


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished by

electronic mail to the following parties of record this 3rd day of September 2025:

Shaw Stiller

Timothy Sparks

Florida Public Service Commission
Office of the General Counsel

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
sstiller@psc.state.fl.us
tsparks@psc.state.fl.us

Leslie R. Newton

Thomas Jernigan

Michael A. Rivera

James B. Ely

Ebony M. Payton

139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1
Tyndall AFB FL 32403
leslie.newton.1(@us.af.mil
thomas.jernigan.3@us.af.mil
michael.rivera.51@us.af.mil
james.ely@us.af.mil
ebony.payton.ctr@us.af.mil
Federal Executive Agencies

William C. Garner

3425 Bannerman Road

Tallahassee FL. 32312
bgarner@wcglawoffice.com
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy

Jon C. Moyle, Jr.

Karen A. Putnal

c/o Moyle Law Firm

118 North Gadsden Street

Tallahassee FL 32301
jmoyle@moylelaw.com
mqualls@moylelaw.com
kputnal@moylelaw.com

Florida Industrial Power Users Group

Walt Trierweiler

Mary A. Wessling

Office of Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature

111 W. Madison St., Rm 812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400
trierweiler.walt@leg.state.fl.us
Wessling. Mary@leg.state.fl.us
Attorneys for the Citizens

of the State of Florida

Bradley Marshall

Jordan Luebkemann

111 S. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Tallahassee FL 32301
bmarshall@earthjustice.org
jluebkemann@earthjustice.org
flcaseupdates@earthjustice.org

Florida Rising, Inc., Environmental
Confederation of Southwest Florida, Inc.,
League of United Latin American Citizens
of Florida

Danielle McManamon

4500 Biscayne Blvd. Suite 201

Miami, Florida 33137
dmcmanamon(@earthjustice.org

League of United Latin American Citizens
of Florida

D. Bruce May

Kevin W. Cox

Kathryn Isted

Holland & Knight LLP

315 South Calhoun St, Suite 600
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
bruce.may@hklaw.com
kevin.cox@hklaw.com
kathryn.isted@hklaw.com

Florida Energy for Innovation Association



Nikhil Vijaykar

Yonatan Moskowitz

Keyes & Fox LLP

580 California Street, 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
nvijaykar@keyesfox.com
ymoskowitz@keyesfox.com
EVgo Services, LLC

Katelyn Lee, Senior Associate
Lindsey Stegall, Senior Manager
1661 E. Franklin Ave.

El Segundo, CA 90245
Katelyn.Lee@evgo.com
Lindsey.Stegall@evgo.com
EVgo Services, LLC

Stephen Bright

Jigar J. Shah

1950 Opportunity Way, Suite 1500
Reston, Virginia 20190
steve.bright@electrifyamerica.com
jigar.shah@electrifyamerica.com
Electrify America, LLC

Robert E. Montejo

Duane Morris LLP

201 S. Biscayne Blvd., Suite 3400
Miami, Florida 33131-4325
REMontejo@duanemorris.com
Electrify America, LLC

Robert Scheffel Wright
John T. LaVia, 111

Gardner, Bist, Bowden, Dee, LaVia, Wright,

Perry & Harper, P.A.

1300 Thomaswood Drive
Tallahassee, Florida 32308
schef@gbwlegal.com
jlavia@gbwlegal.com

Floridians Against Increased Rates, Inc.

Stephanie U. Eaton

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103
seaton@spilmanlaw.com
Walmart, Inc.

Steven W. Lee
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC

1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101

Mechanicsburg, PA 17050
slee@spilmanlaw.com
Walmart, Inc.

Jay Brew

Laura Wynn Baker

Joseph R. Briscar

Sarah B. Newman

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street NW
Suite 800 West
Washington, DC 20007
jbrew@smxblaw.com
lwb@smxblaw.com
jrb@smxblaw.com
sbn@smxblaw.com
Florida Retail Federation

Robert E. Montejo

Duane Morris, LLP

201 S. Biscayne Blvd., Suite 3400
Miami, FL 33131-4325
remontejo@duanemorris.com
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.

Alexander W. Judd

Duane Morris, LLP

100 Pearl Street, 13th Floor
Hartford, CT 06103
ajudd@duanemorris.com
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.

Brian A. Ardire

Armstrong World Industries, Inc.
2500 Columbia Avenue

Lancaster, PA 17603
baardire@armstrongceilings.com
Jason Simmons



Floyd R. Self

Ruth Vafek

Berger Singerman, LLP

313 North Monroe Street

Suite 301

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
fself@bergersingerman.com
rvafek@bergersingerman.com

Americans for Affordable Clean Energy,

Inc., Circle K Stores, Inc., RaceTrac, Inc.

and Wawa, Inc.

Armstrong World Industries, Inc.
300 S. Myrick Street
Pensacola, FLL 32505

jjsimmons@armstrongceilings.com

s/ Maria Jose Moncada

Maria Jose Moncada
Assistant General Counsel
Florida Bar No. 0773301

Attorney for Florida Power & Light Company

1ii



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 20250011-EI

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
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Please state your name and address.
My name is Tiffany C. Cohen. My business address is Florida Power & Light
Company (“FPL” or the “Company”), 700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida
33408.
Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding?
Yes.
Are you sponsoring or co-sponsoring any exhibits with this testimony?
Yes. I am sponsoring the following settlement exhibits:

e Exhibit TCC-11 — Comparison of Parity Indices

e Exhibit TCC-12 — Typical Bill Projections
I am co-sponsoring the following exhibit:

e Exhibit SRB-10 - FPL Proposed 2025 Rate Settlement Agreement, attached to

the settlement testimony of FPL witness Bores.

What is the purpose of your settlement testimony?
In my settlement testimony, I present the rates projected to result from the Proposed
Settlement Agreement. Specifically, I sponsor the tariffs for new base rates and service
charges that reflect the terms of the Proposed Settlement Agreement and implement the
revenue increases for the 2026 and 2027 Projected Test Years. I explain how the
revenue requirements were allocated to the rate classes under the Proposed Settlement
Agreement, as well as describe the projected bill impacts. I also describe certain tariff
modifications under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, including modifications to
FPL’s proposed Contribution-in-Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) tariff (Tariff Sheet No.

6.199) and FPL’s proposed new LLCS-1 (Tariff Sheet Nos. 8.950-8.952), LLCS-2
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(Tariff Sheet Nos. 8.953-8.956), and the LLCS Service Agreement tariff (Tariff Sheet
Nos. 9.960-9.983) (collectively referred to as the “LLCS Tariffs”).

Can you please summarize the base rate increases under the Proposed Settlement
Agreement?

Yes. The Proposed Settlement Agreement provides for a four-year rate plan that, if
approved, would have a minimum term through December 31, 2029. Under the
Proposed Settlement Agreement, base rates and service charges would increase by an
amount intended to generate an additional $945 million of annual revenues effective
January 1, 2026, and an additional $705 million of annual revenues effective January
1,2027. The Proposed Settlement Agreement also provides for the implementation of
Solar and Battery Base Rate Adjustments (“SoBRAs”) intended to recover the
incremental costs of new solar in 2027, and solar and battery storage in 2028 and 2029
as further explained in the settlement testimony of FPL witness Bores.

How are the additional base revenues allocated to the rate classes under the
Proposed Settlement?

Multiple parties presented evidence in this case regarding revenue allocation, and each
had different proposals for how to allocate the revenue increases to the customer
classes. The revenue allocation under the Proposed Settlement Agreement reflects a
negotiated compromise of differing and competing positions by parties representing a

broad range of interests and customers.

For base rates, the signatory parties agreed to increase the revenue allocation to all rate

classes using a modified equal percentage allocation. Under this methodology, all rate
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classes except the residential rate class are allocated revenues based on the same
percentages in order to achieve the targeted revenue increases. The revenue allocation
to the residential rate class is limited to 95 percent of the adjusted system average,
which results in the residential class receiving the lowest percentage revenue increase
of all rate classes. If the residential class had received an equal percentage increase
similar to the other rate classes, they would have been allocated an additional $29

million.

The allocation of the revenue increases under the Proposed Settlement Agreement is
provided in Exhibit A, Schedule E-5 to the Proposed Settlement Agreement. The tariff
sheets for new base rates and service charges that implement the rate increase effective
January 1, 2026, are provided in Exhibit B to the Proposed Settlement Agreement. The
tariff sheets for new base rates and service charges that implement the rate increase
effective January 1, 2027, are provided in Exhibit C to the Proposed Settlement
Agreement.

What is the impact of the revenue allocation under the Proposed Settlement
Agreement on the parity index for the respective rate classes?

Multiple parties submitted different proposals for how to allocate the revenue increases
to the customer classes, each with differing impacts on the parity index for the
respective rate classes. Exhibit TCC-11 provides the parity indices for each rate class
under the different allocation proposals presented by the parties and under the Proposed
Settlement Agreement and represents a reasonable outcome that appropriately balances

the competing methodologies presented. The parity indices under the Proposed
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Settlement Agreement are generally consistent with the parity index for each rate class
at present rates under the methodology approved in the 2021 Rate Case, demonstrating
continuity and reasonableness in the approach.

Does the revenue allocation under the Proposed Settlement Agreement continue
to follow the Commission’s practice of gradualism?

Yes. Consistent with the Commission’s gradualism policy, no rate class will receive
an increase higher than 1.5 times the system average increase in revenue (i.e., 14.4
percent for 2026 and 23.0 percent for 2027), including adjustment clauses, and no rate
class will receive a decrease.

What are the projected bills for the major rate classes under the Proposed
Settlement Agreement?

Under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, the bills for all customers are projected to
remain among the lowest in the nation. FPL’s projected 2026 typical residential 1,000-
kWh bill would remain nearly 22 percent! below the current national average. Exhibit
TCC-12 shows typical bills for each major rate class under the Proposed Settlement

Agreement.

As shown on page 1 of Exhibit TCC-12, under the Proposed Settlement Agreement,
the five-year compound annual growth rate (“CAGR”) of the typical residential bill for
customers in the former FPL service area is projected to increase from January 1, 2025

through December 31, 2029 by approximately 2 percent, as compared to 2.5 percent

! Based on the EEI Typical Bills and Average Rates report for rates effective January 1, 2025. This is
the latest information available from EEI. FPL also uses a third party to benchmark against 50 peer
utilities and, under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, FPL’s typical residential bill will be 35 percent
below the current national average as of August 1, 2025.
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under the rates originally requested. Additionally, under the Proposed Settlement
Agreement, the typical residential bill for customers in NWFL is projected to increase

by approximately 0.6 percent through 2029 as shown on page 6 of Exhibit TCC-12.

As shown on pages 2 through 5 of Exhibit TCC-12, under the Proposed Settlement
Agreement, the typical commercial and industrial (“CI”’) customers will see minimal
growth in their rates of approximately 2 percent to 2.6 percent through 2029. Similarly,
under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, the CI customers in NWFL will see even
lower percentage increases in their rates of approximately 0.8 percent to 1.2 percent
through 2029 as shown on pages 7 through 10 of Exhibit TCC-12.?

Under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, it appears that the revenue increase
allocated to the General Service (GS-1) rate class is higher than the as-filed
revenue increase. Can you please explain the impacts to the GS rate class?

Yes. The GS rate class received the same percent increase as the other CI rate classes,
the five-year CAGR of the typical GS customer bill (approximately 2.4 percent) is the
lowest among the major CI rate classes as shown on Exhibit TCC-12, and well below
the rate of inflation. As shown on Exhibit TCC-11, the parity index for the GS rate
class under the Proposed Settlement Agreement (index of 1.18) is essentially flat as
compared to present rates under the current allocation method approved in the 2021
Rate Case Settlement (index of 1.18) and improves as compared to present rates under
either the Commission’s standard 12 CP and 1/13th methodology (index of 1.25) or

under FPL’s proposed 12 CP and 25 percent methodology (index of 1.25).

2 As approved in the 2021 Rate Case Settlement Agreement, the Transition Rider and Transition Credit
will terminate on December 31, 2026, at which point FPL and NWFL rates will be fully aligned.
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Were there any other changes to revenue allocation under the Proposed
Settlement Agreement?

Yes. As part of the collective compromise on the differing cost allocation proposals,
the signatory parties agreed to modify the revenue allocation methodology to be used
for clauses during the term of the Proposed Settlement Agreement. Effective January
1, 2026, all clause factors will be calculated and filed for approval using the 4 CP and
12 percent Average Demand methodology for Production Plant and 4 CP for
Transmission Plant. The impact of this change will result in a reallocation of clause
costs among customer classes, with certain classes experiencing increases while others

see decreases in their allocated share of clause costs.

FPL submits that this modification is reasonable and in the public interest for several
reasons. First, the 4 CP methodology is recognized in the utility industry as an
appropriate cost allocation approach alternative for allocating Production and
Transmission Plant costs based on each customer class’s contribution to the system’s
peak demand during the four coincident peak hours of the year. Second, the 12%
energy cost weighting for Production Plant recognizes the role that energy plays in the
selection of Production resources. Third, the 4 CP is an accepted cost allocation
method that other Florida investor-owned utilities employ. Fourth, this compromise
was essential to achieving the broader benefits of the Proposed Settlement Agreement.
As further explained in the settlement testimony of FPL witness Bores, the Proposed
Settlement Agreement represents a balanced resolution that achieves greater overall

value for our customers through comprehensive rate stability and regulatory efficiency.
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How will the change in the clause allocation methodology be reflected if approved?
FPL will reflect this revised allocation methodology in the 2025 clause proceedings by
filing revised clause factors that take effect January 1, 2026, subject to the
Commission’s approval of the Proposed Settlement Agreement and the respective
clause factor calculations.

Please summarize the tariff changes included in the Proposed Settlement
Agreement.

In addition to new base rates and service charges that implement the rate increases for
the 2026 and 2027 Projected Test Years as described above, the Proposed Settlement
Agreement provides that FPL’s tariffs should be approved as filed subject to certain
modifications. These modifications include changes to FPL’s electric vehicle pilot
programs and tariffs as further explained in the settlement testimony of FPL witness
Oliver. The Proposed Settlement Agreement also includes changes to FPL’s CIAC
tariff modification and to FPL’s new LLCS Tariffs. These changes to the CIAC tariff
and LLCS Tariffs are further described later in my testimony. Finally, the Proposed
Settlement Agreement includes FPL’s proposed service charges as shown on Schedule
E-13b of FPL’s 2026 and 2027 MFRs.

Does the Proposed Settlement Agreement include any changes to the load control
credits?

Yes. Under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, the level of utility-controlled demand
credits for customers receiving service pursuant to FPL’s Commercial/ Industrial Load
Control (“CILC”) tariff and the Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction (“CDR”)

rider will be $9.75/kW, which is a modest increase from the current credit and
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represents a reasonable compromise among the differing credit level proposals and
cost-effectiveness positions submitted by the signatory parties. FRF proposed a CDR
credit of $9.33/kW using a RIM test of 1.0 similar to other DSM programs, and FIPUG
and Walmart argued that the CILC and CDR programs are cost-effective at the current
level because they have a RIM ratio of 1.06. Additionally, FIPUG proposed a credit

of $12.32/kW to reflect other capacity benefits of the programs.

Under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, the CILC and CDR credits will be
increased and become effective with each SOBRA, which is consistent with historical
SoBRA-type base rate increases. FPL will continue to recover the CILC and CDR
credits through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause.

Please describe the modifications to the CIAC tariff included in the Proposed
Settlement Agreement.

In its original filing, FPL proposed to modify its CIAC tariff to change the way it
backstops the non-CIAC amount of the total project transmission and distribution costs
it recovers in base rates from a customer that will require significant investments to
install new or upgraded facilities to serve the customer’s new or incremental load.
Under the proposed CIAC tariff, the applicant pays the CIAC upfront; pays the non-
CIAC amount upfront; receives a bill credit up to the non-CIAC amount over a five-
year period similar to paying base revenues over that same period; and FPL is permitted
to retain the differential, if any, at the end of the five-year period to better protect the

general body of customers.
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Under the Proposed Settlement Agreement, these new CIAC tariff provisions will
apply to all new non-governmental applicants that require new or upgraded facilities
with a total estimated cost of $50 million or more at the point of delivery. The new
CIAC tariff provision as modified by the Proposed Settlement Agreement will help
protect the general body of customers from the risks associated with the significantly
high costs incurred to install new or upgraded facilities to serve a customer’s new or
incremental load.

Please describe the changes to the LLCS Tariffs included in the Proposed
Settlement Agreement.

FPL developed the proposed LLCS Tariffs to proactively address and be ready to serve
large load customers that will have significant impacts on FPL’s transmission system
and generation resource plan, and to ensure that the general body of customers is
protected from incremental costs incurred to serve such large load customers. The
Proposed Settlement Agreement provides that the LLCS Tariffs should be approved
with the following modifications:

e The LLCS Tariffs will apply to any customer with new or incremental load of
50 MW or more and a load factor of 85 percent or higher, which is consistent
with the change proposed in my rebuttal testimony.

e The minimum take-or-pay demand charge for the LLCS Tariffs will be 70
percent, which is consistent with the change proposed in my rebuttal testimony.
Importantly, the 70 percent minimum take-or-pay applies only to the LLCS
base and clause demand charges. Meaning, LLCS customers will still be

required to pay 100 percent of the incremental generation charge during the

10
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entire twenty-year term of the LLCS Service Agreement, as well as being
subject to exit fees for early termination that are equivalent to accelerated
payment of the incremental generation charge to be paid over the remaining
term of the LLCS Service Agreement.
The LLCS base, non-fuel energy, and demand charges will be based on the final
revenue requirements in the Proposed Settlement Agreement.
The LLCS-1 Incremental Generation Charge will be based on the capacity
additions needed to serve the 1 GW of load by the end of 2029, which is
consistent with the change proposed in my rebuttal testimony, and updated to
reflect the return on equity agreed to in the Proposed Settlement Agreement.
Consistent with the change proposed in my rebuttal testimony, the performance
security amount included in the LLCS Service Agreement will be modified to
better reflect the customer’s credit rating relative to the incremental generation
investment required to serve that customer. Specifically, the security amount
will be determined using the following risk-based approach to help mitigate the
potential risk associated with a LLCS customer that breaches or otherwise
terminates the agreement and is required to pay the exit fee under the LLCS
Agreement:

(a) For counterparties rated BBB or better by a nationally

recognized rating agency, a parent guaranty equal to the present value

of five years of incremental generation charge revenues. The parent

must have sufficient net available liquidity of more than the five years

of obligation, which will be subject to an annual review.

(b) For counterparties rated less than BBB by a nationally

recognized rating agency, a letter of credit or surety bond equal to the
present value of ten years of incremental generation charge revenues.

11
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(c) For counterparties not rated by a nationally recognized rating
agency, they will be subject to an internal FPL review of credit and
either be subject to five or ten years of collateral requirements per above,
based on FPL’s final internal assessed credit worthiness of the
counterparty.

e The Proposed Settlement Agreement also includes changes to FPL’s internal
policy on the timing and process for an applicant seeking service under the
LLCS Tariffs to accept the results of the engineering and system impact studies,
execute the Construction and Operating Agreement, and enter the LLCS
Service Agreement reserving capacity on FPL’s system for the applicant’s
LLCS project. FPL submits that these modifications will provide greater
transparency to LLCS customers and, given the scope and costs associated with

these LLCS projects, will provide LLCS customers additional flexibility and

time to plan, finance, and construct their projects.

The LLCS Tariffs, as modified by the Proposed Settlement Agreement, are a
reasonable compromise of multiple differing and competing positions, and will
continue to meet the purpose and objectives of the LLCS Tariffs to: (i) ensure that FPL
has a tariff and service agreement ready and available to serve customers of this
magnitude should they request service in the future; (ii) ensure that the cost-causer
bears primary responsibility and risk for the significant generation investments required
to serve a customer of this size; and (iii) protect the general body of customers and
mitigate the risk of subsidization and stranded assets. The revised LLCS tariffs are

included in Exhibits B and C to the Proposed Settlement Agreement.
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Should the Proposed Settlement Agreement rates be approved?

Yes. The rates and tariffs under the Proposed Settlement Agreement are part of a multi-
faceted agreement that reflects a carefully balanced compromise of many differing and
competing positions by parties representing a broad range of interests and customers
and results in rates that are fair, just, and reasonable for all customers. The rates under
the Proposed Settlement Agreement keep 2026 typical residential bills nearly 22
percent below the current national average and projected 2029 typical residential bills
nearly 27 percent below the projected 2029 national average. Additionally, as further
discussed in the settlement testimony of FPL witness Bores, the proposed rates provide
customers with predictability and stability as part of the overall Proposed Settlement
Agreement.

Does this conclude your settlement testimony?

Yes.
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