCs from
the prior year in that same year. Avoiding rate shock should not be a reason to
build battery energy storage systems, which, when doing so, necessitates that they
be built each year to keep postponing the inevitable rate shock, one year at a time.
The long-term cost is staggering considering that these batteries cost billions of
dollars and are adding over $5 billion into rate base on their own over the term of
the SIP Proposal.

Please summarize your testimony.

The SIP Proposal results in a massive windfall to FPL and most of the SIPs. The
SIP’s windfall is all paid for by current and future generations of residential
customers and small businesses. That’s just wrong. By contrast, the CMP Proposal
treats all customers fairly and helps move FPL’s largest customers towards paying
their fair share of system costs.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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	Settlement Testimony of MacKenzie Marcelin
	Q. Please state your name and business address.
	A. My name is MacKenzie Marcelin.  My business address is 10800 Biscayne Blvd Suite 1050, Miami, FL 33161.

	Q. Are you the same MacKenzie Marcelin who submitted intervenor testimony in this proceeding on behalf of Florida Rising, LULAC, and ECOSWF on June 9, 2025?
	A. Yes.  I am also still the Deputy Campaigns Director for Florida Rising, and there have been no other changes to my work experience and qualifications.

	Q. On whose behalf are you submitting this testimony?
	A. Florida Rising, the League of United Latin American Citizens of Florida (“LULAC”), and the Environmental Confederation of Southwest Florida (“ECOSWF”).

	Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?
	A. The purpose of my testimony is to discuss some of the major elements of the agreement reached between FPL and the Special-Interest Parties (“SIP Proposal”) filed on August 20, 2025, and why the SIP Proposal is so harmful to Florida Rising, LULAC, a...

	Q. How does the SIP Proposal address the cost of service to different customer classes?
	A. The SIP Proposal rejects using any kind of cost of service study and instead assigns a flat increase to all classes.  The residential class gets a 5% discount from the total flat increase it would have received, with that 5% share of revenue being ...

	Q. Doesn’t that discount mean that the SIP Proposal is more protective of residential customers than other classes?
	A. Not at all.  As Witness Rábago testifies in much more depth, while the SIP Proposal reduces the total increase in revenue that FPL was originally seeking (almost entirely due to the reduction in return on equity), the SIP Proposal disproportionatel...
	Residential customers across the United States are already paying far too much for electricity in general compared to big commercial and industrial customers. Analysis by S&P Global shows just how bad this has gotten between 1980 and 2023:0F
	The Commission must reject the SIP’s attempt to worsen this trend by dumping even more costs on residential customers while giving big business another break.

	Q. How does the SIP Proposal impact low-income households in particular?
	A. Over the next 4 years, the SIP Proposal would collect over $1.6 billion dollars in additional revenue from low-income households who are already struggling to make ends meet.  Although the SIP Proposal promises to allocate a small amount of funding...

	Q. What do you mean by that?
	A. By low-income, I am referring to the widely used definition of ALICE households: Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed.  These are households “that earn more than the Federal Poverty Level, but not enough to afford the basics where they live....

	Q. What does the SIP Proposal present for payment assistance and how does that compare to the revenue sought from low-income customers?
	A. The SIP Proposal puts forward a proposal to create a one-time, $15 million fund for payment assistance for ALICE customer households.  SIP Proposal at 27, 27.  That is less than 1% of the over $1.6 billion in extra charges that the SIP Agreement p...

	Q. What does the SIP Proposal do in terms of GS customers?
	A. GS customers will see their rates more than triple when compared to FPL’s originally filed rate increase.

	Q. Why does Florida Rising care about that?
	A. Florida Rising is itself a GS customer of FPL.  Our electric bill is attached as Exhibit MM-6 to my testimony (in the name of Florida Rising’s prior name of New Florida Majority).  We do not want to see our rates increase by more than triple that w...

	Q. How does the SIP Proposal treat the CDR/CILC credits as compared to FPL’s original as-filed case?
	A. The SIP agreement vastly increases the CDR/CILC credits as compared to FPL’s original as-filed case.  In FPL’s original as-filed case, FPL proposed lowering the credits, saving the general body of customers—especially residential and small business...

	Q. Please explain what you mean.
	A. In FPL’s own data, the new credit levels under the SIP Proposal no longer pass the RIM test, meaning that the net savings from the avoided cost of new generation are less than the costs of the proposed payments to the SIPs that receive CDR/CILC cre...

	Q. Are there any other benefits to building the generation?
	A. Yes.  The built generation would be more reliable than relying on interruptible customers.  To be clear, FPL does not need the capacity provided by the interruptible customers, but even if that capacity were needed, it would be more reliable to com...

	Q. Do the CDR/CILC Credits change even more during the term of the SIP agreement?
	A. Yes.  During the term of the SIP Proposal, the CDR/CILC credits increase with each approval of the SoBRAs.

	Q. Does it make sense to increase the CDR/CILC credits with each approval of the SoBRAs?
	A. No.  In fact, the opposite is true.  Any value of the CDR/CILC credits, fundamentally, comes from the ability of FPL to interrupt those CDR/CILC customers when there is a lack of sufficient generation resources to maintain service to all firm-load....

	Q. How much does the SIP Proposal increase the credits?
	A. Starting in 2026, the SIP Proposal increases the credits from the present level to $9.75/kW.  This comes at a cost to the general body of ratepayers of $8.6 million per year above current levels, and, importantly, $30,620,646 more per year than ori...

	Q. Are the CDR/CILC credits helping ordinary Floridians?
	A. No.  They are going to some of the largest and most wealthy customers in the State.  Residential customers and small businesses are not even eligible for the credits.  Instead, they are going to companies like Walmart.  For example, the CILC-1T cla...

	Q. What is your opinion on FPL’s proposed disconnection policy?
	A. If adopted, FPL proposes a disconnection policy where FPL will not disconnect any customer for nonpayment if the temperature is forecasted at 95 degrees or higher, where a heat advisory has been issued by the National Weather Service, or where the ...
	While 95 degrees is certainly hot, Floridians need access to air conditioning all summer long. FPL’s policy does not sufficiently account for humidity, which drastically increases the “feels-like” temperature outside, and slows the body’s ability to r...
	A summer disconnection policy is especially critical to protect vulnerable populations.  One of the most vulnerable groups is adults 65 and older, for which Florida is home to the second-highest per capita population in the country.  Studies have show...
	FPL’s own data demonstrates the necessity of a summer disconnection policy.  In 2024, FPL disconnected 1,229,818 residential customers (so far more actual Floridians), including 376,274 during the critical months of June-September.10F   During that ti...
	It is worth noting that, multiplying the 2024 disconnections (1,229,818 out of 5,287,101 residential customers) by average reconnection time (0.29 days – counting reconnections that take less than a day as zero), shows that a residential customer was ...

	Q. What does the SIP Proposal do in terms of the return on equity and capital structure?
	A. At a high level, the SIP Proposal gives FPL everything it could ever hope for.  Although FPL claims the ROE of “just” 10.95% is a compromise from its as-filed position of 11.90%, I’m not sure 10.95% can be considered a compromise when it is still 4...

	Q. Do you have any concerns regarding the long-term impacts of the SIP Proposal?
	A. Yes, many.

	Q. Please explain.
	A. The SIP Proposal takes what was a terrible plan by FPL (intentionally creating a huge revenue cliff in 2030 that bakes in a massive rate increase) and makes it even worse.  The SIP Proposal preserves the ITC flow-through in a single year.  This cre...

	Q. What do you mean by “revenue cliffs” and “flip-backs”?
	A. By revenue cliffs, I mean pre-planned gaps of hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue requirement that will have to be paid back in FPL’s next rate case—even if FPL didn’t plan to build anything new after 2029.  FPL appears to have designed the ...
	The SIP agreement also takes the deferred tax liabilities that customers have already paid to FPL and uses them to allow FPL to stay at the top of its allowed range (11.95%) and requires that FPL’s customers pay those deferred tax liabilities back to ...
	Additionally, the SIP Proposal makes things worse by extending the capital recovery schedules to 20 years, meaning that people being born today will, when they become FPL customers as adults, be paying for capital assets that were never in service the...

	Q. Why does that matter?
	A. Florida Rising’s members have families and children.  It is of great concern to them that they are not just passing on costs to be borne by future generations that will not experience any of the benefits.  That’s just wrong.  I get that the SIPs ar...

	Q. How does the SIP Proposal affect FPL’s minimum bill?
	A. The SIP Proposal increases FPL’s minimum bill to $30, the same as was proposed in FPL’s as-filed case.  This means that no matter how much a customer cuts back on their energy usage, they will always be paying at least $30 a month, just to be conne...
	Residential customers are most affected by the minimum bill, and the SIP Proposal reflects that protecting residential customers was not the priority of the special interest groups who determined the minimum bill did not need to change from FPL’s as-f...

	Q. How does the CMP Proposal compare to the SIP Proposal in terms of rate impacts?
	A. According to the calculations contained in the CMP Proposal, residential customers will save more than $5.24 per month per 1,000 kWh by 2027.  That’s over $62.88 per year, and that figure is still an understatement for at least two reasons.  First,...
	The difference for GS customers is even starker, because unlike the SIP Proposal, the CMP Proposal uses an actual cost of service methodology to fairly assign the rate increases across the customer classes while still employing the principle of gradua...

	Q. Are there other benefits of the CMP Proposal as compared to the SIP Proposal?
	A. Absolutely.  One of the largest is that it avoids much of the generational inequity contained in the SIP Proposal by avoiding revenue cliffs due to SIP Proposal features like the ITC flip-back and repayment of the deferred tax liabilities (former T...

	Q. Please summarize your testimony.
	A. The SIP Proposal results in a massive windfall to FPL and most of the SIPs.  The SIP’s windfall is all paid for by current and future generations of residential customers and small businesses.  That’s just wrong.  By contrast, the CMP Proposal trea...

	Q. Does this conclude your testimony?
	A. Yes, it does.
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