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1 PROCEEDTINGS

2 (Transcript follows in sequence from Volume

3 4.)

4 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: All right. If we want to

5 start finding our seats we will get started here in
6 a few seconds.

7 MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, may I please, Jjust
8 I think this will be helpful.

9 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Sure.

10 MR. BURNETT: I just got finished talking with
11 counsel, and they intend to ask more questions from
12 a confidential document.

13 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: All right.

14 MR. BURNETT: 1It's a vendor document, and the
15 only reason we are keeping it confidential is to

lo protect their intellectual property. So I think it
17 would be helpful Ms. Nichols is free to talk about
18 anything on that document on the public record that
19 doesn't disclose particularized datasets or

20 recommendations of how things correlate together.
21 I think she will know that immediately when she

22 sees it, so it should help this move along, but

23 she's free to talk a lot about a whole lot of that
24 stuff in that document that really doesn't get to
25 their IP --
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CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.
MR. BURNETT: -- so I just wanted to say that
on the record to try to help.
CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Thank you. I appreciate
you providing clarity.
So let's go ahead and pick up and maybe you go
that direction, maybe you don't. We will find out.
FEL, you are in questions. Ms. Nichols is
obviously still hear in the witness, and, of
course, still sworn under oath. I will let you
guys to continue.
MR. LUEBKEMANN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And
I would like to thank the company again for working
with us on trying to streamline.
CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Awesome. Great. Thank
you.
Whereupon,
DAWN NICHOLS
was recalled as a witness, having been previously duly
sworn to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
but the truth, was examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION continued
BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:
Q Okay. Ms. Nichols, if we could go back to OPC

2C. This is all in the big red binder, but OPC printed

premier-reporting.com
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1 it with only one slide per page, so it will be much

2 easier for us to read. And if we could look at the

3 second slide of that, the first presentation that starts
4 on page one, if you would look at slide two of that.

5 And this slide is about the overall objective of this

6 set of research that was commissioned?

7 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Yeah, Ms. Nichols, your

8 microphone may be off. And, jordan, what tab are

9 we on?

10 MR. LUEBKEMANN: I am sorry, what was that?

11 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Are you pointing to a tab?
12 MR. LUEBKEMANN: This is Bates stamp 6272. It
13 is slide two of what is marked OPC 2, and that

14 is --

15 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: I just want it make sure we
16 are in the right spot. I have got the --

17 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Gotcha. And I am sorry, I

18 don't have a CEL number for that. I am trying to
19 refer to OPC's version of this so we don't
20 introduce --
21 MS. HELTON: It's 487.
22 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Thank vyou.
23 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Great.

24 BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

25 Q Okay. So we are on Bates stamp 6272 of

premier-reporting.com
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1 Exhibit 487. And the question again is: Does this page
2 summarize the purpose of this commissioned report?

3 A Yes, 1t does.

4 Q And given that the purpose is something that

5 FPL would have been commissioning to this consultant, is
6 that something that you can share what is said on this

7 page-?

8 A Right. So we wanted to find out what matters
9 to our customers, understand how customers define value
10 from an electric company and find the right language to
11 demonstrate that value that FPL delivers.

12 Q And can I -- can you read the title of this

13 slide?

14 A Overall project objective.

15 Q Okay. And then can you read the next sentence

lo that begins with the letter A?

17 A Oh, at the highest level support is successful
18 regulatory rate review.
19 Q And would you be able to opine what successful

20 means in this context?

21 A Successful outcomes for our customers and for
22 our company, you know, best combination of reliability,
23 resiliency and the lowest bills possible.

24 Q On slide nine, which is Bates 6279, you had

25 some questions on this one earlier.

premier-reporting.com
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1 Just as a general matter, could a direction --
2 looking between the 2019 result and the 2023 result,

3 could you state the direction that that flowed?

4 A Yes. We -- from 2019 to 2023, net promoter

5 score was down two points, and the FPL provides great

6 value was also down about 10, 13 points.

7 Q Thank you.
8 And does the next page, slide 10, explain
9 the -- does it explain a basis for what might be driving

10 that difference?

11 A Yeah, no, as I mentioned, a lot has happened
12 for our customers since 2019 in terms of general

13 inflation, cost for services broadly, and that sentiment
14 is discussed here.

15 Q You mentioned cost. Would it be fair to say
16 that this slide is chiefly concerned with costs as

17 driving that difference?

18 A It does say cost concerns are helping drive
19 this change, vyes.

20 o] And if we could go to slide 21, and that's
21 Bates 62917

22 A Yes.

23 Q Are you able to share any of the information
24 on this page?

25 MS. MONCADA: Yes, she is.

premier-reporting.com
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1 THE WITNESS: Okay. What information would
2 you like me to share?

3 BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

4 Q Could you read the heading?

5 A One message always resinates independent of
6 cost.

7 Q And T think it's going to a box in the upper

8 right corner. Are you able to read's in that?

9 A The Florida effect, addressing Florida storm
10 preparation will strengthen almost any message.

11 Q And there is an icon to the left of that that,
12 to me, looks like a hurricane. Do you agree that that's
13 its purpose?

14 A That's the icon that that vendor chose to put
15 into this, yes.

16 Q Could we pull up Case Center number E, as in
17 echo, 61762? And this is a nonconfidential that was not
18 produced as part of your workpapers, but is this from

19 the same -- if not -- I don't actually think it's in
20 this slide deck, but is this -- would this have been
21 prepared, as best as you can tell, as part of the same
22 project?
23 A It is part of the deck. Yep.
24 Q Okay. And that -- really what I am trying to

25 get at there is the Florida effect on the slide on the

premier-reporting.com
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screen is the same as the idea that's contained in this
page, the confidential page we are looking at?

A Yeah, so it shows that what matters to our
customers is investing in smart technology to help
manage our storms, you know, that could be blue sky
storms. It doesn't necessarily mean hurricanes.

MR. LUEBKEMANN: It might not feel like it,
but we are moving much faster through these now.
CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. Excellent.
BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:
Q If we go to slide 28, at Bates 6298, would you

be able to read the title of this slide?

A Is this the affordability? Rates remain top
priority?
Q Could you, at a high level, characterize what

is on this slide?

A Yeah. So when we asked customers to
understand, prioritize what matters to them in terms of
cost, affordability, they identified ways that we can
keep winning. And in this identification, it talks
about FPL focusing on operational efficiencies to drive
down costs at FPL. And we are doing that. We are one
of the most efficient utilities in the nation.

They also said a way that we could keep

winning 1s keeping FPL rates well below the national
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average 1in other states, which we are doing. We are
22 percent below the national average. We are the
lowest amongst all IOUs, and we are the lowest against
all the IOUs in Florida, and we are the lowest among
other utilities in the state of Florida.

It also talked about providing tips and tools
to help customers lower their bill as ways that we can
keep winning to keep costs low, and we are doing that.
We have increased our weatherization program by 50
percent. We have amplified our communication around
energy efficiency with phone banks and community banks.
So I think this is really demonstrating the ways that we
can continue to keep costs -- how customers understand
cost and that's relatable to them and what matters to
them, too, to keep the rates low and keep it affordable.

Q And would it be fair to characterize that the
overall message of that page as being that rates and the
affordability of them is of the highest concern to FPL's
customers?

A It's a concern for FPL customers, and 1it's a
concern for FPL as well, yes.

Q Thank you.

Could we go to slide 49? And this will be at
Bates 63109.

A Did you say Bates 631972
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Q Yes.
A Okay.
Q And are you able to verbalize any of the

information on this page?

A Unprompted, not many customers site negative
news stories.

Q And if you look on the right, there is a
summation of what some of those stories might be about.
Are you able to share that?

A You mean an example of what a customer
mentioned? Sure. About FPL monopolizing areas and
overcharging customers.

Q Is the general tenor of these stories in the
quotations about cost?

A Yeah. This -- yeah, cost is on their mind. I
mean, it shows here. As I mentioned, cost is on our
mind as well, and we work really hard to keep the bills
as low as possible, and the rate request demonstrates
that for our customers.

The best thing that we can do for our
customers is to keep our bills low, and we are doing
everything possible to do that.

And the second best thing to do for our
customers i1s to make sure that we have the right

programs and services 1n place to help them when they

premier-reporting.com
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need help, and our team is designed for them to help
them with anything that they need.

Q That is all I have on this slide show. There
is one other one that I would like to turn to that I
think is in this same document.

Could you turn to Bates No. 6337? This will
be slide nine of what should be the next presentation.

A Thanks. I am there.

Q Okay. And are you able to verbalize any of
the information on this slide?

A Sure. Is there a particular area you want me
to verbalize?

Q Could you read -- I am most interested in the
heading title and then the information and graphic on
the left third of the main slide?

A So baseline one and three support a

hypothetical modest rate increase.

Q And then could you read the sentence beginning
with O?

A The sentence that begins with? Sorry.

Q The upper left corner of the main?

A Overall?

Q Yes.

A Overall, only 33 percent of customers either

somewhat support or strongly support a rate increase to

premier-reporting.com
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1 maintain and improve their electric service.

2 Q And there is one more --

3 A 45 percent either somewhat oppose or strongly
4 oppose it.

5 Q Okay. Do you recall earlier we talked about

6 the report summarizing what was said at the customer

7 service hearings?
8 A Uh-huh.
9 Q Would this -- would the data that you just

10 read from this page tend to agree or disagree with what
11 was found in that report about the favorability of the
12 rate increase?

13 A You know, there was fairly strong support of
14 the rate increase, and you can kind of see that in this
15 on the right-hand side. And I think, you know, for the
16 areas that have been with us the longest, have been --
17 weathered the storms with us, and have seen the work

18 that we have done to help get the lights back on

19 quickly, you see that there is stronger support. For
20 customers that haven't really, you know, we had Jjust

21 begun the relationship, you see that there is a little
22 bit less.

23 And I would say overall, if you ask any

24 customer on any given product, nobody wants any

25 increase, right. But what we are trying to do is make
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sure that our increase is the lowest that it possibly
can be and still be able to serve safe and reliable
power for our customers. And I think we have done that
very well in this rate request.

Q That's all I have for this one. You can put
that aside.

If we could go to Exhibit 335 at page E7. And
this shows customer deposits by month from 2021 through
2024~

A Yes, 1t does.

Q Fair to say, with the exception of maybe one
month in February 2021, that the deposits have gone up
month over month throughout this time period?

A Throughout 20217

Q From 2021 through 2024.

A Yes. A little bit of context on that.
This -- between the time periods of '21 through '23, we
were recovering from the COVID 19 pandemic. During that

period of time, we had given back deposits earlier than,
you know, we usually give deposits back after 23 months
of prompt pay. We gave it back in 12 months. We had
some bill credits. So largely, this increase is really
getting back on track to our normal deposit policies and
the guidelines as set forth by the PSC.

Q And in those, your normal deposit policy would

premier-reporting.com
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be based on two months usage-?

A Yes, two months use over a lZ2-month average,
yes.

Q And so would the increase over time in these
base rates reflect -- I am sorry, strike that.

Would the increase over time with customer
deposits being that they are based on two months of
usage, would that reflect the increasing base rates over
this time, in part?

A So deposits are driven by customer growth,
customer usage, revenues, yes.

Q Okay. And are you aware of FPL having
conducted any analysis of how much of this growth would
be attributable to growth in number of customers versus
growth in usage or growth in the base rates associated
with that usage?

A No, I don't have that information.

Q Okay. Some questions now on disconnections.
If we could go to Exhibit 947, and this is at page
F10-1294. And this is seeking information about the
timeline over which customers would pay their bill in a
typical month?

A Yes.

Q And if we could go to the next page. I just

want to make sure that I am understanding the chart

premier-reporting.com
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correctly. So this example month is December 20247

A It hasn't shown on my screen yet.
Q I think in row eight?
A Oh, you mean Jjust scroll down. Okay.

Okay. Sorry, what was your guestion?

Q Just the month that was used here is for
December of 20247

A Yes.

Q And if day one is the day that the bill is
issued, what day on this chart would represent when the
bill is due?

A 21.

Q Okay. And do the payments on this chart
contemplate only complete payments or a partial payment?

A I don't know the answer to that.

Q Okay. Could we go to Exhibit 1497? This will
be 04-670. And this UAR is what you were speaking with
Ms. Wessling about earlier, uncollectible accounts
receivable?

A Yes.

Q And the title of this document, and I will
represent to you, ends in MOPR backup. Do you know what
MOPR stands for?

A Monthly operating report.

Q And in this document could we go to Bates -- I
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1 am sorry, Case Center number 04-12817? In this email

2 exchange, there is some discussion about disconnections
3 suspension days. Is this referring to FPL's internal

4 policy about suspending disconnections on days above a

5 certain temperature?

6 A Yeah, weather suspension policy, correct.

7 Q And that the current policy is that FPL will

8 not disconnect customers on days when the temperature is
9 forecast to be above 95 degrees?

10 A Or whether there is a heat advisory or below
11 32. Yes.

12 Q On the next page here, there is a discussion
13 of mitigation. Do you see the first complete sentence
14 on this page, some mitigation strategies? Do you know
15 what mitigation would be referring to in this context?
16 A Mitigation to UAR.

17 Q And the first implemented strategy here is to
18 prioritize non-disconnect for non-pay work on suspension
19 days and to focus on disconnections when suspensions are
20 lifted, did I read that right?
21 A Right. So what you are trying to do is
22 prioritize those that have been perhaps suspended the
23 longest so that you are trying to get through the
24 collections process. It's always a balance.

25 Disconnection is our last resort, and we are

premier-reporting.com
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1 working with customers to try to avoid disconnection,

2 and understanding that when disconnection does need to

3 happen, it's because at the end, you know, all customers
4 bear the costs for an unpaid bill.

5 Q And if we could go still in this document to

6 04-1406. Are you able to get that big enough to read?

7 A Yeah, I got it. Thank you.

8 Q You see at the top of this chart disconnects

9 for nonpayment, and then in parenthesis, it says, CNP.

10 Would that be customer nonpayment? What does that stand

11 for?
12 A Cut nonpayment.
13 Q Cut nonpayment, okay. And so this is showing

14 the total number of customer disconnections for

15 nonpayment in that CNP volume?

16 A For December.

17 Q Yeah, sorry. And if we scroll down a little
18 bit, there is two charts on this page. The top one

19 would be just the month of December and the bottom one

20 would be year-end December, so it would be one year of

21 data?

22 A That's correct.

23 Q Okay. That's all I have for this document.
24 If we could go to Exhibit 937 at Case Center

25 page F10-358. And this is looking for customer usage

premier-reporting.com
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1 information, and in response, FPL provided four

2 attachments?

3 A Yeah, I am familiar with this.

4 Q I would like to get those attachments into the
5 record, so if we could just authenticate them and move

6 on, I won't take up any time here.

L MS. MONCADA: No need for further

8 authentication. We produced it in discovery. I

9 recall these. As long as 1it's the corrected

10 version of the answer, we can move forward.

11 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Okay. Thank you very much.
12 So that would include this document, and then there
13 are attachments one, three and four, which are

14 Exhibits 938, 939 and 940 corrected for attachment
15 4.

16 BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:
17 Q If we could go to Exhibit 942? I am sorry, I

18 realize I didn't give you a number. 1It's F10-1283.

19 MS. MONCADA: Same for this, Mr. Luebkemann.
20 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Okay. In the interest of

21 time, if I also gave you Exhibits 944 and 94672

22 MS. MONCADA: I'm going to take your word that
23 you have uploaded them in the way that we produced
24 them, and if there were any corrections made to the
25 interrogatories or to the attachments, that you --
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that those -- the corrected versions are the ones
you are including, then, vyes.
MR. LUEBKEMANN: Okay. Yes. Thank vyou.

BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

Q We are getting close.
A Okay.
Q I appreciate the spirit of collaboration.

If we could go to Exhibit 891, and this is
Case Center number F10-69. And this is asking for
information on the time for reconnection in days of
customers who are disconnected for nonpayment between
January 2021 and May of 20257
A Yes.
Q If you go to the next page, and you are able

to make that readable?

A I can.

Q Okay.

A Thank you.

Q So column E has that average time to

reconnection. Do you recall how that was calculated?

A Let me see.

Q There might be a note at the bottom of the
chart.

A There is. So the note is reconnect entry,

information is not recorded until the end of the day.
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And the same day it's zero, next day is a one. And
these are -- results are below, one, people are
reconnecting within a couple of hours on average.

Q Yeah, that's where I am trying to go. If the
result were to say 1.0, we would assume that to mean

roughly 24 hours for reconnection?

A One -- yeah, one day --

Q Yeah.

A -—- over a day.

Q And a value of less than one would mean the

average reconnection is taking place in less than a day?

A Yes.

Q Did you hear any of Mr. Jarro's testimony
yesterday?

A I did hear portions of it, vyes.

Q Did you hear any of the portion about SAIDIT
performance?

A I did.

Q And that would be the number of minutes that

someone would be without power over the course of a year
excepting major storms?

A Uh-huh.

Q And for 2024, FPL's SAIDI was about
42-and-a-half minutes?

A Okay. Yes.
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1 Q Do you -- would it be fair to say that a SAIDI
2 of 42-and-a-half minutes would be shorter than the

3 length of time represented in column E?

4 MS. MONCADA: Objection. She does not testify
5 at all regarding SAIDI, or anything have to do with
6 the power delivery business unit in general.

7 MR. BURNETT: And, Mr. Chairman, I would

8 further stipulate that 41 minutes is, in fact, less
9 than 24 hours, if there was any ambiguity to that,
10 that we felt like we needed to establish that on

11 the record.

12 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Well, to be fair, FPL is not
13 posting more than 24 hours in that column, but --
14 thank vyou.

15 BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

16 Q You would agree that 42 minutes would be less
17 than, for instance, a quarter of a day?

18 A Yes.

19 Q So would it be fair to say at that FPL

20 customers are more likely to experience a longer outage
21 due to inability to pay bills -- or for nonpayment of

22 bills than for a reliability based interruption?

23 MS. MONCADA: She's not the witness on
24 reliability based interruptions, Your Honor.
25 MR. LUEBKEMANN: I can move on.
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1 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Thank you.

2 BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

3 Q Okay. We are on the home stretch. I have
4 just got some questions for you about FPL's DSM

5 performance.

6 A Okay.

7 Q When I say DSM, that's demand-side management?
8 A Yes.

9 Q Or basically energy efficiency?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And FPL is subject to FEECA, the Florida

12 Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act?

13 A Yes.

14 Q And that act requires FPL to come before the
15 Commission every five years to establish finding goals

16 for energy efficiency?

17 A Goals and then plans to achieve them, yes.
18 Q And you anticipated where I was going.
19 So then FPL implements those goals through

20 programs that it designs and oversees?

21 A Through cost-effective programs, yes.

22 Q And those goals measure both peak reductions
23 and total energy saved?

24 A Yes.

25 Q So you would have a summer peak, a winter peak
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and a gigawatt hour of energy savings each year?

A Yes. There is six goals. Summer, winter
megawatt, and then gigawatt hours for residential and
business.

Q And then is there also one for residential and
business combined?

MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, from
the FAIR order, we know that FEECA performance is
actually something the Commission should fairly
consider in the rate case. We are having a primer
in how that docket works, and that's Jjust not
relevant to anything we are doing here.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Are you --

MR. LUEBKEMANN: I'm trying to establish the
number of gocals.

BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

Q If I represent to you that there are nine
goals for each year between summer peak, winter peak and
total energy saved on one side of the matrix, and then
residential, commercial/industrial and combined on the
other?

A There is six goals, but we do -- we do also
show the combined with residential and business.

Q Could we go to Exhibit 979 on Case Center page

F10-2573? And is this the 2024 report on demand-side
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1 management for FPL that was filed in March of this year?
2 A It is.

3 Q Could we go to page one of the actual report?
4 There we go.

5 Would this chart show the, what I would call

6 nine goals of residential, business and combined over

7 those three -- the two peaks and the annual energy
8 savings®?
9 A Our goals, and then our performance against

10 those goals, yes.
11 Q All right. And would the variance -- percent
12 variance column represent how far above or below that

13 particular goal FPL did in a year?

14 MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, I'm
15 probably testing your patience, but the document
lo says what it says. It clearly says percentage

17 variance. There is just no need to waste this

18 commission's time and the resources that you are
19 putting forward to read documents that clearly say
20 what they say, sir.

21 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: I understand, and similar
22 to what I said earlier, if you are prefacing a

23 question, I will accept it. But if we are just
24 stating what's on the documents in front of us, I
25 feel like we are just reading what's there. It's
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fine to reference it, but --

MR. LUEBKEMANN: So this document does not
state, yes, this goal was met or it was not met.
This is a predicate question that I am just trying
to establish what that percent variance column
means.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

MR. LUEBKEMANN: And I will move on quickly
here. Yeah, I Jjust want to confirm.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. Let's do that.

MR. LUEBKEMANN: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

BRY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

Q So would a negative value in the percent
variance column mean that FPL did not achieve that goal?

A Correct.

Q Without going through each year line by line,
did FPL fail every single summer and winter peak
reduction goal for its residential customers over this
time period?

MS. MONCADA: Mr. Chairman, that -- we have
established now that the negative in the variance
column means they didn't meet -- where we did not
meet the goal. And then by implication, where
there is not a negative, it means we did meet the

goal. With that, we stipulate to the results on
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the page.
MR. LUEBKEMANN: I will accept it.
CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

BY MR. LUEBKEMANN:

Q Are you familiar with the CIAC/CDR programs?
A Yes.
Q And that's a demand-side management program

available to high usage business customers?
A Yes.
Q And the function of that program is that those

customers will receive credits for agreeing to be

interruptible?
A That's right.
Q Do those customers receive those credits

independent of whether they are actually interrupted?

A They receive those credits independent if they
are interrupted or not, yes.

Q Are you familiar with the last time that a
CATAC or CDR was —-- FPL exercised its ability to
interrupt one of those customers?

A That would probably be better answered by

Witness Whitley.

Q But you don't affirmatively know?
A I don't know.
Q Your rebuttal testimony responds to Witness
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Marcelin, is that fair to say?

A Yes.

Q And in developing that testimony, you reviewed
his testimony in this case?

A I did.

Q I understand your testimony is his findings
need additional context, but I want to confirm. You
don't dispute his factual findings on energy efficiency?

A I don't dispute his factual findings. I just
don't think it tells the full story.

Q And specifically, your rebuttal testimony did
not refute Mr. Marcelin's finding that in 2023, the
national average for energy savings as a percent of
retail sales was over 10 times that which FPL achieved?

A Yeah, I don't dispute his -- the facts that he
produced. I think it Jjust doesn't tell the whole story.
It doesn't paint a complete picture.

We run one of the most efficient fleets in the
industry, and to not include the efficiency of that
utility and understanding that the opportunities have
cost-effective energy savings programs for a utility
that is very efficient is limited.

I think it's also very difficult to compare
against other utilities that are in different states

that have different state policies related to energy
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1 efficiency, as well as not understanding -- or not

2 including the efficiency of the utility itself.

4 your patience. I appreciate everybody else who has

5 worked with me, and we will turn it back over.
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Q That is all of my questions. I appreciate

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Great. Thank you.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Go to FIPUG.

MS. PUTNAL: No questions.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. Walmart?

MS. EATON: ©No questions. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: FEIA?

MR. MAY: ©No guestions.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Staff?

MR. STILLER: No questions.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Commissioners, do we have
any questions?

All right. Seeing none, back to you, FPL, for
redirect.

MS. MONCADA: No redirect for -- oh, I am
sorry, did someone change their mind?

CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: No.

MS. MONCADA: No redirect for this witness.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. Let's go ahead and

excuse the witness. Thank you very much.

Premier Reporting
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1 MS. MONCADA: Mr. Chairman, if we could please
2 have -- FPL would ask for Exhibits 61 through 63 to
3 be entered into the record.

4 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. Seeing -- any

5 objection? Seeing none, so moved.

6 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 61-63 were received

7 into evidence.)

8 MS. WESSLING: Yes, and OPC would also ask

9 that Exhibits 853, 854, 535, 488, 489, 503, 525 and
10 487 be admitted.

11 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Objections to those?

12 MS. MONCADA: No objections.

13 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. So moved.

14 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 487-489, 503, 525,

15 535 & 853-854 were received into evidence.)

16 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: FEL?

17 MR. LUEBKEMANN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am
18 going to read slow.

19 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: All good.

20 MR. LUEBKEMANN: FEL would move -- FPL -- or
21 FEL would move Exhibit 887 through 891, 937 through
22 940, 942, 944, 94¢, 947, 979, 1058, 1497, 1527 and
23 1528.

24 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Objections to any of those?
25 MS. MONCADA: No objections.
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CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

(Whereupon, Exhibit Nos.

942, 944, 946, 947, 979, 1058, 149

received into evidence.)
CHATIRMAN LA ROSA:
Staff,

anything to move?

MS. HELTON: I am sorry,

didn't hear Mr. Luebkemann's
15287
MR. LUERKEMANN: Yes.

MR. STILLER: And also,

the exhibit list as Nos.

MFR -- the MFRs and the supporting schedules as

corrected and supplemented.
moved into the record vyet,

in some of the earlier cross.

objection from the other parties,

appropriate time to move in Exhibits 2 through 28.

MS. MONCADA:
Yes.

MS. WESSLING:
CHAIRMAN LA ROSA:
MR. LUEBKEMANN:
CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

ahead and do that, so moved,

Any other parties?

2 through 28 are the

but they were referenced

That sounds very efficient.

No objection.
No objection?

None from FEL.

So moved.
887-891, 637-940,

7, 1527 & 1528 were

Mr. Chairman, I

last number. Was it

Mr. Chair, listed on

They have not been

So if there is no

this might be an

All right. Let's go

so 2 through 28, the

Premier Reporting

(850) 894-0828

premier-reporting.com
Reported by: Debbie Krick



958

1 MFRs.
2 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 2-28 were received

3 into evidence.)

4 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: All right. You are

5 excused.

6 THE WITNESS: Thanks.

7 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Thank you.

8 (Witness excused.)

9 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. Let's —- I will
10 give it back to FPL to call your next witness.

11 MS. MONCADA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. FPL
12 calls Andrew Whitley.

13 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Mr. Whitley, when you are
14 all set, just if you don't mind standing and

15 raising your right hand?

16 Whereupon,

17 ANDREW W. WHITLEY

18 was called as a witness, having been first duly sworn to
19 speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the

20 truth, was examined and testified as follows:

21 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Feel free to get settled

22 in, and I will toss it over to the company once you
23 are ready.

24 EXAMINATION

25 BY MR. BAKER:
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Q Okay. Mr. Whitley, you have been just sworn
in, correct?

A That is correct. Correct.

Q Would you please state your name and business
address for the record?

A Yes. My name 1s Andrew W. Whitley. I am
the -- I work at 700 Universe Boulevard in Juno Beach,
Florida, 33408.

Q By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company
as Engineering Manager of the Integrated Resource
Planning department.

Q And have you prepared and caused to be filed

41 pages of prepared direct testimony in this

proceeding?
A I have.
Q And July 1st of 2025, you filed an errata to

correct your direct testimony. Beyond that filed
errata, do you have any further changes or revisions to
your prepared direct testimony?

A No, I do not.

Q And so with that filed errata, if I asked you
the same questions contained in your direct testimony
today, would your answers be the same?

A Yes, they would.
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1 MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I would ask that Mr.
2 Whitley's prepared direct testimony be inserted

3 into the record as though read.

4 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: So moved.

5 (Whereupon, prefiled direct testimony of

6 Andrew W. Whitley was inserted.)

10
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BY MR. BAKER:
Q Mr. Whitley, do you have exhibits that were
identified as AWW-1 through AWW-1 attached to your

prepared direct testimony?

A Yes, I do.

Q Were these prepared under your direction or
supervision?

A Yes, they were.

Q And the errata you filed on July 1lst of 2025,
included a revised version of Exhibits AWW-5 and AWW-6.
Do you have any further revisions to your prepared
exhibits?

A No, I do not.

MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I would note that
these exhibits have been pre-identified in staff's
Comprehensive Exhibit List as Exhibits 64 through
71.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q And, Mr. Whitley, have you prepared and caused
to be filed 47 pages of prepared rebuttal testimony in
this proceeding?

A Yes, I have.

Q And do you have any changes or revisions to
your rebuttal testimony?

A Yes, I have one change. On page 15, line 22
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1 of my rebuttal testimony, the number 1,829 megawatts

2 should be changed to 1,764 megawatts.

3 Q And with that change, if I asked you the same
4 questions contained in your rebuttal testimony today,

5 would your answers be the same?

) A Yes.

7 MR. BAKER: And, Mr. Chairman, I would ask
8 that Mr. Whitley's prepared rebuttal testimony be
9 inserted into the record as though read.

10 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: So moved.

11 (Whereupon, prefiled rebuttal testimony of

12 Andrew W. Whitley was inserted.)
13
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BY MR. BAKER:
Q Mr. Whitley, do you have the exhibit that was

identified as AWW-9 attached to your prepared rebuttal

testimony?
A Yes, I do.
Q And was this exhibit prepared under your

direction and supervision?

A Yes.

MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I would note that
this exhibit has been pre-identified in staff's
Comprehensive Exhibit List as Exhibit 290.

CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q Mr. Whitley, would you please summarize the
topics addressed in your direct and rebuttal
testimonies?

A Sure.

Good afternoon, Chairman and Commissioners.

My direct and rebuttal testimonies address FPL's need
for solar and battery storage resource additions in the
2026 through 2029 timeframe.

My testimonies also address the effects of

FPL's changing portfolio of resources, the generation
related aspects of proposed large load contract service

tariffs, and the incentive payment levels for FPL's
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commercial/industrial demand reduction and
commercial/industrial load control program incentives.
Q Thank you, Mr. Whitley.
MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I tender the witness
for cross-examination.
CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Great. Thank vyou.
OPC, you are recognized.

MS. WESSLING: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

EXAMINATION
BY MS. WESSLING:
Q And good afternoon, Mr. Whitley.
A Good afternoon.
Q All right. So you were the engineering

manager for the Integrated Resource Planning department

of FPL's finance business unit, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q And Mr. Scott Bores is your supervisor?

A Yes.

Q And you have held your current position for

approximately three years, but you have worked for FPL
in various positions since 20047

A That is correct.

Q And FPL is the only place you have ever worked
since graduating from college in 2004, correct?

A Yes.
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1 Q And you moved to the Integrated Resource

2 Planning group at FPL in 20277

3 A 2007.
4 Q Sorry. 2007.
5 All right. And you have been involved in some

6 way with every single FPL Ten-Year Site Plan since 2007,
7 correct?

8 A I would agree, in some way, shape or form, I

9 have had some involvement in the ten-year site plan, or
10 in analyses that were part of the ten-year site plan

11 since I joined the Integrated Resource Planning group.
12 Q And since -- or starting with FPL's 2022

13 Ten-Year Site Plan, you have been the main person

14 responsible for the production of FPL's Ten-Year Site

15 Plan, correct?

16 A Yes, that's correct.

17 Q All right. And at this time, I would like to
18 mark for identification both the 2024 and 2025 Ten-Year
19 Site Plans. The 2024 Ten-Year Site Plan is CEL Exhibit
20 779, and the 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan is CEL Exhibit 783.
21 And I am going to have a few questions about both of

22 those as we go through, but just to get those marked

23 now.
24 All right. So the first topic I want to ask
25 you a few questions about is reliability criteria. It's
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my understanding that FPL uses three different specific
reliability c¢riteria in projecting future resource
needs, is that right?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q And the three criteria are 20 percent total
planning reserve margin criteria for both summer and
winter peak hours, the loss of load probability criteria
and a minimum generation only reserve margin of 10
percent criteria, did I get that right?

A Yes. I would say both the 20-percent and
10-percent generation only reserve margin are minimum
crits.

Q Okay. And most of my next questions are going
to focus on the second criteria, the loss of load
probability criteria. And this criteria is essentially
a target of having less than one loss of load event day
in 10 years, is that right?

A That's approximately correct. It's a
long-term planning criteria designed to measure the
overall chance of having a loss of load event in a
electric utility system.

Q But having one event day in 10 years is
sometimes referred to as having a .1 event days per
year, is that right?

A Yes, I will accept that.
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Q Okay. And just hypothetically, if FPL were
to, or any utility, were to fall a bit short of the
capacity necessary to meet its demand, that means that
the loss of load probability is a bit greater than the
one cumulative loss of load event in 10 years, correct?

A I would say -- not entirely. I would say if
FPL, or any utility, did not have enough capacity to
serve its load at any single point in time, that would
qualify as a loss of load event.

Q And the number would be reflected as something
greater than .1, correct?

A That would have to be aggregated throughout
the year on a probabilistic basis to determine the
overall long-term loss of load probability.

Q I am just trying, at a high level, to
understand. So there is the .1 loss of load event day
criteria, that's the way it's commonly referred to
throughout the industry, right?

A Yes.

Q Okay, and if there is a number that's above
.1, let's say .2, that means that the probability of a
loss of load event is greater than one day in 10 years,
is that accurate?

A Yes. That would be accurate.

Q And if the number is below .1, so say .05,
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1 that means that the probability of a loss of load event
2 day in 10 years is less than one in 10 years?

3 A Yes. That's correct.

4 Q Okay. I just want to understand the

5 relationship of a number greater than .1 or less than

6 .1, so thank you.

7 And FPL has traditionally used a particular

8 software program known as TIGER to conduct loss of load
9 probability analyses, correct?

10 A Yes. FPL has been using that program for as
11 long as I have been with the department, and much longer
12 than that.

13 Q Okay. And traditionally, when FPL has used

14 TIGER to conduct these analyses, FPL has limited the

15 TIGER software to looking at the peak demand hour in

lo each of the 365 or 366 days in a year, is that right?

17 A That's mostly correct. It looks at the peak
18 hour of every day, and assumes that there wouldn't be

19 any other loss of load events i1f the utility system
20 being analyzed was able to meet that peak load in each
21 individual day.
22 Q And you are unaware of any time in the last 20
23 years when TIGER identified a need for firm capacity for
24 summer or winter that was greater than the amount of

25 firm capacity needed for FPL to meet the 20-percent
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planning reserve margin criteria, correct?

A Yes. That's correct. The 20-percent reserve
margin has driven our needs primarily.

Q And on page 11 of the your direct testimony,
which I believe is Case Center page Cl7-2252. Go to
line 22, please.

So starting on this line, could you read the
first sentence beginning on line 22, please-?

A I assume you mean the first sentence, plus
the --

Q After yes, the second sentence. Let's go to
the second.

A Plus the second, okay, yeah. It said: Yes,
FPL's system has evolved over time such that the
reliability analyses of the past do not sufficiently
detect resource adequacy risks associated with FPL's
generation profile. Then the rest of that Q&A, I go
into further detail on that subject.

Q All right. And so I just want to clarify a
few things here. When you say that FPL's system has
evolved, you would agree that it has evolved due to
intentional decisions made by FPL?

A No. I would say that FPL's system has evolved
due to a number of factors, including its growing load,

the resources that are most cost-effective to serve that
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load, and the ability of FPL to dispatch the system
based on that -- its current resource profile.

Q Well, FPL has made the decisions to add each
and every generation resources that it currently has in
its generation mix, correct?

A I would say FPL has identified the resource
needs based -- that go into its plan, and has identified
the most cost-effective resource options to meet those
needs.

Q And then added those generation resources to
the generation mix?

A Yes, it would then add those to its plan. We
would add those to its plan and use that in our planning
going forward.

Q And the Commission does not tell FPL what
generation resources that it must add to its generation
mix, correct?

A No. The Commission does not indicate a
particular time of resource, but all of the resources
identified at FPL were brought forward to the Commission
for approval to be added into the plan.

Q And no other entity outside of FPL decides
what generation resources FPL will add to its generation
mix?

A No, there is no other entity that does that.
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Q Okay. And FPL's customers don't have a say in
what generation resources, other than perhaps in the
context of a rate case, FPL customers do not decide what
generation additions should be added to FPL's fleet,
would you agree?

A No, I don't agree entirely. FPL does have a
SolarTogether program which allows customers to invest
effectively in our solar facilities.

Q Other than the SolarTogether program, would
you agree with my question?

A Yes, I would.

Q Okay. And in this same portion of your
testimony that we were just looking at, this is where
you introduced the Commission to FPL's switch to using a
stochastic loss of load analysis instead of the
traditional loss of load analysis, is that right?

A Yes. That's correct, in this Q&A, and then
several of the other following Q&As.

Q All right. And I believe beginning on page
12, line one, within this paragraph, your answer cites
FPL's incorporation of cost-effective solar as the
reason for this switch?

A No. We don't identify the addition of solar
specifically as the reason for the switch. We identify,

as I have referenced throughout here, that the addition
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of cost-effective solar has changed FPL's overall
system, changing when the most critical times of need
are and expanding those. So overall, the addition of
solar in the system that the solar is being added to 1is
determining the switch to expand and evolve FPL's
planning practices.

Q FPL contracted with a company known as E3 to

conduct this stochastic analysis on FPL's behalf,

correct?
A Yes. That's correct.
Q And FPL is using this new stochastic analysis

for both rate case and ten-year site plan purposes,
correct?

A Yes. FPL filed it in the rate case, and FPL's
most recent site plan includes the additions that were
necessitated by this expanded methodology.

Q And if we could mark CEL Exhibit 637. I
believe this was admitted yesterday or the day before
during Mr. Olson's cross—-examination, but if we could
bring up Case Center page F2-1311. And if you could
scroll down to the first page -- or the second page,
okay.

All right. Do you see this on your computer
monitor there?

A Still.
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Q It's not showing up?

A I should be able to scroll.

Q Okay.

A There we go. Okay. I am there.

Q All right. And are you familiar with this
document?

A Yes. This is the proposal that E3 had to

address some of its future planning concerns.

Q Okay. And just looking at the first line, as
a predicate question, the first line says that Florida
Power & Light Company is experiencing a dramatic
increase in solar energy penetration. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now, this dramatic increase in solar
energy penetration, this isn't something that's just
happening to FPL, right? I mean, this was intentional?

A Again, I think it's intentional in that the
solar has been incredibly cost-effective for our
customers, and that is why we have been adding it to our
system.

Q And this paragraph goes on to list various
problems that FPL has been experiencing as a result of
this level of solar penetration, do you agree?

A I agree it describes it as challenges. But,

again, this is a result of FPL's overall system and some
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of the challenges and concerns that we have had for our
system going forward.

Q This also says that these challenges will grow
in the coming years as the penetration of solar
increases. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q All right. And you admit that FPL's addition
of the amount of solar that it has added over the last
few years has contributed to operational concerns,
correct?

A I would say, FPL -- I would say, yes, 1in the
sense that the FPL system continues to evolve and has a
high degree of solar penetration. But, again, all of
this was cost-effective solar that produced benefits for
our customers.

Q And FPL is deliberately choosing to add 72
additional solar facilities to its generation fleet over
the next four years, correct?

A I disagree with the premise of deliberately
choosing. We are basing those additions based on the

cost-effectiveness of that solar and addressing future

energy needs. That is why we are going to continue
adding -- or planning to continue adding solar in the
future.

Q Is anyone other than -- is anyone telling FPL

premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1064

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

to add 72 solar facilities to its system over the next
four years?

A No. We are basing our future generation
resources similar to how we have always planned future
generation resources, in that we identify reliability
needs, cost-effective methods of generation and add
those generation options as needed based on the
cost-effectiveness of those resources.

Q And this proposal is dated -- if you could

scroll up just a little bit -- October 14th of 2024,

correct?
A Yes.
Q And ultimately, FPL did accept this proposal?
A I will agree that -- I don't know the final

details of the proposal, but I will agree that FPL did
have E3 perform a study for it.

Q Okay. Fair enough.

And so at some point after October 14th of
2024, E3 began conducting this analysis?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q Okay. And E3 provided the final results of
this analysis to FPL at some point before FPL filed its
case, its rate case, on February 28th of 2025, correct?

A Yes. Final results were in roughly the first

qgquarter of 2025. E3 had provided preliminary results
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1 throughout their process as they developed their model.
2 Q So subject to check, between October 14th of
3 2024, and February 28th of 2025, that's about

4 four-and-a-half months. So at most, there was a total
5 of four-and-a-half months between E3 submitting its

) proposal to conduct this analysis and when it was

7 finalized, would agree with that?

8 A Yes, I would agree with that general timeline.
9 Q And you would agree that FPL's customers are
10 affected by the outcome of FPL's resource planning

11 decisions, correct?

12 A Yes. That's why, again, we always choose

13 to —-- choose the most cost-effective resources to

14 maintain our reliability.

15 Q You would also agree that FPL's Ten-Year Site
16 Plan docket and this docket are the first time that the
17 Commission has been presented with a stochastic loss of
18 load analysis?

19 A I agree that this is the first time this has
20 been presented. I would just point out the ten-year

21 site plan is not a docketed matter.

22 Q And FPL did not seek any customer or

23 Commission input before deciding to switch from a

24 traditional loss of load probability analysis to a

25 stochastic loss of load probability analysis, correct?
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1 A No. During this timeframe, we did not. We

2 developed this in conjunction with E3, and chose to

3 present this as support for our analysis showing that we
4 did need additional resources in this timeframe.

5 Q And FPL did not consider any alternatives to

6 the traditional loss of load probability analysis other
7 than a stochastic loss of load probability analysis,

8 correct?

9 A No. That's incorrect. As early as 2023, FPL
10 began examining the overall affects that we have

11 identified, or E3 has identified and highlighted in

12 this. Based on those, we have looked at the

13 requirements for operational reserves on our system, and
14 in our 2024 site plan, we submitted that an additional
15 300 megawatts of batteries per year were going to be

16 planned and added to our system in order to address

17 those concerns. So that was a precursor, I would say,
18 to the stochastic loss of load probability metric.

19 Q Can we please go to CEL Exhibit 631? And

20 that's Case Center page F2-2936.

21 Are you familiar with this interrogatory?
22 A Yes, I am.
23 Q All right. And did you cosponsor or Sponsor

24 this interrogatory?

25 A Yes, I did.
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Q All right. And this interrogatory asked:
What alternatives did FPL consider before adopting the
SLOLP methodology. Please identify each and explain why
it was not collect selected, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q And the response states that FPL did not
consider any alternatives to a stochastic loss of load
modeling as it addresses multiple aspects of system risk

while using an industry accepted metric for reliability,

correct?
A Yes, 1t does.
Q Okay. And FPL did not make any effort to

determine if any other company could conduct the same
analysis as E3 at a lower cost, correct?

A No. FPL had looked at other wvendors
initially. We had looked at those, I would say,
throughout several years. But ultimately, we had chosen
E3 to conduct this analysis as we had conducted them to
provide an evaluation of our operational reserve
requirements.

MS. WESSLING: If I could just have one
moment, Your Honor?

All right. I think we need to pass out these
binders. Would it be a good time for a five-minute

bathroom break while we do that, or would you like
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1 us to pass them around and just keep going-?

2 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Let's go ahead and pass

3 them out --

4 MS. WESSLING: Okay.

5 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: -- and we will keep going.
6 Thank vyou.

7 BY MS. WESSLING:

8 Q All right. Mr. Whitley, you were deposed on
9 May 7th of this year, correct?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And at your deposition, just like today, you
12 took an oath to tell the truth? Okay. I am sorry, you
13 have to verbalize answers for the court reporter.

14 A OCh, yes. I'm sorry.

15 Q Okay. And on -- at that deposition, you were
16 asked whether or not FPL sought out proposals from any
17 other company to perform the stochastic loss of load

18 probably analysis, correct?

19 A Yes.
20 Q And looking at page 45, line seven of your
21 May 7th, 2025 deposition -- actually, we will start with

22 line four. The question was asked: You can't say,
23 though, that E3 was the lowest cost option since you
24 didn't seek out any other proposals, is that fair to

25 say?
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1 And then beginning line seven, you state: No,
2 I don't know if they were the lowest cost option. I

3 don't know any -- I don't know any of the other costs or
4 any of the capabilities of any of the other options

5 available to us, correct?

6 A What page was that again?
7 Q Page 45 of your May 7th, 2025, deposition,
8 starting on page -- or line four through 10. Is that

9 what it says?

10 A Yes, that's what says. That's correct. Yes,
11 and that answer was 1n response to E3 being selected by
12 us to already perform an evaluation of our operational
13 reserves. So beyond that point, we did not consider any
14 other options other than E3 as we already had prepared
15 our model with them, and we had previously looked at --
16 we always continuously look at upgrading our future

17 planning methodologies throughout every year that I have
18 been at FPL's planning department.

19 Q So I understand that FPL already had a
20 relationship with E3, but my question is: FPL did not
21 make any effort to determine if any other company could
22 conduct the same analysis at a lower cost, correct?
23 A That's correct. Again, for the reasons I
24 stated, FP -- E3 had already been contracted to evaluate

25 our operational reserves requirement, and already had a
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great amount of data that would be needed to perform
this analysis.

Q And there are other companies who perform
stochastic loss of load probability analyses, correct?

A Yes. There are other vendors and contractors,
consultants who can do that.

Q Okay. And you would agree that the results of
stochastic analyses are only as good as the inputs and
assumptions that the model is programmed with, correct?

A Correct, they are both -- they are very
important to the overall results of the analysis.

Q And we can put that binder aside for now.

All right. And talking about the inputs and
assumptions, you would agree that the inputs and
assumptions used in any modeling analysis, including

stochastic modeling, can have a major impact on the

results?
A Yes. The inputs are very important.
Q Okay. And FPL provided all of the inputs and

assumptions that E3 used in its stochastic analyses,
correct?

A Yes. FPL provided inputs and assumptions
consistent with what were available at the time.

Q And E3 only used the inputs and assumptions

provided by FPL in conducting those stochastic analyses?

premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1071

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A I would agree the inputs are, yeah, provided
by FPL, and to the extent of my knowledge, E3 used all
of those inputs.

Q And they only used those inputs?

A I believe there was testimony from Witness
Olson regarding the forced outage rate of projected
batteries. E3 had additional information about that

forced outage rate, and did use that as an input

assumption.
Q With FPL's permission?
A Yes.
Q And FPL used the ultimates are of E3's

analysis to decide whether to add generation resources
to FPL's system, correct?

A No, that's not entirely correct. As I stated
early earlier in our timeline, since 2003, FPL has been
evaluating the potential for future resource needs
beyond -- above and beyond what our 20 percent reserve
margin might indicate. Based on those preliminary
evaluations, FPL has a resource plan that could address
those potential needs, and based on E3's input, they ran
a stochastic loss of load probability based on those
resource additions to confirm that those resource
addition was help FPL's future resource needs.

Q So would FPL have added resources regardless
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of what E3's stochastic analyses had produced?

A No. That's incorrect. If E3's loss of load
probability analysis had indicated that those resources
could not meet the need, if there was not enough
resources to meet the need, or if there was, you know,
require those resource, FPL could alter its resource
additions as needed.

Q E3 did not make any recommendations to FPL
about which generation resources FPL should add to its
system, correct?

A Yes. That's correct. E3 identified what our
future resource needs would be both with and without its
proposed resource additions.

Q FPL decided which generation resources to add
based off of E3's analysis, correct?

A No, FPL did not decide the type of generation
resources. It knew overall what the cost-effectiveness
of certaln resources were, such as solar and batteries.
Again, those are the most cost-effective options. E3
identified resource needs that could be met by those
resource additions.

Q E3 did not recommend that FPL add those
resources, though, correct?

A That's correct. E3 did not recommend a

specific type of resource to add.
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Q Okay. Because regarding resource selection,
FPL uses a software known as AURORA to guide its
generation resource selection, correct?

A Yes.

Q And unlike how FPL hired E3 to run the
stochastic analysis, FPL runs the AURORA software
in-house, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q And so there again, FPL controls which inputs
and assumptions are used in the AURORA modeling?

A Yes, FPL seeks out inputs and assumptions from
across the company to ensure that it provides an
accurate presentation of our system in the future.

Q And just like the inputs and assumptions used
in stochastic modeling, the inputs and assumptions used
in AURORA modeling can have a big impact on the results
of the AURORA modeling, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q All right. And prior to deciding to add the
2026 through 2029 resource additions that are included
in this requested rate increase, FPL did not seek any
consumer or Commission input into which inputs and
assumptions should be used in FPL's AURORA modeling,
correct?

A No, I couldn't agree entirely. Part of the
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cost-effectiveness of resources was provided in the
past, dating back to our past rate case, dating back to
our previous SoBRA filings, all of which were presented
to the Commission for approval, and all of which fed
into FPL's planning in the 2025 cycle.

Q All right. So if we could bring that binder
back up, please. If you could go to your, again, May
7th, 2025, deposition, on page 55. Just let me know
when you are there.

A I am there.

Q All right. So could you read the question and
answer starting on line 11 through line 197

A Yes. It says: And what input, if any, did
Florida Power & Light seek from any stakeholders in this
matter other than Florida Power & Light with regard to
the inputs and assumptions that were chosen to be
applied in FPL's AURORA analysis?

And my answer said: Again, FPL developed
assumptions based on its system, so it did not seek
external input on those. And again, all those
assumptions, inputs and outputs have been provided as a
part of this case.

Q Thank you. We can set that aside again.

And FPL prohibited the AURORA model from

selecting any other generation resource other than solar
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1 or battery for the 2026 through 2029 time period,

2 correct?

3 A Yes. That's correct. FPL had identified that
4 there would not be any other resource options that were
5 able to be added during that timeframe.

6 Q And the same load forecast inputs and

7 assumptions that were used in both E3's stochastic

8 analysis and FPL's AURORA analysis?

9 A I would say yes, with the clarification that
10 the load forecasts for the AURORA analysis was a P50

11 load forecast, and how we always plan our system,

12 whereas, that same lcad forecast was then stochastically
13 modified by E3 to fully reflect the possible changes in

14 load that can occur over time.

15 Q And FPL included approximately 700 megawatts
16 of forecasted -- just one moment. Do you --

17 MS. WESSLING: If I could just have one

18 moment --

19 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Sure.

20 MS. WESSLING: =-- to confer with counsel?

21 BY MS. WESSLING:

22 Q All right. FPL included approximately 700
23 megawatts of forecasted data center load prior to 2031
24 in its AURORA modeling, correct?

25 A Yes. That's correct.
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1 Q Okay. All right. Regarding loss of load

2 probabilities, using FPL's traditional loss of load

3 probability analysis for 2025, FPL's loss of load

4 probability is below .1, correct?

5 A Yes, based on our traditional methodology, it
6 does not account for the stochastic methods of varying
7 load, solar and generation output.

8 Q All right. And this means that under the

9 traditional loss of load probability way of looking at
10 things, that as it stands today, FPL has more than

11 enough generation resources in 2025 to have fewer than
12 one loss of load event in 10 years, correct?

13 A I would say yes, as our traditional methods
14 indicate that our loss of load would be under 0.1, then
15 it would have enough resources based on that metric.

16 Q And FPL to date has not directed E3 to conduct
17 a 2025 stochastic analysis, correct?

18 A No, 1t has not.

19 Q And you responded to Staff's Interrogatory No.
20 44, correct?
21 A Yes, I did.
22 Q All right. And we will start with the
23 original response, which is staff's CEL Exhibit 425, T
24 believe. If we could pull that up, which I think is

25 Case Center number E91003.
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1 And this response was both corrected and

2 supplemented a few times throughout the course of

3 things, but you were involved with each response,

4 correct?

5 A Yes.

6 Q All right. And we are going to go through

L each version, so we can be clear about context and

8 everything. We will just start with the original

9 response.

10 Subject to check, this was provided on

11 April 9th of 20257

12 A Subject to check, yes, I will accept that.

13 Q Okay. And then on May 2nd, 2025, FPL filed a
14 supplemental response to this interrogatory following an
15 informal meeting called by Commission staff, is that

16 right?

17 A Yes, that's my recollection. Yes.

18 Q All right. And the supplemental response is
19 within this same exhibit, but on Case Center page 91022,
20 if we if you could go there?
21 All right. And within this response, you
22 indicate that in a case where none of the 2026 or 2027
23 resource additions were added, that FPL would still
24 satisfy both the traditional and stochastic 2026 loss of

25 load probability metric of one loss of -- one loss of
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load event day -- sorry, I am going to start over there
because I messed it up there a little bit and it's very
complicated.

In this supplemental response, you indicated
that in a case where none of the 2026 or 2027 resource
additions were added, that FPL would still satisfy both
the traditional and stochastic 2026 loss of load
probability metrics, correct?

A Could you point to the --

Q Could we scroll down? I think it's in one of
the tables. Is there a way to zoom in there? All
right. And if you could scroll to the right and just
make sure this is the supplemental response.

A Yes. In column one of this, on initial
evaluation of that plan, without any of the 2026 through
2029 additions, I interpreted this as a sort of a
long-term look that does not need additional resources
to meet a loss of load probability criteria using
stochastic methods.

Upon further evaluation, we realized that
there wasn't any evaluation that was conducted,
especially in the near-term, in the 2025 or 2026
timeframe, and that was the reason for submitting a
corrected response to this interrogatory.

Q And subject to check, that corrected
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1 supplemental response was submitted on May 8th, does

2 that sound right?

3 A Subject to check, yes, that sounds about
4 right.
5 Q Okay. And that response can be seen on Case

6 Center page E91029. If we could scroll down to the

7 first chart below this? There we go. And if we could

8 zoom in. And if you need to use the mouse to zoom in on
9 the monitor in front of you, or if you see it from here.
10 This corrected supplemental response reflects
11 the change that you just described, is that accurate?

12 A Yes. That's correct.

13 Q Okay. And FPL has not produced a traditional
14 loss of load probability analysis for 2026, correct?

15 A No. That's incorrect. I believe as a data

lo request for the ten-year site plan, FPL typically

17 provides a loss of load probability projection for the
18 ten-year period. In that data request, FPL used 1its

19 traditional loss of load probability calculation in

20 order to provide that to the Commission.

21 Q That was not in this docket, though, correct?
22 A I can not recall if that was provided as part
23 of discovery or not. That was provided as part the

24 ten-year site plan response, but I can't recall if it

25 was provided in discovery in this docket.
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1 Q Okay. And in rebuttal -- in your rebuttal

2 testimony, it's clear that FPL did direct E3 to

3 determine a stochastic loss of load probability analysis
4 as of January lst of 2026, correct?

5 A Yes. It was for the entire year of 2026. It
6 wasn't indicative of January 1st, but it was for the

7 year 2026.

8 Q And that stochastic analysis for the year of
9 2026 does not include FPL's planned solar and battery
10 resource additions for 2026, correct?

11 A Correct. It does not include FPL's 522

12 megawatts of batteries that are coming in at the end of
13 2025.

14 Q And that stochastic analysis was presented in
15 the form of an exhibit to Mr. Olson's testimony,

16 correct?

17 A Yes. That's correct.
18 Q I believe it was AO-3, page one of two?
19 A Subject to check, yes. I don't recall exactly

20 which exhibit number it was.

21 Q And initially, that stochastic loss of load
22 probability analysis was listed as 0.927?

23 A Yes, 1t was in later updated and corrected to
24 another number.

25 o 0.767

premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1081

1 A Yes.

2 Q And that errata was filed after the discovery
3 deadline in this case, correct?

4 A I am not aware of exactly when it was filed.
5 Subject to check, I would accept that it was filed later
6 than the initial rebuttal testimony.

7 Q Would you accept subject to check that it was
8 submitted after the discovery deadline?

9 A Subject to check, yes, I could accept that.
10 0 And you mentioned this a few times, but FPL
11 does believe solar to be a cost-effective generation

12 resource, correct?

13 A I am sorry, does believe?
14 o) Yes.
15 A Yes. FPL has shown through -- I would say it

lo doesn't just believe. FPL has shown through its

17 modeling over the past several years that solar is a
18 cost-effective resource.

19 Q And that's one of the reasons why FPL has
20 added a lot of solar to its system?

21 A Yes, so our customers can experience the

22 benefits of that solar as it is cost-effective.

23 Q And as of December 31lst of 2024, FPL had 96
24 solar facilities on its system, correct?

25 A Subject to check. I don't know that number
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exactly off my head, but it was around 100 at that time,
so that seems about how many solar facilities FPL had.

Q Okay. However, the addition of that much
solar ultimately created operational concerns for FPL,
correct?

A Again, I would clarify that. I would say, no,
it wasn't just that solar that created it. It is FPL's
system as a whole. The electric utility system as a
whole has to be examined to see what the uncertainties
and potential reliability issues are. Solar was part of
that system, and so we were required to look at future
dispatchable generation to potentially address some of
that uncertainty in the solar and in our system in
general.

Q So you do not agree that adding that much
solar ultimately created operational concerns for FPL?

A Again, I would say if I have to answer yes or
no, I would say no, with the clarifications I said.
There are several different factors that go into it, one
of which is solar. And overall, we look at a holistic
view of our system to address potential reliability
needs.

Q If you could pull out your deposition binder
again, please, and go to page 36 of your May 7th

deposition?
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1 A Yes, I am there.

2 Q All right. If you could read from page 36

3 line 25 through page 37 line six, please?

4 A Yes. So the addition of solar over those last
5 few years contributed to the operational concerns FPL

6 had, do I have that right?

7 The answer is: Yes, the solar shifted how our
8 system was. We were adding solar because it was a

9 cost-effective resource and it did contribute to

10 operational concerns that we needed to examine going

11 forward.

12 Q Thank you. You can set that aside.

13 And in this case -- well, I will wait until

14 you are done.

15 In this case, FPL is asking for solar base

16 rate adjustment mechanisms that would allow FPL to raise
17 base rates in both 2028 and 2029 based on a showing of
18 either economic need or a resource need. Do I have that
19 right?
20 A Yes. That's effectively what we have
21 identified for our 2028 and 2029 SoBRA facilities.
22 Q And by economic need, you mean a showing that
23 the 2028 or 2029 solar is cost-effective, right?
24 A Yes. I think we would include the addition of

25 battery storage facilities in those 2028 and 2029
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additions as well to ensure that those are also needed
from a resource perspective.

Q Well, the SoBRA mechanisms allow for a showing
of either economic need or resource need, correct?

A Correct. It accounts for both. We would
show, you know, the need for those solar and battery
facilities on either of those needs going forward.

Q So there could be an instance where there is
not a resource adequacy need, but if it's -- if there is
an economic¢c need, meaning it's cost-effective, then FPL
would intend to add those to the system?

A Yes. That would mostly be with FPL's solar
facilities as they would be more likely to provide
economic benefit to FPL's customers.

Q All right. And we have touched on the
ten-year site plans a little bit, but now I have a few
questions specific to those. If we could go to CEL
Exhibit 779. This is what I previously identified as
the 2024 Ten-Year Site Plan, and if we could go to Case
Center page F2-9207. And actually, if we could go to
Case Center page F2-9386. I apologize. And zoom in as
much as possible, please, so that -- as much as possible
so that the full chart, or the width of the chart, at
least, is visible. And then if you could scroll up just

a little bit? Sorry, Brian.

premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1085

1 All right. Mr. Whitley, are you familiar with
2 this chart within this 2024 Ten-Year Site Plan-?

3 A Yes. This is Schedule 8 that shows FPL's

4 resource additions broken out by both nameplate capacity
5 and firm summer and winter capacity.

6 Q And column 10 lists -- it says, Comm.

7 In-Service. Does that mean commercial in-service month
8 and year?

9 A Yes.

10 Q So that's the date that it's expected that

11 these sites are going to start sending electrons to the
12 grid, correct?

13 A Yes. That's correct.

14 Q Okay. And you would agree with me that in the
15 2024 Ten-Year Site Plan, FPL planned on adding 30 solar
16 facilities in the year 2026, correct?

17 A Yes. That's correct.

18 Q And if we could go to Case Center page

19 F2-10664 of the 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan, please?
20 F2-10664.
21 And, Mr. Whitley, is this the complimentary
22 chart in the 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan?
23 A Yes, it is. It's Schedule 8 from the 2025
24 Ten-Year Site Plan.

25 Q Okay. And in the 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan, FPL
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reduced its planned 2026 solar sites from 30 to 12,

correct?
A Yes. That's correct.
Q And if we could perhaps zoom in on this one a

little more in detail. All right. And if we could
scroll up -- yep, that's fine. Right there.

So looking at this page, there is a column for
estimated summer firm capacity values of these solar
facilities, correct?

A Yes. That's column 14.

Q Okay. Thank you.

And on this page, would you agree that the
summer firm capacities range anywhere from three to 22
megawatts?

A Yes. The firm capacity values of those solars
varies based on the shifting of the net peak out later
in the evening.

Q And by way of a predicate question, the North
Orange, Sea Grape and Clover facilities all have an

estimated firm summer capacity of four megawatts,

correct?
A Yes. That's correct.
Q Okay. And there is also a column at the -- if

you could scroll down to the bottom, excuse me, a row,

that's labeled solar degradation. Do you see that?

premier-reporting.com

Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1087

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A Yes.

Q And solar degradation refers to the fact that
solar panels become less and less effective over time
due to wear, correct?

A Yes. 1It's a representation of the decreased
output of solar as it ages.

Q So as solar panels age, their capacity output
decreases due to wear, is that fair?

A Yes. Their nameplate capacity would decrease,
and the amount of firm capacity that they provide, as
shown in column 14, would decrease over time. So that's
representative of the degradation on FPL's existing
solar at the time in 2026.

Q Okay. And on the solar degradation line for
2026, it's listed with the number 12 in parenthesis. I
understand that to mean negative 12, is that right?

A Yes, the overall firm capacity value of FPL's
solar fleet decreases by 12 megawatts in 2026.

Q And so if, just looking at the North Orange,
Sea Grape and Clover facilities that have four megawatts
each of firm summer capacity, if FPL expects to lose the
equivalent -- or FPL expects to lose the equivalent of
those three firm capacities in solar projected in 2026,
correct?

A I wouldn't necessarily -- I mean would -- you
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could frame that that way mathematically, yes. You
could say that the equivalent of four sites is
equivalent to the degradation in solar site. Again, all
those solar sites were identified to be cost-effective
regardless of the decline in firm capacity value.

Q And the more solar that FPL adds to its
system, the greater amount of solar degradation there
will be in each year, correct?

A Yes, the degradation amount will be applied to
a greater overall number of solar -- be applied to a
greater overall number of megawatts of solar and will
increase in the future.

Q And if we scroll down to the next page to the
2027 block. For 2027, the solar degradation is listed
at 12. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q And then for 2028, the solar degradation is
listed at 137

A Yes.

Q So that supports your answer to my question
about whether or not solar degradation amounts will
increase over time, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q All right. And now switching topics to the

Vandolah plant.
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Since FPL filed this rate increase request on
February 28th of this year, FPL entered into a purchase
and sale agreement for a natural gas power plant called
the Vandolah Generating Facility, correct?

A I don't know the official, I guess,
terminology of purchase and sale agreement. I will
agree that FPL has proposed to purchase the Vandolah
plant in the future.

Q As it stands now, FPL intends to follow
through on that purchase, correct?

A FPL intends to follow through on this purchase

assuming that it receives FERC approval for that

purchase.

Q And this is a 660-megawatt power plant,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And when you were deposed on May 7th of this

year, you were asked whether or not FPL had looked at
purchasing any existing fossil plants as potential
resource additions. Do you remember that?

A I don't recall the exact time I was asked that
question, but we have -- you know, we continuously look
at resource options.

Q And I can direct you to the deposition page,

if you would like, but would you agree that that
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1 question was asked during your May 7th deposition?

2 A Yes, I —-

3 Q Do you want to see it?

4 A I am willing to accept I was asked that
5 guestion. I am not sure exactly what purchase

6 agreements we had entered into at that time.

7 Q And if we could pull up what has, I believe

8 been officially recognized as official recognition

9 Exhibit I, which is also CEL Exhibit 761, which is Case
10 Center page F2-3797?

11 And you mentioned the FERC approval being a
12 requirement for FPL following through on the purchase.
13 This exhibit -- are you familiar with this exhibit?

14 A Yes. This appears to be the application for
15 the purchase of the Vandolah unit.

16 Q And could you -- do you see the date of this
17 application on the cover page?

18 A Yes. It's dated June 10th, 2025.

19 Q And subject to check, intervenor testimony was
20 filed on June 9th of 2025, correct?

21 A Subject to check, that sounds about around

22 when that testimony was filed.

23 Q And within your -- you provided testimony as
24 part of this application, correct?

25 A Yes. That's correct. I do.
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Q And if we could go to Case Center page
F2-3815? And if we could zoom in a little bit on the
bolded B area? There we go.

Can you read that, Mr. Whitley? Not out loud,

but can you see that?

A Can I see the -- yes, Section B? Yes. That's
correct.
Q And would you agree that your testimony states

that the Vandolah transaction purchase and sale
agreement was dated April 9th of 20257

A I disagree that this is my section of the
testimony. This is the overall application. I believe
my testimony is attached as an appendix to this
application.

Q Okay. Do you disagree that the purchase and
sale agreement was signed on April 9th of 20257?

A I don't disagree that's what that says in the
application. Again, I was only involved in the overall
cost-effectiveness analysis of the Vandolah plant. I
did not develop the purchase and sale agreements that we
are looking at now.

Q Do you agree that because this application was
filed on June 10th of 2025, that no intervenors had an
opportunity to provide testimony on anything related to

the FPL's acquisition of Vandolah?
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1 A I would agree that if it was after the June 9
2 filing, then the intervenor testimony would not have

3 incorporated this. That's all I can say regarding that
4 matter.

5 Q And if this was made public the day after

6 intervenor testimony was due, and intervenor testimony

L was not allowed to explore how any of FPL's planned 2026
8 through 2029 generation resource additions being

9 requested in this case could be offset by the addition

10 of the Vandolah power plant, correct?

11 MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, I am going to

12 object to this line of questioning. It has nothing
13 to do with the substance of this witness'

14 testimony. It's -- as best as I understand it,

15 it's a back door to claim prejudice now that we are
16 in the middle of a hearing. If they had a problem

17 with that, they should have filed something a long

18 time ago.

19 MS. WESSLING: Mr. Whitley's rebuttal

20 testimony also talks about the Vandolah Power Plant
21 and the -- what FPL states the Vandolah Power Plant
22 will offset, or could offset. So this is directly

23 related to how -- or assertions made in his

24 rebuttal testimony, and this is corroborating

25 evidence, and under 120 it's allowed.
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CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: I go to my advisors.

MS. HELTON: Mr. Chairman, 1t seems to be that
this is an appropriate line of questioning by OPC.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Then overruled, and you are
allowed to proceed.

BY MS. WESSLING:

Q Do you need me to repeat the question?
A Yes, that would be helpful. Thank you.
Q So intervenor witnesses were not allowed to

testify about how the Vandolah acquisition could offset
any of FPL's requested 2026 through 2029 resource
additions?

A No, but as was indicated in my rebuttal
testimony in this docket did indicate how FPL would
offset its future resource needs with Vandolah, and how
that related to this case as filed.

Q The only evidence in this case about what
Vandolah could or could not offset is coming from you
due to the timing of testimony, correct?

A I am unaware of any other evidence in this

case. All I know 1is what I have filed in my rebuttal

testimony.
Q FPL will complete the acquisition of Vandolah
on June lst of -- approximately June 1lst of 2027,

correct, if approved by FERC?
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1 A Yes, and that's a big if. If that 1is

2 approved, then that would be the date that FPL takes

3 ownership of the Vandolah holding company.

4 Q And FPL has eight 2027 batteries that are

5 planned to come into service after June 2027, correct?
6 A Yes. That's correct. And FPL does not plan
7 on deferring those batteries as it cannot guarantee that
8 the Vandolah application will be approved by FERC, and
9 will need those batteries to provide resources during
10 that timeframe.

11 Q So FPL is not willing to acknowledge that the
12 resource need for some or all of those eight 2027

13 batteries could be immediately offset by FPL's Vandolah
14 acquisition?

15 A Again, FPL would be placing its customers at
16 risk for reliability issues were it not to proceed with
17 those batteries based on the uncertainty inherent in the
18 Vandolah purchase.

19 Q So that's a yes?
20 A I would say, yes, I identify the potential of
21 future options that could be addressed by Vandolah and
22 could be altered in the future. And, again, FPL will
23 have SoBRA hearings in 2028 and 2029, if that 1is
24 approved, and FPL will give a chance to reevaluate what

25 resources will be needed in the future should the FPL --
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1 or should the Vandolah plant be approved.

2 Q These eight 2027 batteries, though, are not

3 part of the SoBRA mechanisms, correct?

4 A Yes. That's correct. And as I stated, FPL

5 needs to plan on constructing and placing those

6 batteries in service to address potential resource needs

L should the Vandolah plant not -- purchase not be

8 approved.

9 Q And FPL is requesting that base rates for 2027
10 be set as though all eight 2027 batteries will go into
11 service in 2027, correct?

12 A That is my understanding, that FPL has -- is
13 attempting to demonstrate a need for those batteries

14 and, therefore, will seek a base rate adjustment for

15 those batteries.

16 Q Well, they're -- FPL is asking for that

17 adjustment now, correct, for 20277

18 A For the 2027 batteries, yes, that is included
19 in FPL's rate case application.

20 Q And if FPL -- if base rates are set for 2027,
21 the base rate increase for 2027 are set as though those
22 eight 2027 batteries that are due to come on-line after
23 June 1lst of 2027 are included but then FPL offsets any
24 or all of those eight batteries, then customers will be

25 paying for batteries in 2027 base rates that are not
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1 going to be in-service?

2 A I am sorry, can you repeat that over again?
3 That was —-- there was a lot going on there --

4 Q Sure.

5 A -- I want to make sure I got it all.

6 Q So if FPL in this case, in this docket, is

7 asking for base rate increases for '26 and '27, correct?
8 A Yes.

9 Q And the 2027 revenue requirements include

10 eight batteries that are due to come on-line after;

11 June lst of 2027 but still in 2027, correct?

12 A Yes. It's the current plan to spread the

13 batteries throughout 2027.

14 Q And if the Vandolah acquisition goes through
15 and is approved, and FPL is able to have Vandolah in its
lo generation mix starting June 1lst of 2027, and then that
17 offsets the need for some of those batteries that are

18 due to come in later in 2027, base rates will still

19 be -- customers will still be paying base rates as
20 though FPL added those eight batteries, correct?
21 A Yes. It's my understanding that if we do
22 obtain the Vandolah plant, we will still continue to
23 build the 2027 batteries and will adjustment our adjust
24 our future resource needs as needed based on the

25 acquisition of that plant.
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Again, those —-- FPL can't snap its finger and
will those batteries into being. They need to be
constructed on a certain timeline. And as I said, there
is inherent risk in any purchase agreement that it could
not go through. If that Vandolah transaction does not
materialize or is not approved by FERC, then FPL would
still need those batteries, even the ones after June 1lst
of 2027, to meet its future resource needs.

Q FPL's customers will be on the hook for that
risk, not FPL, correct?

A FPL's customers would be, have revenue
requirements raised for those batteries, and would also
get the reliability benefits of those batteries, as well
as see the benefits from the variable cost impact of
those batteries.

Q All of your CPVRR analyses in this case assume
a carbon emission compliance cost starting in 2036,
correct?

A That's correct. FPL uses a third party
consultant to produce a probabilistic assessment of
potential future carbon compliance costs.

Q And FPL has concluded this cost since 2008 or
so as part of its CPVRR analyses, correct?

A Yeah, subject to check. I don't know exactly

when we used it, but 2008 is roughly when I recall we
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1 first started using that compliance cost.

2 Q And one of your exhibits, AWW-4, lists what

3 you forecast those costs to be from now through 2071,

4 correct? We can pull it up if you want. We can --

5 A No, I would just -- I would disagree that that
6 is what FPL was projecting. That is what the

7 third-party that FPL has contracted is projecting, and

8 what we uses as a potential for CO2 compliance costs.

9 Q If we could go to Case Center page C17-2315,

10 please?

11 Can you see that exhibit, Mr. Whitley?
12 A Yes.
13 Q Okay. And so this is the exhibit that, to

14 your testimony, that lists the CO2 compliance costs

15 forecasts used in the CPVRR analyses, correct?

16 A Yes. That's correct.

17 Q Okay. And although a third party provider
18 conducted this, FPL relied on these numbers and used
19 these numbers, and is relying on them to support the
20 accuracy of the CPVRR analyses conducted by FPL,

21 correct?

22 A Yes. I would say we are not relying on them
23 to produce CPVRR benefits. We think that it's

24 appropriate to include these costs in the evaluation of

25 resource options.
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1 I would note that both of the -- my exhibits
2 show that without the effects of this carbon compliance
3 costs, both -- all projects that we have identified

4 would still be cost-effective.

5 Q And there is no current federal CO2 emission
6 compliance cost, correct?

7 A That's correct. And this probability weighted
8 average accounts for the fact that there is no plans in
9 the near future to do so, but it does account for

10 long-term probable -- probabilistic assessments of

11 future compliance costs.

12 Q And there is no Florida CO2 emission

13 compliance costs, correct?

14 A Correct.

15 Q And if we could go to what was marked or

lo accepted as official recognition Exhibit F, Case Center
17 pages F2-3793, please?

18 All right. Are you familiar with this

19 particular executive order, Mr. Whitley?
20 A In general, I am familiar that this executive
21 order has been issued.
22 Q Okay. If we could look at section 2(a). And
23 again, as a predicate, do you agree that this section
24 states that it is the policy of the United States to

25 rapidly eliminate the market distortions and costs
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1 imposed on taxpayers by so-called green energy

2 subsidies?

3 A Yes, that is what the text of the executive

4 order states in this.

5 Q Would you agree with me that the current

6 administration is very unlikely to impose such carbon

7 emission compliance costs that are listed in AWW-4?

8 A I would agree that the current administration
9 would not be likely to submit carbon compliance costs,
10 and I would point out that the effect of that is

11 inherent in those projected carbons compliance costs as
12 there is zero percent chance of them happening any time
13 before 2036.

14 Q And your CPVRR analyses also factor in the

15 benefits of production and investment tax credits,

16 correct?

17 A Yes. That's correct.

18 Q And in your rebuttal testimony, you mention
19 that FPL currently projects that it will still qualify
20 for all production tax credits through 2026 through
21 20297
22 A Yes, based on our internal assessments, that
23 is what we project.
24 Q There is no guarantee of that, though,

25 correct?
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1 A I don't know if there is any guarantee or not.
2 Witness Bores could provide a better assessment of FPL's
3 internal view of the likelihood of the continuation of

4 those tax credits.

5 Q I believe you were the only witness who

6 provided rebuttal testimony regarding the impacts of the
7 One Big Beautiful Bill, correct?

8 A Yes, because those impacts do affect or CPVRR
9 analysis. And based on the direction that I have

10 received internally, we do project that the production
11 tax credits will be in effect for all of the rate case
12 additions that we are asking.

13 Q Neither you nor any FPL witness can tell this
14 commission with 100 percent certainty that FPL will

15 qualify for every penny of the production tax credits

16 that FPL planned on receiving when it filed this case?
17 A Again, Witness Bores is more in tune with

18 FPL's internal assessments and would be the better

19 witness to answer these questions.

20 Q My question to you, though, because you are

21 the only witness who provided testimony about the One

22 Big Beautiful Bill and the production tax credit

23 impacts, neither you nor any other FPL witness can tell
24 this commission with 100 percent certainty that FPL will

25 qualify for every penny of the product tax credits that
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FPL planned on receiving when it filed this case?

MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I object. The
witness has heard this exact question and deferred
it to another witness who can appropriately answer,
Witness Bores. And we would submit that that is
the appropriate witness for this question, and he
is suited to answer it.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Ms. Wessling-?

MS. WESSLING: Just one moment, if I could
have one moment?

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Sure. Please.

Let's do this, let's take a break. We are due
for that anyways. That's fair. Let's -- I am
going to take a 15-minute break, seeing the time
that it is and what we have got left. So let's say
3:20. Reconvene at 3:20. Thanks.

(Brief recess.)

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. I think we can
Jjump back into it. So, OPC, you were questioning.

MS. WESSLING: Yes, thank you.

BY MS. WESSLING:

Q All right. Mr. Whitley, we left off where I
asked you that question about whether you or any other
witness can tell this commission with 100 percent

certainty that FPL will qualify for every penny of the
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1 production tax credits that FPL planned on receiving

2 when it filed this case, do you remember me asking that
3 question?

4 A Yes.

5 Q And I believe you indicated that Mr. Bores

6 would be a better witness for that question?

7 A Yes, I did.

8 Q Could you point me to anywhere in Mr. Bores

9 rebuttal testimony where he discusses production tax

10 credits?

11 A I could not point to anywhere in his

12 testimony. However, I will point to my testimony where
13 I say I receive input from our internal tax team, and I
14 would suggest that Mr. Bores is familiar with that

15 internal tax team and their evaluations and would be

16 able so answer that question accordingly.

17 Q Mr. Bores did not provide any rebuttal

18 testimony about production tax credits, correct?

19 A To my knowledge, no, he did not. Again, he is
20 able to answer questions, however, about how our
21 internal tax team evaluated those tax credits.
22 Q And if you could get your red binder out
23 again, please. You were deposed a second time on
24 July 16th, correct?

25 A Yes, that's correct.
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1 Q If we could go to page 59 of your rebuttal
2 deposition, which I believe the tab is labeled rebuttal
3 Whitley dash CONF period. I don't believe the area I am

4 directing you to is confidential.

5 A Okay. I apologize --

6 Q That's okay.

7 A -- what page is that again?

8 Q Page 59 of your rebuttal deposition. Are you

10 A I am there.

11 Q Okay. And on -- starting on-line seven, I

12 asked you: Other than your statement in your testimony
13 that FPL currently projects it will still maintain these
14 tax credits, is there any other proof that FPL has

15 included in either its direct or rebuttal case to

lo support that statement? And you don't provide any other
17 witness as having the ability to answer that question,

18 correct?

19 MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, I am
20 going to object. This is the third time we have

21 asked that. If they don't want to ask Bores, they
22 don't have to. If they want to argue we didn't put
23 on enough evidence it about it, they can do that,
24 but this is seriously the third time this question
25 has been asked.
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1 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Can -- what's the question?
2 MS. WESSLING: We are challenging the

3 competent substantial nature of the evidence that

4 FPL put on in this case, among other things. And

5 this question proves, or is attempting to show that
6 there is no competent, substantial evidence that

7 FPL believes it will still qualify for the

8 production tax credits that it thought it would

9 qualify when this case was filed. So that's

10 extremely relevant to this case.

11 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. And what is the

12 question of the witness?

13 MS. WESSLING: The question is that when he

14 was asked this question at his deposition, at that
15 time, he did not identify any other witness who

lo could opine on whether or not FPL would continue to
17 qualify for the tax credits that it thought it

18 would when it filed this case.

19 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: I am going to go to my

20 advisors. I think they both laid out where they

21 are coming from.

22 MS. HELTON: Mr. Chairman, 1t seems to me that
23 OPC is trying to impeach the witness and show that
24 there is maybe an inconsistent statement between

25 his deposition and his testimony today.
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1 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay. So I am going to

2 allow the question, but I don't want to keep on

3 rehashing it. So I just -- 1f we could just be

4 direct on the question. I mean, you have certainly
5 done a good job of laying it out, but if you can

6 Jjust be direct in the question that you are asking,
7 and the witness can answer the question whether he
8 knows it or not, and you have the choice to --

9 MS. WESSLING: Sure.

10 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: -- ask the other witnesses
11 that have been suggested.

12 MS. WESSLING: Okay. I will ask another

13 question that I have for this witness as directly
14 as I possibly can.

15 BY MS. WESSLING:

16 Q When were deposed regarding your rebuttal

17 testimony, you confirmed that you were the only witness

18 who provided rebuttal testimony regarding the future of

19 production tax credits, and whether or not FPL would

20 continue to -- believed it would continue to qualify for
21 them, correct?

22 A To clarify, i1f we go back a page in my

23 deposition --

24 Q No, my question, though, is a yes or no

25 question.
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A I would say, no, what I referred to in my
deposition is that none of the members of the tax team
that I referred to that I received the information on
production tax credits from were witnesses in this case.

As I have said before, Witness Bores
interfaces more directly with those folks in NextEra,
and would be able to answer and provide their input on
the certainty of the tax credits and how we have
incorporated that into our case.

Q So, Mr. Bores could, if asked that question on
cross-examination, potentially answer that question, but
nowhere in his rebuttal testimony does he address that,
correct?

A To my knowledge, no, he does not address it in
his rebuttal.

Q Okay. If FPL fails to satisfy the
requirements for some or all of the production tax
credits, the loss of the PTCs would decrease the
cost-effectiveness of FPL's 2026 through 2029 solar
additions, correct?

A Yes. That's correct. 1In the unlikely
scenario where FPL was unable to qualify, those -- the
cost-effectiveness would decrease, as the PTCs are part
of that cost-effectiveness evaluation.

Q However, even if they become less
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cost-effective, FPL still intends to build every single
one of those solar facilities, correct, whether they are
cost-effective or not?

A FPL would evaluate its -- potentially its
SoBRA additions based on any changes to tax law or any
interpretations of tax law going forward. Based on the
2026 and 2027 evaluation, the effects of the PTCs, even
if those are taken out, those projects could still
potentially be cost-effective for our customers.

Q And if the cost-effectiveness of these solar
additions decreases and those solar additions cost more
than is currently projected, then when FPL asks for
SoBRA approval, and if the Commission approves those,
FPL's cumulative base rate increase for this case, for
this four-year period, could top $10 billion, correct?

A I am unaware of the total magnitude of that
number.

MS. WESSLING: One moment. Nothing further at
this time. Thank you.
CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Great. Thank you.
FEL?
MR. MARSHALL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
EXAMINATION
BY MR. MARSHALL:

Q Good afternoon, Mr. Whitley.
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A Good afternoon.

Q All right. If we could go to on Case Center
master number E90410 from CEL Exhibit 4077?

This documents shows the incremental firm
capacity value of solar coming onto FPL's grid-?

A Correct, along with the incremental firm
capacity value of battery storage.

Q And in 2025, the incremental solar gets
30 percent of its nameplate as firm capacity?

A Yes. That's correct. That incremental 894
has a incremental firm capacity value of 30 percent as
was calculated by FPL.

Q And by 2027, as calculated by FPL, incremental

solar coming onto the grid is about five percent firm

capacity?
A Yes. That's correct.
Q Would you agree that that isn't very much firm

capacity relative to the five nameplate capacity coming
on to the grid?

A I agree it's a small number for firm capacity.
I would say even with that value, that solar is still
cost-effective.

Q And we can discuss this a little bit later,
but the general idea of why that's going down is because

of the net peak shift?
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1 A Yes. The net peak shift refers to the

2 shifting of our load profile after accounting for the

3 affects of solar going later in the evening, so the new

4 firm peak is now later in the evening when solar has a

5 lower output.

6 Q Would you agree that the main reason to be

7 bringing additional solar onto the grid at that time

8 would be the energy value that solar provides-?

9 A Yes, the energy value would lead to many other
10 customer benefits, including fuel savings, including the
11 production tax credits, and future -- other variable
12 cost savings.

13 Q And those savings go for the benefit of all of
14 FPL's customers?

15 A Yes. As we calculate them, those would

16 benefit all of FPL's customers.

17 Q And this idea that it's providing energy

18 savings, that supports -- your testimony in that regard
19 supports the 12 CP and 25 percent AD cost of service

20 methodology as detailed by FPL Witness DuBose?

21 A Yes, I believe so, that, you know, the shift
22 in that peak is what led to that suggestion by Witness
23 DuBose.

24 Q And you would agree FPL's periods of need are

25 no longer confined to the summer and winter peaks?
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A Yes. As we have indicated our analysis shows
that we will have resource needs throughout the year and
need to consider those in our analysis.

Q And you could have periods of need potentially
occurred throughout the year?

A Yes. Depending on when units are out in
maintenance, depending on if loads are higher than
predicted, then, yes, those needs could occur in other

portions of the year throughout the year.

Q And batteries also do actually cause some fuel
savings?

A In general, batteries can provide some fuel
savings, yes. They also provide some savings on the

cost to start up other units. So that's the bulk of the
variable cost savings of batteries.

Q And fuel is consumed, of course, as energy 1is
needed to be created?

A Yes. I would say, in general, from a -- if
the energy 1is being provided by a fossil fuel source,
that fuel is being burned, and then that creates the
enerqgy, yes.

Q If we could go to master page Cl1l7-2312? 1It's
going to be part of your Exhibit AWW-1.

This is the loss of load probability heat map

in 2027, is that right?
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A Yes. That's correct.
Q And what is a heat map?
A It's an indication of when loss of load events

or when unserved energy occurred in E3's evaluation of
2027.

Q Would you agree, it shows that the highest
months are in April, September and October?

A I would say roughly, based on the color scheme
shown here, that there are -- that those would be the
highest events. I think other events occur in other
months, but those would be the highest or the,
quote/unquote, hottest in the heat map there.

Q And would you agree that October is, of all

the months, is the hottest?

A Yes, in terms of the heat map there, I would
agree. That's what this heat map shows.
Q Switching topics to talk about -- you discuss

in both your direct and rebuttal testimonies the CDR and
CILC interruptible credits?

A Yes, I do.

Q And the idea of CDR and CILC credits is that
they are offered to commercial and industrial customers
to reduce basically their peak load during times of
system need?

A Roughly, I would say that's true. I would
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say, to clarify, we provide the incentive because there
is value in customers reducing their peak load and
therefore reducing the system peak load and our resource
needs during the times of greatest need.

Q And that incentive is in the form of a bill
credit for CDR customers?

A I am not aware exactly how it gets
implemented. I think of it in terms of a dollar per kW
in terms of how it's allocated to those customers.

Q Fair enough.

If we could go to master page E60059? It's
parts of CEL Exhibit 374.

And if you look at paragraph C, does that
indicate that customers participating in CDR or CILC

programs have not had any interruptions in the last 10

years®?
A Yes. That's what it says in the first
sentence. It also states that because of the customer

participation in this program, FPL has been able to

avoid adding additional resources during that time.

Q And you don't project any interruptions for
CDR or CILC customers in -- for the future?

A No. We don't generally project CDR or CILC
usage. It's similar to car insurance. We don't project

-- you don't project to get into a crash, but you pay
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money out for car insurance because it 1is very valuable
in the case that something bad does happen.

Q And as part of your testimony, you did an
analysis of the cost-effectiveness of those credits on

the dollar per kW metric?

A Yes, both Exhibits AWW-7 and 8 cover that
analysis.
Q And in your analysis evaluating the

cost-effectiveness of those credits, you assume that all
900 plus megawatts of the CDR -- that are available to
FPL through the CDR and CILC program would not be
available to the system starting January of 20267

A Yes. We effectively assume they go away
immediately. That's, I would say, an advantageous
assumption for evaluating the cost-effectiveness of CDR
and CILC.

Q And that's because, under that assumption, you
basically have to try to almost instantaneously have
replacement capacity?

A Correct. I believe in Exhibit AWW-7, we show
is that we are, in 2026, adding additional batteries.

Q And would you agree that most of those
programs, in fact, have a five-year wait of notification
to exit the program?

A Yes, I would agree that that's the case. And
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in, I would say realistically, if -- I don't think that
would be realistic, but 1if we did, in fact, end the CDR
and CILC programs, there would probably be a five-year
waiting period. Again, we have made an advantageous
assumption to the overall cost-effectiveness of those
programs.

Q And it's always advantageous assumption to the
cost-effectiveness because replacement capacity closer
to the present would tend to come at a higher cost
because it's, you know, it's calculated on a present
value basis?

A Yes, in general. Depending on the decline and
cost curve of that particular -- of our particular
resource options, it could be lower. 1In general,

resource options, all other things being equal, that are

closer to this point in time, are —-- have a higher CPVRR
impact.
Q If we could next go to master E9749, which is

part of Exhibit 356 on the CEL. I believe this was part
of your workpapers calculating the cost-effectiveness of
the CDR and CILC programs for your testimony?

A Yes. This sheet was mainly used to provide an
estimate for the administrative costs of the CDR and
CILC programs.

Q That does actually show the cost of the
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incentives for those programs in 2023 at the current
rate?

A Yes. The highlighted row under the column
incentives does show that value.

Q And so between the CILC and CDR incentive
costs, that's almost $70 million in 20237

A Yeah, it would appear to add up Jjust under $70
million.

Q And that would be a bit under half of the
total costs incurred in the ECCR clause?

A Yes, I would agree. It would be -- total
costs appears to be around 150 million, so 70 would be
roughly half of that.

Q And in 2023, would you agree because that
there was no interruption in the CDR and CILC program,
it would not have had any reduction -- there would not
have been any resulting reduction in energy usage as a
result of that program in 20237

A No, there would not be any reduction in energy
usage. Again, we designed this program to provide
projected benefits for avoiding future resource options.

Q If we can just go to the next page. Does this
-- this page shows the history of the incentives in the
CDR and CILC program?

A Yes, 1t would appear to show that.
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1 o) And from 2000 to 2012, it was between $4.68 to
2 $4.75 was the range per kW?

3 A Yes. It started out in the program's

4 inception in 2000 at 4.75, and then remained roughly

5 around that level dropping slightly until 2012.

6 Q And in 2012, it increased 56 percent as a

7 result of a settlement?

8 A Yes. That's what what's date indicated here.
9 Q And in your direct testimony and rebuttal

10 testimony, you propose decreasing the CDR and CILC

11 credit from its current level but to increase its

12 cost-effectiveness under the RIM test?

13 A Yes. In my testimony, I detail why that

14 decrease in dollar per kW is appropriate given the terms
15 of my as-filed testimony and the qualitative factors

lo that went into setting that RIM test at just under 1.5,

17 1.49.
18 Q And what is the RIM test?
19 A The RIM test is the rate impact measure test.

20 It's one of the three cost-effectiveness tests

21 recognized by the Commission that's used in the

22 evaluation of DSM measures and programs.

23 Q Would you agree that if the credit was dropped
24 even further than you propose, the cost-effectiveness

25 could continue to increase?
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A Yes. Mathematically, that would be true. As
that incentive goes down, the RIM score, or test would
go up and would be more cost-effective than a 1.49.

Q And did E3 find, as part of their analysis,
that the firm capacity value of the demand response
programs will drop through the years?

A Yes. That was one of the findings of E3.

They did an evaluation of all resource options,
including demand response. So they performed that
evaluation on all of our demand response megawatts and
allocated a firm capacity value to that demand response
based on their -- the results of their model.

Q Is that one of the reasons you wanted to make
the program more cost-effective than it currently is, is
to ensure that it would remain cost-effectiveness --
remain cost-effective over the next four-year period?

A I would say, yes, that kind of worked its way
in as one of the qualitative factors. Our analysis, and
the analysis my group performed in Exhibits AWW-7 and 8
did not account for that decrease in firm capacity, so
recognizing the potential for that firm capacity to
potentially decrease in the future, we incorporated,
that was one of the reasons we set a higher RIM ratio in
our as-filed testimony.

Q Was one of the -- another favorable assumption
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you made in the cost-effectiveness analysis that 100
percent of the capacity from the CDR and CILC programs
would be available in determining future source needs?

A I am sorry, could you repeat that again? Let
me make sure I am --

Q What I am trying to get at is your assumptions
regarding the value of the CDR and CILC program in your
cost-effectiveness evaluation excluded the six-hour
dispatch limitation?

A I would say, yes, it goes back to the previous
question and answer. Exhibit AWW-7 and 8 did not reduce
the firm capacity value of CDR in any way that E3
identified, so that worked its way in as a qualitative
factor in the setting of the RIM score.

Q And with all those favorable assumptions that
we have discussed, you found that the highest the credit
could be without resulting in a subsidy to the
participants at the expense of the general body of
ratepayer was $9.24 per kilowatt?

A Yeah, subject to check, that would be the
exact RIM -- that would be the exact incentive -- the
maximum incentive that could be offered and still have
the program be cost-effective.

Q And so, therefore, you believe that any

recommendation to set the incentive higher than this
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1 level should be rejected outright?

2 A Yes, that is what I stated in my testimony

3 based on the context of evaluating that program on its

4 own. That would still be an appropriate way to evaluate
5 that DSM measure without any other considerations.

6 Q If we could next go to master page E89289,

7 that's part of Exhibit 391.

8 This contains the present cost of those CDR

9 and CILC credits, or the value of those credits to those
10 rate classes, is that right?

11 A That's what it appears to be. I believe this
12 particular response was drafted by Witness Cohen's team
13 if there is any more in-depth questions into this, she
14 might be a more appropriate witness to answer how those

15 numbers were calculated.

16 Q And if I ask any questions that get into that,
17 just let me know and we can defer that to Witness Cohen,
18 but this would be based on -- the proposed in here would

19 be based on the rate that you recommended in your direct
20 testimony in this case?

21 A Yes. As indicated in the second paragraph

22 there, it's the proposal to reduce by 29 percent, which,
23 subject to check, would result in the $6.22 per kW I

24 suggested in my direct testimony.

25 Q And does this indicate that that would result
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in a drop of about $22 million?
A That appears to be what the total drop is

across all of the rate classes that participate in these

programs.
Q And that would be each year, correct?
A To the best of my knowledge, I believe that is

each year. Again, it might be better to follow up with
Witness Cohen as she was the one responsible for
producing these numbers.

Q If we could next go to master E9754? That's
part of CEL 356.

This document here is some of the workpapers

for the exhibits in your testimony?

A Yes. I just -- I want to ensure -- I believe
it 1s, but there was a corrected workpaper filed. I
believe this was the initial filing and not the
corrected version.

Q We can go to the corrected version. I don't
think it changes any of my questions, but if we go to

E10137, is this the corrected version?

A Yes. Yes, 1t 1is.

Q And Case 1 on here would be FPL's proposed
plan for -- as part of its rate case petition, is that
right?

A Case 1 represents, I will say, a proposed
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10-year plan based on the 2025 site plan with the one
addition in 2032. So it's a close approximation, or an
initial approximation of our plan for the 2025 Ten-Year
Site Plan.

Q And what T am trying to get at is that the
generation resources that FPL has asked for recover as
part of this case are in that 2026 and 2027 years, and
the SoBRAs are in the 2028 and 2029 as part of Case 1?

A Yes. That 1is correct.

Q And Case 5 on the right-hand side is the case

without CDR and CILC credits starting January 1lst, 20267

A Yes. That's correct.
Q And we can go to the documents but, you know,
for -- it's true -- net present value cumulative basis

just in 2026 and 2027, customers would actually have
more savings under Case 5 than Case 1, is that right?

A Yes, they would. Without going into it, I can
say that's a result of the ITC normalization for one
year, sO because there is a greater number overall
megawatts of batteries in that year, the overall revenue
requirement is reduced by that ITC and, therefore, those
savings would be passed along directly to customers.

Q And that is also true actually in the year
20347

A Yes. That's correct as well. Again, 2034
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1 has —-- shows a much larger amount of batteries than Case
2 1 -- rather, sorry, Case 5 versus Case 1, so the same

3 principle on the one-year ITC would apply in that year.
4 Q If we could next to go master E89340? That's
5 part of CEL Exhibit 393.

6 Am I reading this correctly that about 75

7 percent of the current CDR and CILC participants joined
8 the program when the credit was in that earlier range we
9 discussed of $4.68 to $4.75 per kW?

10 A Yes. That's correct.

11 Q And your proposal of $6.22 per kW in your

12 testimony is still nearly a third higher than that?

13 A Yes. That's correct. Based on the facts of
14 the valuation of the CDR incentive, that is

15 mathematically how much that proposed credit was versus
16 the initial sign-up.

17 Q And the current level is almost double when

18 that approximately 75 percent joined?

19 A I will disagree on almost double, but it is --
20 it is -- it is high -- much higher than $4.75. I
21 believe it's around $8.76 per kW currently.
22 Q All right. If we could next go to master
23 number E90573? That's part of CEL Exhibit 416.
24 And these tables provide the available history

25 and forecast of summer and winter megawatts available
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under the -- FPL's Residential On-Call Program and FPL's
Business On-Call CDR/CILC and curtailable programs?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q Would you agree with me that the megawatts
available on the residential side is almost as high as
the -- as on the C&I side for load management for
summer?

A I would agree with some of the projections.
Some of the historical numbers, there is probably a
wider gap between those two values as there were

significant dropouts in our residential load management

program.
Q But those numbers have been increasing again?
A The residential numbers?
Q Residential, yeah.
A Yes, those have been increasing since those
dropouts occurred. They are still less than the total

of CI load management megawatts, but are, we will say,
within 100 megawatts or so.

Q And if you look on the winter side, the
residential megawatt is actually greater than the C&I?

A Yes. That's not surprising. Part of the
Residential On-Call Program involves interruptible strip
heating on customer homes. Strip heating is a very kW

intensive elements and, therefore, would provide
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1 significant winter megawatts.
2 Q And if we could go to master page E9749?
3 And we were on this page earlier, but I am

4 just doing a comparison here between the

5 commercial/industrial load control and demand reduction

6 costs compared to the residential costs. And would you

7 agree with me that the current incentives lead the CILC

8 and CDR program to being almost twice as expensive under
9 the ECCR clause as the residential load management

10 program?

11 A Yeah, subject to check, I would agree those

12 numbers are roughly correct. There is also other

13 significant costs associated with the Residential

14 On-Call Program that are not associated with the CDR and
15 CILC programs.

16 Q And those should all be reflected in the total
17 column, those other costs?

18 A Yes, they would.

19 Q If we could go next to master page E90575?

20 That's part of CEL Exhibit 416.

21 And here, you discuss the, you know, the level
22 at which a CDR credit would exactly result in a RIM

23 ratio of 1.07?

24 A Yes. That's correct.

25 Q If it's below 1.0, that means it would fail
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1 the RIM test?

2 A Yes. That's correct. It would not be

3 cost-effective according to the RIM test.

4 Q And what does it mean to not be cost-effective
5 according to the RIM test?

6 A At a high level, it means the overall costs to
7 all of FPL's customers, including the administrative,

8 incentive costs and the unrecovered revenue requirements
9 resulting from the DSM program are higher than the

10 overall benefits that are also provided to all of FPL's
11 customers.

12 Q Let's scroll down to the next page. And do

13 you see the program evaluated incremental CDR?

14 A Yes.

15 Q And does incremental mean basically new

16 participants above the current participants? What does
17 incremental mean in this context?

18 A The incremental refers to sort of our standard
19 way of evaluating DSM measures and programs, where we
20 Just look at from this -- from a certain point in time
21 what the incremental participants are and what effects
22 would have on FPL's system.
23 I think the difference between that and the
24 second row 1is more in line with the evaluation that was

25 performed in, for example, Exhibits AWW-7 and 8 in this
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1 docket.

2 Q When you say an incremental participant, that
3 means a participant that's not currently an existing

4 participant?

5 A It is a -- considered a new participant, I

) believe, for CDR, but it would only be new

7 participants -- it could potentially be a customer who
8 dropped out of the program and is now resigning up.

9 Q And at the current incentive level for the

10 CDR, is it true that every time you have evaluated the
11 cost-effectiveness of incremental CDR credits at the

12 current incentive level since 2020, that it has failed
13 the RIM test?

14 A Yes, based on just the incremental evaluation
15 and not the existing and incremental evaluation. I

16 would also note the special case of the 2022 DSM plan
17 and 2023 evaluations were at the tail end of the DSM

18 goals period and only evaluated a lower level of

19 participation, which is why those particular RIM scores
20 stand out as being lower.

21 Q If we could next go to master page E92483?

22 That's as part of CEL Exhibit 440.

23 You also ran the calculation for the

24 cost-effectiveness of the suggested CDR credit of $12.32

25 per kW?
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A Yes. We did that same methodology, plugged
that dollar per kW number into Exhibit AWW-8, and
resulted in the RIM ratio of 0.76.

Q And just to be clear, this was not
incremental. This is the incremental and existing just
like your methodology in your testimony filed in this
case?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q If you scroll down to the next page, does it
show that calculation?

A Yes. It compares the evaluation of the
existing incentive compared to the proposal of $12.32
per KkWw.

Q All right. If we could next go to master page
E90577? That's part of CEL Exhibit 416.

And this interrogatory was asking about how
some of FPL's generation capital costs have changed?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q If we could go to master F10-19255? This is
part of CEL Exhibit 1123.

And this is asking for -- I'm trying to create
the chain here. This is asking for the documents that
support the answer to that interrogatory?

A Yes.

Q And we are going to go to the responsive
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documents attached, which is in F10-19250, as part of
CEL Exhibit 1122.

And does this show the cost per kW for various
kinds of generation resources on FPL's system from
various years?

A Yes, I believe it does. If I recall, I did
not provide this particular document, but I will accept
that it does show the dollar per kW value of those
generation resources that have been added over the past
several years.

Q And that's true for all three resources on
here, the combined cycle, the solar and the battery?

A Yes. So there is three different types of
resources on there, and all of them are shown.

Q If we could next go to master E58834 as part
of CEL Exhibit 3567?

This is one of your workpapers to support your
calculations in this case?

A Yes, 1t is.

Q If you go to megawatt by month. If you -- and
I think if you scroll over to the right, this shows --
if you look at the C&I load control green table, like,
where the CDR there too, it zeros out the CDR and CILC
program to calculate some of those benefits and costs?

A Yes. This is what we use to feed into the
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AURORA model that was used to produce the exhibit in
AWW=-T7.

Q And if we scroll over to column CC at the top
to schedule 3.1. And so I just want to understand, for
the 2026, is some C&I load management still displayed
because of the Business On-Call Program?

A Yes, the Business On-Call Program and the
curtailable program, I believe, are still in play in
those schedules.

Q And the total from the residential load
management and business on-call load management in 2026
would still be over 1,000 megawatts?

A Yes, it would.

Q And we can go back to that previous one where
it had all the costs, but if you add up the costs of the
Residential On-Call Program and the Business On-Call
Program, would you accept that, subject to check, that's
a little over $40 million in 20232

A Subject to check, yes, it would be the 2023
value.

Q And my question is that if you add up the
megawatts expected from residential and business
on-call, that those megawatts are actually going to be
higher than are contributed to by the CDR and CILC

programs at lower cost?
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A I am sorry, are you asking if the, say, the
dollar per megawatt value -- are you comparing -- asking
to compare the dollar per megawatt value of residential
on-call versus.

Q Yeah, just directionally, if you add up the
megawatts that are contributed by the residential
on-call and business on-call program, that they are
greater than the CDR and CILC program and come at a
lower cost?

A I could agree that the costs overall would be
lower. Again, all of these different programs provide
value to FPL's system. They are all evaluated either as
a part of this rate case proceeding or as a part of the
DSM goals proceeding.

Q All right. If we could next go to master page
E92428, which is part of Exhibit 439 on the CEL?

And the costs -- well, let me ask it this way:
What are the dollar values per k -- what do the dollar
values per kW represent in what we are looking at here?

A Are you referring to the dollar per kW values
for 2027 through 20357

Q Yes.

A Well, what those values represent is taking
the marginal ELCC value that was calculated by E3 for

each of those years, which are contained in Exhibit
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1 AWW-1, and applying that ELCC value and a simple

2 multiplication to the, I believe the current incentive

3 level of $8.76 per kW.

4 Q Is it that, or is it based on line two, trying
5 to evaluate what can still pass -- what's the maximum

6 value that can still have a RIM ratio of 1.01 and doing
7 the percent of that, which would be at $9 24 cents per

8 kw?

9 A Mine apologies. Yes. The starting value

10 would have been the $9.24 per kW. So that effectively
11 represents —-- if that ELCC value 1is applied, then in a
12 simplistic multiplication calculation, then those values
13 would represent the maximum incentive that could be

14 covered and still pass RIM.

15 Q And so 2029 is still within the four-year plan
16 of this case?

17 A That's correct.

18 Q And based on this calculation, any -- am I

19 reading this correctly, that any credit above $4.25 per
20 kW would not pass RIM in 2029?
21 A That's a -- that would be a very high level
22 way to look at it. Adjusting the incentive year to year
23 is not something we would do with the CDR and CILC
24 program, but based on the requested calculation, that is

25 how we calculated that value in this response.
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Q We are going to switch topics here and leave
CDR and CILC behind us, and talk about generation
resource planning, which Ms. Wessling did quite a bit,
so I am going to try not to retread some of that ground.

And you would agree that the -- of the
generation resource criteria that you discussed earlier,
it's the stochastic loss of load probability that's
driving the firm capacity generation resource additions
in this case?

A Yes. We were evaluating our system based on
that stochastic methodology in evaluating our proposed
resources to demonstrate that they can meet the need
based on that criterion.

Q And E3 did not evaluate loss of load
probability for 2024 or 2025 on FPL's system?

MR. BURNETT: Objection. This is asked and

answered by the previous OPC questions.

MR. MARSHALL: I can move on.

BY MR. MARSHALL:

Q At the time the case -- this case -- FPL's
petition in this case was filed, no stochastic loss of
load probability analysis had been conducted for 20267

A Yeah. At the time of our direct filing, E3
did not evaluate 2026.

Q If we could go to Exhibit AWW-1, page 20 of 30
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in your direct testimony?

We have been talking about loss of load
probabilities in regards to the E3 analysis. Is that
the same as the achieved loss of load expectation as
represented in that right-hand column?

A That's approximately what I refer to it as.
There is probably some very slight differences, but loss
of load probability is generally how I refer to those
numbers that are presented here.

o] And the 2027 and later numbers all take into
account the solar and battery resource that FPL is
planning to add?

A To clarify, each of these individual
evaluations year by year, for 2027, those include the
addition of the 1,400 megawatts of batteries. For 2028
and beyond, the resources included are the resources on
the system as of January lst of that year. So for 2028
example would not include the solar and battery
resources we are planning on adding throughout the year
in 2028.

Q And so I think that's getting to my next
question, is that, you know, these numbers are generally
above .17

A Are you referring to the values in, we'll say,

the last column?
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1 0 Yes.

2 A Yes. Yes. All those values would be above
3 1.

4 Q And I believe it's your testimony that you

5 expect that with the additions that come on-line

6 throughout the year, that those numbers will be below

7 .17

8 A Yes, that is the expectation that the firm

9 capacity additions would lower those numbers below our
10 .1 standard.

11 Q But there has not been a stochastic loss of
12 load probability analysis demonstrating that those

13 additions would, in fact -- those additions would, in
14 fact, lower those numbers to be below .17

15 A No. There has not been an additional

lo stochastic LOLP evaluation performed with those

17 additions. However, you can gauge by your capacity

18 shortfall and the incremental ELCCs that E3 calculated
19 to gauge whether that shortfall will be made whole or
20 will be eliminated by the addition of those resources.
21 Q And specifically for 2027, the batteries that
22 are being added that year are expected to come onto the
23 system on April 30th, 2027 and July 31lst, 20277
24 A Subject to check, I would have to pressure my

25 memory on exactly when the different battery tranches
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1 are, but subject to check, I will accept they are coming
2 in in roughly the beginning of the year.

3 Q And -- you know, so if it is coming on April

4 -- the first tranche is coming on April 30th, 2027, that
5 wouldn't help with any model loss of load events before

6 that day, before they come on-line?

7 A No. Those batteries would be available for

8 load -- or for capacity, rather, after that date. The

9 solar that will come on throughout the year, would also

10 address that, any loss of load events as well.

11 Q And it is possible that if all FERC approvals

12 and everything goes through, that Vandolah could come

13 on-line to assist the system as early as June 1lst, 2027,

14 would that be the earliest date?

15 MR. BURNETT: Objection, asked and answered
16 multiple times.

17 MR. MARSHALL: I don't know if we heard if
18 that was the earliest possible date as a question.
19 I don't have a --

20 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: I agree, so overruled.

21 BY MR. MARSHAILL:

22 0 Would the expectation be that June 1lst, 2027,
23 would be the earliest potential date it could come

24 on-line to FPL's system?

25 A Yes, with the clarification of that it
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1 received FERC approval.

2 Q If we could next go to master number E89299,

3 which is Exhibit 391 on the CEL?

4 And does this show the -- how FPL has

5 historically calculated -- not how they have done it,

6 but does this show loss of load probabilities as FPL has
7 historically calculated them?

8 A Yes. This is the result of the evaluation of
9 traditional loss of load probability that FPL has

10 calculated based on the 2024 site plan. This was

11 provided in a -- initially provided in a data request to
12 Commission staff.

13 Q And there is an annual assisted column, is

14 that right?

15 A Correct.
16 Q And what does that mean?
17 A As you can see in the footnote below, there is

18 approximately the sort of standard evaluation that we

19 have used with traditional loss of load probability, is
20 the ability to receive approximately 175 megawatts of

21 assistance. However, that assistance i1s not eligible

22 for either January or August. So it assumes that during
23 the times of highest peak, that assistance would not be
24 available, as other utilities that would be providing

25 that assistance would also be experiencing that high
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1 load and would be unable to provide that assistance.

2 Q And the stochastic loss of load probability
3 analysis conducted by E3 in this case did not include
4 any assistance, is that right?

5 A Correct. That evaluation evaluated FPL's

6 system as an island, much for the same reasons I just
7 said, that we did not include the 175 in this analysis
8 in January and August. The expectation is during high
9 load events, assistance may not be available to FPL to
10 receive.

11 Q And would you agree with me that from -- that
12 this indicates through 2026 through 2028 that the loss
13 of load probability as traditionally calculated at the
14 time are well below the .1 standard?

15 A Yes. Those numbers are below our standard.
16 They are all based on a P50 load forecast with no regard
17 to -- and a P50 solar forecast as well, with no regard
18 to variation of either of those forecasts.

19 Q We are going to next go to master E91038,

20 which is Exhibit 425 on the CEL.

21 And we have already discussed this a little
22 bit with Ms. Wessling, so I am going to try to avoid
23 retreading any ground here, but this is the corrected
24 supplemental version of this document?

25 A Yes. That's correct.
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1 Q And if you look at resource column three, that
2 is actually the -- is that actually the most economic

3 resource plan of the three plans presented, with a

4 savings on a cumulative present value revenue

5 requirement basis of $545 million?

6 A Yes. That plan does show economic savings as
7 compared to the other plans. As one would expect, most
8 plans with lower levels of reliability is the plan and

9 resource, or the plan in column three has, would be

10 overall cheaper on a CPVRR basis.

11 Q I just want it make sure I am understanding

12 the -- what reliability criteria resource plan three

13 meets and which ones it doesn't. And so it does meet --

14 and this indicates that it meets the standard 20 percent

15 reserve margin criteria, is that right?
16 A Yes.
17 Q And does it also meet the 10 percent

18 generation only reserve margin criteria?

19 A Yes. That's correct.

20 0 And it does meet the LOLP criteria how FPL

21 used to calculate that?

22 A Yes, based on our hold methods using P50 load
23 and P50 solar forecasts with no variation.

24 Q And with the stochastic loss of load

25 probability analysis that would be most similar to this
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1 plan would be the one E3 ran for 2027 without the 1,400
2 megawatts of additional batteries?

3 A Yes, that would be -- for 2027, that would be
4 the most, I guess, best approximation of that plan.

5 Q We are going to be switching topics and

6 discuss solar power plants a bit more. You would agree
7 that, generally, higher load days tend to be sunnier?

8 A I don't know 1if I could agree unilaterally.

9 In general, the sun would drive higher load as it's

10 hotter. FPL has a large service territory, however, and
11 40 percent of it's load is located in Miami-Dade and

12 Broward County, and we have, to my knowledge, three

13 solar sites in there. So there would be a disconnect in
14 the load if that area is sunny and other areas of the --
15 FPL's service territory are cloudy.

16 Q But FPL does have solar facilities throughout
17 the state?

18 A They are throughout to the state. They are --
19 a lot of them are generally concentrated in areas where
20 there is available land, so there is —-- they are
21 throughout the state, but there is some concentration of
22 those solar sites.
23 Q And do solar facilities have higher output on
24 higher insulation days?

25 A Yes. That's correct. If there is more sun
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1 shining than generally, those solar sites will have more
2 output.

3 Q If you go to master page E59916, which is

4 Exhibit 356 on the CEL?

5 Are you familiar with these graphs-?

6 A Give me a second. Yes, these graphs -- I

7 believe this presentation was produced by our power

8 delivery department showing the affects of load and

9 solar on a P80 day in April of 2024.

10 o] And essentially, the solar does -- it starts
11 producing less as the sun starts to go down?

12 A Yes. That's correct.

13 Q But there still can be -- for example, if you
14 look at the 6:00 p.m. assumptions, there could still be
15 thousands of megawatts being produced at 6:00 p.m. in

16 April-?

17 A Yes. I believe these are forecasted wvalues.
18 So, 1in general, we do see —-- still see some solar
19 generation later on in the evening. However, there

20 could be other factors, like I said, cloud cover or
21 other things, that could lead to a reduction in that

22 solar output during that time.

23 Q If we could next go to master page E599427
24 And is the graph in the top right a depiction
25 of FPLE -- okay, let me ask this first question. Does

premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1142

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

FPLE refer to peninsular FPL territory?

A I believe it would in this scenario. That's
usually what we refer to as our peninsular FPL, or
legacy FPL service territory.

Q And this shows a actual for 2023 and
forecasted for 2024 spring solar curve?

A Yes. It shows a comparison of those.

Q And would you agree with me that it shows that
about 4:00 p.m., the plant would start to all off more
and is about, maybe about half of its 4:00 p.m. value at

around 6:00 p.m.?

A Is that in regard to the --

Q Megawatts?

A -— actual or forecasted?

Q Either one.

A I would agree both of them show the -- that
general trend. I don't know the specifics of what the

solar output was on this particular day that would --
for the actuals.

Q Now, as part of the ten-year site plan
process, you calculate incremental firm capacity values
for solar plants being added to the grid?

A Yes. That's how we factor that into our
resource evaluations.

Q And the firm capacity for the summer wvalues
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1 for those solar plants is a function of projected output
2 during FPL's net peak, or how would you say that?

3 A I would say that the calculation is based on

4 our projected P50 output for our -- all of our

5 individual existing and also projected solar sites on

6 average for the month of August, because that's when our
7 summer peak typically occurs.

8 So our calculation of firm capacity value

9 accounts for the firm capacity value for all existing

10 solar, and then accounts for the solar output, or

11 projected solar output for incremental solar by

12 adjusting for that net peak demand.

13 Q And if we could next go to master page

14 04-1439, which is going to be Exhibit 1507 on the CEL?
15 Is this a extract of the firm capacity wvalue
lo solar calculator that you used to calculate those firm
17 capacity values as used in the ten-year site plan?

18 A Yes, this is a portion of it.

19 Q And there is a, basically a table profile

20 entry. Do you see that for August?

21 A Yes.
22 Q And is how this works is for that -- for --
23 and there is a solar -- name of solar plants and the

24 year they come on-line above that, is that right?

25 A Yes. Those are the solar profiles for each of
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1 those existing solar plants for the month of August.
2 Q And so is how you calculate the expected
3 megawatt output at that hour is multiplying the capacity

4 times the profile entry factor in that table?

5 MR. BURNETT: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, if I
6 could. This either sounds like a discovery

7 deposition that could have been had in the many

8 hours that he was deposed twice in this case, or

9 it's laying foundation. If it's the latter, I go
10 back to what I said yesterday. We are willing to
11 not object to any lack of foundation if he Jjust

12 wants to get to his ultimate question, if that

13 could help.

14 MR. MARSHALL: I don't know that asking the
15 ultimate guestion at this point would be all that
16 helpful, but, I mean, this is laying foundation.
17 It's certainly relevant to the firm capacities
18 of the solar, which obviously has been a big issue
19 in this case, and, you know, FPL now, you know,
20 with the stochastic loss of load probability
21 analysis, that solar can't be relied on to get to
22 these firm capacity values in the evening causing
23 these loss of load events and, thus, the need to
24 rush in the thousands of megawatts of batteries at
25 the cost of billions of dollars, I think it's
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1 perfectly appropriate to explore the firm capacity
2 values that FPL has been giving this commission for
3 years as its reliance for the reliability of its

4 system.

5 MR. BURNETT: I am sorry, that almost sounded

6 like a point in an ultimate question. You know, if

7 they could frame that up, I wouldn't have any

8 problem, but --

9 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Yeah, I don't want to take
10 anything off the table for you. I am certainly not
11 trying to do that. Just know that, you know, time
12 is a little bit of the essence. I know you know it
13 seems like it's only Wednesday, I think, but I
14 understand. I understand what you are doing. I
15 understand where you are going. I am not going to
lo tell you to stop, but obviously would like to get
17 to the point if we can with being respectful.

18 MR. MARSHALL: And -- yes. No, I understand
19 that. And if it does sound like a little bit like
20 discovery it's because the solar profiles at issue
21 in this case weren't provided until the end of the
22 discovery period, and so there was no opportunity
23 to compare these firm capacity values to the solar
24 profiles at issue.

25 And so that's -- I mean, i1t was corrected
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1 supplemental response to discovery that was

2 supposed to be due in March that wasn't provided

3 until the end of July, and so that's not on us.

4 That's on FPL.

5 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Well, I don't want to open
6 this up for debate, so let's continue and let's

7 kind of see where we go from here.

8 BY MR. MARSHALL:

9 Q Do I have that correct?
10 A Could you repeat the initial question?
11 Q Yes, how you would, under the firm capacity

12 value calculator, calculate the megawatts at the hour is
13 multiplying the capacity of those solar plants by those
14 factors in that profile entry table?

15 A Yes. If you went down to one of the decimals
16 in there and multiplied it by the corresponding capacity
17 of that solar site, it would give you the megawatt

18 output.

19 Q And in the evening hours, would you expect

20 higher output in the evening hours of June because of

21 the later sunset?

22 A In general, yes. In later hours of June, for
23 these P50 kind of middle of the road solar profile

24 projections, I would anticipate that later sunset to

25 account for that.

premier-reporting.com
Premier Reporting (850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1147

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q And if you go down to that bottom, where it
says 2026, is that -- if you add up all the expected
solar output from the plants at those specific hours, is
that what that line represents?

A Subject to check, that looks about what the
total megawatt output would be. I believe there would
be more solar sites involved just outside of this
calculation, but subject to check, I believe that's what
those values are.

Q All right. I am going to try to skip a few
questions here, but cut to the chase, is that in
comparing to 2023 actual solar production in 2026 at the
same time and of the same conditions, you would expect
more solar output given the additional solar on FPL's
system?

A Yes, if there was the exact same conditions as
2023, then, yes, an increase in overall capacity would
lead to more overall output.

Q And it's about 40 percent more capacity
expected, just ballpark?

A Subject to check, that sounds roughly right.

Q Now, solar profiles were provided to E3 to use
in their stochastic modeling of FPL's solar?

A Yes. Solar profiles were provided by our

NextEra Analytics team. They provided, in addition to
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1 the P50 profiles they normally provide to the IRP FPL
2 team, they also provided profiles for solar based on a
3 variety of different weather years.

4 Q And do you know what time zone those solar

5 profiles were provided in for the summer months?

6 A I don't know exactly what time zone all of
7 this them were provided in. I believe they were
8 provided in the time zone that -- where the solar

9 profile is located.
10 Q And do you know if they were using, for the

11 summer months, Standard Time or Daylights Savings Time?

12 A Again, I would have to individually check
13 those solar profiles. There is roughly over 100 of
14 them, and there is decades of different solar data. I

15 don't know if they are Central or Standard. My

lo presumption is that they would be provided in the time
17 zone in which the solar site is located.

18 Q We do have the solar profiles here on a USB,
19 but I am just, you know, going to, you know, ask you to
20 take it subject to check, but we can get them out and
21 open them.

22 The solar profiles that were provided don't
23 seem to provide any -- cut to my question, is that the
24 solar profiles provided don't seem to match the firm

25 capacity values provided in the -- calculated here,
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would you accept that?

A Yes, and that's entirely expected. As I said,
these are P50 presentations just for the month of August
that do not vary weather conditions, and do not vary the
amount of insulation on-site; whereas, the profiles
provided to E3 by necessity varied that insulation and
varied it across a variety of weather conditions, which
was one of the entire points of having E3 do that
analysis, was to test our system under those variety of
conditions to provide a more robust evaluation of system
reliability.

Q And so the -- I also want to make sure we are
keeping our time zones straight. So for August for
this, for the values provided, is this in Daylights
Savings Time on the SED calculator?

A I —-- subject to check, I believe it would be.
We would adjust the inputs we have for the correct time
in August.

Q And if the solar profiles never show output in
August at 8:00 p.m., can you help me reconcile that with
the firm capacity values showing production at 8:00
p.m.?

A Again, the solar profiles that were provided
to E3 are based on decades worth of different insulation

values, sometimes trying to estimate solar production on
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a site that didn't exist at the time and, again,
measuring that solar performance in a variety of weather
conditions. So it's entirely possible that those solar
profiles could show limited to no production for those
solar sites during that time.

Q And we can obviously break out the document
with the historical and actual solar for 2023, but would
you agree with me that FPL does show solar production at

8:00 p.m. in August-?

A For 20237
Q For 2023, in its actuals.
A I would agree that, depending on the time,

there would be production at 8:00 p.m. for those actuals
in 2023. Again, that's only one weather year compared

to the several decades of profiles that E3 used in their

analysis.
Q And so the solar profiles used in the E3
analysis, they did not incorporate -- or there was no

interplay between the solar profiles and the firm
capacity values that FPL has assumed, is that right,
or --

A I would say that those profiles were slightly
different. Like I mentioned, the profiles that we are
looking at on this document here are P50 solar

estimates, Jjust on average for the month of August. The
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profiles used by E3 are, agalin, are varied over a
variety of weather conditions.

Q If they are varied over a wide variety of
weather conditions, should they be able to produce
results greater than what's presented on the firm
capacity value calculator here?

A It's possible that they could. I haven't
looked through the several thousand data points on those
profiles, but it's possible they could provide higher
output during certain times.

Q All right. Can you tell us what you know
about how those solar profiles that were provided to E3
were developed?

A From my understanding, our NextEra Analytics
team is responsible for producing all of our solar
profiles. 1It's one of the inputs we receive every year.
It's my understanding that they looked at the solar
sites in a variety of different weather conditions based
on past years.

Beyond that, I don't know exactly how they
developed those outputs, but that's my high level
understanding of how they developed them.

Q If we could go to master page E91039? That is
part of Exhibit 425 on the CEL. And go to 2026 summer

peak.
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And does this show the expected summer
capacity contributions in megawatts for each hour of the
day of the peak day in August -- of the peak day of the
year, which would be in August?

A Yes, for, I would say traditional thermal
resources, it shows the total potential firm capacity at
every hour. For solar, it shows the hourly profile that
was used for based on the P50 solar output.

Q And is the -- okay. And that P50, that's from
the -- that calculator we were discussing before as to
what FPL has used in the past?

A Yes. It should be a simple similar -- use a
similar input as that calculator did.

Q All right. If we can go to master page E4140
as part of CEL exhibit 349?

FPL has not been violating any NERC
reliability standards, is that right?

A That's my understanding. This response was
produced in conjunction with the power delivery
department, so some of these answers might have been
better question directed at Witness Jarro.

Q If we could next go to exhibit -- or I am
sorry, master page F10-21594, which is Exhibit 1231 on
the CEL?

And is this part of NERC's long-term
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reliability assessment?

A Yes, this is the NERC long-term reliability
assessment that was produced in 2024.

Q And what is NERC?

A NERC stands for the North American Electric
Reliability Corporation. They are, for lack of a better
term, the governing body when it comes to reliability in
North America.

Q And they take a specific look at the Florida
Peninsula as part of their assessment?

A No, I would disagree that NERC specifically
takes a look. NERC relies on all of its subregions to
provide them with data based on an amalgam of all the

utilities and members in that region to provide these

reports.
Q Okay. And would that be SERC?
A Yes, SERC would roll up through NERC to

provide information to these reports.
Q Can you say what SERC stands for?
A The Southeastern Reliability Corporation.
Q All right. If we could then go to master page
F10-21447, which is part of Exhibit 1230 on the CEL?
And did SERC also -- did SERC do a reliability
assessment report for its region?

A Yes. This would be the 2025 example of that
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report.

Q And they use a Monte Carlo analysis like E3 to
assess reliability?

A They use a loss of load probability program
called SERVM. They do not account for many of the
variations that were accounted for similar to E3's
program. So it's similar, but it lacks some of the
analytical rigor of E3's RECAP model.

Q Okay. And -- but they do consider certain
things on a Monte Carlo basis, like generator outages,
resource realizations in terms of energy produced, locad
characteristics, transmission congestion and
constraints?

A They use some of those. I believe they do not
have a large amount of the solar variation contained in
their analysis, but they do incorporate some of those
variations in their modeling.

Q If we can go to master page F10-21481 within
this report?

They do take a specific look at the Florida

Peninsula subregion?

A Yes. That's correct.
Q And FPL would be responsible for -- I am
sorry -- FPL would be responsible for serving about

55 percent of the load in that region?
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1 A Yes, that sounds about right. I believe that
2 was provided in discovery. 55 percent sounds correct.
3 Q And did they conclude that for 2026, there is
4 minimal to no risk in late September evening hours

5 around 7:00 p.m. when contribution from solar generation

6 is limited?

7 A Yes. That's correct. And that's anticipated

8 -- that would be anticipated for a couple of reasons.

9 Given this 1is the 2025 report, the data in this would
10 contain FPL's 2025 projected resource additions. And
11 they would also, I believe, model the system as almost
12 as one single entity, and do not account for the
13 intricacies of, say, individual members or utilities in
14 the SERC region.

15 Q If we could next go to master page E88961 as
16 part of Exhibit 389 on the CEL?

17 Does this slide describe an event where there
18 was a -- well, I will just ask the question. What does
19 this slide describe?

20 A I believe this slide describes the situation
21 on FPL's system on August 7th of 2024. I did not

22 prepare this slide. This was likely prepared by our

23 power delivery department.

24 Q And it does indicate that, you know, three

25 units the prior night had had forced outages?
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A Yes, the second subbullet does say that.

Q And due to Hurricane Debby, there was no
transfer capability from Northwest Florida to the other
parts of FPL's territory, is that right?

A Yes. Again, that's what the subbullet says.
Again, I did not prepare this slide, so I am not aware
of the actual information contained in this.

Q But no emergency was declared, and FPL did not
have to interrupt any of their customers?

A It's my understanding that we did not have to
issue a NERC alert in 2024. Again, I am not familiar
with the details of the situation, as this information
was provided by our system operations team in our power
delivery department.

Q Assuming Duke had capacity and FPL had a
shortfall, you would expect that Duke would sell energy
to FPL?

A Yes. And, again, the assumption in that
gquestion 1is assuming Duke does have additional capacity
in any given situation.

Q In the past, the transmission system has had
some ability to accommodate those kinds of energy
transfers?

A I am not an expert on the transmission system.

Witness Jarro would have been able to answer that better
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1 than I could.

2 Q But you have enough knowledge to know that

3 there is ability there to transfer energy between the

4 utilities?

5 A Yes, there is generally some ability to

6 transfer energy between utilities when said energy or

7 capacity is available, which it may not be during times
8 of extreme load.

9 Q All right. If we could next go to master page
10 F10-13562, which is part of Exhibit 1064 on the CEL?

11 And for 2024, for most months, does this show
12 215 megawatts available to FPL external -- to FPL's

13 system that's external to the FPL balancing authority
14 area?

15 A Again, I am not familiar with this document.
16 I haven't seen it. Based on the reading of that column
17 heading, that would appear to be what that shows.

18 Again, this was historical information for 2024.

19 Q Based on your knowledge of the system, does

20 that seem right?

21 MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, I mean, the witness
22 has indicated he is not familiar with this

23 document. I don't think that he can be making

24 statements as to the correctness of certain data.
25 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: He has mentioned that
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1 many -- multiple times.

2 MR. MARSHALL: Well, the witness mentioned

3 that he is not familiar with the document, that's

4 why we are trying to figure out if that information
5 is correct in here. Although, maybe this document

6 would be, since it was provided in discovery, maybe
7 this is one of those that we can just --

8 MR. BAKER: Yes, we can bring it in, yes.

9 MR. MARSHALL: Okay.

10 MR. BAKER: Yes, Mr. Marshall.

11 MR. MARSHALL: Okay.

12 BY MR. MARSHALL:

13 Q All right. Switching topics a bit. FPL did
14 provide E3 a maintenance schedule to incorporate into
15 their model?

16 A Yes. That's correct.

17 Q And you would agree that if you assume more
18 planned outages, that it would lead to an increase in
19 potential loss of load probability events?

20 A Yes, it would. And if that's a correct amount
21 to assume, then that would feed into your result and
22 leave you with a accurate projection of the future.

23 Q If we could go to master page E10144? And
24 this was provided in discovery, and you can take this

25 subject to check, July 17th, 20252
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1 A Okay. Yeah, subject to check, I will accept
2 that.
3 Q And it indicates that certain files that have

4 been provided as inputs to E3 should be removed, and

5 then corrected files that were provided to E3 as inputs
6 into their model were provided?

7 A Yes. 1Initially, we provided some of these

8 extra files as part of the E3 analysis, and they were

9 not used, and we did provide additional information on
10 what was used in the E3 analysis.

11 Q And one of those differences is the

12 maintenance schedule, is that right?

13 A Yes. That's correct.

14 Q And of the two maintenance schedules that are
15 on this page, the FPL fossil OH IRP 2025 to 2034 is a
16 more recent maintenance schedule than the one actually
17 provided to E3?

18 A Yes. It's more recent in terms of date. I
19 think both of those maintenance schedules are valid
20 schedules. At the time E3 started the analysis, the
21 maintenance schedule on the right is the most up-to-date
22 information available regarding planned outages.
23 Q And you believe that the maintenance schedule
24 on the left, the FPL fossil OH IRP, that was used in the

25 2025 IRP process®?
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1 A Yes. That's correct.

2 Q FPL didn't make any changes to its generation
3 resource plan for 2025 through 2029 as a result of the

4 E3 study, right?

5 A No, FPL had an initial resource plan, based

6 on, like I have mentioned, some of the previous analysis
7 it's done since 2023 regarding the need for additional

8 dispatchable resources such as the battery additions in
9 our resource plan. Based on E3's analysis, it confirmed
10 that FPL did, in fact, need those resource additions,

11 and, as such, we included those in this rate case docket
12 and in our 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan.

13 Q If we could next go to the big red binder.

14 The other --

15 A The other red binder?

16 Q The other red binder. If we could go to FEL
17 259C?

18 This is the purchase order for E3 services as
19 of the date of -- that's listed on here?

20 A Yes. That's correct.

21 Q Then if we go to 262C, this was a draft

22 proposal outline for FPL as of late summer 20247
23 A Yes. That's correct.
24 Q And then that was -- if we go to 263C? There

25 was a new proposal on October 14th, 2024, from E3 to
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1 FPL?

2 A Yes. That's correct.

3 Q And this is the first proposal that included

4 conducting a stochastic loss of load probability

5 analysis from E3 to FPL?

6 A No. I believe the previous documents that we
7 looked at also included that resource adequacy study.

8 So that was initially part of E3's proposal, and was, I
9 think, updated and perhaps expanded in the October 1l4th
10 proposal.

11 Q Well, I mean -- all right. And then it wasn't
12 until after this October 14th proposal that that part of
13 the E3 work was the started, is that right?

14 A By part of that work, you mean the resource

15 adequacy study?

16 Q Yes.

17 A Yes. That's correct.

18 Q And then if we go to the next tab, 264C.

19 That's an additional proposal by E3 to FPL as of -- the

20 date is not confidential, right?
21 A No, I don't see any reason why the date should

22 be confidential.

23 Q As of February 7th, 2025?
24 A Yes. That's correct.
25 Q And this proposal was accepted by FPL?
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2 retail

3 any of these documents, or produce any of these
4 documents, but I would agree that E3 did accept this

5 proposal, and FPL did accept it as well.

7 additional consulting services agreement provided later

8 to -- between FPL and E3?

9 A Yes. I would agree that's what this shows.
10 MS. HELTON: Mr. Chairman, just to make sure
11 that we have the record right, and I am
12 understanding the nomenclature correctly, can we
13 match up the numbers that Mr. Marshall just read to
14 the CEL numbers so the record is clear?

15 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Yes. Yeah, let's do that,
lo because I was on the wrong tab.

17 MS. HELTON: So I have 259C, that should be
18 1133. 262C, that should be 1136. 263C, that

19 should be 1137. 264C, that should be 1138. And
20 287C, that should be 11l6l, is that correct?

21 MR. MARSHALL: Yes. Thank you. I appreciate
22 that, and I should have included that in my notes,
23 so I appreciate that.

24 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Thank vyou.

25 MR. MARSHALL: Thank you.

A I believe it would be, as we obviously have

ned E3 again for this information. I didn't sign

Q And if we then go to FEL 287C? This is an

Premier Reporting
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1 BY MR. MARSHALL:

2 Q In your rebuttal testimony, you discuss the E3
3 results and the high loss of load probability in 2026

4 and 2027 without the additional battery resources?

5 A Yes, the -- without the additional battery

6 resources in 2025, 2026, and without the solar resources

7 in 2026 as well.

8 Q And you can put that binder aside.
9 In 2026, the earliest batteries expected to
10 come on-line are -- the first tranche is July 31st,

11 2026, is that right?
12 A Yeah. Subject to check, I believe that is the

13 first tranche.

14 Q And we can go to master page C14-2022B.
15 MR. SCHULTZ: E or B?
16 MR. MARSHALL: B as in boy.

17 BY MR. MARSHALL:

18 Q Would you agree with me that a large number of
19 the E3 submitted loss of load events in 2026 takes place
20 before July 31lst.

21 A I haven't -- I would have to take a look at

22 the exact heat map or distribution of those events.

23 Subject to check, I believe they could -- some of them
24 could take place. I believe they take place throughout

25 the year.
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Q And those batteries that come on-line at the
end of July represent, you can take this subject to
check, a bit under 39 percent of the batteries expected
to come on-line in 20267

A Yeah, there is about seven sites of
74-and-a-half, subject to check on that math, that would
be a portion of those batteries that come on-line in
July -- by July.

Q And those other tranches come on-line at the
end of October and November?

A Yes. That's the projected in-service date and
latest in-service date those could come in.

Q And FPL does not have a stochastic loss of
load probability analysis showing that it's going to
meet the 0.1 LOLP standard in 20267

A No. The analysis E3 conducted for 2026 did
not include any, as I said, did not include our 2025
batteries, did not include any of these 2026 additions,
and not any of the 2026 solar as well.

Q And as you put into your rebuttal testimony
and it was corrected live, it's a little under,
corrected, 1,800 megawatts shortfall according to the E3
analysis for 20267

A Subject to check, yeah, I believe that is the

total megawatt wvalue.
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Q All right. Switching to focus on the
Northwest Florida Battery Project for 2025. The
near-term need for those batteries is to serve Northwest
Florida until the full transfer capability of the NFRC
is on-line?

A That's one of the near-term reasons for those
batteries. The other near-term is to provide overall
capacity to FPL's system, as we have Jjust discussed,
needed in 2026 and beyond. Then there is also long-term
needs to both serve regional specific capacity in
Northwest Florida, as well as long-term needs to provide

capacity to all of FPL's system.

Q And those batteries are three-hour batteries?
A Yes. That's correct.
Q And that means that they can provide their

full capacity for three hours?

A Yes. If you discharge the full 522 megawatts,
you will get —-- be able to do that for three hours.
Q And you can discharge a lower amount for a

longer period of time?

A Correct. It's kind of like the spigot on a
keg. You can -- you have a maximum amount that can come
out, but have a certain total amount of capacity in the
battery itself.

Q In the event of a longer event in Northwest
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1 Florida, the plan would -- than three hours, longer than
2 three-hour need, the plan would be to bring on other

3 units located in Northwest Florida®?

4 A Yes. Those batteries would be dispatched at

5 the time of highest load during that winter event.

6 During the remainder of that winter event, when that

7 load is lower than other units, FPL Northwest would be

8 dispatched to serve that load.

9 Q If we could go to master page E63714, which is
10 parts of Exhibit 3867?

11 And is this a part of a winter event Enzo post
12 analysis?

13 A Yes. It's my understanding of this document
14 this. I believe this, again, would have been produced
15 by our power deliver department.

16 Q And that's -- that was the snowstorm event

17 this past year?

18 A Yes. That's correct.

19 Q And this shows that one of the Gulf eight

20 peakers tripped off-line during that event?

21 A Yes. That's what that first bullet says.
22 Q If we could next go to master page E637167
23 During the event, did Northwest, the FPL

24 Northwest region have an all-time peak?

25 A Yes, it did. The all-time -- the Northwest
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1 Florida region continues to set all-time peaks, and it,
2 again, was reached on this event.

3 Q And this also indicates that -- is GCEC Gulf

4 Clean Energy Center?

5 A Yes.

6 Q That unit seven, during the event, was also

7 off-line?

8 A Yes. It says it was off-line since the end of
9 2024, based on the reading of that text.

10 o] And FPL was still able to meet all of its firm
11 load during that event?

12 A Correct. It was able to still meet all of

13 that load by, you know, with the hard work of our power
14 delivery team to ensure all of our units were in

15 operating conditions and were able to provide load to

16 Northwest Florida.

17 Q If we could next go to master page E63725

18 within this document?

19 And does this indicate that despite the NFRC
20 constraints, FPL's resources outside of Northwest
21 Florida were able to help -- basically import power into
22 Northwest Florida?
23 A I don't know what that middle green text is
24 referring to. I can infer that it means that other

25 imports outside of the NFRC line were capable. I don't
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know if that could continually be relied upon in order
to serve the Northwest Florida region in the event of an
extreme winter event.

Q And what I was getting at was the bullet point
above that, that, you know, where it says: FPL East
resources were used to serve FPL Northwest load. Am I
right that the way they would do that is through the
NFRC?

A I -- that could be one possible way of doing
it. Again, as this was produced by power delivery,
perhaps Witness Jarro could have given you a better
answer as to exactly how that power flowed into the
Northwest Florida region, whether it was on the NFRC or
otherwise.

Q If we could next go to master page E63732,
still within this document?

And does this indicate that during that event,
also Plant Smith also experienced a CT trip during the
event?

MR. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, the witness has said
on multiple occasions now that he did not put
together this particular document that we are
looking at, and that it was put together by our
power delivery business unit. The witness right

now is Jjust looking at lines and speculating as to
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1 what they could mean or infer. I don't think it's
2 an appropriate line of questioning.

3 But again, Mr. Marshall, I would offer that we
4 are —-- we can accept that the words on this

5 document are as they are, and that we can stipulate
6 to that.

7 MR. MARSHALL: I am still trying to understand
8 the basis of the objection. I mean, the idea here
9 being, of course, that there -- my understanding of
10 this document, I can read the words, but it's

11 important to hear the witness' interpretation, is
12 that, yeah, winter event Enzo was a very

13 challenging all-time peak event with, it looks

14 like, several units off-line in Northwest Florida
15 during the winter, and FPL was still able to meet
16 firm load.

17 So it's important to understand how -- whether
18 the system is resilient or not for the prudence

19 case of the 522-megawatt battery project for
20 Northwest Florida, which the point of Mr. Whitley's
21 testimony is needed for a, you know, 1in part for a
22 winter event. And we have just had a demonstration
23 of whether FPL was able to meet firm led, and
24 that's what we are trying to get at here.
25 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: And I think the witness has
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1 been consistent in not being familiar with other

2 than what's, you know, put in front of him. So --
3 I mean, can we try to get -- be a little bit more

4 precise in the question that you are asking of him?
5 MR. MARSHALL: Yes, I will try.

6 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Thank you.

7 BY MR. MARSHALL:

8 Q And the -- basically what I am getting at is

9 the conclusion here, right, is that new four-hour

10 batteries would provide minimal support during this kind
11 of winter event?

12 A Well, the last bullet point says it will

13 provide minimal support for events for load that is

14 elevated for 14 plus hours. Again, as I mentioned

15 earlier, four- or three-hour batteries would still

16 provide support during a winter event. They would

17 provide that support during the time of the highest

18 load, which typically would be in the morning during a
19 winter event. And the rest of the fleet would be called
20 upon to provide capacity for the rest of the day if that
21 winter load was elevated for 14 hours or more.
22 Q And three-hour batteries would provide less
23 support than four-hour batteries?
24 A Depending on if they are the same amount of

25 megawatts. One of the considerations in the Northwest
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Florida batteries was, with the three-hour duration, it

would allow us to provide a higher level of megawatts at

the same

than four-hour batteries.

Q

three-hour battery would provide less support than a

four-hour battery?

A

would not be able to provide support for that one
additional hour. Again, during that situation, other

units would be dispatched to meet the load during that

hour.

Q

which is part of CEL Exhibit 3677

And this was one of the cost of -- CPVRR
analyses for the Northwest Florida battery, is that
right?

A Yes. This was an initial run that was
conducted around —-- before the time of the 2024 Ten-Year

Site Plan was filed.

benefits

to other

added to

concerns

cost of four-hour batteries, or a lower cost

Assuming the same megawatts, though, a

It would provide less overall support. It

If we could next go to master page E59972,

Effectively, this is looking at the CPVRR
of the Northwest Florida batteries as compared
generic battery additions that would have been
address some of the preliminary operational

FPL had identified.
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Q And it also assumes in that Case 1 that
300 megawatts of batteries was the alternative -- or I
should say that there were 300 megawatts of batteries in
Case 1 for 20267

A Yes. Case 1 assumes a case without the
specifically sited Northwest Florida batteries, assumes
that we would -- FPL would add 300 megawatts every year,
including 2026, and then would be forced to add
additional battery resources later on in the period in
2032 and 2033.

Q And scrolling to look at the next two pages,
this is the details of the cost breakdown between the
base case and Case 17

A Correct.

Q And if you look at the cumulative net present
value through 2033, Case 1 actually has a lower
cumulative net present value if you just look through
20337

A Case 1 1is slightly lower by about 28 million
at that point. Again, the additional battery facilities
would then provide support past that timeframe, and it
would provide additional savings for FPL's customers.

Q And Case 1 cumulatively, at that time, starts
to add more batteries in 2032 and 2033 with 400

megawatts of additional batteries in 2032 and 500
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megawatts of additional batteries in 2033?

A Yes. That's correct.
Q And as compared to Case 1, those are the only
differences except -- I am sorry, as compared to the

base case, those are the only differences, plus that
additional -- plus, you know, 222 megawatts of batteries
less than 2026 as compared to the base case?

A No. That's incorrect. This analysis goes
through 2070, so it incorporates the effective capacity
additions and any capacity deferrals in both cases going
out in those years past 2033. So it would include those
battery differences in the first 10 years, and then
would account for any capacity deferrals in those future
years as well.

Q Would you agree that the accuracy of forecast
becomes more uncertain the further out in time they are?

A I would agree, but as all -- all of our
analyses are analysis of long-lived assets. That is why
we go out through 2070. And if the accuracy of
predictions of forecasts going out that far diminishes
over time, that accuracy is diminished in both of those
cases and cancels out.

Q If we could next go to master page E59979,
which is part of Exhibit 367 on the CEL?

This document was the basis for Exhibit AWW-9,
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is that right?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q And this is a -- taking a different look at
the Northwest Florida batteries from a CPVRR perspective
than what we just looked at?

A I would instead describe this as a look at the
various capacity options that could have been added in
the Northwest Florida region, and a comparison of the
relative cost-effectiveness of those options.

Q And this case is looking at -- Case 1 is
looking at adding 250 megawatts of batteries to
Northwest Florida wversus the other option?

A Yes. That's correct. This was an initial
assessment looking at a lower level of capacity to be
added in that region.

Q And by 2030, the base case actually has more
batteries in it than Case 1, is that right?

A Yes, 1t would appear it adds more batteries
over that timeframe further down the line.

Q And if you go to the following pages comparing
the breakdown of the cases, would you agree that's not
until 2032 that Case 1 on accumulative net present value
total cost basis is cheaper than the base case?

A I agree that's the break-even point. Again,

we have a reason we conduct these analysis for such a
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1 long time period, why we conduct the CPVRR analysis over
2 that time period.

3 Q In the ten-year site plan, the -- and we can

4 bring it up, but the firm capacity value for battery

5 storage in the summer is less than the nameplate

6 capacity?

7 A Yes. That's correct.
8 Q And why is that?
9 A That's a function of the battery duration, and

10 the effect of our system peak after accounting for that
11 battery essentially flattening out the peak.

12 As most of the batteries we have been

13 evaluating have a four-hour duration max, the Northwest
14 Florida batteries have a three-hour duration, but all of
15 these batteries have a fixed duration, and over time, as
lo those batteries are dispatched on the system peak, our
17 system peak is effectively flattened out.

18 So in order to maintain a reduction in -- or
19 in order to maintain capacity over that period of time,
20 you would need either, A, long duration battery; or, B,
21 your battery would be D rated by a certain percentage.
22 So we use a calculation to determine what that decline
23 in firm capacity value 1s over time related to the

24 amount of batteries that go on FPL's system.

25 Q If we could next go to master page F10-19431,
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1 which is Exhibit FEL-347, which is Exhibit 1221 on the

2 CEL?

3 This is FPL's 12023 Ten-Year Site Plan?

4 A Yes.

5 Q And we can go to the page if it's helpful, but

6 the Northwest Florida batteries were not included in the
7 2023 Ten-Year Site Plan?

8 A That is correct.

9 Q And there was some battery storage planned on
10 there, but not until 20297

11 A Subject to check, I used to be able to

12 remember all this stuff offhand, but that seems

13 generally to be the case of the 2023 site plan, as we

14 had batteries later on in the ten-year period.

15 Q If we could next go to master page E585787?

16 And is this a PowerPoint presentation

17 regarding the Northwest Florida battery storage project?
18 A Yes, it is.

19 Q And it indicates that if it missed its
20 expected in-service date, it would require FPL to extend
21 third-party power purchase agreements to provide
22 required winter reserve margin capacity?
23 A Yes. It's a reference to the need in
24 Northwest Florida for capacity. Again, requiring those

25 third-party PPAs was a measure of risk. It wasn't a
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1 guarantee that those would be available, and for

2 reliability purpose, it wouldn't be prudent to rely on
3 those going forward, which was the impetus for going

4 forward with the construction of the Northwest Florida
5 batteries.

6 Q And no cost-effectiveness -- sorry, excuse me.
7 No cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted showing

8 that the batteries would be more cost-effective than

9 those PPAs?

10 A To my knowledge, there was some preliminary
11 evaluation of those. Again, I think the major

12 determination in the appropriate resource to meet the
13 Northwest Florida need was based on the availability of
14 PPAs versus the availability to construct a resource

15 that has steel on the ground and definitively available
16 at a certain time, and can also exist over 20 years or
17 more.

18 Q What did those preliminary cost-effectiveness
19 analyses indicate?
20 A To my knowledge, there was some benefit in
21 deferring future additions in the Northwest Florida
22 region. Again, that was all predicated on those PPAs
23 being available to serve that load, which was not a
24 guarantee, and is why we went forward with the

25 construction of the 2025 batteries.
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1 Q If we could go back to the big red binder real
2 quick? This is going to be in tab CEL 367. If we go to
3 the last page of that document.

4 And without verbalizing any confidential

5 information, can you just describe the kind of

6 information that is contained on this page-?

7 A Yes. This is the availability, or potential

8 availability of certain PPAs that could serve the

9 Northwest Florida region. This was conducted by our

10 energy marketing and training group. Again, this just
11 shows overall costs and potential term agreements for

12 those, and size of those PPAs that were available, or

13 potentially available to FPL.

14 Q I am going to switch topics.

15 In your testimony in rebuttal testimony, you
16 discuss the ratio of batteries to load needed to address
17 new capacity from new large loads, is that right?

18 A Yes. That's correct.

19 Q If we could go to master page E82559, which is
20 Exhibit 388 on the CEL? Probably go to the first tab

21 would be the most helpful one, resource plans.

22 And can you tell me what this document is?

23 A Yes. This is an evaluation of varying

24 resource plans assuming a certain amount of data center
25 load coming in over a period of time. This was, in
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1 part, used to develop the projected battery needs for

2 our LLCS tariffs.

3 Q And in those -- AND what's driving those

4 additional it battery needs, would that be maintaining

5 the 20-percent reserve margin?

6 A Yes. In this case, the 20-percent reserve

7 margin was used to develop those additional resource

8 needs going forward in time.

9 Q And so these -- there were no stochastic loss
10 of load probability analyses conducted for adding these
11 loads in 2028 and 20297
12 A No, there were not. In general, the amount of
13 firm capacity was tailored to meet the firm capacity of
14 the load being added. So in that sense the incremental
15 generation would help serve FPL's load under both our
lo standard reserve margin calculation as well as
17 potentially under our stochastic loss of load
18 probability metric.

19 Q And am I correct that the loads provided in
20 the stochastic loss of load probability analysis for

21 2028 and 2029 didn't assume much data center impacts on
22 load?

23 A Those loads were based on our standard 2025
24 Ten-Year Site Plan load forecast, which included I

25 believe some large load coming in after 2028.
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1 Q That was in -- that was measured in, like, the
2 hundreds of megawatts?

3 A That was a total of 714 megawatts coming in

4 after 2028. I believe there was a ramp-up period

5 associated with that as well.

6 Q All right. I am sorry to go back to the big

7 red book, but if we could go to tab CEL 457?

8 A I am sorry did you say CEL 4577

) Q Yes, CEL 457.

10 A Okay.

11 Q It's going to be the last CEL document before

12 the FEL ones start.

13 Do you recognize this document?
14 A No, I do not.
15 Q Okay. This document, without wverbalizing

lo anything confidential, does not just indicate using

17 battery to serve large load -- the large loads of data
18 centers, is that right?

19 A I am not familiar with this document. I don't
20 know what these megawatt values are in reference to.

21 Q Are you aware of the pairing back of the

22 incremental generation charge for data center, or for --
23 under the LLCS tariff before 20307

24 A Yes.

25 Q And under the calculations for that
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1 incremental generation charge, there is now load coming
2 on without initially any accompanying batteries in that
3 first year, is that right?

4 A I don't recall the exact resource plan used to

5 produce that updated value. There could be a year where

6 the load ramp is small enough, and it does not require

7 any additional batteries for that first year.

8 Q By that first year, I am referring to 2028.

9 Is there surplus capacity -- or from your perspective,
10 is there surplus capacity to serve data center load in
11 2028~
12 A At the time, based on our current planning
13 assumptions, and based on the resource plans that we
14 evaluated, there would be. Again, we will have an
15 opportunity to reexamine our resource needs every year,
lo as we do every year and update that based on accurate
17 assumptions of what additional load is going to be in
18 our service territory.

19 Q And so how much surplus capacity are you

20 assuming you have available in 2028 to serve data

21 centers?

22 A That would depend, I think, on how much load

23 is inherent already in the load forecast. As we said,

24 there is roughly 714 megawatts, however much of that is

25 available this 2028 would provide a metric for how much
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additional capacity 1s available above and beyond our
current resource projections.

Q And what are you basing it on that you have
additional capacity in 20287? And just to give context
to my question, I am looking back at those -- at the E3
stochastic loss of load probability numbers for 2028.

A Yes. Those numbers, as I said, are based on

our 2025 load forecast projections, which do include

some additional large load potential in 2028. So
that -- that's been factored into those analysis
already.

Q If we could next go to --

MR. MARSHALL: Well, let me try to shortcut
these next questions to see if we can get a
stipulation on Exhibits 1062 and 1063 that were
provided in discovery and I can skip those
questions.

MR. BAKER: To be sure I have got the right
ones, Bradley, should we navigate to them?

MR. MARSHALL: Yeah, we can navigate to them.
Yes. The master page F10-13364 provided in
response to OPC POD 18-143.

MR. BAKER: Certainly, as to this one,
F10-13364, we can certainly stipulate to.

MR. MARSHALL: We can Jjust go to the next one,
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then, which is master page F10-13428.
MR. BAKER: And likewise here, Mr. Marshall.
BY MR. MARSHALL:
Q We are almost done with my questions, just a

couple more questions to
All right. If
F10-2156, which is going
And I am happy
master page that this is

FPL response showing the

prices on the solar and battery additions in the CPVRR

analyses?
A Correct.
Q And that's been used in the CPVRR analyses

that were

A Yes.
Q Thank you, Mr.
questions.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA:

FIPUG?

MS. PUTNAL:

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA:

MS. EATON: No

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA:

MR. MAY:

provided in your testimony in this case?

No questions.

No questions.

go.

we could next go to master page
to be Exhibit 964 on the CEL?
to go back and provide the

in response to, but this is a

impact of the assumed carbon

Whitley. That's all my

Great. Thank you.

Walmart?
questions.

FEIA®
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1 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Staff?
2 MR. STILLER: Just a few.
3 EXAMINATION

4 BY MR. STILLER:

5 Q If you could pull up master page number

6 Cl7-22607

7 And, Mr. Whitley, this is page 19 from your
8 prefiled direct testimony. And in it, you state that
9 the AURORA chose utility-scale solar because of the

10 CPVRR, which we have discussed here at length this

11 afternoon, and also, quote, their ability to address
12 input parameters specified for the model run. Can you
13 tell us what those input parameters are?

14 A Yes. Those would be just the general system
15 dispatch considerations that are taken into account in
16 the AURORA model. It looks at hundreds of different
17 resource plans based on the inputs we put in, and

18 calculates the overall, the best plan that will meet
19 your given reliability needs based on the input
20 parameters such as the cost for new resource, the
21 decline cost for new resource, and how the -- how
22 that -- those individual resource options affect the
23 overall analysis.
24 Q Okay. And if we could pull up page C17-2315?

25 And this should be Exhibit AWW-4.
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1 Did you prepare this exhibit?

2 A Yes, I did prepare this exhibit. Again, this
3 is based on a third-party consultant's projection for

4 FPL, but I did prepare it.

5 Q Did you prepare all the numbers that are on

6 that chart?

7 A Effectively, I prepared it by copying it from
8 the spreadsheet that was provided to me from the

9 third-party consultant.

10 o] And I see ICF on there. 1Is that IC -- a

11 reference to ICF International?

12 A I believe they are called ICF International,
13 if you are referring to the consulting firm. I think
14 there is only one ICF.

15 Q Okay. Thank you.

16 And this states that it's 2022 Q4 data. 1Is

17 that fourth quarter 20227

18 A Yes. That's correct.
19 Q Do you know when these numbers were prepared?
20 A They would have been prepared likely just

21 before the fourth quarter of 2022. Again, we have gone
22 back several times to ICF to see if they have had any
23 significant updates to this forecast over the past

24 several years, and they have not. So we have continued

25 to use the 2022 wvalues.
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Q Last question. We had a different

A Yes. That's correct.

Q Can that's all my questions. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Great. Thank you.
Commissioners, any questions?

Commissioner Passidomo Smith.
COMMISSIONER LA ROSA SMITH: Thank you,
Mr. Chair. I apologize. I will be really quick.

I just want some clarification.

Mr. Whitley, on -- FEL is proposing to lower
the monthly for interruptible customers to -- I am
sorry, I am so tired -- to $6.22 per kW, and on

page 40 of your direct testimony, you state that
the revised level will ensure programs are
attractive to participants and do not burden the
nonparticipants with higher program costs, is that
correct?

THE WITNESS: Yes. Under the way we evaluated
that program for my direct testimony, that's
correct.

COMMISSIONER PASSIDOMO SMITH: Do you know at
what level the cost becomes a burden to
nonparticipants?

THE WITNESS: Generally, 1f the RIM ratio is
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over 1.01, the cost will exceed the benefits.
Again, that's how we typically evaluate DSM
programs, including CDR and CILC.

COMMISSIONER PASSIDOMO SMITH: Okay. That's
all I have. Thank you.

CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Thank you.

All right. Let's go back to FPL for redirect.

MR. BAKER: We have no redirect for Mr.
Whitley.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Excellent. Are there --
anything that needs to be entered into the record?
Start with OPC.

MS. WESSLING: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

OPC would move into evidence Exhibits 779 and
783, which are the 2024 and 2025 Ten-Year Site
Plans. Also, I believe this was already entered
through Mr. Olson, but Exhibit 627, Exhibit 631,
Exhibit 425 if it wasn't already entered
previously, and exhibit -- I think that's it.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Any objections to those?
Seeing none. We have a last minute one.

MS. WESSLING: Actually, maybe -- Exhibit 761.
I believe that was the official recognition exhibit
of the Vandolah application, but to the extent

that -- if it's already been admitted, which I
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2 we don't need to enter it, but i1f not, then we

3 would ask to move that in.

4 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Any objection? None. All
5 right. So moved.

6 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 627, 631, 761 779 &
7 783 were received 1nto evidence.)

8 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: FEL?

9 MR. MARSHALL: I have got a list, so I will
10 move slowly.

11 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Sure.

12 MR. MARSHALL: I think I have it in numerical
13 order. CEL Exhibits 964, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1122,
14 1123, 1133, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1161, 1221, 1230,

15 1231 and 1507.

16 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Any objections to those?
17 Seeing none.

18 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 964, 1062, 1063,

19 1064, 1122, 1123, 1133, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1161, 1221,
20 1230, 1231 and 1507 were received into evidence.)
21 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Any other parties?
22 Staff, anything else that needs to be entered?
23 MR. STILLER: No exhibits.
24 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.
25 MR. BAKER: And we would move ours, 64 through

believe it has already been officially recognized,

Premier Reporting

premier-reporting.com
(850) 894-0828 Reported by: Debbie Krick



1189

1 71 and 290.

2 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.

3 MR. BAKER: Thank vyou.

4 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Any objections? All right.
5 Seeing none, so moved.

6 (Whereupon, Exhibit Nos. 64-71 & 290 were

7 received into evidence.)

8 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Let's go ahead and excuse

9 the witness. So thank you for your testimony

10 today.

11 THE WITNESS: Thank you.

12 (Witness excused.)

13 MS. HELTON: Mr. Chairman, we have —-- I have
14 one housekeeping matter.

15 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: Sure.

16 MS. HELTON: When the prior witness was on the
17 stand, we admitted Exhibit 1528, but there was no
18 exhibit marked or identified as 1528, so 1f we

19 could just have the record reflect that and then

20 just skip that number, and when we get to the next
21 number then that would be 1529. I think Mr.

22 Luebkemann had intended for 1528 to be identified,
23 but it's already in the record. It's an excerpt of
24 a service hearing transcript.

25 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.
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1 MR. MARSHALL: Yes, that's correct. And so we
2 agree that should be shown as withdrawn.

3 CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. Fair enough,

4 then the record will reflect that.

5 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 1528 previously

) admitted in error was withdrawn.)

7 CHATIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. So let's just

8 kind of talk about the schedule. So we are going

9 to move on for today. So we are going to be

10 excused here in a few minutes.

11 Tomorrow, let's start at nine o'clock. I am
12 looking at a witness list, and looking at the days,
13 obviously, we have got left in the week, and then,
14 you know, pretty packed schedule of prescheduled

15 witnesses, we have got a lot next week -- or I am
lo sorry, we have got a lot still remaining for this
17 week. Any idea amongst time for the witnesses that
18 are left?

19 MR. MARSHALL: I am happy to speak for us. I
20 mean, yes, there is still substantial cross, but we
21 are through what we think are the longest crosses,
22 and I feel quite optimistic about how we are doing
23 on the schedule.
24 CHATRMAN LA ROSA: Okay.
25 MS. WESSLING: I think there is two witnesses
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that might take, you know, a reasonable amount of
time Jjust given the subject matter, but I have
already started going through some of my remaining
questions for the witnesses I have left, and I am
sure my colleagues have as well, so we will, to the
extent possible, try to streamline our remaining
cross as much as possible. But I agree with

Mr. Marshall, that the rest of the witnesses, it's
not going to be like it has been. I think we
front-loaded with the heaviest crosses.

CHAIRMAN LA ROSA: All right. Excellent.

All right. Let's go ahead and do -- start at
nine o'clock tomorrow. Let's be prepared to go
late if we have to, late meaning the eight o'clock
hour—-ish. If we don't need to, then I won't
exercise it, but if we do, I Just want to be
prepared, and just try and give as much respect as
we can to Friday, which we do have a few scheduled
witnesses.

So if there is no other housekeeping items, I
think we can go ahead and adjourn for today.
Tomorrow morning similar schedule, nine o'clock,
try to break, and then try to do 12 o'clock noon.

Thank you to our court reporter. Today was a

marathon, so thank you very much. And let's go
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1 ahead and adjourn, and I will see you guys
2 tomorrow. Thank y'all.

3 (Transcript continues in sequence in Volume
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