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DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF
James R. Dauphinais
On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel
Before the
Florida Public Service Commission

DOCKET NO: 20250011-EI

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background and Experience
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
James R. Dauphinais. My business address is 16690 Swingley Ridge Road, Suite 140,

Chesterfield, MO 63017.

WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATION?
I am a consultant in the field of public utility regulation and a Managing Principal of

Brubaker & Associates, Inc. (“BAI”), energy, economic and regulatory consultants.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS PROCEEDING?

I am appearing on behalf of the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”).
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PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

In 1983, I graduated from Hartford State Technical College with an Associate's Degree
in Electrical Engineering Technology. Subsequently, I completed undergraduate
studies at the University of Hartford and was awarded a Bachelor's Degree in Electrical
Engineering. Ihave also completed graduate level courses in the study of power system
analysis, power system transients, and power system protection through the

Engineering Outreach Program of the University of Idaho.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE.

I have over 40 years of experience in the electric utility industry, which began with the
start of my employment as an Engineering Technician in the Transmission Planning
Department of the Northeast Utilities Service Company (“NU,” now “Eversource
Energy”) in 1984. In 1990, upon the completion of my undergraduate studies in
electrical engineering, I was promoted to the position of Associate Engineer within the
Transmission Planning Department. By 1996, I had been promoted to the position of
Senior Engineer within the Transmission Planning Department.

In the employment of NU, I was responsible for conducting thermal, voltage,
and stability analyses of the NU’s electric transmission system to support planning and
operating decisions. This involved the use of load flow, power system stability, and
production cost computer simulations. It also involved examination of potential
solutions to operational and planning problems including, but not limited to,
transmission line solutions and the routes that might be utilized by such transmission

line solutions.
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In 1997, 1 joined the firm of BAI. The firm includes consultants with
backgrounds in accounting, engineering, economics, mathematics, computer science,
and business. Since my employment with the firm, I have been involved with a wide
variety of electric power and electric utility issues including, but not limited, to:
ancillary service rates, avoided cost calculations, certification of public convenience
and necessity, class cost of service, cost allocation, fuel adjustment clauses, fuel costs,
generation interconnection, interruptible rates, market power, market structure, off
system sales, prudency, purchased power costs, resource planning, rate design, retail
open access, standby rates, transmission losses, transmission planning, transmission
rates, and transmission line routing. 1 have provided expert testimony on all of the
foregoing. This expert testimony has been provided to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) and the utility regulatory bodies of 22 states or provinces,
including the Florida Public Service Commission (“Commission” or “FPSC”). 1
provide further information on my education and background in Appendix A to my

testimony.

PLEASE ELABORATE ON YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH RESPECT TO
RESOURCE PLANNING ISSUES.

During my employment with NU, prior to the implementation of FERC Order Nos. 888
and 889, the transmission planning organization within whom I was employed was
integrated with, and part of, the same functional organization as NU’s generation
planning organization. This integration led to significant involvement by transmission

planning, including myself, in resource planning analyses (e.g., the analysis of the
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potential net benefit of retirement of existing generation resources) and resource
planning in transmission planning analyses (e.g., whether to proceed with economic
transmission upgrades). In addition, while employed at NU, I made significant usage
of the General Electric Company Multi-Area Production Simulator (“MAPS”) to
analyze the generation production costs associated with various transmission operating
and planning alternatives on the NU system.

Subsequently, during my employment with BAI since 1997, I have become
further involved with resource planning issues, initially in support of my colleagues at
BALI and later in a lead position. This work has included the review of electric utility
resource plans, the review of proposed certificates of public convenience and necessity
for new electric utility generation resources, the forecasting of future market prices, the
forecasting of future utility rates, and the evaluation of long-term power supply options.
I have conducted this work both for intervenors in regulatory proceedings and specific
retail end-use customer clients of BAI who were evaluating their future power supply
options. I have also been extensively involved in the development of Independent
System Operator (“ISO”) and Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”) -
administered power markets including, but not limited to, issues related to markets for

energy, operating reserves and capacity.

PLEASE IDENTIFY SOME OF THE CASES IN WHICH YOU PROVIDED
TESTIMONY WITH RESPECT TO RESOURCE PLANNING ISSUES.
In the past 20 years, I have provided testimony on resource planning and/or the

prudency issues related to resource planning in Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
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(“IURC”) Cause No. 42643, Louisiana Public Service Commission (“LPSC”) Docket
No. U-30192, ITURC Cause No. 43393, ITURC Cause No. 43396, Colorado Public
Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) Docket Nos. 09A-324E and 09A-325E, IURC Cause
No. 43956, ITURC Cause No. 44012, New Mexico Public Regulatory Commission
(“NMPRC”) Case No. 13-00390-UT, NMPRC Case No. 15-00261-UT, NMPRC Case
No. 17-00174-UT, NMPRC Case No. 19-00018-UT, NMPRC Case No. 19-00195-UT,
NMPRC Case No. 21-00083-UT, NMPRC Case No. 23-00353-UT, Michigan Public
Service Commission (“MPSC”) Case No. U-21090, MPSC Case No. U-21193, FPSC
Docket Nos. 20160186-EI and 20160170-EI (with respect to Scherer Unit 3 in the 2016
Gulf Power Company base rate case), FPSC Docket No. 20190061-EI (with respect to
Florida Power & Light Company’s SolarTogether Program and Tariff), and FPSC
Docket No. 20240025-EI (with respect to proposed resource additions in the 2024 Duke
Energy Florida, LLC base rate case).

In a number of these proceedings, I had extensive involvement in the review of
the utility’s Aurora®, EnCompass® or Strategist® resource planning analysis. In the
case of EnCompass® and Strategist®, this has included either me personally running
the modeling tool or having modeling runs performed under my direction and
supervision by other members of the BAI team, based upon data provided by the subject

utility.! As discussed in the Direct Testimony of Florida Power & Light Company

! Strategist®, which includes a module called Proview®, is a computer software tool produced by Ventyx (ABB)
that allows resource planners to examine a very large number of alternative resource portfolios with the goal of
identifying through an optimization algorithm the most cost-effective resource portfolio for an electric utility. It
can also be used in a probabilistic mode to test the robustness (i.e., risk) of specific resource portfolios over a
wide range of assumption variations. Strategist® is currently utilized, and has been utilized in the past, by many
electric utilities to conduct their resource planning. Other commercial software tools that have some or all of the
functionality of Strategist® include software tools such as System Optimizer®, PLEXOS®, Aurora® and
EnCompass®. Of these, Aurora®, PLEXOS® and EnCompass® have become more commonly used in recent
years due to their greater functionality and more robust solution technique.
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(“FPL” or “Company”) Witness Andrew Whitley, FPL uses Aurora® to support its

Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) process.>

DO YOU HAVE PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WITH STOCHASTIC LOSS OF
LOAD PROBABILITY (“LOLP”) ANALYSIS THAT IS COMMONLY USED
TO EVALUATE THE RESOURCE ADEQUACY OF ELECTRIC UTILITIES?
Yes. I have received past training with respect to SERVM® — a software modeling
tool that was developed by Astrapé Consulting (now part of PowerGEM, LLC) to
perform Stochastic LOLP analysis.> SERVM® is used by many utilities for LOLP
analysis. In addition, I have had members of the BAI staff perform SERVM® runs
under my direction and supervision for testimony I have presented before the NMPRC.
Also, SERVM® is the primary modeling tool used by the Midcontinent Independent
System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) for the capacity accreditation and Loss of Load
Expectation (“LOLE”) analysis it presents to the MISO Resource Adequacy
Subcommittee and the MISO Loss of Load Expectation Working Group, both of which
I regularly attend and monitor as a representative of large end-use customer groups

located in Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Michigan and Texas.

2 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 16. The term “Stochastic LOLP” refers specifically to the
stochastic analysis presented by FPL.

3 A stochastic analysis examines a very large number of cases where input assumptions are varied based on
probability and the application of random number draws.
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B. Purpose cf Testimony
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?
I present testimony with respect to the prudence, reasonableness, and cost effectiveness
of FPL’s already incurred and proposed investments for the following supply-side
resource projects:
e FPL’s estimated $538 million investment in 7 currently under construction
74.5 MW 3-hour battery storage facilities, expected to be completed by the end
of 2025 and collectively referred to by FPL as the 522 MW Northwest Florida

(“NWFL”) Battery Storage Project or “Gulf Battery Storage”.*

e FPL’s estimated $6.5 billion investment in the following:

o 12 proposed 74.5 MWac solar energy centers, totaling 894 MW and
expected to be completed during 2026;

o 11 proposed 74.5 MW 4-hour battery storage facilities; 1 proposed
400 MW 4-hour battery storage facility, and 1 proposed 200 MW 4-hour
battery storage facility, collectively totaling 1,419.5 MW and expected
to be completed during 2026;

o 16 proposed 74.5 MWac solar energy centers, totaling 1,192 MW and

expected to be completed during 2027; and

4 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Exhibits AWW-5 through AWW-7; FPL Witness Tim Oliver Direct Testimony,
p- 9;: FPL Ten Year Site Plan 2025-2034, April 2025 (“FPL 2025 TYSP”), p. 163; and FPL Response to OPC’s
First Request for Production of Documents, No. 30, NEE BoD Decks, “Pimentel FPL BOD Business Review
May 2024 v14F Redacted.pdf” at Slides 27-39.
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o 11 proposed 74.5 MW 4-hour battery storage facilities, totaling
819.5 MW and expected to be completed during 2027.°

Collectively, these projects represent the largest driver of the increase in FPL’s
rate base in its two proposed projected test years for this base rate proceeding (calendar
years 2026 and 2027). FPL is attempting to predominately justify its proposed supply
-side resource projects for 2026 and 2027 based on projected load growth and a large
step increase in capacity need driven by the results of a Stochastic LOLP analysis that
was performed for FPL by Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (“E3”). As a
result, my testimony also addresses FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis.

Beyond its proposed 2026 and 2027 supply-side resources, FPL in its Petition,
testimony, and exhibits also discusses pursuing up to 1,490 MWac of additional solar
energy centers and 596 MW of additional battery storage facilities in 2028 and pursuing
up to 1,788 MW ac of additional solar energy centers and 596 MW of additional battery
storage facilities in 2029.° However, FPL is not at this time either requesting
Commission approval for those proposed facilities or requesting cost recovery of the
cost of those proposed facilities in its proposed base rates for 2026 and 2027.” Instead,
FPL is requesting the Commission to approve a Solar and Battery Base Rate
Adjustment (“SoBRA”) Mechanism to allow FPL in future limited proceedings: to seek
advance Commission approval of FPL-proposed 2028 and 2029 solar and battery

facilities up to the aforementioned amounts, and to recover the costs of those facilities

5 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 22-28; FPL Witness Tim Oliver Direct Testimony, p. 12-
20; Exhibit AWW-5; Exhibit 70-2; Exhibit 70-4; and FPL Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of
Documents, No. 15, Laney folder, “SoBRA Revenue Requirements.xlsx.,” “Rev. Req. Detail” tab.

¢ FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 20, 28-30 and Exhibit AWW-6 and FPL Witness Tim Oliver
Direct Testimony, p. 20-22.

7 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 30 and FPL Witness Tim Oliver Direct Testimony, p. 20-
22.
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through an adjustment to base rates once they are completed, provided certain criteria
are met.®

Since FPL is not seeking approval or cost recovery for its proposed 2028 and
2029 solar energy centers and battery storage facilities in this proceeding, and since
OPC recommends rejection of FPL’s proposed SoBRA for 2028 and 2029 for the
reasons discussed later in my testimony and in the direct testimony of OPC witness
Schultz, I do not address the prudence, reasonableness, and cost effectiveness of FPL’s
proposed 2028 and 2029 SoBRA facilities. However, I do offer testimony on the cost-
effectiveness criteria that should apply when evaluating new solar and battery facilities
in the event the Commission approves a SoBRA for FPL despite OPC’s direct
testimony recommendation in this case.

Finally, the fact that I do not address any other particular issues in my testimony
or am silent with respect to any portion of FPL’s Petition or direct testimony in this

proceeding should not be interpreted as an approval of any position taken by FPL.

WHAT DID YOU REVIEW PRIOR TO PREPARING YOUR DIRECT
TESTIMONY?

I reviewed FPL’s petition in this proceeding along with the direct testimony and
exhibits in this proceeding of FPL Witnesses Ina Laney, Tim Oliver, and Andrew
Whitley. 1 have also reviewed FPL’s responses to discovery in this proceeding

regarding the issues of resource adequacy, resource planning, Investment Tax Credits

(“ITCs”), Production Tax Credits (“PTCs”), FPL’s 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage

8 FPL Witness Tim Oliver Direct Testimony, p. 20-22.
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Project, and FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy centers and battery storage
facilities. I also listened to, or reviewed the transcription of, the May 2025 depositions
in this proceeding of FPL Witnesses Laney, Oliver, and Whitley. In addition, I listened
to the May 29, 2025 deposition in this proceeding of Mr. Arne Olson, who is a Senior
Partner at E3. As of the filing date of this testimony, neither Mr. Olson, nor anyone
else from E3, is a witness in this proceeding on behalf of FPL. However, as discussed
in the direct testimony of FPL. Witness Whitley, E3 is the consultant that was engaged
by FPL to assist FPL with resource adequacy issues, and E3, rather than FPL Witness
Whitley, is the author of Mr. Whitley’s Exhibit AWW-1.? 1 also reviewed the North
American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) Reliability Standards, NERC’s
most recent long-term reliability assessment, and SERC Reliability Corporation’s
(“SERC’s”) most recent long-term reliability assessment. Finally, I reviewed FPL’s

2024 Ten-Year Site Plan (“2024 TYSP”) and 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan (“2025 TYSP”).

C. Summary ¢f Conclusions and Recommendations

BEFORE YOU SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS, DO YOU HAVE ANY CAVEATS YOU WOULD
LIKE TO PUT ON THEM?

Yes. First, as I further discuss later in my testimony, the Stochastic LOLP analysis
summarized in FPL Witness Whitley’s Exhibit AWW-1 was not prepared by
Mr. Whitley, who sponsored it, or anyone on the FPL team that reports to Mr. Whitley.

It was prepared by E3, and FPL did not offer a witness from E3 to provide direct

® FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 14 and Exhibit AWW-1.

10
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testimony on the analysis that E3 performed for FPL that is summarized in Exhibit
AWW-1. In addition, during Mr. Whitley’s deposition, it became apparent that neither
he or anyone else on his team at FPL could likely perform the Stochastic LOLP analysis
performed by E3 for FPL using E3’s modeling tool, and they had no way to
independently verify it.!° While FPL ultimately offered Mr. Olson of E3 up for a May
29, 2025 deposition by the parties in this proceeding, that is not the same as having him
provide direct testimony. Furthermore, in discovery it has been revealed that FPL has
engaged E3 to potentially provide rebuttal testimony on its behalf.!! For these reasons,
there may be new information that comes to light later in this proceeding that could
impact my conclusions and recommendations herein.

Second, FPL’s economic analysis for its 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy
centers and battery storage facilities that was presented in FPL witness Whitley’s direct
testimony only examined the pursuit of those facilities on an “all or nothing basis.”
FPL did not provide economic analysis for the 2026 proposed facilities and 2027
facilities separately. Nor did FPL examine just adding all or part of the proposed 2026
and 2027 battery storage facilities without the addition of any of the proposed 2026 and
2027 solar energy centers. As a result, there is a potential for new information that
comes to light later with respect to these alternatives that could impact my conclusions
and recommendations herein.

Third, FPL’s base case for its economic analysis for its 2026 and 2027 proposed
solar energy centers and battery storage facilities was performed against a base case

that cannot be realized due to lead time and supply chain limitations that FPL indicates

10 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025 Deposition Transcript, p. 33.
" FPL Response to FEL’s Fourth Request for Production of Documents, No. 54, Exhibit C, p. 2.

11
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limit the earliest date upon which it could bring new natural gas-fired generation online
to late 2029 or 2030. Yet, FPL in its base case, also known as Case 4, assumed it could
bring new combustion turbine generation online prior to the summers of 2028 and
2029. It did not provide an alternative base case that only adds battery storage facilities
as necessary for resource adequacy prior to 2030. To examine such an alternative base
case, Aurora® simulations would need to be performed of it. Neither BAI nor OPC
have access to a license to Aurora® and, therefore, are unable to run such simulations.
However, FPL would be able to run such simulations and may do so. Thus, there is
also a potential for new information that comes to light later with respect to such an
alternative base case that could impact my conclusions and recommendations herein.
This said, as I discuss later in my testimony herein, there is evidence that FPL’s current
Aurora® modeling is unable to identify all of the costs FPL incurs for its existing and
future solar generation investments such that any economic justification for new FPL
solar generation investments should be rejected until such time FPL resolves the current
modeling limitations FPL has with Aurora®.

Because new information in any of the above three areas may lead to one or
more changes to my conclusions and recommendations within this testimony, it is my
understanding that OPC reserves the right to file supplemental testimony to fully

address the new information and the effects of that new information, if necessary.

12
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS.

With the caveats 1 have given, my conclusions and recommendations can be

summarized as follows:

Under FPL’s traditional deferministic 20% Planning Reserve Margin (“PRM”)
resource adequacy criterion, with no supply-side resource additions, FPL would
have a need for additional capacity starting with Summer 2027.

FPL has produced information in response to discovery that supports an
immediate local reliability need for the Northwest Florida portion of its system
for its 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage Project that is slated to fully enter
service by the end of 2025.

With the addition of the 522 MW NWFL Battery Energy Project, under FPL’s
traditional deterministic 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion, FPL will not
have a need for additional capacity until Summer 2028.

FPL in this proceeding is proposing to modify the way it applies its traditional
probabilistic no more than 0.1 loss of firm load events days per year Loss of
Load Probability (“LOLP”) resource adequacy criterion by using a stochastic
LOLP analysis that was prepared for FPL by E3.

This change would require FPL to add the equivalent of up to 1,900 MW of
combustion turbine generation additions for Summer 2027 above and beyond
what its traditional deferministic 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion would

require.

13
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e FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis in this proceeding appears to be overly

conservative and potentially significantly overstating FPL’s capacity need for

Summer 2027 and beyond because:

The results imply that FPL is already significantly short of capacity, but
there is no evidence supporting that is the case given FPL has not
declared any North American Electric Reliability Corporation
(“NERC”) Energy Emergency Alerts (“EEAs”) on its system since
2017, FPL has not needed to shed load anytime in the past ten years and
FPL is not indicating that there is either currently a resource adequacy
problem on its system or that FPL expects there to be one on its system
in 2026.

FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis results for 2027 are not consistent with
the 2026-2028 Stochastic LOLP analysis results of NERC and SERC,
which indicate that the SERC-Florida Peninsula and SERC-Southeast
areas only have a Normal Risk of loss of load not an Elevated Risk or a
High Risk of loss of load.

FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis appears to be rushed because it did not
commence until late-October 2024, was completed less than one month
before FPL filed its case in this proceeding, did not examine FPL’s
current and projected 2026 stochastic LOLP, and was not supported

with direct testimony from E3.

14
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= At least one of the assumptions in FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis was
overly conservative.
= FPL did not in a timely manner provide all of the workpapers for its
Stochastic LOLP analysis despite them being requested very early in the
proceeding, limiting intervenor review of the reasonableness of the
analysis.
= No FPL stakeholders, including the Commission Staff and OPC, were
given an opportunity to provide any input, never mind meaningful input,
with respect to the assumptions utilized in the analysis despite the fact
FPL has an inherent incentive to grow its rate base to increase the returns
to its shareholders.
While 1 believe FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis may be potentially
significantly overstating FPL’s capacity need for Summer 2027, due to high
level of solar generation investment on the FPL system relative to its total load
and due to clear operational challenges FPL is experiencing related to that
investment, which it did not detect in advance with its traditional operational
and planning modeling tools, I conceptually agree that FPL should begin to
utilize stochastic LOLP analysis and my expectation is that FPL needs some
level of additional capacity for Summer 2027 beyond that which is indicated by
its traditional 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion, but not necessarily the

equivalent of up to 1,900 MW of new combustion turbine generation resources.
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Because of this, I recommend that the capacity need identified by FPL’s
Stochastic LOLP analysis in this proceeding be limited in its application to
FPL’s 2026 and 2027 test years.
In addition, for this reason, and the fact that FPL. may have other resources
available for 2028 such as Project Commodore, the reasons indicated in the
direct testimony of OPC witness Bill Schultz, I recommend the Commission
reject FPL’s 2028 and 2029 SoBRA Mechanism proposals in this proceeding.
I also recommend the Commission:
= Require FPL to identify the current stochastic LOLP for its system as
well as the expected stochastic LOLP for its system in 2026;
= To the extent the LOLP value for either of those time periods is greater
than 0.1 event days per year, require FPL to identify to the Commission
whether there is an unreasonably high risk of a loss of load event on its
system during those time periods, and, if so, identify all steps FPL is
taking to minimize the likelihood of that risk being significantly greater
than the normal risk that exists;
= Require FPL to reconcile the 2027 results of its Stochastic LOLP
analysis with the stochastic LOLP analysis results of the NERC 2024
Long-Term Reliability Assessment and the 2024-2034 SERC Annual
Long-Term Reliability Assessment Report;
= Require FPL, in future proceedings where it proposes to use stochastic

LOLP analysis to justify resource additions to:
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e Provide all FPL stakeholders a reasonable opportunity, prior and
during the analysis, to provide meaningful input with respect to
the assumptions being utilized in the analysis;

e Coordinate with the other utilities jurisdictional to the
Commission to help ensure a consistent approach is used for
stochastic LOLP analysis in Florida.

e Have the analysis subject to review from an independent
third-party not affiliated with either FPL or the contractor who
performed the analysis on behalf of FPL; and

e Provide direct testimony from an expert witness who either
performed, or directly supervised the performance of, the
analysis.

FPL has not shown it has a need for all of its 2026 and 2027 proposed solar
energy center and battery storage facility additions to meet its Stochastic LOLP
analysis forecasted “perfect” capacity need for Summer 2027.

FPL has not shown that the specific combination of 2026 and 2027 solar
generation and battery storage resources it has proposed is the most
cost-effective way to meet the “perfect” capacity need for 2027 that was
identified by its Stochastic LOLP analysis in this proceeding.

Due to the magnitude of the solar generation investment on FPL system, solar
generation additions are no longer a good source of “perfect” capacity to meet
FPL’s resource adequacy needs versus other available resources such as battery

storage facilities.
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Furthermore, FPL’s current ability with its Aurora® modeling to account for
all of the costs and challenges associated with further solar generation
investment on its system is questionable.

FPL’s “perfect” capacity need for summer 2027 can be fully satisfied with
FPL’s 2026 and 2027 battery storage facilities alone — there is not a reliability
need for FPL’s proposed 2026 and 2027 solar energy center additions.

As aresult, for FPL’s pursuit of its 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy center
additions to be found prudent, reasonable and cost effective, FPL needs to
demonstrate there is a robust economic case for these resource additions to help
ensure pursuit of them is consistent with providing reliable electric service at
lowest reasonable cost.

FPL has not performed such an economic analysis for its 2026 and 2027
proposed solar energy center additions and it is questionable whether its current
Aurora® modeling could capture all of the costs associated with such additions
at this time.

For these reasons, while I do not oppose the Commission finding that FPL’s
pursuit of its 2026 and 2027 proposed battery storage facilities is prudent,
reasonable and cost effective, | recommend that the Commission reject FPL’s
requested approval of its 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy center additions
and that the costs for those resource additions be removed from FPL’s revenue

requirement for the 2026 and 2027 projected test years in this proceeding.
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¢ On an isolated basis, this would reduce FPL’s non-fuel revenue requirement by
$77.7 million in 2026 and by $153.6 million in 2027.

e Finally, if, despite my recommendation, the Commission approves a 2028 and
2029 SoBRA Mechanism for FPL in this proceeding, to the extent the SOBRA
Mechanism involves pursuit of supply-side resource additions that are not
substantially needed to meet a reliability need for the year they enter service (or
in the immediately following six months), the portion of the additions that is in
excess of what is needed to cost effectively meet the reliability should only be
approved to the extent it is for the purpose of serving FPL’s retail customers
and has robust economic case associated with it as I have detailed in my

testimony herein.

II. TIMING AND AMOUNT OF FPL’S FIRM CAPACITY NEED

A. Reviewing the Prudence, Reasonableness, and Cost-Ejfectiveness of Resource
Additions

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU REVIEWED THE PRUDENCE,

REASONABLENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF FPL’S ALREADY

INCURRED AND PROJECTED INVESTMENTS FOR ITS 522 MW NWFL

BATTERY STORAGE PROJECT AND ITS 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED

SOLAR ENERGY CENTER AND BATTERY STORAGE FACILITY

ADDITIONS.

19



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

I started by examining the timing of FPL’s forecasted need for additional firm
generation capacity and then examined FPL’s forecasted economic performance for the

investments.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THE TIMING OF FPL’S NEED FOR ADDITIONAL
FIRM GENERATION CAPACITY DURING ITS PROJECTED TEST YEARS
AFFECTS THE PRUDENCE, REASONABLENESS, AND COST-
EFFECTIVENESS OF FPL’S PROPOSED INVESTMENTS IN THESE
PROJECTS.
To the extent the firm generation capacity that would be provided by these projects is
actually substantially needed immediately, or nearly immediately, following their
entrance to service, there is a demonstrated reliability need for the firm capacity
provided by them by the end of FPL’s projected test years in this proceeding. Under
that scenario, the pursuit of them would be consistent with providing reliable electric
service at the lowest reasonable cost to FPL’s customers provided the projects have a
lower Cumulative Present Value Revenue Requirement (“CPVRR”) within the
expected life of the projects — for example, 35 years for new solar generation and 20
years for new battery storage — than other alternatives available to FPL that would
provide a similar amount of firm generation capacity at a comparable level of risk.
However, if the firm generation capacity that would be provided by the projects
is not substantially immediately needed, or nearly immediately needed, the pursuit of
the projects in question by FPL with the timing that FPL has proposed would not

necessarily be consistent with providing reliable electric service at lowest reasonable
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cost even if the investments are projected to provide a lower CPVRR for FPL. This is
because there is not a reliability justification for the projects that makes them
mandatory. Instead, they are elective. As elective projects, it would need to be
demonstrated the projects are in fact for the purpose of serving FPL’s customers
(i.e., not for the purpose of FPL making off-system sales at wholesale). Furthermore,
since projected cost savings would be the principal driver of pursuing these elective
projects, it also needs to be demonstrated the projected CPVRR net benefit of the
proposed projects, over alternatives to them that have an in-service date consistent with
the timing of FPL’s firm capacity need, is robust enough such that the investments are
not speculative in nature and the balance of risk between FPL and its customers for the
investments is reasonable.

Specifically, the economic analysis should exclude off-system sales margins
(including any Production Tax Credits (“PTC”) enabled by off-system sales), the
CPVRR benefit to cost ratio for the investment over its book life should be robust
(ideally 1.25 or higher, but at least 1.15), and a net CPVRR benefit from the investment
be projected to be provided to customers no later than half-way through the life of the
investment in question and no longer than 10 years after the investment enters service.
The first criterion ensures the projects are being cost justified based on serving the load
of FPL’s customers rather than speculative off-system sales. The latter two criterion

ensure the projects are essentially “no regrets” investments for FPL’s customers.
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WHY IS IT IMPORTANT THAT FPL’S GENERATION OR RESOURCE
INVESTMENTS THAT ARE ELECTIVE BE “NO REGRETS”
INVESTMENTS FOR FPL’S CUSTOMERS?

It goes to the issues of the purpose of regulated electric service and the balance of risk
between a utility and its customers. FPL’s customers are not customers of FPL for the
purpose of making speculative investments. They are customers of FPL for the purpose
of receiving reliable electric service at the lowest reasonable cost. Hence, any elective
investments FPL makes to provide that service needs to have a low risk and thus have
“no regrets” associated with them. With respect to balancing risk, FPL is afforded an
opportunity to earn its authorized return on the investments through its base rates
whether or not the investments actually provide net savings for FPL’s customers. Thus,
to keep the balance of risk between FPL and its customers reasonable, the investments

made by FPL once again must be of the “no regrets” nature.

WHAT IS THE BASIS OF YOUR 1.25 AND 1.15 BENEFIT TO COST RATIO
THRESHOLDS?

MISO requires a 20-year CPVRR Benefit to Cost Ratio of at least 1.25 for transmission
projects pursued as Market Efficiency Projects (“MEP”). These are transmission

12 PIM Interconnection,

projects that are solely being pursued for economic reasons.
LLC (“PJM”) wuses the same threshold for economic-based transmission

enhancements.!> ERCOT uses a threshold benefit to cost ratio of 1.15 for such projects.

12 MISO Tariff Attachment FF-Transmission Expansion Planning Protocol Section II (B)(e).
13 PJM Manual 14B: PJM Region Transmission Planning Process.
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WHY IS IT IMPORTANT FOR AN EARLY CPVRR BREAKEVEN YEAR TO
BE MET IN ADDITION TO MEETING A MINIMUM BENEFIT TO COST
RATIO?

It complements the minimum benefit to cost ratio by addressing the issue of there being
less certainty about the future as you go out in time. There is much more risk with a
net benefit actually being realized from a project that is not forecasted to provide a net
benefit until many years from now versus one that has a forecast net benefit in just a

few years.

B. Analysis of Capacity Need under FPL’s Traditional 20% PRM Criterion
PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW FPL HAS HISTORICALLY DETERMINED ITS
FIRM CAPACITY NEED.

FPL indicates that it has been applying deterministic and probabilistic criteria to ensure
it has sufficient firm capacity, and, thus, resource adequacy, to meet its forecasted load
under its TYSPs. The primary deterministic criterion that FPL uses is to carry extra
summer and winter firm capacity known as Planning Reserve Margin (“PRM”) in an
amount equal or greater than 20% of the forecasted firm summer and winter demand
of its customers.!* The 20% PRM criterion was part of a settlement agreement that
was approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-99-2507-S-EU issued in Docket

No. 981890-EU. P

4 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 10.
15 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 10 and FPL Witness Andrew Whitely May 7, 2025
Deposition, Tr., p. 16.
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A secondary deterministic criterion that FPL uses is to ensure it carries enough
firm capacity from generation resources alone to provide a PRM of least 10% of the
forecasted firm summer and winter demand of its customers. FPL refers to this as a
Generation-only Reliability Margin (“GRM”) of 10%. This secondary deterministic
criterion, which FPL indicates it first established in 2014, essentially limits the portion
of its capacity need that can be met by Demand Side Management (“DSM”).1® FPL
reports that to-date the GRM criterion has not required FPL to need more firm capacity
than that is necessary to meet its PRM criterion.!” Furthermore, FPL is not aware of
the Commission ever issuing an order approving FPL’s GRM criterion. '®

The probabilistic criterion that FPL uses is to carry sufficient extra firm summer
and winter capacity to ensure the forecasted LOLP (also known as Loss of Load
Expectation (“LOLE”)) for its firm load is no greater than one loss of firm load event
day in 10 years, or no more than 0.1 loss of firm load event days per year.!” FPL reports
this LOLP criterion is commonly used throughout the entire electric utility industry.*
While FPL indicates this LOLP criterion is also consistent with the NERC Reliability
Standards, FPL also recognizes NERC only uses the metric for measurement purposes
—FPL is not aware of any entity that requires the 0.1 event days per year LOLP criterion

be met.?! FPL also recognizes that being incrementally long or short of the firm

capacity necessary to produce a 0.1 event days per year LOLP, it only respectively

16 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 10-11.
7 FPL Witness Andrew Whitely May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr., p. 53.
8 FPL Witness Andrew Whitely May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr., p. 52.

1 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 10-11.

20 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 11.

2l FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 11 and FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025
Deposition, Tr., p. 27.
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would have been provided by just providing sufficient capacity to meet 0.1 event day

per year LOLP based on TIGER LOLP analysis.?’

WHEN APPLYING ITS DETERMINISTIC 20% PRM CRITERION, DOES
FPL CALCULATE THE FIRM CAPACITY FOR SOLAR GENERATION
FACILITIES AND BATTERY STORAGE FACILITIES IN THE SAME
MANNER AS IT DOES FOR ITS CONVENTIONAL GENERATION
FACILITIES?

No. Since they are always available to provide their summer and winter rated capacity
in all hours within the bounds of startup, shutdown and ramp rate constraints except
when on outage, FPL determines the summer and winter firm capacity of its
conventional generation facilities based on the summer and winter rated capability of
those facilities. However, since solar generation output depends on the presence, level
and angle of sunshine, and since battery storage facilities have limited energy available
for discharge, FPL derates the summer and winter firm capacity for these resources
from the rated capability for these resources. For solar generation, it has performed an
analysis that accounts for the shifting of the time of its net peak® in summer as it has
higher levels of solar generation penetration.” Specifically, FPL arrived at the
following 2025 estimate of summer firm capacity as a percentage of nameplate capacity
for new solar resources as a function of incremental solar generation added to its system

starting in 2026.

271 came to a similar conclusion with respect to Duke Energy Florida in my direct testimony in Docket No.
20240025-EI as Duke Energy Florida reported the same phenomenon.

28 The net peak is the peak demand placed on FPL’s non-solar resources after accounting for solar generation.

2 FPL Response to FIPUG’s First Set of Interrogatories, No. 8
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TABLE JRD-1

Summer
Solar
Firm Capacity Value Percentages
Under
FPL 20% PRM Criterion

Additional Solar Up

Solar to
Firmness MWs
12.62% 894
5.31% 2,086
5.31% 3,576
5.31% 5,364

Source: FPL Response to FIPUG"s First Set of
Interrogatories, No. 8

For winter, FPL uses a small percentage on the order of 2 to 3% of nameplate MW
based on the low expected energy output of solar generation at the time of FPL’s winter

system peak.>’

CAN YOU EXPLAIN HOW THE ABOVE TABLE FOR SUMMER WORKS?

Yes. The first 894 MW of solar generation added in 2026 or later receives a summer
firm capacity of 12.62% of nameplate. The next 1,192 MW of solar generation receives
a summer firm capacity of 5.31% of nameplate. Then, the next 1,490 MW of solar

generation receives a summer firm capacity of 5.31% of nameplate, and so on.

30 FPL 2025 TYSP at 163-165 (Schedule 8) and *° FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr.,

p. 18-19.
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Q. WHAT DOES FPL DO WITH RESPECT TO BATTERY STORAGE
FACILITIES?

A. It develops similar incremental firm capacity value percentages for its 20% PRM
criterion but based on the storage time need on its system versus the hourly storage
rating of the battery storage facilities.’! Table JRD-2 below summarizes these values
for total battery storage capability on the FPL system up to 3,991 MW of installed
battery storage capability. Note that 470 to 991 MW block involves 3-hour storage,

while all of the storage above 991 MW are assumed to be 4-hour storage.

TABLE JRD-2
Summer
Battery Storage
Firm Capacity Value Percentages
Under
FPL 20% PRM Criterion
Storage Total Storage Up to
Firmness MWs
100% 469
67% 991
80% 1,491
73% 1,991
57% 2,491
53% 2,991
50% 3,991

Source: FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for
Production of Documents, No. 15, Whitley
Workpaper “2025 FCV Battery FCV
Duration Calculation- 500 MW
Increments-CONFIDENTIAL.xIsx™ at
“FCV™ tab

31 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr., p. 97-98.
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For winter, FPL currently uses a battery storage firm capacity value percentage of

100% under its 20% PRM criterion.>?

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU SPECIFICALLY EXAMINED THE TIMING
OF FPL’S NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FIRM CAPACITY.

I did so first based on FPL’s 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion. Specifically, I
performed an analysis for FPL’s 2025 TY SP using the 20% PRM criterion and the firm
capacity value percentages for solar energy center and battery storage facility additions
that I have summarized above. Through 2031, FPL’s 2025 TYSP is identical to FPL’s
resource plan presented in Column “(2)” of FPL witness Andrew Whitley’s Exhibit
AWW-7.%%  As such, FPL’s 2025 TYSP includes FPL’s 522 MW NWFL Battery
Storage Project, FPL’s proposed 2026 and 2027 solar energy center and battery storage
facility proposals in this proceeding, and FPL’s projected 2028 and 2029 SoBRA solar
energy center and battery storage facility additions. In my analysis, using information
FPL provided in response to Staff’s Seventh Set of Interrogatories, No. 142 and
Schedule 8 of FPL.’s 2025 TYSP, I created a modified version of Schedule 7.1 of FPL’s
2025 TYSP that backs out the summer firm capacity indicated in Schedule 8 of FPL’s
2025 TYSP that is associated with all of the supply-side resource additions in Schedule
7.1. Ithen also added a column that only adds FPL’s 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage,

the minor combined cycle capacity uprates included in FPL’s 2025 TYSP, and FPL’s

32 FPL 2025 TYSP at 163-165 (Schedule 8) and FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr., p.

97-98.

33 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley May 7, 2025 Deposition, Tr., p. 83-84.
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projected 475 MW combustion turbine addition in 2032. These results are presented
in my Exhibit JRD-1.

The results show that, under FPL’s traditional 20% PRM resource adequacy
criterion, with no resource additions, FPL would have a need for additional firm
capacity starting in Summer 2027. The results also show this need for additional firm
capacity under the 20% PRM criterion is pushed off to Summer 2028 with the addition
of FPL’s 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage Project by the end of 2025 and the
pre-Summer 2027 completion of a projected 47 MW combined cycle capacity uprate.

Note, I have not performed a similar analysis for winter by constructing an
alternate version of Schedule 7.2 of FPL’s 2025 TYSP because Schedule 7.2 of FPL’s
2025 TYSP shows FPL’s reserve margins for winter are much higher (40% or more)
versus those in the summer (typically just above 20%). As such, under FPL’s 20%

PRM criterion, summer drives FPL’s general firm capacity need rather than winter.

YOUR ANALYSIS INDICATES THE 522 MW NWFL BATTERY STORAGE
PROJECT WOULD BE COMPLETED BY THE END OF 2025, BUT IS NOT
NEEDED TO MEET FPL’S GENERAL FIRM CAPACITY NEED UNTIL THE
SUMMER 2027. HAS FPL’S IDENTIFIED ANY OTHER RELIABILITY NEED
FOR THE 522 MW NWFL BATTERY STORAGE PROJECT THAT WOULD
REQUIRE THE PROJECT TO BE FULLY ONLINE PRIOR TO SUMMER
2026?

Yes, in response to discovery, FPL’s has provided information that indicates there is a

local reliability need in Northwest Florida starting this coming winter for the 522 MW
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NWFL Battery Storage Project.** In the discovery response, FPL indicates that
transmission constraints, which are not expected to relieved until January 2027, could
cause the Northwest Florida portion of its system to be deficient in reserves if it had a
repeat of the winter peak load it experienced in December 2022.%° The 522 MW NWFL
Battery Storage Project is the interim solution FPL identified to address the issue.
Given there is an immediate local reliability need and it is very likely there is no other
effective supply-side resource option to meet this need that could have as quickly been
pursued, FPL’s decision to pursue completion prior to Winter 2025 rather than prior to

Summer 2027 appears to be prudent, reasonable and cost-effective.

DO THE RESULTS OF YOUR ANALYSIS OF FPL’S CAPACITY NEED
USING FPL’S TRADITIONAL 20% PRM RESOURCE ADEQUACY
CRITERION SUPPORT A RELIABILITY NEED FOR FPL’S PROPOSED 2026
AND 2027 SOLAR ENERGY CENTER AND BATTERY STORAGE FACILITY
ADDITIONS?

No. As shown in my Exhibit JRD-1, under FPL’s traditional 20% PRM resource
adequacy criterion, after the addition of FPL’s 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage
Project, FPL does not need additional firm capacity until Summer 2028. This

conclusion is further supported by the “Without Proposed 2026 and 2027 Solar and

3 FPL Response to FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories, Nos. 82, 83 and 84 and FPL Response to OPC’s First
Request for Production of Documents, No. 43 at “Confidential — 2025 BESS — Northwest Florida Battery Storage
May BOD Slides 1.”

35 FPL Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 43, “Development” folder at
“Confidential — 2025 BESS — Northwest Florida Battery Storage May BOD Slides 1™ at 3.
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Battery Additions” column of witness Whitley’s Exhibit AWW-5, that does not add

any new firm capacity beyond the 522 MW NWFL Battery Storage Project until 2028.

C. Analysis of Capacity Need under FPL’s Stochastic LOLP Analysis

EARLIER, YOU INDICATED THAT YOU STARTED YOUR REVIEW OF
FPL’S CAPACITY NEED BY PERFORMING AN ANALYSIS OF THAT NEED
UNDER FPL’S TRADITIONAL 20% PRM RESOURCE ADEQUACY
CRITERION. DID YOU PERFORM ADDITIONAL REVIEW AND
ANALYSIS BEYOND THAT TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS?

Yes. FPL in this proceeding has proposed major changes to how it performs its analysis
for its probabilistic LOLP resource adequacy criterion. This is the criterion under
which capacity need is determined as the amount of capacity necessary to provide a
targeted LOLE of no more than one loss of firm load event day in ten years (or no more
than 0.1 loss of firm load event days per year). As I discussed earlier in my testimony,
FPL has traditionally performed its LOLP analysis using TIGER with a focus on the
peak load hour of each day and that TIGER analysis has not at any time in recent years
required FPL to acquire more firm capacity than is necessary under its traditional
20% PRM resource adequacy criterion. FPL’s specific proposal in this proceeding is
to determine its capacity needs based on the results of a stochastic LOLP analysis
performed by E3 on FPL’s behalf using E3’s proprietary Renewable Energy Capacity
Planning Model (“RECAP”) software package based on inputs and assumptions
provided by FPL with no input from FPL’s other stakeholders including, but not limited

to, the Commission Staff and OPC. FPL’s proposal, if adopted, would cause a very
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large 1,663 MW “perfect” capacity step increase in FPL’s Summer 2027 capacity need

versus FPL’s capacity need for Summer 2027 under its traditional 20% PRM resource
adequacy criterion. To my knowledge, FPL is the first utility within Florida to propose

determining its capacity needs based on a stochastic LOLP analysis.

WHAT IS “PERFECT” CAPACITY?

“Perfect” capacity is capacity that is available at all times to produce energy up to its
stated MW amount of capacity during any hour of the year with no restrictions
whatsoever. As such, it is firmer than what FPL deems firm capacity under its
traditional 20% PRM resource adequacy criteria. Specifically, while 100% of the
seasonal-rated capability of FPL’s fossil and nuclear generating facilities counts as firm
capacity under FPL’s 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion, based on E3’s Stochastic
LOLP analysis, only approximately 89% of that amount on average is “perfect”
capacity.’® So, to cure a “perfect” capacity need of 1,663 MW with new combustion
turbine generation additions, those combustion turbine generator additions might need
to total as much as 1,869 MW of summer rated capability depending on their expected
equivalent forced outage rate and other factors that restrict the availability of those
combustion turbine generators to provide energy at their rated capability during all

hours of the year.*’

36 Exhibit AWW-1 at 21-26 under “Thermal + Kingfisher 1/2.”
371,869 MW = 1,663 MW / 89%
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WHAT DIFFERENTIATES STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS PERFORMED
WITH A SOFTWARE PACKAGE SUCH AS E3’S RECAP VERSUS THE LOLP
ANALYSIS FPL HAS HISTORICALLY PERFORMED USING THE TIGER
SOFTWARE PACKAGE?

There are a number of differences. First, FPL’s TIGER analysis only examines the
peak load hour of each day of the year, while a stochastic LOLP analysis examines all
hours of the year.’® While it has historically been an appropriate simplification to just
examine the peak load hour of each days, it ceases to be so once a utility system has had
a large enough penetration of renewable generation (especially solar generation) that it
has caused the time of the utility system’s greatest demand on its conventional fossil
and nuclear generation resources (and other non-renewable resources) to significantly
shift from the time of the utility system’s peak system demand hour (typically in the
mid-afternoon in the summer) to other hours (such as summer evening hours). This
demand is often referred to as the utility system’s net demand and typically calculated
as the utility’s demand in an hour less the portion of that demand that is being supplied
by solar and/or wind generation in that hour. The utility’s peak level of net demand is
often referred to as the utility’s net peak.

Another difference highlighted by FPL is that FPL’s traditional LOLP analysis
with TIGER modeled expected generation unavailability based upon historic forced
outage rates, resulting in a cumulative probability matrix of potential unit outages,
while stochastic LOLP analysis simulates random selection of plant outages, which is

generally viewed as better reflecting the unpredictable nature of unavailable generation

38 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 10-12.
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as observed in normal system operations.’ Finally, FPL highlights the ability in
stochastic LOLP analysis to produce a reliability assessment that captures the natural
variability in solar generation energy production due to weather conditions — another

factor that cannot be readily modeled in FPL’s traditional TIGER LOLP analysis.*

ARE THERE OTHER SOFTWARE PACKAGES BESIDES E3’S RECAP
THAT CAN BE USED TO PERFORM STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS?
I am aware of two. The first is PowerGEM, LLC’s SERVM® and the other is GE
Vernova’s Multi-Area Reliability Simulation (“MARS®”) software package.
SERVM® is used by many electric utilities, ISOs, RTOs, and reliability
organizations to perform stochastic LOLP analysis. Examples of these include, but are
not limited to, DTE Electric Company, MISO, Public Service Company of New
Mexico (“PNM”) and SERC. As noted earlier in my testimony, I have experience with
the use of SERVM® for stochastic LOLP analysis. I have limited knowledge of and

no experience with MARS®.

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO FPL’S PROPOSAL TO USE STOCHASTIC
LOLP ANALYSIS TO DETERMINE ITS CAPACITY NEED?

While I conceptually agree the use of stochastic LOLP analysis is the most appropriate
approach for a utility system with high levels of renewable (especially solar)
generation, 1 have serious concerns with respect to the specific stochastic LOLP

analysis that was performed by E3 for FPL based on the inputs and assumptions

3 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 13.
40 FPL Witness Andrew Whitley Direct Testimony, p. 13-14.
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provided by FPL. Specifically, I am concerned that the Stochastic LOLP analysis that
was performed may be overly conservative and as a result may be significantly
overstating the amount of additional capacity FPL needs by Summer 2027 above and
beyond what its traditional 20% PRM resource adequacy criterion would require in

order to achieve a LOLE target of 0.1 event days per year or less.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S STOCHASTIC LOLP
ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?
There are seven reasons. First, FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis suggests FPL is
currently significantly short of capacity given that it is indicating FPL needs nearly the
equivalent of 1,900 MW of new fossil generation in 2027 above and beyond what it
would need under its traditional 20% PRM criterion and would have a LOLE of
0.74 event days per year (the equivalent of 7.4 event days in ten years) in 20274 if that
amount capacity (or the “perfect” capacity equivalent of it from other types of
resources) is not added. If that were true, I would have expected to have started to see
more frequent FPL declarations of North America Electric Reliability Corporation
(“NERC”) Energy Emergency Alerts (“EEAs”) under NERC Reliability Standard
EOP-011-4 over the last ten years.*?
There are three levels of NERC EEAs:
e EFA Level 1: All available generation resources in use.
e EFA Level 2: (Non-firm) load management procedure in effect.

e EEA Level 3: Firm Load interruption is imminent or in progress.*?

41 Exhibit AWW-1, p. 21; FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories, No. 350 (a).
42 A copy of NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4 is provided in my Exhibit JRD-2.
#NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4 at 13-14.
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Only the last of these three EEA levels involves the occurrence of a loss of firm load
event. Furthermore, EEA Level 1 and EEA Level 2 are expected to occur with some
level of frequency when an entity has significant demand responses and a LOLE close
to 0.1 event days per year. This is because Demand Side Management (“DSM”) is
typically deployed during an EEA Level 1 or EEA Level 2 declaration.

The last time FPL had an EEA Level 1 declaration on its system, never mind a
EEA Level 2 or EEA Level 2 declaration, was April 28, 2017 due to FPL’s expected
use of DSM over its peak load that day.** FPL has not made any EEA Level 2 or EEA
Level 3 declaration on its system since at least January 1,2016.% FPL indicates it came
close to making a EEA Level 1 declaration in August 2024 when its system was
impacted by hot weather.*® This said, FPL has not identified any recent year trend in
either its declaration or near declaration of NERC EEAs that would suggest FPL is not
carrying sufficient capacity on its system and needs a big step in increase in its capacity
supply (by 1,663 MW) versus the status quo method of determining its need for

capacity.

WHAT IS YOUR SECOND REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S
STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?

FPL has not provided any evidence that there is either currently a resource adequacy
problem on its system or that it expects one in 2026. When asked in discovery whether

it had any reason to believe its current Stochastic LOLE or its expected Stochastic

4 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories, No. 350 (d).
4 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories, No. 350 (e) and (f).
46 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories, No. 350 (k).
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LOLE for 2026 are in excess of 0.1 event days per year, FPL indicated it had not
projected those values and “while no stochastic evaluations were performed, FPL
consistently evaluates it system on operational basis.”*’ Given FPL’s response, FPL
clearly does not believe it currently has a resource adequacy problem on its system or
expects to have one in 2026. Yet, given the very large magnitude of additional capacity
need FPL claims it has for 2027 based on its Stochastic LOLP analysis (above and
beyond what would be needed under its traditional 20% PRM criterion) and the high
stochastic LOLE of 0.74 event days per year that it has predicted for 2027 if that
additional capacity is not added, I would expect FPL to be indicating that it currently
has a stochastic LOLE in excess of 0.1 event days per year or at least expects a
stochastic LOLE in excess of 0.1 events days per years in 2026. FPL has not done this.
This leads me to further believe FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis may be overly

conservative.

WHAT IS YOUR THIRD REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S
STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?

Both NERC and SERC perform and report on long-term stochastic LOLP analysis of
their own and neither is identifying any significant issue with Florida through 2028.
Both have switched to reporting other stochastic LOLP measures than LOLE because
LOLE does not provide any information with respect to the expected length or breadth
of loss of load events and a LOLE result on one utility system may have a very different

length and breadth than the same LOLE result on a different utility system.

47 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories, No. 351 (a), (b), and (c).
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Specifically, NERC and SERC are instead reporting Loss of Load Hours (“LOLH”),
the expected number of hours per year of loss of firm load, and Expected Unserved
Energy (“EUE”), the expected total amount of unserved firm energy per year measured
in terms of MWh or, alternatively on a normalized basis, parts per million (“ppm”) of
total annual system energy consumption. Using these two metrics, NERC has defined
the following three risk categories:

e High Risk: Annual LOLH exceed 2.4 hours per year for one or more years,
annual normalized EUE exceeds 20 ppm, and/or resource adequacy target(s) of
regulatory authority or market operator not met.

e Elevated Risk: Annual LOLH is between 0.1 and 2.4 hours per year for one or
more years, annual normalized EUE is non-zero but less than 20 ppm, and/or
plausible scenarios of above-normal demand and/or low-resource conditions
associated with a one-per-decade event indicated risk of load loss.

e Normal Risk: Annual LOLH is below 0.1 hours per year for all years and
annual normalized EUE is negligible or zero.*®

While NERC in its 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment (“LTRA”) identified
several areas in the U.S. with either a High Risk or an Elevated Risk over the period of
2025 through 2029, SERC-Florida Peninsula and SERC-Southeast were not among

them.*® They were categorized as having a Normal Risk.*® For 2028, SERC-Florida

Peninsula had a stochastic LOLP analysis result of a LOLH of 0.02 hours per year and

“ NERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, December 2024 at 11-12. A copy of the relevant excerpts
from the NERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment is provided in my Exhibit JRD-3.

¥ NERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, December 2024, p. 6.

S0NERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, December 2024, p. 6.
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an EUE of 0.06 PPM.’! SERC-Southeast had a result of a LOLH of 0.00 hours per
year and an EUE of 0.00 PPM.>> SERC, in its 2024-2034 SERC Annual Long-Term
Reliability Assessment Report shows the same stochastic LOLP analysis results, which
SERC indicates were produced using SERVM®.® There is no evidence in the NERC
and SERC reports of a need for a large step increase in capacity supply for FPL in
Summer 2027 in order to maintain resource adequacy. If there was a problem that
required such a large step increase in FPL’s capacity supply by Summer 2027, I would
have expected it to also manifest itself in terms of there being at least an Elevated Risk
in SERC-Florida Peninsula or SERC-Southeast in the NERC and SERC reports, not a

Normal Risk.

WHAT IS YOUR FOURTH REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S
STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?

My fourth reason is that the FPL Stochastic LOLP analysis appears rushed. The FPL’s
Stochastic LOLP analysis appears to rushed because: (i) it didn’t commence until late
October 2024,%* (ii) it was not completed until less than one month before FPL made
its filing February 28, 2025 filing in this proceeding,’” (iii) it did not examine either
FPL’s current stochastic LOLE or expected its stochastic LOLE for 2026, (iv) it did

not examine the stochastic LOLE for FPL’s principal base case for evaluating its 2026

SINERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, December 2024, p. 103.

S2NERC 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment, December 2024, p. 107.

332024-2034 SERC Annual Long-Term Reliability Assessment Report at 16-17. A copy of the relevant excerpts
from the 2024-2034 SERC Annual Long-Term Reliability Assessment Report is provided in my Exhibit JRD-4.
3* May 29, 2025 Deposition of Arne Olson Tr., p. 32. (Errata pending).

35 FPL Exhibit AWW-1 at 1 and FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Request for Production, No. 138 a. at “OPC
POD 16-138-2025-01-27 FPL RA Check-In.pdf”.

3 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Interrogatories, No. 351 (a), (b) and (¢).
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and 2027 proposed solar energy center and battery storage facility additions,’” and (v)
it was not supported with direct testimony on behalf of FPL by a witness from E3 who

either performed the analysis or directly supervised its performance.’®

In my
experience, there is a tendency, when performing a study on a rushed basis, to lean
toward being conservative with respect to reliability when making assumptions. This
increases the likelihood of the study being overly conservative. Furthermore, a rushed

study is more likely to encounter errors — errors that could have contributed to an overly

conservative result.

WHAT IS YOUR FIFTH REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S STOCHASTIC
LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?

My fifth reason is that at least one of the assumptions that was made was overly
conservative. Specifically, during the May 29, 2025 deposition of Mr. Olson, he
confirmed that E3’s modeling for FPL included an assumption that FPL is an electrical
island.”® This is, of course, not the case. Also, in my experience, it is not the most
common practice, even for utilities that have only limited transmission access to other
utility systems, to assume they are a complete electrical island. Furthermore, while
Florida itself has limited transmission access to utility systems located outside of

Florida, within Florida, there is a significant ability to call on neighbors. That ability

57 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Interrogatories, No. 351 (d) through (h); Staff’s Third Interrogatories, No.
44 Corrected Supplemental; and Exhibit AWW-5.

38 Instead, FPL witness Whitely sponsored the analysis as his Exhibit AWW-1 even though FPL did not perform
the Stochastic LOLP analysis itself and witness Whitely did not directly supervise the performance of the
Stochastic LOLP analysis by E3’s personnel.

3 May 29, 2025 Deposition of Arne Olson, Tr., p. 83-84 and 198-199. (Errata pending).
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can and should be probabilistically modeled. To not model the ability at all is overly

conservative.

WHAT IS YOUR SIXTH REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE FPL’S
STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE?

My sixth reason is that not all of the workpapers for the Stochastic LOLP analysis were
provided in a timely manner. Specifically, they were requested very early in this
proceeding in OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents No. 15, and FPL left
the impression they had all been provided. However, during Mr. Olson’s May 29, 2025
deposition, it became clear that several had not as of that time been provided including,
but not limited to, the detailed workpapers for FPL’s 2027 cases with and without 1,400
MW of additional battery storage added.®® This limited intervenors’ ability to
independently review the assumptions and inputs used in FPL’s Stochastic LOLP
analysis, which is an essential part of ensuring that the results are not overly

conservative.

WHAT IS YOUR SEVENTH AND FINAL REASON WHY YOU BELIEVE
FPL’S STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE OVERLY
CONSERVATIVE?

My last reason is that no FPL stakeholders, including the Commission Staff or OPC,
were given an opportunity to provide any input, never mind meaningful input, with

respect to the assumptions utilized in the analysis. FPL inherently has an incentive to

60 May 29, 2025 Deposition of Arne Olson, Tr., p. 68 and 208-210. (Errata pending).
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grow its rate base to increase the returns to its shareholders. As such, FPL cannot be
relied upon alone to root out overly conservative assumptions. Review and meaningful

input from other FPL stakeholders is needed to help ensure that occurs.

WHILE YOU BELIEVE FPL’S STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS MAY BE
OVERLY CONSERVATIVE AND, AS A RESULT, OVERSTATING FPL’S
CAPACITY NEED FOR RESOURCE ADEQUACY IN 2027, DO YOU
BELIEVE SOME AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL CAPACITY BEYOND THAT
WHICH WOULD BE REQUIRED TO MEET FPL’S TRADITIONAL 20%
PRM CRITERION MAY BE NECESSARY TO PROVIDE RESOURCE
ADEQUACY IN 2027?

Yes. First, FPL is just under a 30,000 MW demand utility system, had 7,038 MWac
of nameplate solar generation at the end of 2024, and currently in 2025 has a total of
7,932 MW ¢ of such nameplate solar generation.®! Thus, FPL has a high level of solar
generation penetration that does require a move to stochastic LOLP analysis because
at some point any historic conservatism that may have been inherent in its traditional
20% PRM criterion with respect to achieving a LOLE of 0.1 event days per year will
eventually be washed away by the shift of FPL’s greatest loss of load risk hours from
the time of its system peak hour in the summer afternoon to summer evening hours due
to FPL’s heavy pursuit of solar generation. It is possible FPL has just reached that
point such that its forecast load growth coupled with further pursuit of new solar

generation will put FPL into a position that its traditional 20% PRM criterion will not

61 FPL 2025 TYSP, p. 25, Exhibit AWW-5; FPL Witness Tim Oliver Direct Testimony, p. 5-6.
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provide it with a LOLE of 0.1 event days per year or less in 2027. This said, this does
not mean FPL necessarily needs 1,663 MW of additional “perfect’ capacity for Summer
2027 to achieve a LOLE of 0.1 event days per year of less. As I have discussed, I am
concerned FPL’s stochastic LOLE analysis may be overly conservative and as a result
significantly overstating the additional capacity FPL needs for Summer 2027 to achieve
a LOLE of 0.1 event days per year of less.

Second, there is clear evidence that FPL is encountering challenges with the
operation of its system related to its large investments in solar generation that FPL did
not identify in advance from its Aurora® analysis. Specifically, E3 was not originally
hired to provide a stochastic LOLP analysis to support proposed resource additions in
this proceeding. E3’s involvement with FPL instead has its origin in unexpected
operational reserve problems that FPL encountered in Spring 2023 when lower than
normal operational reserves were available during net system peak hours.5

FPL indicates these instances occurred during a period of higher than expected
load and a high level of units on maintenance.®® To address these problems, FPL had
to scramble to react to lower reserves being available, had to postpone overhauls, and
make short-term power purchases.®® FPL later identified that its current generation
overhaul planning process required modification to address solar energy generation

decline in the late afternoon leading to a reduction in reserve margin during peak net

demand.® It also at that time identified both short-term mitigations (reducing planned

62 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Interrogatories, No. 350 (h).

8 Jd.

6 FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Request for Production of Documents, No. 138 (b), “OPC POD 16-138 —
Overhaul Scheduling with Increased Solar Penetration — 0928.pdf™.

& Id.
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overhauls, purchasing long-term firm power, dispatch of Manatee 1 and 2 and/or
increase regular DSM use when short-term solution are limited) and long-term
mitigations (install batteries on a more aggressive schedule, contract new conventional
generation or pursue long-term Purchase Power Agreements (“PPAs”).%® FPL at that
time also identified other operational issues with solar generation including: (i) reduced
margin also limiting the ability to schedule maintenance; (ii) increased daily cycling of
conventional generation; (iii) solar forecasting uncertainty; and (iv) solar power
swings.®” FPL continued to work on these issues into the early part of 2024 and this
eventually led to FPL engaging E3 to assist it with the operational reserves issue.®® To
perform that work, E3 constructed more sophisticated production cost modeling of the
FPL system for 2027 using PLEXOS ST® and identified that FPL may need better
tools to address operating reserve needs in operations and planning.®® It was E3’s
PLEXOS modeling work in 2024 that uncovered what E3 believed to be “red flags”
with respect to FPL’s resource adequacy in 2027.7 This led to E3 being redirected to
focus on a new 5% track of work, which was to perform a stochastic LOLP analysis for
FPL, beginning in the fourth quarter of 2024.”!

In summary, FPL is experiencing operational challenges on its system due to
the level of FPL’s solar generation investments that were not adequately detected by

FPL’s Aurora® and TIGER modeling and this may be symptomatic of FPL needing

8 FPL Response to Staff’s Third Interrogatories, No. 35.

% FPL Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Request for Production of Documents, No. 138 (a), “OPC POD 16-138 —
FP&L Exec Briefing 2025.01.06.pdf”.

0 Id.; May 29, 2025 Deposition of Arne Olson, Tr., p. 36-37. (Errata pending).

"I FPL Response to Staff’s Third Interrogatories, No. 35; May 29, 2025 Deposition of Arne Olson, Tr., p. 36-37
and 51. (Errata pending).
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some level of additional capacity for Summer 2027 beyond that which would be

necessary to meet FPL’s traditional 20% PRM criterion.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE COMMISSION WITH
RESPECT TO FPL’S STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

I recommend that the capacity need identified by FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis in
this proceeding be limited in its application to FPL’s 2026 and 2027 test years. For this
reason, the fact FPL may have access to other resource options for 2028 including
Project Commodore, and the reasons discussed by OPC witness Schultz, I also
recommend that FPL’s proposed SoBRA for 2028 and 2029 should be rejected by the
Commission. As I have discussed, FPL likely has some need for additional capacity
beyond what is necessary to meet its traditional 20% PRM. However, as | have also
discussed, it appears FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis may be overly conservative and
potentially significantly overstating the additional capacity FPL requires beyond its
traditional 20% PRM criterion in order to assure resource adequacy. For this reason,
in my opinion, the best course of action for the Commission to take is to limit the
applicability of the capacity need identified by FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis in this
proceeding to FPL’s 2026 and 2027 test years in the proceeding and to put conditions
on FPL’s future use of stochastic LOLP analysis to justify generation additions.
Specifically, I recommend the Commission:

e Require FPL to identify the current Stochastic LOLP for its system as well as

the expected Stochastic LOLP for its system in 2026;
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To the extent the LOLP value for either of those time periods is greater than
0.1 event days per year, require FPL to identify to the Commission whether
there is an unreasonably high risk of a loss of load event on its system during
those time periods, and, if so, identify all steps FPL is taking to minimize the
likelihood of that risk being significantly greater than the normal risk that
exists;
Require FPL to reconcile the 2027 results of its Stochastic LOLP analysis
with the stochastic LOLP analysis results of the NERC 2024 Long-Term
Reliability Assessment and the 2024-2034 SERC Annual Long-Term
Reliability Assessment Report;
Require FPL, in future proceedings where it proposes to use stochastic LOLP
analysis to justify generation additions to:
= Provide all FPL stakeholders a reasonable opportunity, prior to and
during the analysis, to provide meaningful input with respect to the
assumptions being utilized in the analysis;
= Coordinate with the other utilities jurisdictional to the Commission to
help ensure a consistent approach is used for stochastic LOLP analysis
in Florida.
= Have the analysis subject to review from an independent third-party
not affiliated with either FPL or the contractor who performed the

analysis on behalf of FPL; and
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= Provide direct testimony from an expert witness who either performed,

or directly supervised the performance of, the analysis.

III.  FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 SOLAR AND BATTERY ADDITIONS

ASSUMING FPL DOES HAVE THE “PERFECT” CAPACITY NEED FOR
2027 THAT IT HAS IDENTIFIED IN ITS STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS IN
THIS PROCEEDING, IS THAT SUFFICIENT ALONE TO SHOW THAT FPL
HAS A RELIABILITY NEED FOR ITS 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED SOLAR
ENERGY CENTER AND BATTERY STORAGE FACILITIES IN THEIR
ENTIRETY?

No. First, the total nameplate capacity amounts of solar generation and battery storage
proposed by FPL for 2026 and 2027 with in-service dates prior to Summer 2027
significantly exceed the amounts assumed in the Stochastic LOLP analysis case that
FPL uses to justify the need for them from a reliability perspective (“TYP Portfolio +
1,400 of Storage,” Exhibit AWW-1, page 22). Second, FPL has not provided any
economic analysis showing the solar generation and battery storage additions in the
amounts and proportions it has proposed for 2026 and 2027 are the most cost effective
way to address the “perfect” capacity need for 2027 identified by FPL’s Stochastic
LOLP analysis. Furthermore, due to the large investment in solar generation that FPL
has made to date on its system (7,932 MW ac on nameplate basis), solar generation now
only provides very limited “perfect” capacity (marginally, 17% of nameplate capacity
per Exhibit AWW-1, page 22) versus other resource types such as battery storage

(marginally, 76% of nameplate capacity per Exhibit AWW-1, page 22) such that solar
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generation is much less likely than in the past to be a cost-effective choice for meeting
FPL’s capacity needs. Third, the operational reserves problem FPL experienced in
Spring 2023 continues to exist and challenge FPL and has also revealed that FPL’s
Aurora® modeling at this time is not likely able to capture all of the challenges and
costs that would be associated with further investing in new solar generation. Finally,
analysis I have performed, which corrects the expected in-service solar generation and
battery storage resource levels for Summer and uses the cumulative “perfect” capacity
curves for solar generation and battery storage developed in FPL’s Stochastic LOLP
analysis (including the interactions between the solar and battery curves),”” shows that
FPL’s proposed 2026 and 2027 battery storage facility additions in this proceeding are
alone capable of providing a stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE of 0.1 event days per year
or less. FPL’s proposed 2026 and 2027 solar energy center additions are not necessary
for FPL to achieve a stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE of 0.1 event days per year or less

for 2027.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU DETERMINED THE TOTAL NAMEPLATE
CAPACITY AMOUNTS OF SOLAR GENERATION AND BATTERY
STORAGE PROPOSED BY FPL FOR 2026 AND 2027 WITH IN-SERVICE
DATES PRIOR TO SUMMER 2027 SIGNIFICANTLY EXCEED THE
AMOUNTS ASSUMED IN THE STOCHASTIC LOLP ANALYSIS CASE
THAT FPL USES TO JUSTIFY THE NEED FOR THEM FROM A

RELIABILITY PERSPECTIVE.

2 Exhibit AWW-1, p. 28.
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A. For FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy center and battery storage facility

additions in this proceeding, FPL witness Laney in her revenue requirement
workpapers shows a total of 1,490 MW ¢ of the 2026 and 2027 solar resources and
1,867 MW of the 2026 and 2027 battery storage resources in service by April 2027.7
When added to FPL’s end-of-2025 utility solar total of 7,932 MW and battery storage
total of 991 MW, this adds up to 9,422 MW of utility solar and 2,858 MW of battery
storage. In contrast, the Stochastic LOLP analysis case that FPL uses to justify the
need for them from a reliability perspective (“TYP Portfolio + 1,400 of Storage”,
Exhibit AWW-1 at page 22) only shows a total of 8,946 MW of utility solar and 2,391
MW of battery storage, which is lower by 476 MW of utility solar and 447 MW of
battery storage.

To estimate how the additional 476 MW of utility solar generation and 447 MW
of battery storage would change the Stochastic LOLP analysis results for the “TYP
Portfolio + 1,400 of Storage” that are on page 22 of Exhibit AWW-1, I applied the
cumulative “perfect” capacity curves for solar generation and battery storage developed
in FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis (including the interactions between the solar and
battery curves) that are presented on page 28 of Exhibit AWW-1 and interpolated and
extrapolated from the Stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE values for the two 2027 cases
that were examined in Exhibit AWW-1."* The result of this estimate are shown in

Exhibit JRD-5. As can be seen from that exhibit, with my revision to reflect pre-

3 FPL Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Laney folder, “SoBRA Revenue
Requirements.xlsx™, “Rev. Req. Detail” tab.

4 Exhibit AWW-1, p. 20-22; FPL Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15,
Whitley folder, “2025-02-21 RA Study Workpapers.xlsx”, “Loads, Capacity Short & LOLE” tab; and FPL
Response to OPC’s Sixteenth Interrogatories, No. 350 (a).
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Summer 2027 in-service dates, I estimate that for 2027 FPL.’s 2026 and 2027 solar and
battery storage additions would produce a “perfect” capacity surplus of 204 MW rather
than a deficit of 273 MW and a stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE of 0.097 event days
per year rather than one of 0.105 event days per year. As a result, not all of FPL’s 2026
and 2027 proposed solar and battery storage additions in this proceeding are necessary

for reliability.

PLEASE FURTHER EXPLAIN YOUR CONCERN WITH RESPECT TO FPL
NOT PROVIDING ANY ECONOMIC ANALYSIS SHOWING THE SOLAR
GENERATION AND BATTERY STORAGE ADDITIONS IN THE AMOUNTS
AND PROPORTIONS IT HAS PROPOSED FOR 2026 AND 2027 ARE THE
MOST COST EFFECTIVE WAY TO ADDRESS THE “PERFECT”
CAPACITY NEED FOR 2027 IDENTIFIED BY FPL’S STOCHASTIC LOLP
ANALYSIS AND HOW THAT, WITH YOUR OTHER CONCERNS, LED YOU
TO EXPLORING WHETHER JUST ADDING FPL’S 2026 AND 2027
PROPOSED BATTERY STORAGE ADDITIONS IS SUFFICIENT TO MEET
FPL’S 2027 “PERFECT” CAPACITY NEED.
For FPL to demonstrate a proposed resource addition for reliability is prudent,
reasonable and cost effective, it is not enough for FPL to demonstrate that the proposed
resource addition will satisfy a reliability need such as resource adequacy. FPL must
also show that the proposed resource addition is the most cost-effective way to address
the reliability need.

In this proceeding, FPL did not use Aurora® to determine the most

cost-effective way for it to make solar generation and battery storage additions in 2026
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and 2027 to meet its capacity need in 2027. Instead, it performed the Aurora® analysis
summarized in Exhibit AWW-5 that compared a case with its 2026 and 2027 proposed
solar and battery storage additions to one that instead added new combustion turbine
generation each year starting in 2028. While this provides insight with respect the cost
effectiveness of FPL’s 2026 and 2027 solar and battery storage versus a hypothetical
scenario of pursuing new combustion turbines storage generation beginning in 2028, it
provides absolutely no insight with respect to whether it would be most cost effective
to meet FPL’s 2027 capacity need with all solar generation, all battery storage, the
combination of solar generation and battery storage that FPL proposed, or a different
combination of solar generation and battery storage. Therefore, FPL has not shown its
specific 2026 and 2027 proposed combination of solar generation and battery storage
addition is the most cost-effective way to meet its 2027 capacity need.

This, combined with the concerns I also raised above with respect to solar
generation additions no longer being a good source of “perfect” capacity for FPL,
FPL’s current Aurora® modeling not necessarily being able to properly capture all of
the costs associated with further FPL solar generation additions, and FPL’s 2026 and
2027 solar and generation additions providing more “perfect’ capacity than necessary
for 2027, led to me exploring whether FPL’s “perfect” capacity need could be met
without FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed solar generation additions or at least without

FPL’s 2027 solar generation additions.
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PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THIS EXPLORATION WAS PERFORMED AND
HOW IT LED YOU TO CONCLUDE FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED
SOLAR GENERATION ADDITIONS ARE NOT NECESSARY TO MEET
FPL’S “PERFECT” CAPACITY NEED FOR 2027.

For both a case without FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed solar generation additions and
a case without just FPL’s 2027 solar generation additions, I once again estimated
stochastic LOLP analysis results by applying the cumulative “perfect” capacity curves
for solar generation and battery storage developed in FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis
(including the interactions between the solar and battery curves) and interpolated and
extrapolated from the Stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE values for the two 2027 cases
that were examined in Exhibit AWW-1. The results for my case without FPL’s 2026
and 2027 proposed solar generation additions is summarized in Exhibit JRD-6. The
results for my case just without FPL’s 2027 proposed solar generation additions is
summarized in Exhibit JRD-7.

As shown in Exhibit JRD-6, for my case without FPL’s 2026 and 2027
proposed solar generation additions, I estimate a “perfect’ capacity deficit of only
89 MW and a stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE of 0.101 event days per year. This is
sufficiently close to a LOLE of 0.1 events day per year or less to be considered resource
adequate.

As shown in Exhibit JRD-7, for my case just without FPL’s 2027 proposed
solar generation additions, I estimate a “perfect’ capacity surplus of 90 MW and a
stochastic LOLP analysis LOLE of 0.098 event days per year. This is clearly a resource

adequate result.
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Based on these results, FPL’s “perfect” capacity need for 2027 and Stochastic
LOLP analysis LOLE target of 0.1 event day per year or less can be adequately met
with FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed battery storage facility additions alone. FPL’s
2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy center additions are not necessary to meet this
need and, thus, are not necessary for reliability. Therefore, as I discussed earlier in my
testimony, demonstration of the prudence, reasonableness and cost effectiveness of
FPL’s 2026 and 2027 solar generation additions would require a demonstration that the
economic case for those additions is robust and they are not being pursued for the
purpose of making off-system sales. Specifically, with off-system sales excluded, they
should provide a CPVRR breakeven within ten years of entering service and CPVRR

benefit to cost ratio of at least 1.15 over their book life.

HAS FPL PERFORMED ANY ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF A CASE THAT
INCLUDES ALL OF FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED SOLAR
GENERATION AND BATTERY STORAGE ADDITIONS VERSUS A CASE
THAT ONLY INCLUDES FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED BATTERY
STORAGE ADDITIONS IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE ROBUSTNESS OF
THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED SOLAR
GENERATION ADDITIONS?

No, it has not provided one in either its direct testimony or its responses to discovery
as of the filing date of this testimony. As a result, FPL has not shown pursuit of its
proposed 2026 and 2027 solar energy center additions is prudent, reasonable, and

cost-effective. Also, even if there was, for the reasons I discussed earlier in my
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testimony, it is questionable whether FPL’s current Aurora® modeling would capture

all of the costs associated with such additions at this time.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE COMMISSION WITH
RESPECT TO FPL’S 2026 AND 2027 PROPOSED SOLAR ENERGY CENTER
AND BATTERY STORAGE FACILITY ADDITIONS IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

Assuming the Commission allows FPL to use FPL’s Stochastic LOLP analysis in this
proceeding to determine FPL’s capacity need for 2027, a reliability need for FPL’s
2026 and 2027 battery storage facility additions has been demonstrated such that I do
not oppose finding FPL’s pursuit of them is prudent, reasonable and cost effective.
However, with respect to FPL’s 2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy centers in this
proceeding, FPL has not demonstrated that these proposed solar energy center additions
are necessary for reliability or demonstrated that they have a robust economic case
associated with them. In addition, as I have discussed in detail in my testimony, it does
not appear FPL’s current Aurora® economic modeling fully considers all of the costs
associated with FPL further pursuing solar generation additions on its system. For
these reasons, I recommend the Commission reject FPL’s requested approval of its
2026 and 2027 proposed solar energy centers additions and exclude the costs of these
proposed facilities from FPL’s 2026 and 2027 projected test years in this proceeding.
Based on FPL Witness Ina Laney’s workpapers, this adjustment in isolation would

reduce the non-fuel portion of FPL’s proposed revenue requirement by $77.7 million
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for 2026 and $153.6 million for 2027. OPC Witness Schultz’s testimony encompasses

the other accounting impacts of my recommendation.

EARLIER IN YOUR TESTIMONY, YOU RECOMMENDED THAT THE
COMMISSION REJECT FPL’S PROPOSED SOBRA MECHANISM IN THIS
PROCEEDING FOR 2028 AND 2029. IF, DESPITE YOUR
RECOMMENDATION, THE COMMISSION INSTEAD DECIDES TO
APPROVE A SOBRA FOR FPL FOR 2028 AND 2029, DO YOU HAVE ANY
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO CONDITIONING SUCH
APPROVAL?

Yes, to the extent the SOBRA involves the pursuit of supply-side resource additions
that are not fully needed to meet a reliability need for the year they enter service (or in
the immediately following six months), consistent with my earlier testimony herein,
the portion of the additions that is excess of what is needed to cost effectively meet the
reliability need should only be approved to the extent they are for the purpose of serving
FPL’s retail customers and have robust economic case associated with it. As I have
discussed on my testimony, for the investment to have a robust economic case it should
be demonstrated that it both has a CPVRR breakeven with ten years of entering service
and a CPVRR benefit to cost ratio of 1.15 or greater by the end of the book life of the
investment. As I also discussed in greater detail earlier in my testimony herein, the
foregoing demonstrations are necessary to help ensure the investment is consistent with
providing reliable electric service at lowest reasonable cost to FPL’s customers and not

a speculative investment.
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I Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

2 Al Yes, it does.
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Qualifications of James R. Dauphinais

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
James R. Dauphinais. My business address is 16690 Swingley Ridge Road, Suite 140,

Chesterfield, MO 63017, USA.

PLEASE STATE YOUR OCCUPATION.
I am a consultant in the field of public utility regulation and a Managing Principal with
the firm of Brubaker & Associates, Inc. (“BAI”), energy, economic and regulatory

consultants.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE.

I graduated from Hartford State Technical College in 1983 with an Associate's Degree
in Electrical Engineering Technology. Subsequent to graduation, I was employed by
the Transmission Planning Department of the Northeast Utilities Service Company’’
as an Engineering Technician.

While employed as an Engineering Technician, I completed undergraduate
studies at the University of Hartford. I graduated in 1990 with a Bachelor's Degree in
Electrical Engineering. Subsequent to graduation, I was promoted to the position of
Associate Engineer. Between 1993 and 1994, I completed graduate level courses in

the study of power system analysis, power system transients and power system

75In 2015, Northeast Utilities changed its name to Eversource Energy.
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protection through the Engineering Outreach Program of the University of Idaho. By
1996 I had been promoted to the position of Senior Engineer.

In the employment of the Northeast Utilities Service Company, 1 was
responsible for conducting thermal, voltage and stability analyses of the Northeast
Utilities' transmission system to support planning and operating decisions. This
involved the use of load flow, power system stability and production cost computer
simulations. It also involved examination of potential solutions to operational and
planning problems including, but not limited to, transmission line solutions and the
routes that might be utilized by such transmission line solutions. Among the most
notable achievements I had in this area include the solution of a transient stability
problem near Millstone Nuclear Power Station, and the solution of a small signal (or
dynamic) stability problem near Seabrook Nuclear Power Station. In 1993 1 was
awarded the Chairman's Award, Northeast Utilities’ highest employee award, for my
work involving stability analysis in the vicinity of Millstone Nuclear Power Station.

From 1990 to 1996, I represented Northeast Utilities on the New England Power
Pool Stability Task Force. 1 also represented Northeast Utilities on several other
technical working groups within the New England Power Pool (“NEPOOL”) and the
Northeast Power Coordinating Council (“NPCC”), including the 1992-1996
New York-New England Transmission Working Group, the Southeastern
Massachusetts/Rhode Island Transmission Working Group, the NPCC CPSS-2
Working Group on Extreme Disturbances and the NPCC SS-38 Working Group on
Interarea Dynamic Analysis. This latter working group also included participation

from a number of ECAR, PJM and VACAR utilities.
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From 1990 to 1995, 1 also acted as an internal consultant to the
Nuclear Electrical Engineering Department of Northeast Utilities. This included
interactions with the electrical engineering personnel of the Connecticut Yankee,
Millstone and Seabrook nuclear generation stations and inspectors from the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”).

In addition to my technical responsibilities, from 1995 to 1997, I was also
responsible for oversight of the day-to-day administration of Northeast Utilities' Open
Access Transmission Tariff. This included the creation of Northeast Ultilities'
pre-FERC Order No. 889 transmission electronic bulletin board and the coordination
of Northeast Utilities' transmission tariff filings prior to and after the issuance of
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission”) FERC
Order No. 888. 1 was also responsible for spearheading the implementation of
Northeast Utilities' Open Access Same-Time Information System and Northeast
Utilities’ Standard of Conduct under FERC Order No. 889. During this time, I
represented Northeast Utilities on the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's
"What" Working Group on Real-Time Information Networks. Later I served as Vice
Chairman of the NEPOOL OASIS Working Group and Co-Chair of the
Joint Transmission Services Information Network Functional Process Committee. 1|
also served for a brief time on the Electric Power Research Institute facilitated "How"
Working Group on OASIS and the North American Electric Reliability Council
facilitated Commercial Practices Working Group.

In 1997 1 joined the firm of Brubaker & Associates, Inc. The firm includes

consultants with backgrounds in accounting, engineering, economics, mathematics,
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computer science and business. Since my employment with the firm, I have filed or
presented testimony before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in Consumers
Energy Company, Docket No. OA96-77-000; Midwest Independent Transmission
System Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER98-1438-000; Montana Power Company, Docket
No. ER98-2382-000; Inquiry Concerning the Commission’s Policy on Independent
System Operators, Docket No. PL98-5-003; SkyGen Energy LLC v. Southern
Company Services, Inc., Docket No. EL00-77-000; Alliance Companies, et al., Docket
No. EL02-65-000, et al.; Entergy Services, Inc., Docket No. ER01-2201-000;
Remedying Undue Discrimination through Open Access Transmission Service,
Standard Electricity Market Design, Docket No. RM01-12-000; Midwest Independent
Transmission System Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER10-1791-000; NorthWestern
Corporation, Docket No. ER10-1138-001, et al.; Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers
v. Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL15-82-000;
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER16-833-000;
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER17-284-000; and
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. and Ameren Services Company
Docket No. ER18-463-000. Ihave also filed or presented testimony before the Alberta
Utilities Commission, the California Public Utilities Commission, the Colorado Public
Utilities Commission, the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, the
Florida Public Service Commission, the Idaho Public Service Commission, the Illinois
Commerce Commission, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, the lowa Utilities
Board, the Kentucky Public Service Commission, the Louisiana Public Service

Commission, the Michigan Public Service Commission, the Missouri Public Service
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Commission, the Montana Public Service Commission, the Nevada Public Utilities
Commission, the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission, the Council of the City
of New Orleans, the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, the Public Utility
Commission of Texas, the Public Service Commission of Utah, the Virginia State
Corporation Commission, the Wisconsin Public Service Commission, the Wyoming
Public Service Commission, Federal District Court and various committees of the
Illinois, Missouri and South Carolina state legislatures. This testimony has been given
regarding a wide variety of issues including, but not limited to, ancillary service rates,
avoided cost calculations, certification of public convenience and necessity, class cost
of service, cost allocation, fuel adjustment clauses, fuel costs, generation
interconnection, interruptible rates, market power, market structure, off-system sales,
prudency, purchased power costs, resource adequacy, resource planning, rate design,
retail open access, standby rates, transmission losses, transmission planning,
transmission rates and transmission line routing.

I have also participated on behalf of clients in the Southwest Power Pool
Congestion Management System Working Group, the Alliance Market Development
Advisory Group and several committees and working groups of the Midcontinent
Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”), including the Congestion Management
Working Group; Economic Planning Users Group; Loss of Load Expectation Working
Group; Market Subcommittee; Michigan Transmission Studies Task Force; Planning
Subcommittee; Regional Expansion, Criteria and Benefits Working Group; Resource
Adequacy Subcommittee (formerly the Supply Adequacy Working Group); and

Reliability Subcommittee. I am currently a member of the MISO Advisory Committee
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in the end-use customer sector on behalf of industrial customer groups in Illinois,

Louisiana, Michigan and Texas. I am also the past Chairman of the Issues/Solutions
Subgroup of the MISO Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee (“RSG”) Task Force.

In 2009, I completed the University of Wisconsin-Madison High Voltage Direct
Current (“HVDC”) Transmission course for Planners that was sponsored by MISO. 1
am a member of the Power and Energy Society (“PES”) of the Institute of Electrical
and Electronics Engineers (“IEEE”).

In addition to our main office in St. Louis, the firm also has branch offices in

Corpus Christi, Texas; Louisville, Kentucky; and Phoenix, Arizona.
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Forecast of Capacity, D d, and Scheduled Mai ¢ At Time Of Summer Peak
Examination of Timing and Need for Firm Capacity Additions

Source: FPL 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan, Schedules 7.1 and 8; FPL Response to Staff's Seventh Interrogatories, No. 142, Attachment No. 1
1) (al) (a2) (bl) (b2) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (hl) (h2) (h3)

Natural Gas
Firm Existing Firm New Firm Existing Firm New Firm Firm Firm Firm Firm  Firm Existing  Firm New Firm New

Combined Cycle Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine Combustion Turbine Conventional —Nuclear Coal Light Oil  Perdido Storage NWEL Storage Other Storage

August of Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity ~ Capacity Capacity  Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW
2025 20,204 0 2,933 0 961 3502 215 203 3 469 0 0
2026 20,204 0 2,933 0 961 3502 215 203 3 469 349 418
2027 20,204 47 2,933 0 961 3502 215 203 3 469 349 1,429
2028 20,204 61 2,933 0 961 3,502 215 171 3 469 349 1,727
2029 20,204 61 2,933 0 961 3502 215 171 3 469 349 1.974
2030 20,204 61 2,933 0 811 3,502 215 171 0 469 349 2,219
2031 20,204 61 2,933 0 811 3,502 215 171 0 469 349 2,463
2032 20,204 61 2,933 469 811 3,502 215 171 0 469 349 2,463
2033 20,204 61 2,933 469 811 3,502 215 171 0 469 349 2,887
2034 20,204 61 2,933 469 811 3,502 215 171 0 469 349 3237

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to meet summer
peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. It is equal to the sum of Col. (a1) through Col. (j).

Col. (8) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col.(4) + Col.(5)

Col. (Ba) = Col.(6) - Col.(a2) - Col.(b2) - Col.(h2) - Col.(h3) - Col.(j)

Col. (Bb) = Col.(6a) + Col.(a2) + Col.(b2) + Col.(h2)

Col.(7) reflects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management.

Col.(8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation and load management, from 9/2024-on intended for use with the
2025 load forecast.

Col.(10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)

Col.(10a) = Col.(6a) - Col.(9)

Col.(10b) = Col.(6b) - Col.(9)

Col.(11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)

Col.(11a) = Col.(10a) / Col.(9)

Col.(11b) = Col.(10b) / Col.(9)

Col.(12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the summer peak period.

Col.(13b) = Col.(10b) - Col.(12b)

Col.(14b) = Col.(13b) / Col.(9)

Col.(15b) = Col.(6b) - Col.(7) - Col.(12b)

Col.(16b) = Col.(15b) / Col.(7)

(i)

Firm
Existing Solar
Capacity
MW
3482
3469
3457
3445
3433
3421
3409
3,397
3,385
3373

G

Firm
New Solar
Capacity
MW
0
113
198
272
362
476
593
710
826
942

@

Firm

Installed

Capacity
2025 TYSP

MW

31,971
32,838
33.970
34,312
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Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 20250011-E1

2025 Ten Year Site Plan

Examination of Timing and Need for Firm Capacity Additions

Source: FPL 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan, Schedules 7.1 and 8; FPL Response to Staff's Seventh Interrogatories, No. 142, Attachment No. 1

(6)

Total Firm
Capacity
Available
2025 TYSP
MW

32.206
33.073
34.201
34543
34.869
35.061
35411
35944
36472
36.856

(6a)

Total Firm
Capacity
Available

No Additions NWFL Batt. Addtns.

MW

32.206
32,194
32178
32,134
32122
31957
31.945
31.892
31.880
31.799

(6b)

Total Firm
Capacity Avl.
Only CC. CT and

MW

32206
32543
32574
32544
32532
32367
32355
32771
32759
32678

@

Total
Peak

Demand
MW

28312
28.664
28925
29333
29.687
29982
30.301
30823
31.257
31.677

®)

DSM
MW

1.995
2016
2036
2,056
2.079
2.106
2133
2161
2,189
2217

©)

Firm
Summer
Peak

Demand
MW

26317
26,648
26.888
27277
27.608
27877
28.168
28,662
29,068
29460

(10) (11) (10a) (11a) (10b) (11b) (12)
Total Reserve Total Reserve Total Reserve
Margin Before Margin Before Margin Before Maint.
Maintenance Maintenance Only CC. CT and Scheduled
2025 TYSP No Additions NWFL Batt. Additions Maintenance
MW % of Peak MW % of Peak MW % of Peak MW
5.889 224 5.889 224 5.889 224 0
6425 241 5.546 20.8 5.895 221 0
7313 272 I 5.290 19.7 I 5.686 211 0
7.266 26.6 4857 17.8 | 5.267 19. | 0
7.261 26.3 4514 16.4 4924 17.8 0
7.184 258 4.080 14.6 4490 16.1 0
7.242 257 3776 134 4.186 14.9 0
7.282 254 3230 11.3 4.109 14.3 0
7404 255 2812 9.7 3.691 127 0
7.396 251 2339 79 3218 10.9 0

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to be available to meet summer
peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated. It is equal to the sum of Col. (a1) through Col. (j).
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col.(4) + Col.(5)
Col. (6a) = Col.(6) - Col.(a2) - Col.(b2) - Col.(h2) - Col.(h3) - Col.()
Col. (6b) = Col.(6a) + Col.(a2) + Col.(b2) + Col.(h2)

Col.(7) reflects the load forecast without incremental DSM or cumulative load management.
Col.(8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental conservation and load management, from 9/2024-on intended for use with the
2025 load forecast.
Col.(10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)

Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.
Col.

14p) =
150) =
16b) =

10a) = Col.(6a) - Col.(9)
10b) = Col.(6b) - Col.(9)
11) = Col.(10) / Col.(9)
11a) = Col.(10a) / Col.(9)
11b) = Col.(10b) / Col.(9)
12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the summer peak period.
13b) = Col.(10b) - Col.(12b)

Col.(13b) / Col.(9)

Col.(l
Col.(

6b) - Col.(7) - Col.(12b)
15b) / Col.(7)

(13b) (14b) (15b) (16b)
Total Generation Only
Reserve Reserve
Margin After Margin After
Maintenance Maintenance
MwW % of Peak MW % of Peak
5.889 224 3.894 13.8
5.895 221 3.879 135
5.686 21.1 3.649 126
| 5.267 19.3 | 3211 10.9
4924 17.8 I 2.845 9.6 |
4490 16.1 2384 8.0
4.186 14.9 2053 6.8
4.109 14.3 1.948 6.3
3.691 127 1.502 48
3218 10.9 1.000 32
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EOP-011-4 — Emergency Operations

B. Requirements and Measures

R1. Each Transmission Operator shall develop, maintain, and implement one or more
Reliability Coordinator-reviewed Operating Plan(s) to mitigate operating Emergencies
in its Transmission Operator Area. The Operating Plan(s) shall include the following, as
applicable: [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Real-Time Operations,
Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

1.1. Roles and responsibilities for activating the Operating Plan(s);
1.2. Processes to prepare for and mitigate Emergencies including:

1.2.1. Notification to its Reliability Coordinator, to include current and
projected conditions, when experiencing an operating Emergency;

1.2.2. Cancellation or recall of Transmission and generation outages;
1.2.3. Transmission system reconfiguration;
1.2.4. Redispatch of generation request;

1.2.5. Operator-controlled manual Load shed, undervoltage load shed (UVLS),
or underfrequency load shed (UFLS) during an Emergency that accounts
for each of the following:

1.2.5.1. Provisions for manual Load shedding capable of being
implemented in a timeframe adequate for mitigating the
Emergency;

1.2.5.2. Provisions to minimize the overlap of circuits that are

designated for manual Load shed, UVLS, or UFLS and circuits
that serve designated critical loads which are essential to the
reliability of the BES;

1.2.5.3. Provisions to minimize the overlap of circuits that are
designated for manual Load shed and circuits that are utilized
for UFLS or UVLS;

1.2.5.4. Provisions for limiting the utilization of UFLS or UVLS circuits
for manual Load shed to situations where warranted by
system conditions;

1.2.5.5. Provisions for the identification and prioritization of
designated critical natural gas infrastructure loads which are
essential to the reliability of the BES as defined by the
Applicable Entity; and

1.2.6. Provisions to determine reliability impacts of:
1.2.6.1. Cold weather conditions; and
1.2.6.2. Extreme weather conditions.

M1. Each Transmission Operator will have a dated Operating Plan(s) developed in
accordance with Requirement R1 and reviewed by its Reliability Coordinator;
evidence such as a review or revision history to indicate that the Operating Plan(s) has

Page 2 of 15
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R2.

been maintained; and will have as evidence, such as operator logs or other operating
documentation, voice recordings or other communication documentation to show
that its Operating Plan(s) was implemented for times when an Emergency has
occurred, in accordance with Requirement R1.

Each Balancing Authority shall develop, maintain, and implement one or more
Reliability Coordinator-reviewed Operating Plan(s) to mitigate Capacity Emergencies
and Energy Emergencies within its Balancing Authority Area. The Operating Plan(s)
shall include the following, as applicable: [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon:
Real-Time Operations, Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

2.1. Roles and responsibilities for activating the Operating Plan(s);

2.2. Processes to prepare for and mitigate Emergencies including:

2.2.1. Notification to its Reliability Coordinator to include current and projected
conditions when experiencing a Capacity Emergency or Energy Emergency;

2.2.2. Requesting an Energy Emergency Alert, per Attachment 1;

2.2.3. Managing generating resources in its Balancing Authority Area to
address:

2.2.3.1.  Capability and availability;
2.2.3.2. Fuel supply and inventory concerns;
2.2.3.3. Fuel switching capabilities; and
2.2.3.4, Environmental constraints.

2.2.4. Public appeals for voluntary Load reductions;

2.2.,5. Requests to government agencies to implement their programs to
achieve necessary energy reductions;

2.2.6. Reduction of internal utility energy use;
2.2.7. Use of Interruptible Load, curtailable Load, and demand response;

2.2.8. Provisions for excluding critical natural gas infrastructure loads which are
essential to the reliability of the BES, as defined by the Applicable Entity, as
Interruptible Load, curtailable Load, and demand response during extreme
cold weather periods within each Balancing Authority Area;

2.2.9. Provisions for Transmission Operators to implement operator-controlled
manual Load shedding, undervoltage Load shedding, or underfrequency
Load shedding in accordance with Requirement R1 Part 1.2.5; and

2.2.10. Provisions to determine reliability impacts of:
2.2.10.1. Cold weather conditions; and

2.2.10.2. Extreme weather conditions.

M2. Each Balancing Authority will have a dated Operating Plan(s) developed in

accordance with Requirement R2 and reviewed by its Reliability Coordinator;
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Emergency Operations

R3.

M3.

R4.

M4.

R5.

M5.

evidence such as a review or revision history to indicate that the Operating Plan(s)
has been maintained; and will have as evidence, such as operator logs or other
operating documentation, voice recordings, or other communication
documentation to show that its Operating Plan(s) was implemented for times when
an Emergency has occurred, in accordance with Requirement R2.

The Reliability Coordinator shall review the Operating Plan(s) to mitigate operating
Emergencies submitted by a Transmission Operator or a Balancing Authority
regarding any reliability risks that are identified between Operating Plans. [Violation
Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

3.1. Within 30 calendar days of receipt, the Reliability Coordinator shall:

3.1.1. Review each submitted Operating Plan(s) on the basis of compatibility and
inter-dependency with other Balancing Authorities’ and Transmission Operators’
Operating Plans;

3.1.2. Review each submitted Operating Plan(s) for coordination to avoid risk to
Wide Area reliability; and

3.1.3. Notify each Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator of the results
of its review, specifying any time frame for resubmittal of its Operating
Plan(s) if revisions are identified.

The Reliability Coordinator will have documentation, such as dated emails or other
correspondences that it reviewed, Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority
Operating Plans, within 30 calendar days of submittal in accordance with
Requirement R3.

Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall address any reliability risks
identified by its Reliability Coordinator pursuant to Requirement R3 and resubmit its
Operating Plan(s) to its Reliability Coordinator within a time period specified by its
Reliability Coordinator. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Operation
Planning]

The Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority will have documentation, such as
dated emails or other correspondence, with an Operating Plan(s) version history
showing that it responded and updated the Operating Plan(s) within the timeframe
identified by its Reliability Coordinator in accordance with Requirement R4.

Each Reliability Coordinator that receives an Emergency notification from a
Transmission Operator or Balancing Authority within its Reliability Coordinator Area
shall notify, within 30 minutes from the time of receiving notification, other Balancing
Authorities and Transmission Operators in its Reliability Coordinator Area, and
neighboring Reliability Coordinators. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Real-
Time Operations]

Each Reliability Coordinator that receives an Emergency notification from a Balancing
Authority or Transmission Operator within its Reliability Coordinator Area will have,
and provide upon request, evidence that could include, but is not limited to, operator
logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings, electronic communications,
or equivalent evidence that will be used to determine if the Reliability Coordinator
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R6.

Mé.

R7.

M7.

R8.

communicated, in accordance with Requirement R5, with other Balancing Authorities
and Transmission Operators in its Reliability Coordinator Area, and neighboring
Reliability Coordinators.

Each Reliability Coordinator that has a Balancing Authority experiencing a potential or
actual Energy Emergency within its Reliability Coordinator Area shall declare an
Energy Emergency Alert, as detailed in Attachment 1. [Violation Risk Factor: High]
[Time Horizon: Real-Time Operations]

Each Reliability Coordinator, with a Balancing Authority experiencing a potential or
actual Energy Emergency within its Reliability Coordinator Area, will have, and
provide upon request, evidence that could include, but is not limited to, operator
logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings, electronic communications,
or equivalent evidence that it declared an Energy Emergency Alert, as detailed in
Attachment 1, in accordance with Requirement R6.

Each Transmission Operator shall annually identify and notify Distribution Providers,
UFLS-Only Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners that are required to
assist with the mitigation of operating Emergencies in its Transmission Operator
Area through operator-controlled manual Load shedding, undervoltage Load
shedding, or underfrequency Load shedding. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time
Horizon: Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

Each Transmission Operator will have documentation, such as dated emails or other
correspondences that it identified and notified Distribution Providers, UFLS-Only
Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners annually in accordance with
Requirement R7.

Each Distribution Provider, UFLS-Only Distribution Provider, and Transmission Owner
notified by a Transmission Operator per R7 to assist with the mitigation of operating
Emergencies in its Transmission Operator Area shall develop, maintain, and
implement a Load shedding plan. The Load shedding plan shall include the following,
as applicable: [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Real-Time Operations,
Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

8.1. Operator-controlled manual Load shedding, undervoltage Load shedding, or
underfrequency Load shedding during an Emergency that accounts for each of the
following:

8.1.1. Provisions for manual Load shedding capable of being implemented in a
timeframe adequate for mitigating the Emergency;

8.1.2. Provisions to minimize the overlap of circuits that are designated for
manual, undervoltage, or underfrequency Load shed and circuits that
serve designated critical loads which are essential to the reliability of the
BES;

8.1.3. Provisions to minimize the overlap of circuits that are designated for
manual Load shed and circuits that are utilized for UFLS or UVLS;

8.1.4. Provisions for limiting the utilization of UFLS or UVLS circuits for manual
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C. Compliance

1. Compliance Monitoring Process

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

Compliance Enforcement Authority: “Compliance Enforcement Authority” (CEA) means
NERC or the Regional Entity, or any entity as otherwise designated by an Applicable
Governmental Authority, in their respective roles of monitoring and/or enforcing compliance
with the mandatory and enforceable Reliability Standards in their respective jurisdictions.

Evidence Retention: The following evidence retention period(s) identify the period of
time an entity is required to retain specific evidence to demonstrate compliance. For
instances where the evidence retention period specified below is shorter than the time
since the last audit, the CEA may ask an entity to provide other evidence to show that it
was compliant for the full-time period since the last audit.

The applicable entity shall keep data or evidence to show compliance as identified
below unless directed by its CEA to retain specific evidence for a longer period of time as
part of an investigation.

¢ The Transmission Operator shall retain the current Operating Plan(s), evidence of
review or revision history plus each version issued since the last audit and
evidence of compliance since the last audit for Requirements R1 and R4.

¢ The Balancing Authority shall retain the current Operating Plan(s), evidence of
review or revision history plus each version issued since the last audit and
evidence of compliance since the last audit for Requirements R2 and R4.

e The Reliability Coordinator shall maintain evidence of compliance since the last
audit for Requirements R3, R5, and R6.

e The Transmission Operator shall maintain evidence of compliance since the last
audit for Requirement R7.

e The Distribution Provider, UFLS-Only Distribution Provider, and Transmission
Owner shall retain the current Load shedding plan, evidence of review or revision
history plus each version issued since the last audit and evidence of compliance
since the last audit for Requirements R8.

Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program: As defined in the NERC Rules of
Procedure, “Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program” refers to the
identification of the processes that will be used to evaluate data or information for the
purpose of assessing performance or outcomes with the associated Reliability Standard.
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Attachment 1-EOP-011-4
Energy Emergency Alerts

Introduction

This Attachment provides the process and descriptions of the levels used by the Reliability
Coordinator in which it communicates the condition of a Balancing Authority which is
experiencing an Energy Emergency.

A. General Responsibilities

1 Initiation by Reliability Coordinator. An Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) may be
initiated only by a Reliability Coordinator at 1) the Reliability Coordinator’s own
request, or 2) upon the request of an energy deficient Balancing Authority.

2 Notification. A Reliability Coordinator who declares an EEA shall notify all Balancing
Authorities and Transmission Operators in its Reliability Coordinator Area. The
Reliability Coordinator shall also notify all neighboring Reliability Coordinators.

B. EEA Levels
Introduction
To ensure that all Reliability Coordinators clearly understand potential and actual Energy
Emergencies in the Interconnection, NERC has established three levels of EEAs. The
Reliability Coordinators will use these terms when communicating Energy Emergencies to
each other. An EEA is an Emergency procedure, not a daily operating practice, and is not
intended as an alternative to compliance with NERC Reliability Standards.

The Reliability Coordinator may declare whatever alert level is necessary, and need not
proceed through the alerts sequentially.

1 EEA1 — All available generation resources in use. Circumstances:

e The Balancing Authority is experiencing conditions where all available
generation resources are committed to meet firm Load, firm transactions, and
reserve commitments, and is concerned about sustaining its required
Contingency Reserves.

e Non-firm wholesale energy sales (other than those that are recallable to meet
reserve requirements) have been curtailed.

2  EEA 2 — Load management procedures in effect. Circumstances:

e The Balancing Authority is no longer able to provide its expected energy
requirements and is an energy deficient Balancing Authority.

e An energy deficient Balancing Authority has implemented its Operating
Plan(s) to mitigate Emergencies.

Page 13 of 15



Attachment 1

Docket No. 20250011-EI
NERC EOP-011-4 — Emergency Operations Reliability Standard
Exhibit JRD-2, Page 14 of 15

An energy deficient Balancing Authority is still able to maintain minimum
Contingency Reserve requirements.

During EEA 2, Reliability Coordinators and energy deficient Balancing Authorities have the
following responsibilities:

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

Notifying other Balancing Authorities and market participants. The energy deficient
Balancing Authority shall communicate its needs to other Balancing Authorities and
market participants. Upon request from the energy deficient Balancing Authority,
the respective Reliability Coordinator shall post the declaration of the alert level,
along with the name of the energy deficient Balancing Authority on the RCIS website.

Declaration period. The energy deficient Balancing Authority shall update its
Reliability Coordinator of the situation at a minimum of every hour until the EEA 2 is
terminated. The Reliability Coordinator shall update the energy deficiency
information posted on the RCIS website as changes occur and pass this information
on to the neighboring Reliability Coordinators, Balancing Authorities and
Transmission Operators.

Sharing information on resource availability. Other Reliability Coordinators of
Balancing Authorities with available resources shall coordinate, as appropriate, with
the Reliability Coordinator that has an energy deficient Balancing Authority.

Evaluating and mitigating Transmission limitations. The Reliability Coordinator shall
review Transmission outages and work with the Transmission Operator(s) to see if
it's possible to return to service any Transmission Elements that may relieve the
loading on System Operating Limits (SOLs) or Interconnection Reliability Operating
Limits (IROLs).

Requesting Balancing Authority actions. Before requesting an EEA 3, the energy
deficient Balancing Authority must make use of all available resources; this includes,
but is not limited to:

2.5.1 Allavailable generation units are on line. All generation capable of
being on line in the time frame of the Emergency is on line.

2.5.2 Demand-Side Management. Activate Demand-Side Management within
provisions of any applicable agreements.

3 EEA 3 —Firm Load interruption is imminent or in progress. Circumstances:

The energy deficient Balancing Authority is unable to meet minimum
Contingency Reserve requirements.

During EEA 3, Reliability Coordinators and Balancing Authorities have the following
responsibilities:

3.1

Continue actions from EEA 2. The Reliability Coordinators and the energy deficient
Balancing Authority shall continue to take all actions initiated during EEA 2.
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3.2

3.3

34

Declaration Period. The energy deficient Balancing Authority shall update its
Reliability Coordinator of the situation at a minimum of every hour until the EEA 3 is
terminated. The Reliability Coordinator shall update the energy deficiency
information posted on the RCIS website as changes occur and pass this information
on to the neighboring Reliability Coordinators, Balancing Authorities, and
Transmission Operators.

Reevaluating and revising SOLs and IROLs. The Reliability Coordinator shall evaluate
the risks of revising SOLs and IROLs for the possibility of delivery of energy to the
energy deficient Balancing Authority. Reevaluation of SOLs and IROLs shall be
coordinated with other Reliability Coordinators and only with the agreement of the
Transmission Operator whose Transmission Owner (TO) equipment would be
affected. SOLs and IROLs shall only be revised as long as an EEA 3 condition exists, or
as allowed by the Transmission Owner whose equipment is at risk. The following are
minimum requirements that must be met before SOLs or IROLs are revised:

3.3.1 Energy deficient Balancing Authority obligations. The energy deficient
Balancing Authority, upon notification from its Reliability Coordinator of
the situation, will immediately take whatever actions are necessary to
mitigate any undue risk to the Interconnection. These actions may
include Load shedding.

Returning to pre-Emergency conditions. Whenever energy is made available to an
energy deficient Balancing Authority such that the Systems can be returned to its
pre- Emergency SOLs or IROLs condition, the energy deficient Balancing Authority
shall request the Reliability Coordinator to downgrade the alert level.

3.4.1 Notification of other parties. Upon notification from the energy
deficient Balancing Authority that an alert has been downgraded, the
Reliability Coordinator shall notify the neighboring Reliability
Coordinators (via the RCIS), Balancing Authorities, and Transmission
Operators that its Systems can be returned to its normal limits.

Alert 0 - Termination. When the energy deficient Balancing Authority is
able to meet its Load and Operating Reserve requirements, it shall
request its Reliability Coordinator to terminate the EEA.

3.4.2 Notification. The Reliability Coordinator shall notify all other Reliability
Coordinators via the RCIS of the termination. The Reliability Coordinator
shall also notify the neighboring Balancing Authorities and Transmission
Operators.
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Probabilistic analysis describes events in terms of how probable they are and requires knowledge of the
performance characteristics of BPS components. These performance characteristics may include but are not
limited to generator outage rates, resource realizations in terms of energy produced, load characteristics,
transmission congestion and constraints, etc.'> SERC performs its independent regional probabilistic analysis
annually to evaluate the overall reliability, performance, and resource adequacy of the SERC region. SERC
calculates the following resource adequacy metrics for each year of analysis:

¢ Loss Of Load Hours, hours/year (LOLH)

¢ Loss Of Load Expectation, days/year (LOLE)

¢ Expected Unserved Energy, MW-Hours (MWh) (EUE)

¢ Normalized Expected Unserved Energy (expected fraction of demand unserved during the analysis
period, i.e., the ratio of EUE to total demand), ppm.

The 2024 SERC Probabilistic Assessment (ProbA) used 38 years of historical load shapes to assess the
resource adequacy of years 2026 and 2028. In the base cases, all 38 historical years of weather are assumed
to be equally likely to occur.™ This assessment complements other analyses by providing a regional probability-
based system modeling approach. SERC’s assessment looks broadly across its entire footprint and within each
of its seven sub-regions.'

Key findings:

e The 2024 ProbA indicates some resource adequacy risk to the SERC region, with the results for the
year 2028 showing slightly higher risk than the year 2026. The results are a probability-weighted
average of a range of cases, including 38 years of historic weather-years, which are applied to load
forecasts for the years 2026 and 2028. In addition, the model applies a range of economic load forecast
errors from -4% to 4% and other assumptions as noted previously.

¢ In general, the risk for the study year 2028 is higher than the year 2026 due to a combination of
increased load and lesser capacity available in early morning, winter hours with limited contribution
from solar generation. The risk for January and summer of 2028 appears somewhat lower than 2026,
which may seem inconsistent with the increasing load and generation retirements discussed elsewhere

3 North American Electric Reliability Corporation, Probabilistic Assessment Technical Guideline Document (August 2016).

S SERC uses Astrape SERVM software with 8760 hourly load and sequential Monte Carlo simulation. The model
includes the entire SERC footprint including NERC Assessment Areas SERC Central, SERC East, SERC Southeast, and
SERC FL-Peninsula. The rest of the SERC footprint is also modeled as SERC MISO-Central, SERC MISO-South, and
SERC PJM. The model also includes interconnections to areas external to SERC such as Midwest Reliability
Organization, ReliabilityFirst Corp., the rest of PJM, and Southwest Power Pool. The SERC ProbA simulates 190 load
scenarios (38 weather-based load scenarios x 5 points of load factor error), each with 10 probabilistic based unit outage
draws. The software runs 1900 simulations for each hour resulting in metrics that are an aggregate of simulations
performed for each hour in the year and on an individual assessment area basis.

Impacts of weather-driven variations in load and VERs are modeled exogenously through a load modeling process which
creates load profiles for all the weather years based on the historical relationship between load and temperature. The
model assumes transfer limits between subregions in the model. The transfer capabilities modeled in the study are
simultaneous and based on computer simulations of interconnected electric system operations under a specific set of
assumed operating conditions using “AC” power flow technique.
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in this report. These results stem largely from assumptions in the model about increased limits on
imports based on power flow analysis, which were provided by the SERC Long-term Working Group.

Details for each subregion are provided below

e Similar to previous findings, SERC East shows relatively higher risk as compared to other SERC
subregions. The risk occurs during winter morning hours around 8:00 a.m. due to a combination of
higher loads and solar resources not yet ramped up. The primary cases that contribute to this risk are
when the economic load forecast error is 2-4% and for extreme cold weather conditions.

¢ The overall risk metrics from other SERC subregions are minimal to low; however, they show a
potential risk in some cases during extreme summer evening hours or early morning winter hours when
the contribution from solar generation is limited. In addition, SERC subregions show rapidly growing
load and associated risk, particularly in SERC PJM.

Table 1: Probabilistic Analysis Results

Subregion Loss of Load Expected Unserved Normalized
Hours, LOLH Energy, EUE Expected Unserved
(Hours) (MW-Hours) Energy, NEUE
(ppm)
2026 2028 2026 2028 2026 2028
SERC Central 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SERC East 0.09 0.17 143.35 207.26 0.60 0.81
SERC Southeast 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SERC FL-Peninsula | 0.01 0.02 2.18 15.75 0.01 0.06
SERC MISO-Central | 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SERC MISO-South 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SERC PJM 0.00 0.00 0.00 277 0.00 0.00

The findings for each subregion are summarized below:

SERC Central:

The ProbA results for the SERC Central subregion show sufficient resources to meet demand for all hours of
the year. Both the probability weighted, annual EUE and LOLH metrics are at 0.00 for the years 2026 and
2028.

SERC East:

SERC East, formerly a summer peaking subregion, now has roughly equivalent summer and winter peaks as
the addition of solar PV generation shaves off summer peak demand and a trend toward electrification of
heating drives up winter peak demand. The ProbA results for 2026 indicate some risk for SERC East in the
winter months of January and February. The annual EUE is 143.35 MWh but for a very short, expected
duration of 0.09 hours. The risk occurs during winter morning hours around 8:00 a.m. due to a combination of
higher loads and solar resources not yet ramped up. For extreme cold weather events that might impact a wide
geographical footprint, there is also a limit on imports from neighboring areas. For the year 2028, SERC East
continues to show winter risk with 207.26 MWh of EUE and LOLH of 0.17. The expected duration of risk is still
very short and occurs around 8:00 a.m. It is contributed to by the modeling impact of weather-years 1982 and
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Estimated Stochastic LOLP Analysis Results for "TYP Portfolio + 1,400 MW of Storage” Adjusted to Reflect FPL's Proposed Pre-Summer 2027 Resource Additions

2027 - TYP Portfolio + 1,400
of Storage (Exhibit AWW-1,

FPL's Proposed 2027
Portfolio with All Pre-
Summer 2027 In-Service

p.22) Resources Included ) .
(Estimated Results) Solar Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW
Cumulative Cumulative
Nameplate Firm Nameplate Firm
Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity
(MW} (MW} (Mw) (MW} (1} (2} (3)
Utility Solar {Fixed + Tracking} 8,946 9,422 0 GW Storage 2.3GW Storage Extrapolation of {1} and {2}
Behind-the-meter (BTM) Solar 2,125 2,125
Total Solar 11,071 3,096 11,547 3,325
420 640 683
Total Storage 2,391 1,904 2,858 2,151 1,335 1,655 1,718
1,840 2,424 2,538
Thermal + Kingfisher 1/2 28,281 28,281 2174 2,986 3,145
Demand Response (DR} 1,951 1,951 2,237 3,096 3,264
Total Thermal, Kingfisher + DR 30,232 27,050 30,232 27,050 2330 3,258 3,440
2,447 3,443 3,637
Portfolio ELCC (£3 Methodology) 43,694 32,049 44,637 32,526 2,548 3,594 3,799
2915 4,011 4,225
Median Peak Demand {Grossed up for BTM PV & Net of Energy Efficiency} 29,708 29,708 2,973 4,062 4,274
PCAP Planning Reserve Margin (PRM} 8.8% 8.8%
Total Firm MW Requirement 32,322 32,322
Firm Capacity Surplus / {Shortfall} (273} 204
Achieved Loss of Load Expectation (Days per Year} 0.105 0.097
Storage Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW
(1) (2) (3)
Sources: 0GW Solar 11GW Solar Extrapolation of (1) and (2)
Exhibit AWW-1, p. 20, 22 and 28
173 230
FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Whitley folder, "2025-02-21 RA Study Workpapers.xlsx”. 630 927
1051 1,586
FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Laney folder, "SoBRA Revenue Requirements.xlsx”, "Rev. Req. Detail” tab. 1286 1,930
1587 2,318
1792 2553 2,586
2,013 2772 2,805
3 266 827 3,851
3,810 4,296 4,317
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Estimated Stochastic LOLP Analysis Results without FPL's 2026 and 2027 Proposed Solar Generation Additions

2027 - TYP Portfolio + 1,400
of Storage (Exhibit AWW-1,

FPL's Proposed 2027
Portfolio without FPL's 2026
and 2027 Solar Additions

2 (Estimated Results) Solar Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW
Cumulative Cumulative
Nameplate Firm Nameplate Firm
Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity
(MW) (M) (MW) Mw) () 2) @
Utility Solar (Fixed + Tracking} 8,946 7,932 0 GW Storage 2.3GW Storage Extrapolation of (1) and (2}
Behind-the-meter (BTM) Solar 2,125 2,125
Total Solar 11,071 3,096 10,057 3,122
420 640 683

Total Storage 2,391 1,904 2,858 2,061 1,335 1,655 1,718

1,840 2,538
Thermal + Kingfisher 1/2 28,281 28,281 2,174 3,145
Demand Response (DR} 1,951 1,951 2,237 3,264
Total Thermal, Kingfisher + DR 30,232 27,050 30,232 27,050 2,330 3,440

2,447 3,637
Portfolio ELCC (E3 Methodology) 43,694 32,049 43,147 32,233 2,548 3,799

2,915 4,225
Median Peak Demand (Grossed up for BTM PV & Net of Energy Efficiency) 29,708 29,708 2973 4274
PCAP Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) 8.8% 8.8%
Total Firm MW Requirement 32,322 32,322
Firm Capacity Surplus / (Shortfall} (273) (89)
Achieved Loss of Load Expectation (Days perYear) 0.105 0.101

Storage Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW
1 2 (3)
Sources: 0 GW Solar 11GW Solar Interpolation of (1) and (2}
Exhibit AWW-1, p. 20, 22 and 28
1

FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Whitley folder, "2025-02-21 RA Study Workpapers.xIsx”. 6

105
FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Laney folder, "SoBRA Revenue Requirements.xlsx", "Rev. Req. Detail" tab. 12 ,847
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
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Estimated Stochastic LOLP Analysis Results without FPL's 2027 Proposed Solar Generation Additions

2027 - TYP Portfolio + 1,400
of Storage (Exhibit AWW-1,

FPL's Proposed 2027
Portfolio without FPL's 2027
Solar Additions (Estimated

p.22)
Results) Solar Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW
Cumulative Cumulative
Nameplate Firm Nameplate Firm
Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity
(MW) (MW} (Mw) MW) (1) (2) (3)
Utility Solar (Fixed + Tracking) 8,946 8,826 0 GW Storage 2.3GW Storage Extrapolation of (1) and (2}
Behind-the-meter (BTM) Solar 2,125 2,125
Total Solar 11,071 3,096 10,951 3,248
420 683
Total Storage 2,391 1,904 2,858 2,115 335 1,718
2,538
Thermal + Kingfisher 1/2 28,281 28,281 2,174 5
Demand Response (DR) 1,951 1,951 2,237 4
Total Thermal, Kingfisher + DR 30,232 27,050 30,232 27,050 2,330
7
Portfolio ELCC (£3 Methodology) 43,694 32,049 44,041 32,413
2,915 11
Median Peak Demand {(Grossed up for BTM PV & Net of Energy Efficiency) 29,708 29,708 2973 62
PCAP Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) 8.8% 8.8%
Total Firm MW Requirement 32,322 32,322
Firm Capacity Surplus / {Shortfall} (273) 90
Achieved Loss of Load Expectation (Days per Year) 0.105 0.098

Sources:

Exhibit AWW-1, p. 20, 22 and 28

FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Whitley folder, "2025-02-21 RA Study Workpapers.xlsx”.

FPL Response to OPC's First Request for Production of Documents, No. 15, Laney folder, "SoBRA Revenue Requirements.xlsx", "Rev. Req. Detail” tab.

Storage Cumulative ELCC, Firm MW

(1)
0 GW Solar

173

630
1051
1286
15687
1792
2013
3 266
3.810

2
11GW Solar

22

2553
2772
3827
4,296

(3
Interpolation of (1} and (2}
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LA FPL System:

I.A.1 Description of Existing Resources

FPL's service area (including the former Gulf Power area now referred to as FPL NWFL) contains
approximately 35,000 square miles. Currently, FPL serves more than 6 million customer accounts
representing approximately 12 million people in 43 counties in peninsular and Northwest Florida.
These customers are served by a variety of resources including FPL-owned fossil-fuel, renewable
(solar), and nuclear generating units; non-utility owned generation; DSM; and purchased power.

l.LA.2 FPL - Owned Resources

As of December 31, 2024, FPL owned electric generating resources located at 116 sites distributed
geographically throughout its service area and one site in Georgia (partial FPL ownership of one
unit). These generating facilities consist of: four nuclear units, one coal steam-unit (the
aforementioned partially owned unit in Georgia), 17 combined-cycle (CC) units, six fossil steam
units, four gas turbines (GTs), 17 simple-cycle combustion turbines (CTs), two landfill gas units,
three battery storage units, and 96 solar PV facilities. The locations of the 150 generating units that
were in commercial operation on December 31, 2024, are shown on Figure 1.A.2.1 and in Table
LA.2.1.

FPL’s bulk transmission system, including both overhead and underground lines, is comprised of
approximately 9,500 circuit miles of transmission lines. Integration of the generation, transmission,
and distribution systems is achieved through FPL's 821 substations in Florida.

The existing FPL system, including generating plants, major transmission stations, and
transmission lines, is shown on Figure |.LA.2.2,

Florida Power & Light Company 20
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Table I.A.2.1: FPL’s Capacity Resources by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2024)

Map Koy # Unit Typo/ Plant Namo
Nucloar
75 St Lucie?
1 Turkey Paint
Total Nucloar:
Coal Steam
- Scherer*
Total Coal Steam:
Combined-Cycle
5 Fort Myers
] Manatee
3 Sanford
7 Lansing Smith*
13 Cape Canaweral
10 Martin
55  Okeechobee ¥
62 Port Everglades
2 Riviera Beach
1M Turkey Paint
12 West County
45 Dania Beach Clean Energy Center
Total Combined Cyclo:
Gas/Oil Steam
9 Manatee ¢
14 Guif Clean Energy Center*
Total Ci¥Gas Steam:
5 Fort Myers (GT)
8 Lauderdale (GT)
Total Gas Turhines/Diesels:
Combustien Turbines
8 Lauderdale
5 Fort Myers
1 Pea Ridge*
7 Lansing Smith*
14 Gulf Clean Energy Center*
Total Combustion Turbines:
Land Fil) Gas
69 Perdido LFG*

Total LFG:

1/ The solar capacity values shown are nameplate capacity only, not firm capacity.

St Lucie County, FL
Miami-Dade County, FL

Monroe County, Ga

Lee County, FL
Manatee County, FL
Volusia County, FL

Bay County, FL

Brevard County, FL
Martin County, FL
Okeechobee County, FL
City of Hollywood, FL
City of Riviera Beach, FL
Miami-Dade County, FL
Palm Beach County, FL
Broward County, FL

Manatee County, FL
Escambla County, FL

Lee County, FL
Broward County, FL

Broward County, FL
Lee County, FL

Santa Rosa County, FL
Bay County, FL
Escambia County, FL

Escambia County, FL

Page 1 of 4
Numbor Summer
of Units Fuol vy ¥
2 Nuclear 1,821
2 Nuclear 1,681
4 3,602
Coal _is_
1 215
1 Gas 1,822
1 Gas 1,246
2 Gas 2,418
1 Gas 641
1 Gas/Oil 1,290
3 Gas/Oil 2,223
1 Gas/Oil 1,720
1 Gas/Oil 1,237
1 Gas/Oil 1,290
1 Gas/Oll 1,292
3 Gas/Oil 3,771
1 Gas/Cl ___ 1,246
17 20,186
2 Gas/Oil 0
4 Gas Steam L
-1 961
2 oil 102
2 Gas/Oil 69
4 17
5 Gas/Oil 1,155
4 Gas/Oil 852
3 Gas 12
1 ol 32
4 Gas 926
17 2,977
2 LFG 3
2 3

Information on Summer and Winter Firm capacity for solar units is provided in Schedule 1.

2/ Total capability of St. Lucie 1 is 981 Summer /1,003 Winter MW, FPL's share of St. Lucie 2 is 840 Summer /860 Winter MW.

FPL's ownership share of St Lucie Units 1 and 2 Is 100% and 859%, res pectively.
3/ As part of the Okeechobee Hydrogen Gas Pilot Program, a portion of the CO, generated from the unitis transferred to an electrolyzer

where it is then converted into Hydrogen Gas.

4/ Manatee Units 1 & 2 are Winter Peaking ONLY units. They will only be manned and operated during an Exireme
Winter event in which additional capacityis needed to meetload.
* Represents units lacated in the former Gulf Senice Area but are now partof FPL's system and fall under the FPL NW rregion.

Florida Power & Light Company
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Map Key “ is shown for units that are located outside the State of Florida and therefore do not appear on the Map in Figure

LA21.

Table 1.A.2.1: FPL’s Capacity Resources by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2024)

Location

Map Key # Unit Type! Plant Name
tte S
9 Manatee Battery Storage
69 Sunshine Gateway Battery Storage
76 Echo River Battery Storage
Total Battery Storage:
PV
4 DeSoto Solar
56 Babcock Ranch Solar
41 Citrus Solar
9 Manatee Solar
6 Space Coast Solar
65 Interstate Solar
63 Miami Dade Solar
68 Pioneer Trail Sclar
69 Sunshine Gateway Solar
58 Horizon Solar
42 Wildflower Solar
66 Indian River Solar
57 Coral Farms Solar
80 Hammock Solar
67 Barefoot Bay Sclar
59 Blue Cypress Solar
61 Loggerhead Solar
70 Babcock Presene Solar
71 Biue Heron Solar
23 Cattle Ranch Solar
76 Echo River Solar
20 Egret Solar
77 Hibiscus Solar
19 Lakeside Sclar
21 Nassau Solar
72 Northern Presene Solar
55 Okeechobee Solar
78 Southfork Solar
74 Sweetbay Solar
22 Trailside Solar
73 Twin Lakes Solar
18 Union Springs Solar
17 Magnolia Springs Solar
31 Pelican Solar
34 Palm Bay Solar
33 Rodeo Sclar
24 Discovery Solar
30 Orange Blossom Solar

1/ The solar capacity values shown are nameplate capacity only, not firm capacity.
Information on Summer and Winter Firm capacity for salar units is provided in Schedule 1.

Manatee County, FL
Columbia County, FL
Suwannee County, FL

DeSoto County, FL
Charlotte County, FL
DeSoto County, FL
Manatee County, FL
Brevard County, FL

St. Lucie County, FL
Miami-Dade County, FL
Volusia County, FL
Columbia County, FL
Alachua County, FL
DeSoto County, FL
Indian River County, FL
Putnam County, FL
Hendry County, FL
Brevard County, FL
Indian River County, FL
St. Lucie County, FL
Charlotte County, FL
Hendry County, FL
DeSoto County, FL
Suwannee County, FL
Baker County, FL

Palm Beach County, FL
Okeechobee County, FL
Nassau County, FL
Baker Caunty, FL
Okeechabee County, FL
Manatee County, FL
Martin County, FL

St Johns County, FL
Putnam County, FL
Union County, FL

Clay County, FL

8t Lucie County, FL
Brevard County, FL
DeSoto County, FL
Brevard County, FL
Indian River Caunty, FL

Page 2 of 4
Number Summer
of Units Fuel Mw ¥
1 Storage 409
1 Storage 30
1 Storage 30
3 469

Solar Energy 25

Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 10

Sclar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Sclar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Sclar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Sclar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 745
Salar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5

QWGP QU QU (P Qi QP N N A U QO g i S Y

* Represents units located in the former Gulf Senvice Area but are now part of FPL's system and fall under the FPL NW region.

Florida Power & Light Company

23



Docket No. 2025001 1-EI

Excerpts from FPL 2025 Ten-Year Site Plan
Exhibit JRD-8, Page 8 of 20

Table 1.A.2.1: FPL’s Capacity Resources by Unit Type (as of December 31, 2024)

Map Key #

Unit Type/ Plant Name

Location

29
32
28
82
80
84
85
81
83
25
26
27
46
35
50
49
48
40
43
a8
37
36
51
44
47
39
53
52
91
94
98
89
93
90
97
96
88
87
92
95
103
102
106
107

PV Continued

Sabal Palm Sclar
Fort Drum Sclar
Wiilow Solar

Ghast Orchid Solar
Sawgrass Solar
Sundew Solar
Immokelee Solar
Grove Solar

Elder Branch Salar
Blue Indigo Solar*
Blue Springs Solar*
Cotton Creek Solar*
Anhinga Solar
Apelachee Solar*
Blackwater Solar*
Bluefield Preserve Solar
Cawendish Solar
Chautauqgua Solar*
Chipola Solar*
Cypress Pond Solar*
Etonia Creek Solar
Everglades Solar
First City Sotar*
Flowers Creek Solar*
Pink Trail Solar

Saw Palmetto Solar*
Shirer Branch Solar*
Wid Azalea Solar*
Beautyberry Solar
Caloosahatchee Solar
Canoe Solar*

Ibis Solar

Monarch Solar
Orchard Sofar
Pineapple Solar
Prairie Creek Sclar
Silver Palm Solar
Terrill Creek Solar
Tumnpike Solar

White Tail Solar

Big Juniper Creek Solar*
Fourmile Creek Solar*
Hawthome Creek Solar
Nature Trail Solar

Palm Beach County, FL
Okeechobee County, FL.
Manatee County, FL
Hendry County, FL
Hendry County, FL

St Lucie County, FL
Collier County, FL
Indian River County, FL
Manatee County, FL
Jacksaon County, FL
Jackson County, FL
Escambia County, FL
ClayCounty, FL
Jackson County, FL
Santa Rosa County, FL
St Lucie County, FL
Okeechobee County, FL
Walton County, FL
Calhoun County, FL
Washington County, FL
Putnam County, FL
Miami-Dade County, FL
Escambia County, FL
Calhoun County, FL

St Lucie County, FL
Bay County, FL
Cathoun County, FL
Gadsden County, FL
Hendry County, FL
Hendry County, FL
Okaloosa County, FL
Brevard County, FL
Martin County, FL
Indian River/St. Lucie County, FL
St. Lucie County, FL
DeSoto County, FL
Palm Beach County, FL
Clay County, FL

Indian River County, FL
Martin County, FL
Calhoun County, FL
Calhoun County, FL
DeSoto County, FL.
Baker County, FL

1/ The solar capacity values shown are nameplate capacity only, not firm capacity.

Information on Summer and Winter Firm capacity for solar units is provided in Schedule 1.

Number
of Units

N S G P G QU G U (U U QU G QA U I o N N S e N e g I T J i G GE

Page 3 of 4
Summer
Fuel Mw

Salar Energy 74.5
Salar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.8
Solar Energy 745
Sclar Energy 745
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Sclar Energy 74.8
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Sofar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 74.5
Solar Energy 745
Solar Energy 74.5

* Represents units located in the former Gulf Senice Area but are now part of FPL's system and fall under the FPL NWregion.

Florida Power & Light Company
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Schedule 7.2
Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled
Maintenance At Time Of Winter Peak

0] @ @ @ ® (6} @ ® 9 (19 N (12) 13 (4 (15 (16)

Total Firm Total Total Generation Only
Firm Firm Fim Fimn Total Summer Resene Resene Resene

Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before  Scheduled Margin After Margin After

August of Capacity Impot Export QF Awilable Demand DSM Demand Maintenance Maintenance  Maintenance Maintenance
Year MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW MW %ofPesk MW MW %ofPesk MW  %ofPeak

2025 29,898 449 [1] 4 30,351 23,042° 1,514 21,527 8,823 410 Q 8,823 41.0 7,309 3.7

2026 30,451 219 4] 4 30,674 23,323 1,523 21,800 8,874 40.7 Q 8,874 40.7 7,350 31.5

2027 31,924 219 0 0 32,143 23,648 1,532 22,116 10,027 453 0 10,027 453 8,495 35.9

2028 33,046 219 0 0 33,265 24,136 1,542 22,594 10672 47.2 [«] 10,672 472 9,130 318

2029 33,687 219 1] 0 33806 24,603 1,550 23,053 10,853 471 0 10,853 471 9,302 37.8

2030 33,887 219 V] 0 34,106 25,011 1,565 23446 10,660 455 0 10,660 455 9,095 36.4

2031 34,546 219 0 0 34,765 25384 1,580 23,804 10,961 46.0 0 10861 460 9,381 370

2032 35,680 219 ] 0 35899 25852 1,595 24,256 11,643 48.0 [ 11,643 480 10,048 389

2033 35,743 178 0 (1} 35922 26,245 1,611 24,834 11,288 458 0 11,288 458 9,678 36.9

2034 37,000 179 0 0 37179 26,638 1,627 25,011 12,168 48.6 0 12,168 48,6 10,541 39.6

Col. (2) represents capacity additions and changes projected to be in-senice by June 1st. These MW are generally considered to be awilable to meet summer
peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated.

Col. (6) = Ccl.(2) + Col.(3) - Col{4) + Col{5).

Col.(7) reflects the load fo t without & ital DSM or cumulative load management,

Col.(8) represents cumulative toad management capability, plus incremental consenation and load management, from 9/2024-on intended for use with the
2025 |oad forecast,

Col.{10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)

Col.{11) = Cel.(10) / Col.(9)

Cal.{12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-senice for planned maintenance during the summer peak period.

Col.{13) = Co!.(10) - Col (12)

Col.{14) = Cel.(13) / Cal.(9)

Col.{15) = Col.(6) - Col.(7) - Cal.(12)

Col.(16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 82

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:

Please explain whether there is any generation resource adequacy need for the 522 MW Battery
NWFL in 2025 and please identify any documents supporting this response.

RESPONSE:
Yes, there is a resource adequacy need for the 522 MW NWFL Battery in 2025. This resource
need is based on a need for winter peaking capacity in the NWFL region by December 2025.

Please see FPL’s response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 43 —
specifically, the file titled “Confidential — 2025 BESS — Northwest Florida Battery Storage May
BOD Slides 1” within the “Development” subfolder in the “POD 43 Confidential” folder.
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 83

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:

Please explain what the impact on the 2026 Test Year revenue requirement would be if FPL
delayed the in-service date of the 522 MW Battery NWFL until 2026 and flowed-through the
ITC in the year it entered service.

RESPONSE:

Delaying the in-service date of the 522 MW Battery NWFL until 2026 is not operationally
feasible due to reliability considerations, so the response is not meaningful. The 522 MW
Battery is needed by December 2025 to provide capacity to NWFL during winter operations and
delaying the in-service date of the project would result in increased reliability risk to the NWFL
region during the 2025/2026 winter months.

FPL provided the high-level estimated revenue requirement associated with the 2025 Battery
Storage NWFL (522 MW) in FPL’s response to OPC’s First Request for Production of
Documents, No. 15, under the “Laney” folder (file titled “SoBRA Revenue Requirements.xls.”).
The revenue requirement would be substantially similar if the 2025 battery storage was placed in
service in 2026 during the same time of the year (i.e., October). The Year 1 revenue requirement
reduction will decline earlier in the year the battery storage enters service.
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 84

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:
Please explain the prudency of the 522 MW Battery NWFL project.

RESPONSE:

As stated in FPL’s response to FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories, No. 82, there is a resource
need for winter capacity in the NWFL area by December 2025. Of all the long-term options
examined to meet this resource need, the battery project was identified as the most cost-effective
option in terms of overall CPVRR.

Please also see FPL’s response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 43 —
specifically, the file titled “Confidential — 2025 BESS — Northwest Florida Battery Storage May
BOD Slides 1” within the “Development” subfolder in the “POD 43 Confidential” folder.
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DECLARATION

I, Andrew Whitley, sponsor the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 82 and 84 and co-sponsor
the answer to Interrogatory No. 83 from FEL’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power &
Light Company in Docket No. 20250011, and the responses are true and correct based on my
personal knowledge.

Under penalties of perjury, I declare that 1 have read the foregoing declaration, and the

interrogatory answers identified above, and that the facts stated therein are true.

Ot brsonder

Andrew Whitley

Date: 05/28/2025
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

FIPUG?’s First Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 8

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:
Referring to page 31 of the direct testimony of Mr. Whitley:

a. Please explain the methodology used to assign firm capacity values to solar resources
under the net peak load approach.

b. Please identify the firm value of capacity provided by FPL’s proposed solar resources in
each year for the period from 2026-2029.

RESPONSE:

a) The methodology that FPL uses to assign firm capacity values to solar resources under the
net peak load approach is dependent upon several factors — solar site location, solar
technology & design, and the total amount of solar that is operating on the FPL system.
These factors contribute to assigning firm capacity values to each new solar facility.

These firm capacity values are described in terms of the percentage of the solar facility’s
nameplate (AC) rating that can be counted on as firm capacity at the Summer and Winter
peak load hours. The Summer peak hour typically occurs in the 4 p.m. to 5 p.m. hour, and
the Winter peak hour typically occurs in the 7 a.m. to 8 a.m. hour. Similarly, each new solar
facility is assigned a specific firm capacity value based on the factors described above.

As more solar is added to the system, the net firm peak demand after accounting for solar
production starts shifting further into the evening. Therefore, the firm capacity value for
incremental solar additions decreases correspondingly with this shift. FPL uses this net peak
load approach when calculating firm capacity for solar for its standard reserve margin
calculation.

b) Please see Attachment No. 1 for the requested information.
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DECLARATION

I, Andrew Whitley, sponsor the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 1-9, 15 and 22 and co-
sponsor the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 17 and 18 from FIPUG’s First Set of Interrogatories
to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 20250011, and the responses are true and correct
based on my personal knowledge.

Under penalties of perjury, I declare that I have read the foregoing declaration, and the

interrogatory answers identified above, and that the facts stated therein are true.

ANor lrgorLr

Andrew Whitley

Date: 04/4/2025
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

OPC'’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 350

Page 1 of 4

QUESTION:
Resource Adequacy. Please refer to the Direct testimony of FPL witness Whitley at page 15;

Exhibit AWW-1 at pages 20 through 22; and FPL’s responses to Staff Interrogatory Nos. 35, 37
and 47.

a. For the portfolio shown on page 21 of Exhibit AWW-1, please provide the Achieved
Loss of Load Expectation for 2027 in days per year in the same manner it was provided
on page 20 of Exhibit AWW-1 for the portfolio shown on page 22 of Exhibit AWW-1. If
the Achieved Loss of Load Expectation for 2027 in days per year for the portfolio shown
on page 21 of Exhibit AWW-1 was not determined, please explain in detail why it was
not determined given an Achieved Loss of Load Expectation was determined and
provided on page 20 of Exhibit AWW-1 for all other portfolios shown pages 21 through
26 of Exhibit AWW-1.

b. Please confirm that FPL, being located with the FRCC rather than ReliabilityFirst, is not
subject to NERC Reliability Standard BAL-502-RF-03.

c. Please confirm that FPL is subject to NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4.

d. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each NERC Energy Emergency Alert
(EEA) 1 declaration on the FPL system since January 1, 2016.

e. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each NERC Energy Emergency Alert
(EEA) 2 declaration on the FPL system since January 1, 2016.

f. Please identify the date, time and duration, and cause of each NERC Energy Emergency
Alert (EEA) 3 declaration on the FPL system since January 1, 2016.

g. Please define the term “operational reserves” as that term is used by FPL in its response
to Staff Interrogatory No. 35

h. Please provide a detailed description of the “operational reserve concerns” raised by the
FPL’s System Operations department that are noted in FPL’s responses to Staff
Interrogatory No. 35.

1. Please confirm that FPL is subject to NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2.

j. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each occurrence since January 1,
2016 when FPL was unable to comply with NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2.

k. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each occurrence since January 1,
2016 when FPL was unable carry, or was in danger of being unable to carry, sufficient
regulating reserves to comply with NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2.
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-EI

OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 350

Page 2 of 4

. Please confirm that FPL is subject to NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3.

m. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each occurrence since January 1,
2016 when FPL was unable to comply with NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3.

n. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each occurrence since January 1,
2016 when FPL was unable carry, or was in danger of being unable to carry, sufficient
contingency reserves to comply with NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3.

0. Please confirm that FPL is subject to NERC Reliability Standard BAL-003-2.

p. Please identify the date, time, duration and cause of each occurrence since January 1,
2016 when FPL was unable to comply, or in danger of being unable to comply, with
NERC Reliability Standard BAL-003-2.

RESPONSE:
a. The achieved loss of load expectation for 2027 based on the case presented on page 21 of
Exhibit AWW-1 would be 0.74 days per year.

b. Confirmed. North American Reliability Electric Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standard
BAL-502-RF-03 is only applicable to the regional entity known as ReliabilityFirst, which is
responsible for the reliability and security of the bulk electric system in the Great Lakes and
Mid-Atlantic areas of the United States.

For clarification, the North American bulk power system is made up of six Regional Entities
under the authority of the NERC and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), of
which FPL is located in the Southeastern Electric Reliability Corporation (SERC). The
Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) stopped being a regional entity in July
2019 but continues serving as the Reliability Coordinator (RC) and Planning Authority (PA)
for the state of Florida.

c. Confirmed. NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4 is applicable to FPL.
d. FPL! declared one EEA-1 on April 28, 2017 from 12:43 to 17:00 the same day, due to the

expected use of demand side management (DSM) over the peak based on the current load
forecast, consistent with NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4.

! For the purposes of the response to these subparts, FPL is defined as peninsular Florida since the beginning of the
specified timeframe of January 1, 2016. Northwest Florida (formerly Gulf Power) is included as part of this
response as of July 13, 2022 when FPL assumed NERC functions Transmission Operator (TOP) and Balancing
Authority (BA) from Southern Company.
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FPL has not declared an EEA-2 within the time frame specified, consistent with NERC
Reliability Standard EOP-011-4.

FPL has not declared an EEA-3 within the time frame specified, consistent with NERC
Reliability Standard EOP-011-4.

Operating reserves in an electric utility system refers to the additional generating capacity
that can be called upon on short notice to meet electric demand in the event of a sudden
outage (e.g., FPL’s loss of its largest, single generating unit), if there is a supply disruption,
or if demand is more than the forecast. FPL employs spinning operating reserves where the
reserve capacity is the unloaded capacity on generators that are already online and can
quickly increase output due to a sudden, unexpected event. Combustion turbines and
batteries can also be used to contribute towards operating reserve capacity as they have
quick-start capability.

. The operational reserve concerns that were identified by FPL’s System Operations refer to
instances during the Spring of 2023 when lower than normal operational reserves were
available during the system net peak. These instances occurred during a period of higher
than expected peak load and high levels of units on maintenance. For further detail, please
see the documents provided in FPL’s response to OPC’s 16™ Request for Production of
Documents, No. 138, sub-part (b).

Confirmed. NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2 is applicable to FPL.

FPL has not violated the requirements of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2 during the
specified time range.

. FPL has not violated the requirements of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2 during the
specified time range. The purpose of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001-2 is “to control
interconnection frequency within defined limits” which is not directly related to carrying
reserves. However, any instances in which FPL was unable to carry sufficient contingency
reserve would result in the Company issuing an EEA declaration to the FRCC as part of
NERC Reliability Standard EOP-011-4. Please refer to subparts d-f above for any EEA
declarations that were issued by FPL within the specified time range.

FPL does not track “in danger of being unable to carry” as it relates to NERC Reliability
Standards, as only violations are required to be reported. The most recent instance in which
FPL’s contingency reserves approached a potential EEA-1 declaration was in August 2024,
when the Company’s service area was impacted by hot weather. In August 2023, FPL hit a
new all-time consolidated system peak, which was nearly 8% higher than the previous
consolidated peak. This significant increase in load further reinforced the importance of the
Company having appropriate reserve margins for future heat/winter events.

Confirmed. NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3 is applicable to FPL.
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m. FPL has not violated the requirements of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3 during the
specified time range.

n. FPL has not violated the requirements of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3 during the
specified time range. The primary purpose of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-002-3 is “fo
ensure the Balancing Authority or Reserve Sharing Group balances resources and demand
and returns the Balancing Authority's or Reserve Sharing Group's Area Control Error to
defined values (sutject to applicable limits) following a Reportable Balancing Contingency
Event.” FPL has not filed the CR Form 1 to document a Reportable Balancing Contingency
Event within the specified time frame as required by this standard. Furthermore, any
instances in which FPL was unable to carry sufficient contingency reserve would result in the
Company issuing an EEA declaration to the FRCC as part of NERC Reliability Standard
EOP-011-4. Please refer to FPL’s response to subparts d-f above for any EEA declarations
that were issued by FPL within the specified time range. Please refer to FPL’s response to
subpart k for “in danger of being unable to carry” as it relates to NERC Reliability Standards.

o. Confirmed. NERC Reliability Standard BAL-003-2 is applicable to FPL.

p. FPL has not violated the requirements of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-003-2 during the
specified time range.
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Notes

Averaged across all monte-carlo draws and weather years in that month, and hour

For example. Month 7 and Hour 18 has, on average, 7 34 MWh lost across all simulated years in 2027

Averaged across all monte-carlo draws and weather years in that month, and hour

For example. Month 7 and Hour 18 has, on average, 0 015% chance of loss load across all simulated years in 2027
Averaged across all monte-carlo draws and weather years in that month, and hour

For example, Month 7 and Hour 18 has, on average, 0 02 hours lostacross all simulated years in 2027
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QUESTION:
Resource Adequacy. Please refer to FPL May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental response to Staff

Interrogatory No. 44 including the corrected Attachment 1 to that response.

a. Please identify whether FPL has at any reason to believe that in 2024 the stochastic loss of
load expectation for its system may have been greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent
it does, please identify in detail why it believes that in 2024 the stochastic loss of load
expectation for its system may have been greater than 0.1 days per year.

b. Please identify whether FPL has any reason to believe that in the present calendar year
(2025), the stochastic loss of load expectation for its system may be greater than 0.1 days
per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail why it believes that in 2025 the
stochastic loss of load expectation for its system may be greater than 0.1 days per year.

c. If FPL believes that it in 2025 the stochastic loss of load expectation for its system may be
greater than 0.1 days per year, but does not believe the stochastic loss of load expectation
for its system in 2024 was greater than 0.1 days per year, please explain in detail what
changed on its system between 2024 and 2025 that causes FPL to believe that in 2025 the
stochastic loss of load expectation for its system may be greater than 0.1 days per year.

d. For the resource plan in Column 1 (Excel Row C) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2026 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

e. For the resource plan in Column 1 (Excel Row C) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2027 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

f. For the resource plan in Column 1 (Excel Row C) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2028 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

g. For the resource plan in Column 1 (Excel Row C) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
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of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8§, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2029 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

. For the resource plan in Column 1 (Excel Row C) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2030 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

For the resource plan in Column 2 (Excel Row E) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8§, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2026 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

For the resource plan in Column 2 (Excel Row E) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2027 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

. For the resource plan in Column 3 (Excel Row G) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2026 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

For the resource plan in Column 3 (Excel Row G) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2027 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

. For the resource plan in Column 3 (Excel Row G) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2028 for this resource
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plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

n. For the resource plan in Column 3 (Excel Row G) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8§, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2029 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

0. For the resource plan in Column 3 (Excel Row G) of Page 1 of 5 of the corrected version
of Attachment 1 that was provided as part of FPL’s May 8, 2025 corrected supplemental
response to Staff Interrogatory No. 44, please identify whether FPL has any reason to
believe that the stochastic loss of load expectation for calendar year 2030 for this resource
plan may be greater than 0.1 days per year? To the extent it does, please identify in detail
why it believes this.

RESPONSE:

a. FPL did not perform any projections of stochastic LOLP that covered the year 2024 and
therefore cannot confirm what FPL’s LOLE in 2024 was based on stochastic evaluations. FPL
notes that while no stochastic evaluations were performed, FPL consistently evaluates its
system on an operational basis.

b. FPL did not perform any projections of stochastic LOLP that covered the year 2025 and
therefore cannot confirm what FPL’s LOLE in 2025 was based on stochastic evaluations. FPL
notes that while no stochastic evaluations were performed, FPL consistently evaluates its
system on an operational basis.

c. Please see the response to sub-parts a. and b.

d. FPL has not performed a stochastic LOLP analysis of the resource plan in Column 1 and
therefore cannot definitively say that this plan meets FPL’s stochastic LOLP needs in any year.
FPL notes that long-term this plan does not add solar resources and, while the plan therefore
reduces future resource intermittency risk , the plan experiences none of the cost-effectiveness
benefits of additional solar, thereby resulting in billions of dollars in CPVRR costs to
customers relative to FPL’s proposed plan.

e. Please see the response to subpart (d).

f. Please see the response to subpart (d).

g. Please see the response to subpart (d).
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. Please see the response to subpart (d).

FPL did not perform any projections of stochastic LOLP that covered the year 2026 and
therefore cannot confirm what FPL’s LOLE in 2026 was based on stochastic evaluations.
However, the resource plan in Column 2 adds battery storage facilities throughout 2026 that
provide firm capacity that addresses potential loss of load scenarios throughout the year.

For Column 2, the LOLE for 2027 would not be above 0.1 days per year. This resource plan
corresponds to the LOLE on page 22 of Exhibit AWW-1, before §19.5 MW of battery storage
are added in 2027. The firm capacity from this additional storage would meet the firm capacity
shortfall on page 22 of Exhibit AWW-1 and would result in an LOLE of less than 0.1 days per
year.

. FPL did not perform any projections of stochastic LOLE that covered the year 2026 and
therefore cannot confirm what FPL’s LOLE in 2026 was based on stochastic evaluations.
However, the resource plan in Column 3 only adds solar in 2026 and does not add battery
storage that would address LOLE shortfalls.

For Column 3, FPL projects that the LOLE for 2027, 2028, 2029, and 2030 would all be above
the 0.1 days per year metric. Exhibit AWW-1, pages 22-25, shows LOLE values consistently
above 0.1 days for each year assuming that all previous battery storage additions from Column
2 have been added. Column 3 does not have any battery storage added in those years, and
therefore would have shortfalls in LOLE in each year.

. Please see the response to subpart 1.

. Please see the response to subpart 1.

. Please see the response to subpart 1.
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DECLARATION

I, Andrew Whitley, sponsor the answer to Interrogatory No. 351 and co-sponsor the
answers to Interrogatory Nos. 350 and 352 from OPC’s Sixteenth Set of Interrogatories to Florida
Power & Light Company in Docket No. 20250011, and the responses are true and correct based
on my personal knowledge.

Under penalties of perjury, I declare that 1 have read the foregoing declaration, and the

interrogatory answers identified above, and that the facts stated therein are true.

Ao byt

Andrew Whitley

Date: 05/29/2025
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QUESTION:
Provide a timeline of FPL’s replacement of its LOLP planning methodology from the

identification of a need to the selection of the SLOLP methodology. As part of this response,
identify when FPL determined the need for a new resource planning model to replace its LOLP
methodology, when FPL engaged with E3 and/or other vendor(s) to provide modeling services,
when any studies (including the one summarized by AWW-1) were engaged, when the study
results were provided to FPL, when any comparisons between the model(s) were conducted (if
any), and when the SLOLP methodology was ultimately selected.

RESPONSE:

Throughout 2023 and into early 2024, FPL began examining its operational reserves and the
ability of those reserves to address system reliability risks. In response to operational reserve
concerns raised by the FPL’s System Operations department, FPL added batteries to the resource
plan in its 2024 TYSP to address these concerns. In 2024, FPL engaged E3 to provide an in-
depth examination of FPL’s operational reserves. While examining those issues, E3 and FPL
discovered periods where resource adequacy gaps existed — i.e., where load levels exceeded
available generation. That discovery prompted an expansion of FPL’s work with E3 to examine
resource adequacy via enhanced LOLP tools, which have been utilized in other Independent
System Operators and Regional Transmission Organizations with significant amounts of variable
generation. This analysis was conducted throughout the 4 quarter of 2024, continuing into the
1¥ quarter of 2025. E3’s stochastic LOLP modeling was ultimately used for this analysis as E3
already had access to and utilized FPL’s assumptions from E3’s initial examination of
operational reserves.
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DECLARATION

I, Andrew Whitley, sponsor the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40-52, 54, 55 and 56 and co-sponsor the answers to Interrogatory Nos. 53 and 57 from Staff’s
Third Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No. 20250011, and the
responses are true and correct based on my personal knowledge.

Under penalties of perjury, I declare that 1 have read the foregoing declaration, and the

interrogatory answers identified above, and that the facts stated therein are true.

ANor lrgorLr

Andrew Whitley

Date: 04/08/2025
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QUESTION:

Provide a resource plan for the period 2026 through 2035 using FPL’s prior resource planning
process, including the use of an econometric demand model and the TIGER program to
determine probabilistic LOLP as described in the Utility’s 2024 TYSP. As part of your
response, provide the following information for each year of the period and a comparison of
these values to the resource plan generated by FPL’s new resource planning process using the
SLOLP methodology:

a. Seasonal Peak Demand Forecasts (including the total peak demand net firm peak demand
accounting for energy efficiency, demand response, curtailable load, and other factors);

b. Planning and Generation Only Reserve Margins;
c. LOLP and Expected Unserved Energy;

d. Resource Plans (including identifying each resource & capacity [non-firm and firm
contributions] change); and

e. New resource financial information.

RESPONSE:

With this corrected response, FPL corrects the indication of column 1 of Attachment 1, Tab 1
(Excel file cell C12) to indicate that FPL has not performed an analysis to determine whether the
resource plan demonstrated in column 1 would satisfy the 0.1 days-per-year loss of load
probability standard as calculated through the stochastic methodology. This correction has no
other impacts on the Attachment 1 that was previously provided with FPL’s supplemental
response to Staff’s Third Set of Interrogatories, No. 44 served on May 2, 2025. A corrected
Attachment 1 is provided with this response.
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2056 (183 0 (3097)
2057 1d (164 Q) 60.94)
2058 7 (190 60.6T)
2059 41 (158 Q) 60.58)
2060 1) (167, 1 6101
2061 206 3 (15 () $0.75
2062 1 (131 1 0 60.5T)
2063 264 2 (154 T} 4+ $0.49
2064 74 E - (178) (0 61.26)
2065 1 E (130) E 2 (3130)
2066 E x 1 290 (165 0 $0.61
2067 4+ 104 (185) E (10) (170)
2068 £} 7 77 (150 (127
2069 15 7 57 (75) S ) 6151
27 1 7 96 (115 0 60.82)
2071 3 ) ) 316 (155) 4 ) $0.86
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Tab S of §

Comparison of the Resource Plans: Comparison of Bill Impacts (assuming 1,000 kWh Usage)

1) Projection of Incremental Customer Bill Impacts:
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Exhibit JRD-9, Page 29 of 138
20250011 - Staff 3rd INT No

Page 5 of 5

‘Without Proposed 2026 and 2027 Solar And Battery Additions

FPL Resource Plan with Rate Case Additions

FPL Resource Plan - No Additions to Meet LOLP

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Incremental Fixed Total Variable Incremental Incremental Fixed Total Variable Incremental Incremental Fixed Total Variable Incremental
Cost Rate Impact Cost Rate Impact | Customer Bill Impact | Cost Rate Impact Cost Rate Impact | Customer Bill Impact] Cost Rate Impact Cost Rate Impact | Customer Bill Impact
Year ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh) ($/1,000 kWh)
2025 1.208 18.389 $19.60 1.208 18.389 $19.60 1.208 18.389 $19.60
2026 1.875 20.189 $22.06 2.435 19.294 $21.73 3.007 19.395 $22.40
2027 1.730 24.167 $25.90 5.287 21.748 $27.04 4.362 22.113 $26.47
2028 2.138 24.672 $26.81 8.177 20.134 $28.31 6.988 20.369 $27.36
2029 2.672 26.533 $29.21 10.888 19.438 $30.33 9.731 19.237 $28.97
2030 2.993 28.214 $31.21 13.931 17.099 $31.03 12.250 19.720 $31.97
2031 3.443 27.436 $30.88 16.895 14.425 $31.32 15415 14.560 $29.97
2032 3.987 29.201 $33.19 19.652 13.246 $32.90 17.569 13.226 $30.80
2033 4.315 32.778 $37.09 22.134 13.460 $35.59 20.440 12.966 $33.41
2034 4.752 35221 $39.97 24.463 12.188 $36.65 22.068 11.978 $34.05
2) Projection of Incremental Customer Bill Differentials:
Bill Differentials From Without Proposed Rfi‘?;iief(;l;;:‘ilo;ls
2026 and 2027 Solar And Battery .
Additions Vs. No Additions to
Meet LOLP
FPL Resource Plan | FPL Resource Plan -
Year with Rate Case No Additions to
Additions Meet LOLP

2025 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2026 ($0.33) $0.34 $0.67
2027 $1.14 $0.58 ($0.56)
2028 $1.50 $0.55 ($0.95)
2029 $1.12 ($0.24) ($1.36)
2030 ($0.18) $0.76 $0.94
2031 $0.44 ($0.90) ($1.35)
2032 ($0.29) ($2.39) ($2.10)
2033 ($1.50) ($3.69) ($2.19)
2034 ($3.32) ($5.93) ($2.60)
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DECLARATION

I, Andrew Whitley, sponsor the corrected supplemental answer to Interrogatory No. 44
from Staff’s Third Set of Interrogatories to Florida Power & Light Company in Docket No.
20250011, and the response is true and correct based on my personal knowledge.

Under penalties of perjury, I declare that 1 have read the foregoing declaration, and the

interrogatory answer identified above, and that the facts stated therein are true.

Ao byt

Andrew Whitley

Date: 05/08/2025
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

FEL’s Fourth Request for Production
Request No. 54

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:

Please refer to confidential document with bates stamp FPL 034918 (produced in response
to FEL production of documents request number 24), with referenced attachments at the
bottom of the page. Please provide the referenced attachments.

RESPONSE:
Please see confidential responsive documents provided.
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The documents responsive to FEL’s Fourth
Request for Production of Documents No. 54,

Bates Nos. 040739-040804, are confidential in
their entirety.
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4+ Develop tables and graphics to show utilization of energy storage resources.
e Charging times and which resources are on the margin
e Discharge times and which resources are on the margin to evaluate cost savings

e Provision of ancillary services on average throughout the year, by season, and

on specific representative days

+ Develop metrics about storage state of charge on average throughout the year and on

representative days.
+ Prepare additional operational outputs including:

e Reserve shortfall events: The number of intervals in the test year in which FPL
is unable to supply the needed reserve quantities while meeting all energy load.
Reserve shortfalls will be counted separately in the upward and downward
direction.

e Solar curtailment: Solar curtailment will likely be necessary due to inflexibility;

increasing flexibility will reduce solar curtailment and increase fuel savings.

e Effective solar LCOE: Each solar portfolio (Main and Alternatives) will have
differing amounts of solar curtailment and capital costs. E3 will calculate the
LCOE of each solar portfolio based on solar actually delivered to the system to
enable a cost-comparison of each portfolio.

e Thermal starts: number of starts for each resource in the thermal fleet.

¢ Thermal ramps: number of hours for each resource where it ramps at its
maximum rate.

e Hours at Pmin: number of hours for each resource where its generation is at its
minimum stable level.

e Ancillary Service Shadow Prices: the ancillary service shadow prices during
each hour should provide interesting information about the extent to which
additions of solar generation are making it more difficult to meet the system’s
reserve requirements.

4+ Pull additional simulation data as needed to inform operational strategies.

5

FPL 040769
20250011-EI
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3. Track 8: Resource Planning Model Development and
Capability Building

4+ Work with FPL to develop strategy and process flow for a strategic integrated system

plan to inform FPL’'s 10-year Site Plan.

4+ Develop process to incorporate transmission constraints and upgrade opportunities
into resource planning workflow.

4+ Discuss with FPL whether and how to incorporate distribution and customer program

planning into ISP process.
Develop PLEXOS LT model for optimal capacity expansion.
Link PLEXOS LT and ST models and train FPL staff to operate the models.

Work side by side with FPL staff during first run-through of new strategic ISP process.

+ + + +

Work with FPL to develop a formalized evaluation process for internal and external

resource options.

6

FPL 040770
20250011-EI
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Florida Power & Light Company
Docket No. 20250011-E1

OPC’s First Request for Production
Request No. 30

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:
Board Minutes. Please provide a copy of all FPL and NextEra Energy(*NEE”) Board of

Directors Meeting minutes and board committee minutes and presentations to the FPL and NEE
boards in 2022, 2023, 2024 and 2025 to date.

RESPONSE:

The attachments to FPL’s response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, No. 30
are designated as Highly Sensitive Information, as that term is used in the Confidentiality
Agreement in use in this proceeding. These attachments will be made available for inspection at
the offices of Shutts & Bowen LLP, located at 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 804, Tallahassee,
Florida 32301, provided the reviewing party has executed the Confidentiality Agreement and
remains in compliance with the requirements of the Confidentiality Agreement associated with
the review of Highly Sensitive Information.
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The documents responsive to OPC’s First Request
for Production of Documents No. 43, Bates Nos.
031954-032029, 032191-032268, and
032306-032530, are confidential in their entirety.
















































































































































































































































