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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF THOMAS R. KOCH 

DOCKET NOS. 070231-E1 AND 080244-E1 

MAY 29,2009 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Thomas R. Koch. My business address is Florida Power & Light 

Company, 9250 W. Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174. 

Did you previously submit direct and rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 

Yes. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits as part of your supplemental rebuttal 

testimony in this case? 

Yes. I am sponsoring following exhibit, which is attached to my supplemental 

rebuttal testimony. 

TFX-12 - MUUC Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2 

What is the purpose of your supplemental rebuttal testimony? 

I will respond to the Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2 (LFD Ex-2) submitted 

on behalf of the Municipal Underground Utilities Consortium (MUUC) by 

Witness Peter J. Rant on May 22, 2009 in response to FPL’s request for the 

specific utility data used to develop the MUUC’s operations and maintenance 

(O&M) costs contained in the Updated MUUC Study Table C-7. 
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What is your overall view of the LFD Ex-2 submitted by MUUC witness 

Rant? 

LFD Ex-2 hrther confirms the position in my earlier rebuttal testimony that there 

is no credible justification for substituting the averaged O&M costs from two 

small cooperatives (A&N Electric Cooperative and Brunswick EMC) for FPL’s 

actual O&M costs. Therefore, I continue to conclude that the cost figures on 

Updated MUUC Study Table C-7 (as revised on LFD Ex-2) are not appropriate 

for consideration as a basis for any adjustments to FPL’s approved non-storm 

operational cost differential. 

Please summarize your observations regarding the data provided in LFD Ex- 

2? 

The two cooperatives whose O&M costs appear on LFD Ex-2 have no relevant 

characteristics that would make those costs a reasonable substitute for FPL’s 

actual O&M costs. These Virginia and North Carolina utilities have miniscule 

customer bases relative to FPL’s (less than 1% and 2% respectively). Their 

comparative reported line miles and O&M costs are similarly very low. 

In his deposition Mr. Rant stated that these companies were selected based on 

their more recently-installed underground distribution facilities, which he believes 

is responsible for the lower O&M costs that appear on LFD Ex-2 for those 

facilities. The Updated MUUC Study Table C-1 also has a footnote alleging that 

these costs represent “...improved O&M cost for underground based on improved 

technology ...” However, LFD Ex-2 concedes that no facility age data is available 
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for either cooperative, so any asserted correlation between the age of facilities and 

the reported O&M cost data is totally unsubstantiated. 

In addition, the cost data provided on LFD Ex-2 represents only one year: 2005. 

FPL’s experience is that there are substantial swings in the reported O&M costs 

for distribution facilities (overhead and underground) from year to year; that is 

why FPL‘s operational cost differential relies on a five-year average. This 

tendency for wide cost swings likely would be exacerbated for small utilities such 

as these, where the total recorded in the relevant FERC accounts is a mere 

hundreds of thousands of dollars. An extra expenditure in one particular account 

of only a $100,000 would radically alter the differential cost results. 

Finally, I must point out that once again, Mr. Rant has corrected or altered 

information from what he had previously submitted in his testimony. This pattern 

of frequent revisions further calls into question the overall accuracy of Mr. Rant’s 

data. 

Based on these observations, what conclusions have you reached on LFD Ex- 

2? 

While Mr. Rant’s testimony contends that FPL’s actual overhead and 

underground O&M costs should be abandoned and replaced with the O&M costs 

of the two cooperative utilities, Mr. Rant still has failed to provide any specific 

support, explanation or justification for this approach. Therefore, the O&M costs 

provided in the Updated MUUC Study should continue to be rejected as a 
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2 non-storm operational cost differential. 

3 Q. Does this conclude your supplemental rebuttal testimony? 

4 A. Yes. 

substitute for FPL’s actual data as well as a basis for adjusting FPL’s approved 
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