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DIRECT TESTIMONY

OF

KEVIN J. MARA

On Behalf of the Office of Public Counsel

Before the

Florida Public Service Commission

20220051-El

l. INTRODUCTION

WHAT IS YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS?

My name is Kevin J. Mara. My business address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800,
Marietta, Georgia 30067. | am the Executive Vice President of the firm GDS Associates,
Inc. ("GDS") and Principal Engineer for a GDS company doing business as Hi-Line

Engineering. | am a registered engineer in Florida and 22 additional states.

PLEASE STATE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

I received a degree of Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from Georgia Institute
of Technology in 1982. Between 1983 and 1988, | worked at Savannah Electric and Power
as a distribution engineer designing new services to residential, commercial, and industrial
customers. From 1989-1998, | was employed by Southern Engineering Company as a
planning engineer providing planning, design, and consulting services for electric
cooperatives and publicly owned electric utilities. In 1998, I, along with a partner, formed
a new firm, Hi-Line Associates, which specialized in the design and planning of electric
distribution systems. In 2000, Hi-Line Associates became a wholly owned subsidiary of

GDS Associates, Inc. and the name of the firm was changed to Hi-Line Engineering, LLC.
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In 2001, we merged our operations with GDS Associates, Inc., and Hi-Line Engineering
became a department within GDS. 1 serve as the Principal Engineer for Hi-Line
Engineering and am Executive Vice President of GDS Associates. | have field experience
in the operation, maintenance, and design of transmission and distribution systems. | have
performed numerous planning studies for electric cooperatives and municipal systems. |
have prepared short circuit models and overcurrent protection schemes for numerous
electric utilities. | have also provided general consulting, underground distribution design,

and territorial assistance.

PLEASE DESCRIBE GDS ASSOCIATES, INC.

GDS is an engineering and consulting firm with offices in Marietta, Georgia; Austin,
Texas; Auburn, Alabama; Orlando, Florida; Manchester, New Hampshire; Kirkland,
Washington; Portland, Oregon; and Madison, Wisconsin. GDS has over 170 employees
with backgrounds in engineering, accounting, management, economics, finance, and
statistics. GDS provides rate and regulatory consulting services in the electric, natural gas,
water, and telephone utility industries. GDS also provides a variety of other services in the
electric utility industry including power supply planning, generation support services,
financial analysis, load forecasting, and statistical services. Our clients are primarily
publicly owned utilities, municipalities, customers of privately owned utilities, groups or

associations of customers, and government agencies.

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED BEFORE ANY REGULATORY COMMISSIONS?
I have submitted testimony before the following regulatory bodies:

e Vermont Department of Public Service

e Florida Public Service Commission

2
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e Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC")
e District of Columbia Public Service Commission
e Public Utility Commission of Texas
e Maryland Public Service Commission
e Corporation Commission of Oklahoma
I have also submitted expert opinion reports before United States District Courts in

California, South Carolina, and Alabama.

HAVE YOU PREPARED AN EXHIBIT DESCRIBING YOUR QUALIFICATIONS
AND EXPERIENCE?
Yes. | have attached Exhibit KIM-1, which is a summary of my regulatory experience and

qualifications.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING?

GDS Associates, Inc., was retained by the Florida Office of Public Counsel (“*OPC”) to
review Florida Power & Light’s ("FPL" or "Company") proposed 2023-2032 Storm
Protection Plan (“SPP” or “Plan”) on behalf of the OPC. Accordingly, | am appearing on

behalf of the Citizens of the State of Florida.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

I am presenting OPC's recommendations regarding FPL’s proposed 2023-2032 Storm
Protection Plan. My testimony serves to refute the testimony presented by Michael Jarro
regarding the scope of the SPP projects and whether the programs and projects could

qualify to be included in the SPP.
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WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN PREPARATION OF YOUR
TESTIMONY?

I reviewed the Company’s filing, including the direct testimony and exhibits. | also
reviewed the Company’s responses to OPC’s discovery and other materials pertaining to
the SPP and its impacts on the Company. In addition, I reviewed Section 366.96, Florida
Statutes, which requires the filing of the SPP and authorized the Commission to adopt the
relevant rules, including Rule 25-6.030, Florida Administrative Code ("F.A.C."), which
addresses the Commission's approval of a Transmission and Distribution SPP that covers
a utility's immediate 10-year planning period, and Rule 25-6.031, F.A.C., which addresses

the utilities’ recovery of costs related to their SPPs.

PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE REMAINDER OF YOUR TESTIMONY IS
ORGANIZED.

I first discuss the purpose of storm hardening and an SPP as informed by Rule 25-6.030,
F.A.C., and criteria needed for storm hardening projects. | then discuss principles to be
applied when reviewing FPL's proposed SPP. | also address the level of spending by FPL.
Finally, I discuss my analysis of the programs proposed in the SPP, including principles
that should be applied when reviewing FPL’s programs. In the discussion of the principles
I applied, I include criteria that, in my expert opinion, the Commission must weigh to
properly evaluate the sufficiency of the SPP and each SPP program under the statutes and

rules governing the SPPs.
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1. REVIEW THE PURPOSE OF STORM HARDENING

PLEASE DISCUSS SECTION 366.96, FLORIDA STATUTES.

Section 366.96, Fl. Stat., addresses storm protection plan cost recovery for investor-owned
utilities. The purpose of storm hardening is to “effectively reduce restoration costs and
outage times to customers and improve overall service reliability for customers.”?

The Florida Legislature has directed the Commission to consider “[t]he estimated
costs and benefits to the utility and its customers of making the improvements proposed in
the plan.”? But there is no express ceiling or cap on the magnitude of the upgrades or
improvements contained in the SPP or on the rate impact to the customers. Again, while
the legislature left the ratemaking impact of both of these considerations to the
Commission’s discretion it appears that they gave the Commission direction and the tools
to limit the utilities’ spending in the SPP and SPPCRC approvals. As part of my testimony,
I will present some recommended limits to the construction programs.

All of the utilities’ SPPs are based on the premise that by investing in storm
hardening activities the electric utility infrastructure will be more resilient to the effects of
extreme weather events. This resiliency means lower costs for restoration from the storms
and reduced outage times experienced by the customers. Some programs have a greater
impact on reducing outages times and lowering restoration costs than other programs.
Clearly, the goal is to invest in storm hardening activities that benefit the customers of the

electric utilities at a cost that is reasonable relative to those benefits.

! Section 366.96 (1)(d), Florida Statutes.
2 Section 366.96 (4)(c), Florida Statutes.
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PURSUANT TO SECTION 366.96, FL. STAT., THE COMMISSION ADOPTED
RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C. PLEASE DISCUSS RULE 25-6.030, F.A.C., FROM YOUR
PERSPECTIVE AS AN ELECTRICUTILITY DISTRIBUTION ENGINEER.

Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., mandates a storm protection program, which is a group of storm
protection projects to enhance the utility's existing infrastructure for “the purpose of
reducing restoration costs and reducing outages times associated with extreme weather
conditions ... " Further, a storm protection project is defined as a specific activity designed
for enhancement of the system "for the purpose of reducing restoration costs and reducing
outage times associated with extreme weather conditions ... "*

Clearly, this two-prong test to reduce restoration costs and reduce outage times as
defined in Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., must be applied to storm protection programs and
projects. A project must accomplish both benefits, reduction in restoration costs, and
reduction in outage time to be included in the SPP.

Logically, strengthening the electric utility infrastructure is a storm plan
requirement and simply replacing like-for-like equipment with the same strength and
functionality does not meet the requirements of Rule 25-6.020, F.A.C. The point of the
SPP is to enhance the strength of the grid to withstand extreme weather conditions that
result in high winds.

Thus, there are two criteria that must be central in each SPP program and project:

1) Reduce restoration costs, and

@) Reduce outage times.

Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., requires utilities to provide budgets for programs and to

provide the estimated reduction in restoration costs.® These amounts must be balanced

3 Rule 25-6.030 (2)(a), F.A.C.
4 Rule 25-6.030 (2)(b), F.A.C.
5 Rule 25-6.030 (3)(d)(1), F.A.C.
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against the benefits to the utilities' customers. Further, the two amounts will allow the
Commission and stakeholders to understand the benefits of the capital investments for
storm hardening relative to the “reasonableness” of the costs. Any program can purport to
reduce outage costs and outage time; however, the program must be cost effective for
customers to benefit. To summarize, the Rules require a two-prong test for consideration

of a program: reduction in outage costs and reduction in outage time.

CAN YOU PROVIDE AN ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE OF HOW A STORM
HARDENING PROJECT MEETS THE TWO CRITERIA OF RULE 25-6.030,
F.A.C.?

Yes. Hardening means to design and build components of the system to a strength that
would not normally be required. For instance, distribution poles per the NESC need only
be built based on loading requirement of Rule 250B (60 MPH wind) and Grade C strength.
Hardening would specify poles to be built based on loading requirements of Rule 250C
extreme wind (120-140 MPH) and Grade B strength factors.® By installing poles with
greater strength needed to meet this new design criteria, these hardened poles will reduce
restoration costs because there will be fewer pole failures and will reduce restoration time
because there will be fewer failed poles to repair.

Simply replacing a pole using the same loading requirements and same strength
factors will not harden the system. A like-for-like replacement will result in a stronger
pole only because it is new, but the performance of the like-for-like replacement will be
the same over time. For instance, in transmission system hardening, many utilities are
using non-wood poles (steel or concrete) to replace existing wood poles. The upgrade to

non-wood poles is not required by the NESC, but these non-wood poles have proven to

® The loading of NESC Rule 250C and Grade B do not normally apply to distribution lines.

7



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

reduce outages and reduce outage times due the superior ability of the non-wood poles to
survive during extreme windstorms.

Alternately, replacing aging infrastructure with new infrastructure of the same
strength or purpose does not harden the system. This is because using the same strength
components does not reduce outage times nor outage costs when compared to the original

components.

CAN YOU PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF ENHANCEMENTS TO AN ELECTRIC
UTILITY SYSTEM WHICH DO NOT MEET THE CRITERIA SET FORTH IN
RULE 25-6.030 F.A.C.?

Yes. Adding new sectionalizing equipment such as smart gird enhancements, SCADA
systems and remotely operated air break switches (GOABSs) do not reduce outages. The
outage will still occur and will still need to be repaired. Thus, there is no change to the
restoration costs. These devices only help to isolate a smaller portion of the system that is
affected by the outage. Thus, the devices fail to meet the criteria in Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.
While the devices do reduce outage times, they fail to reduce outage costs. Further, adding
sectionalizing equipment does not strengthen or harden the system.

Another example is replacement of a bridge on an access road. The bridge does
not reduce outages. It can help with access to the transmission right-of-way. However,
that purpose of the bridge originally was and continues to be to allow access. Replacing
the bridge to allow access does not change its purpose. The utility has a responsibility to
maintain its infrastructure and if the bridge is old and in disrepair, it needs to be replaced
as a normal course of business and would not qualify as a storm protection project.

While not proposed in FPL’s filing, the following is an example to illustrate how

utilities could expand the SPP programs if the Commission does not adhere to the stringent

8
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two-prong test for the program. For example, purchasing a new replacement line truck
which is more fuel efficient does not reduce outages. It could be argued that it reduces
outage costs by being more fuel efficient. Also, since the truck is new, one could argue
that it is more reliable and therefore would reduce outage times. However, this type of
program does not reduce outages. It does not strengthen or harden the system, and in my

opinion, would not meet the requirements of the statute.

WHAT OTHER TYPES OF PROGRAMS DO YOU BELIEVE SHOULD BE
EXCLUDED FROM THE SPP PROGRAMS?

An electric utility has as a core responsibility to maintain a safe operating system. To that
end, aging infrastructure and deteriorated equipment needs to be maintained in safe
operating condition. Failure to meet this core responsibility puts the public at risk.
However, simply replacing old equipment does not constitute storm hardening. The
approved storm hardening programs started with replacement of old poles with stronger
poles designed for extreme wind experienced during storms above what is necessary to
meet the requirements of the National Electrical Safety Code. This hardening was
characterized by stronger than required components and timed improvements such that as

poles failed inspection, the system would be naturally strengthened over a period of time.

CAN ALL COSTS THAT REDUCE OUTAGE COSTS, REDUCE OUTAGE TIMES
AND STRENGTHEN THE ELECTRIC UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE BE
INCLUDED IN THE SPP AND SPPCRC?

Section 366.96, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., provide no overt governance
regarding limitations to the costs of SPP programs. It is imperative that the Commission

consider guidelines to limit the magnitude of each program’s costs compared to its benefits.

9
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For this reason, and on behalf of the customers who must bear these costs against the level
of projected benefits, elsewhere in my testimony, | propose my limits to projects for the

Commission to consider in the public interest.

DID FPL PROVIDE ANY SPECIFIC COST REUDCTION FOR THE PROGRAMS
PROPOSED IN THE 2023-2032 SPP?

No. FPL did not include any estimate of the cost reduction of the programs. Rule 25-
6.030(3)(d)1, F.A.C., specifically requires utilities to file plans “including an estimate of
the resulting reduction in outage times and restoration costs due to extreme weather
conditions.” The rule further requires a comparison of the costs of the programs and the
benefits of the programs.” Without an estimate of the cost reduction for outages, it is
impossible for any party to make a judgment on prudence. Mr. Jarro claims that a purpose
of his testimony is to provide a comparison of benefits and costs for each program.® Mr.
Jarro did not provide this critical information regarding the estimated cost reduction for the
programs. Nor is this information contained in FPL’s 2023-2032 SPP. Without this data,
FPL’s SPP fails to meet the requirements of Rule 25-6.030 F.A.C.

FPL’s 2023-2032 SPP provides simplistically written descriptions of program
benefits which are budgeted in the billions of dollars. This lack of attention to detail to
justify the expenditures and to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of the programs
undermines the purpose of the SPP.

In my opinion, anyone can claim reduction in outage restoration costs, but in a

regulatory setting with the need to comply with specific statutes, it is necessary and

" Rule 25-6.030 (3)(d)3 and Rule 25-6.030 (3)(d)4, F.A.C.
8 Direct testimony of Michael Jarro, p. 4, lines 13-14.

10



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

expected that monetized values of these reductions during extreme weather events be

provided.

DID FPL PROVIDE ANY SPECIFIC REDUCTIONS IN OUTAGE TIMES FOR
THE PROGRAMS PROPOSED IN THE 2023-2032 SPP?

No. FPL did not include any estimate of the reduction of outage times. Even though Rule
25-6.030(3)(d)1, F.A.C. mandates “including an estimate of the resulting reduction in
outage times and restoration costs due to extreme weather conditions.” 1 believe that the
outage times should be monetized on a basis consistent with other utilities to help
determine the benefits compared to the costs of the proposed storm hardening programs.

FPL failed to provide an estimate, and instead provided only a statement of belief.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE LACK OF
INFORMATION REGARDING THE REDUCTION IN OUTAGE COSTS AND
REDUCTION IN OUTAGE TIME?

I recommend that FPL be required to amend their filing and provide the necessary data for
each program as required by Rule 25-6.030 F.A.C., with an opportunity for intervenors to

provide review and testimony.

DID YOU COMPARE THE 10-YEAR CAPITAL COSTS OF FLORIDA POWER
& LIGHT’S 2020-2029 SPP AND ITS 2023-2032 SPP?

Yes. | compared the combined budget for the 2020-2029 SPP filed by FPL and Gulf Power
to the budget for FPL’s 2023-2032 SPP. The table below shows an increase of 34% or
about $3.5 billion in capital spending over the 10-year plan compared to the previous Plan.

This 34% increase in capital costs will put greater pressure on customers’ rates.

11
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FPL and GP
Capital 2020-2029 spp | 70121 2023-2032) | nce | Pereent
. SPP Smillion Increase
Smillion
Distribution Inspection Program S 593.80( $ 628.80| S  35.00 6%
Transmission Inspection Program S 520.50 | $ 657.20| S 136.70 26%
Distribution Feeder Hardening Program S 3,499.30| S 2,437.10 | $ (1,062.20)] -30%
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program S 5,146.40 | S 9,388.50 | S 4,242.10 82%
Transmission Hardening Program S 600.80 | $ 49850 | $ (102.30)| -17%
Distribution Vegetation Management Program | $ - S 2840 |S  28.40
Transmission Vegetation Management Program | S - S - S -
Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Progr | $ 23.00| S 16.00|S (7.00) -30%
Distribution Winterization Program S - S 93.00| $ 93.00 New
Transmission Winterization Program S - S 4460|S 44.60 New
Transmission Access Enhancement Program S - S 115.80| $ 115.80 New
Total Capital| $ 10,383.80 | S 13,907.90 | $ 3,524.10 34%

HAVE YOU COMPARED THE CAPITAL COSTS ON A PER RATEPAYER
BASIS FOR THE INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES THAT HAVE FILED SPP
PLANS?

Yes. | looked at the ratio of capital spending to the number of customers for the 2020-2029
SPP and the 2023-2032 SPP for the electric utilities that filed plans. This information is in
the following table:

Total 10-year Projected SPP Investment per Customer
Includes only Capital Investment

2020 SPP 2023 SPP *
Customers 10-Year Capital 2020SPP  10-Year Capital 2023 SPP
Total SMillions  $/Customer SMillions  $/Customer
FPUC 32,993 || N/A S 243 | S 7,369
Tampa Electric 824,322 || S 1,589 | S 1,928 || S 1,699 | S 2,061
Duke Energy Florida 1,879,073 || S 6635|S 3,531 S 7,318 S 3,894
Florida Power & Light 5,700,000 || S 11,244 | $ 1,973 || S 13,908 | $ 2,440

*FPUC's and TECO's plans dated 2022 for a 10-year period

While Tampa Electric and Duke had increases for the ten-year total just under 9%, FPL is
showing an increase of 34%. The increase in spending by FPL of 34% is significant and

will impact rate payers if left unchecked.

12
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1. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SPP REDUCTIONS

CAN YOU SUMMARIZE YOUR PROPOSED REDUCTIONS IN FPL’S
PROGRAMS?
The table below summarizes my recommendations to reduce FPL’s 10-year SPP capital

budget by $3.6 billion. These recommendations are detailed in my testimony.

Total 2023- | Reductions | Net 2023-
Capital 2032 SPP | Proposed by | 2032 SPP Reason for Reduction
SMillions Mara SMillions
Distribution Inspection Program S 629 | S - S 629
Transmission Inspection Program $ 657 | S S 657
Distribution Feeder Hardening Program S 2,437 | S - S 2,437
Distribution Lateral Hardening Program S 9,389 | $ (3,389)| $ 6,000 Limit impact to customers
Transmission Hardening Program S 499 | S - S 499
Distribution Vegetation Management Program S 28| S S 28
Transmission Vegetation Management Program S - S - S -
Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program | $ 16| S (16)| $ Does not comply with 25-6.030
Distribution Winterization Program S 93 |$ (93)| $ Does not comply with 25-6.030
Transmission Winterization Program S 45| S (45)| $ Does not comply with 25-6.030
Transmission Access Enhancement Program S 116 | S (116)| $ - Does not comply with 25-6.030
Total Capital| S 13,907.9 | $ (3,658.4)| S 10,249.5

The reductions | am proposing will result in reducing the capital cost per customer to
$1,798, which is similar to the cost per customer for the combined FPL and Gulf Power

2020-2029 SPPs.

IF LIMITS ARE PLACED ON THESE PROGRAMS SUCH AS LIMITING THE
MAGNITUDE OF DEPLOYMENTS AND SHIFTING AGING
INFRASTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT PROGRAMS TO STANDARD RATE
BASE TREATMENT, DOES THAT REDUCE BENEFITS OF THE SPP?

Yes, it does. However, the reduction in benefits must be balanced against the impact to
the ratepayers. In fact, the United States is experiencing its worst inflation in 40 years and
consumers have seen steep increases in the price of gas and groceries, as well as escalating

electric bills, specifically in Florida. Unless the Commission acts to limit the expenditures,

13
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the unchecked spending on SPP programs will result in an excessive burden on the rate

payers.

DO THE BENEFITS OF THESE PROGRAMS SEEM TO BE DEPENDENT ON
THE RETURN PERIOD OF THE EXTREME WEATHER EVENTS?
Yes, the magnitude of benefits is based on the return period of storms, meaning how
frequently the electric utility’s service area is impacted by a major storm. The goal is to
reduce hurricane restoration costs that are imposed on customers. It is important to
consider the recent history of weather events impacting Florida. After a catastrophic two-
year period in 2004 and 2005, the Commission undertook to require storm hardening
measures. As the companies began implementing these measures, Florida embarked on a
10-year period of relative quiet, with no major storms impacting the state until 2016.

In 2016, a five-year period of major storms began. Over this period the five
investor-owned electric utilities have reported the following costs from named hurricanes

and tropical storms:

14
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Reported Costs from Named Tropical Storms for Each Florida Investor-Owned Utility
2016 Through 2020
$ Millions
Storm FPL Duke Gulf TECO FPUC Total
2016 Matthew 310.3 40.0 1.0 0.6 351.9
2016 Hermine 21.2 28.6 5.7 0.0 55.5
2016 Colin-TS 3.6 25 6.1
2017 Irma 1,378.4 464.1 101.7 2.3 1,946.5
2017 Nate 53 5.3
2017 Cindy- TS 0.0 0.0
2018 Michael 316.5 427.7 67.3 811.5
2018 Alberto - TS 1.0 1.0
2019 Dorian 2406 * 153.0 * 1.2 * 3947
2019 Nestor- TS 0.6 0.6
2020 Sally 227.5 227.5
2020 Zeta 11.4 11.4
2020 Isaias 68.5 1.1 69.5
2020 Eta- TS 115.9 20.8 136.7
Total All Years 2,134.9 1,034.5 666.6 111.0 71.4 4,018.4
Note: rpe reported costs included above represent the actual total Company restoration costs
included in each petition filed with the FPSC. They do not include reductions for costs
capitalized or determined to be non-incremental (ICCA). They also do not include carrying
charges or impacts from requested changes to storm reserve balances. Finally, they do not
include changes due to later Company modifications, settlements, and/or any other FPSC
action.
*  Expenses are mostly all preparation costs because the storm did not make landfall in Florida.

FPL did provide an estimate for a range of avoided restoration expenses for the entire SPP
10-year period, which is from $406 million to a high of $3.082 million.® Over a 5-year

period (2016 to 2020), FPL’s restoration costs are $2.13 billion less $240 million spent in

9 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix A Attachment 1.
15
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preparation for Dorian which did not make landfall and where FPL did not incur significant
damage. FPL’s costs for extreme storm restoration from 2016 to 2020 are $1.89 billion.
Comparing this 5-year total restoration cost to the 10-year SPP budget of $13.9 billion
shows that the costs far exceeded the possible benefits. Further, the cost exceeds FPL’s
range of avoided costs. In fact, FPL’s capital SPP investment for the 10-year period is
$13.9 billion which is more than 3.4 times the total cost of all storms affecting all investor-
owned utilities in Florida. Thus, ratepayers are paying more for the SPP and reduced storm

costs compared to the electric utilities doing no storm hardening.

IV.REVIEW OF SPP PROJECTS

CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE SUBSTATION STORM SURGE/FLOOD
MITIGATION PROGRAM?

Yes. This program is designed to prevent/mitigate substation equipment damage and
customer outages due to storm surge and flooding.'® The program provides for raising the
equipment at certain substations above the flood level and constructing flood protection

walls around other substations.!

WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF BUILDING A SUBSTATION IN
COASTAL FLOOD ZONES?

The acquisition of land for a substation is always a challenge but the land needs to be
suitable for safe and reliable electric service. The flood maps were not issued until 19732

S0 a substation constructed before 1973 would not have had standards requiring certain

10 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 51 of 63.
11 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 51 of 63.
12 See Exhibit KIM-2, A Chronology of Events Affecting the National Flood Insurance Program, FEMA, pp. 14-15.
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elevations. For example, the St. Augustine Substation was originally built in 1927 and
rebuilt in 1969. However, stations built after 1973 should have been designed with the
knowledge of potential flood waters, and designs should have accounted for this
predictable occurrence. Specifically, the Standard ASCE-24-14 Flood Resistant Design
and Construction recommends the facilities to be designed for the Basic Flood Elevation
(100-year flood level) plus two feet. Details of improvements are not required to be
contained in the current SPP; thus no conclusion can be reached regarding prudence of the

original design and the proposed mitigation plans.

ARE THERE OTHER MEANS AVAILABLE TO REDUCE OUTAGE TIME FOR
CUSTOMERS DUE TO FLOODING OF SPECIFIC SUBSTATIONS?

Yes. It is my belief that most of FPL’s distribution system is designed for a single
contingency failure which is consistent with design of modern distribution systems in
suburban and urban areas. Single contingency means designing for the loss of one feeder
or one substation transformer. Thus, if a transformer had to be de-energized for flooding
it is very likely that the load from this substation can be switched to an adjacent substation
that is not flooded. To the extent this is the case, the Substation Storm Surge/Flood
Mitigation Program does not reduce outage time and therefore should be excluded from
the SPP in accordance with the statute that contemplates reduction in outage time and

restoration costs.

13 Docket N0.20200071-E1, FPL’s Response to OPC’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories, Interrogatory No. 214.
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WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE SUBSTATION
STORM SURGE/FLOOD MITIGATION PROGRAM?

I recommend inclusion of this program on a limited basis. The program should exclude
any substation where there are alternate feeds to allow the substation to be de-energized
due to flooding. The program should also exclude any substation that has not had a history
of flooding or for which a flooding threat cannot be demonstrated. The exclusions from
the program are substations that do not meet the requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C. for

a known benefit of the project.

CAN YOU DESCRIBE FPL’S WINTERIZATION PROGRAM THAT IS
INCLUDED IN FPL’S 2023-2032 SPP?

Yes. FPL included two new programs in the 2023 SPP related to winterization: one for
distribution winterization and another for transmission winterization. According to FPL,
the new projects contained in FPL’s 2023 SPP will focus on increasing capacity to certain
T&D facilities to better meet the forecasted increase in demand associated with an extreme
cold weather event.}* Mr. Jarro claims that the intent is to mitigate restoration costs and
outage times associated with extreme cold weather events similar to what occurred in
Texas.'® For the Distribution Winterization Program, FPL proposes a ten-year budget of
$93 Million'® and for the Transmission Winterization Program, FPL proposes a ten-year

budget of $44.6 million.’

14 Direct Testimony of Michael Jarro, p. 10, lines 11-13.
15 Direct Testimony of Michael Jarro, p. 10, lines 18-20.
16 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix C.
17 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix C.
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IN YOUR OPINION DOES THE ENABLING LEGISLATION ALLOW FOR
WINTERIZATION PROGRAMS?

No. Per Rule 25-6.030, the purpose of the SPP is to “strengthen the electric utility
infrastructure to withstand extreme weather conditions by promoting the overhead
hardening of electrical transmission and distribution facilities, the undergrounding of
certain electrical distribution, and vegetation management.”*® Extreme weather conditions
are not defined within the Rule; however, all of the mitigation programs described in the
rule focus on hardening the systems for hurricanes and tropical storms with high winds.
Section 366.96, Fla. Stat. provides guidance on the definition of extreme weather
conditions in that the enabling legislation begins with the statement “[d]uring extreme
weather conditions, high winds can cause vegetation and debris to blow into and damage
electric transmission and distribution facilities, resulting in power outages.”*® Further
366.96(1)(b), Fla. Stat. also states that “a majority of power outages that occur during
extreme weather conditions in the state are caused by vegetation blown by wind.” Thus, it
is clear that the extreme weather conditions contemplated by the statute are wind-driven
events that directly impact the facilities themselves. There are no references to winter or
hot summer events in the statute nor are there any references to very low temperatures or

very high temperatures which could cause high load conditions.

18 Rule 25-6.030 (3)(a), F.A.C.
19 Section 366.96 (1)(a), Florida Statutes.
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CAN YOU DESCRIBE HOW PLANNING CRITERIA ARE USED IN THE
DESIGN OF TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS AS THEY
RELATE TO THIS WINTERIZATION PROGRAM?

Yes. Normally, electric utilities develop load projections for planning studies often based
on a 90/10 methodology which uses the highest peak in the last ten year period to help
ensure that the load projection will meet the hottest summer (or winter) peak in a ten-year
period. Often there are projections based on past system and regional peaks, which in
Florida, are more often summer peaks. Some utilities also consider winter peaks depending
on the loading of the system. These load projections, coupled with operational planning
criteria, are used to determine when system components need to be upgraded. In this case,
it appears that FPL is proposing to change its planning criteria to now include a winter
event that FPL speculates will occur once every 35 years.?° This change in planning criteria
has resulted in projected overloads of system components that FPL apparently did not
previously consider. This change in loading criteria results in what amounts to a request
to spend $137.6 million in capital to increase capacity of electrical components for what
appears to be an indeterminately low probability event. It is my understanding that FPL

made no attempt to estimate the probability of an extreme cold event in the future.

SHOULD INCREASED CAPACITY TO SERVE LOW PROBABILITY, LOW
TEMPERTURE EVENTS BE INCLUDED IN THE SPP?

No. When there are increases in load on an electric utility system, the utility will increase
capacity as needed to adequately serve customers. Increasing electrical capacity is not, in

my view as an engineer, permitted by the controlling statute, as previously discussed. If

20 See Exhibit KIM-5, FPL’s Response to OPC’s Fifth Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
No. 33, p. 10 of 28.
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these base rate-type capacity upgrades resulting from a change in planning criteria for
abnormal winter temperatures can be funded through the SPP, then logically, one would
expect that nearly all new substations, existing substation capacity increases, transmission
line upgrades, many distribution feeder upgrades, and upgrades to distribution transformers
will all be funded through the SPP and SPPCRC rather than through a standard rate case,
as would be required in the normal course of business. This is clearly not what the SPP
process was intended to permit. In my opinion, FPL’s budgets for the winterization
programs will increase as loads grow in the future. Capacity increases are necessitated due
to increased load which in turn leads to increased revenue to help offset the investment of
the capital. Review of these investments compared to the load increases should be subject
to a prudence review by stakeholders. Embedding these upgrades in an SPP cost recovery

process eliminates the vital role of base rate prudence reviews for capacity increases.

DID FPL DEMONSTRATE THAT RESTORATION COSTS ARE REDUCED AND
THAT OUTAGE TIMES ARE REDUCED AS A RESULT OF THE
DISTRIBUTION WINTERIZATION PROGRAM?

No. Rule 25-6.030(3)(a), F.A.C. and Rule 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C. require utilities to
describe how implementation of a proposed SPP program will reduce restoration costs and
outage times, and to compare program costs to the benefits of the program. However, not
only did FPL fail to show that there have been any historical outages due to winter events
from electrical overloads on field transformers, voltage regulators, or substation
transformers, but FPL also failed to show there have been any costs associated with the
restoration of the alleged outages caused by overloaded field transformers, voltage
regulators or transformers in its territory caused by winter events. Instead, FPL alleged that

the historical “extreme” cold weather events limited availability of Florida purchases or
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imports of electricity to meet increased demand and resulted in customer outages.?! For
the Distribution Winterization Program, FPL did not include any evidence regarding
outages to customers from abnormally low winter temperatures. Nor did FPL provide
evidence of failures of substation transformers, voltage regulators, phase reactors or field
transformers.

In terms of mitigation, FPL only claimed that the Distribution Winterization Program will
help mitigate restoration costs and outage times associated with what it characterizes as
extreme cold weather events?? without providing any evidence for this statement. Absent
any evidence of outages, it is not possible to ascertain an improvement of the system
performance during an abnormally low winter temperature. Specifically, the rule requires
a reduction in restoration costs, and FPL has not provided any evidence of any restoration
at all, hence there can be no reduction. Thus, there is no evidence that increasing the

capacity of these distribution assets will reduce outage times or restoration costs.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY EVIDENCE OF DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
OUTAGES ON FPL’S SYSTEM DUE “EXTREME” WINTER EVENTS?

Yes. Inresponse to data requests by OPC, FPL provided a PowerPoint presentation entitled
January 2010 Winter Analysis.?® The analysis discussed outages occurring in and around
a low temperature winter event from 12 years ago that occurred on January 10, 2010. For
Gulf Power’s service area, the outages primarily only required re-fusing to restore power
rather than repair or replacement of system components. For overhead equipment, 69% of

the outage causes did not result in the need to replace the transformer. The causes were

2L See Exhibit MJ-1 p. 53 of 63.
22 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 54 of 63.
23 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
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bad jumpers, bad connectors, fuse switches, etc. Normally, short-term overloading of a
transformer does not require replacement of the unit.

FPL’s analysis also noted that Gulf Power’s outages were simply a result of a
limitation of the feeder to carry the load and that no repair or restoration was needed, such
as replacing poles during the event. FPL had 43 outages listed as equipment failure and

these appear to be mostly related to bad jumpers and connectors.?*

WHAT IS FPL’S PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR REPLACING TRANSFORMERS
DUE TO “EXTREME” WINTER EVENTS?

Based solely on FPL’s response to OPC’s request for production of documents,® it appears
that FPL suggests using a multiplier of 1.35 on the projected summer peak to predict the
winter peak. This proposed change in philosophy about sizing transformers results in a
significant cost increase to rate payers. The method proposed by FPL is too simplistic for
prudent engineering practice. An engineer should be aware of the types of loads (type of
heating) at a particular transformer prior to using an across-the-board 1.35 multiplier on a
projected summer load to make determinations about equipment replacement and upgrade.
A transformer should be considered for replacement only after clearly researching and

demonstrating the potential for a probable winter.

24 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
No. 1, (page 21 of the 2010 winter event or Bates FPL 000140).
2 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
No. 1 (page 15 of the 2010 winter event or Bates FPL 000133).
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DID FPL DEMONSTRATE BENEFITS FOR THE TRANSMISSION
WINTERIZATION PROGRAM?

No. Rule 25-6.030(3)(a), F.A.C. and Rule 25-6.030(3)(d)(1), F.A.C. require utilities to
describe how implementation of a proposed SPP program will reduce restoration costs and
reduce outage times, and to compare program costs to the benefits of the program. As with
the Distribution Winterization Program, FPL only noted limitations on imports of power
during cold weather events and suggested those limitations caused outages.?® FPL did not
indicate any specific transmission outages caused by historical “extreme” cold weather

events which will be solved by upgrading certain transmission lines.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY EVIDENCE OF TRANSMISSION SYSTEM
OUTAGES ON FPL’S SYSTEM DUE TO “EXTREME” WINTER EVENTS?
Yes. Inresponse to data requests by OPC, FPL provided a PowerPoint presentation entitled
January 2010 Winter Analysis.?” The analysis discussed outages occurring in and around
a low temperature winter event from 12 years ago that occurred on January 10, 2010.
There were only a few transmission outages during the event in January 2010 which
resulted in 1.97 million customer minutes interrupted (CMI). 22 Approximately 70% of the
CMI were caused by failure of substation equipment and the remaining 30% of the CMI
was attributed to a deteriorated transmission line and thermal loading on two transmission
lines resulting in service interruption of less than 100 minutes.?® For system benefits, FPL

claims the Transmission Winterization Program will enable FPL to better serve forecasted

26 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 53 of 63.
27 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document

28 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
No. 1 (page 18 of the 2010 winter event or Bates FPL 000137).
29 See Exhibit KIM-3, FPL’s Response to OPC’s First Request for Production of Documents, Production of Document
No. 1 (page 18 of the 2010 winter event or Bates FPL 000137).
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loads during postulated “extreme” cold weather that could become overloaded and fail.
The proposed transmission capacity increases will not correct 70% of the CMI that
occurred in 2010 and the total time for the winter related to transmission line outages for
thermal loading was limited 110 minutes. It is important to note that in the 2010 event, no
transmission conductor was replaced, and no transmission structures had to be repaired or
replaced to restore electric service.

If a component is approaching its capacity limit, a properly designed system will
isolate the component prior to failure. This type of isolation is totally different from
extreme wind events which result in catastrophic failures of structures and conductors.
With a system isolation, the restoration cost is minimal because the system component does
not fail. Outage times during an isolation can occur, but simply reducing these outage
times which have not been estimated nor considered does not justify this program as

required by Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE DISTRIBUTION
AND TRANSMISSION WINTERIZATION PROGRAMS PROPOSED BY FPL?

I recommend that these newly proposed Distribution and Transmission Winterization
programs be excluded from FPL’s Storm Protection Plan. These programs were budgeted

for $93 million and $44.6 million in capital respectively.
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CAN YOU DESCRIBE FPL’S TRANSMISSION ACCESS ENHANCEMENT
PROGRAM THAT IS INCLUDED IN FPL’S 2023-2032 SPP?

Yes. This is anewly proposed program which is supposed to permit access to transmission
facilities for restoration activities following an extreme weather event.*® The projected

capital budget for this program is $115.8 million.3

HOW DOES FPL USE ITS TRANSMISSION RIGHT OF WAY?

Electric utilities such as FPL use transmission right-of-way to maintain a clear distance
from vegetation and to maintain clearances to transmission conductors. In order to
maintain structures, maintain the right of way (cutting brush and trees), and to inspect lines,
utilities will have a means such as a road or access drive to accomplish these tasks. The
maintenance of these roads and access points is a core function of an electric utility that
owns transmission lines. When the line was originally constructed, large vehicles needed
access to install poles and the access roads were established. The utility normally maintains
this access into the future. For example, FPL has reported that 99% of the transmission
structures in the former FPL service area are now steel or concrete due to the transmission
hardening program.3? To replace wood transmission poles with the newer steel or concrete
poles, FPL needed access to the poles. It is not clear why FPL did not previously see the
need to prudently maintain its access roads in the ordinary course of business to allow for

replacement and maintenance of transmission structures in the future,

30 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 57 of 63.
31 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix C.
32 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 39 of 63.
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DID FPL DESCRIBE ALTERNATIVES TO THE NEWLY PROPOSED
TRANSMISSION ACCESS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM?

Yes. FPL mentions the use of specialized equipment to access difficult terrain including
track vehicles, large tire vehicles and floating equipment.®® It is true that these vehicles
often have limited availability during storm events.®* However, purchasing and
maintaining these vehicles may be more cost effective than expending $115.8 million in
capital cost for maintenance of roads and bridges. Another concern is that the roads may
not be passable for normal trucks due to high water but could be passable with specialized
vehicles. In my opinion, this alternative needs to be fully explored and evaluated to

determine the most prudent course of action before including the $115.8 million in the SPP.

DID FPL DEMONSTRATE REDUCTION IN OUTAGE RESTORATION COSTS
AND OR REDUCTION IN OUTAGE TIMES FOR THE TRANSMISSION
ACCESS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM?

No. In Section IV(K)(4), FPL listed the benefits associated with the Transmission Access
Enhancement Program discussed in Section 11(A) and Section IV(K)(1)(b). Section I1(A)
only discusses the existing SPP programs and does not address this new program.3® Section
IV(K)(1)(b) does not exist in the FPL filing. Section IV(K)(1) discusses benefits in vague
terms with no defined outage time reduction or restoration cost reduction. Adding a culvert
or bridge can increase access but if the right of way is flooded, it does not matter if there
is a bridge or culvert and the investment of $115.8 million will have not resulted in

enhanced access. Regarding the benefits of this new program, the storm analysis included

33 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 58 of 63.
34 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 58 of 63.
3 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 8 of 63.
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as Appendix A to Exhibit MJ-1 is not applicable since the program did not exist at the time

of that analysis.

IN YOUR OPINION DOES REPLACEMENT OF BRIDGES AND
IMPROVEMENTS TO ACESS ROADS CONSTITUTE ENHANCEMENTS?

No. An electric utility has a duty to maintain their infrastructure including roads. Replacing
bridges, adding or modifying existing culvert, and re-building roads are not enhancement
programs but rather simply maintaining infrastructure at the same status quo.

Storm hardening is about increasing the integrity of system components beyond
what is normally required such as replacing a pole with pole stronger than that required by
the NESC that will help reduce storm damage and storm damage restoration costs. Storm
hardening in this portion of the business means more aggressive vegetation management
or more frequent pole inspection. It is not clear why FPL has not maintained its access
roads and bridges. Any reduction in outage times or restoration costs should be measured
against a well-maintained infrastructure of roads and bridges. Since FPL is only bringing
the existing status of inadequate or poor-quality roads and bridges to a well-maintained
state, there is no reduction in storm restoration costs and no reduction in outage time. These
projects to do not meet the two-prong test for Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., which requires a
reduction in restoration costs and a reduction in outage time when compared to the status
quo.

Another consideration, similar to the rationale underlying the winterization
proposal, is that if this program truly adds benefits of better access, then a similar program
could be justified for building roads, bridges, and culverts to any hard to access distribution
line. Obviously, distribution lines impact fewer customers, but if the only justification

needed is claiming reduction of restoration time, then the program could easily be
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expanded to distribution lines. As guardians of the SPP, the Commission should resist
creating this slippery slope as a means of minimizing customer rate impacts caused by
“mission creep.”

For these reasons, it is my opinion, that FPL fails to meet the requirements of Rule

25-6.030(3)(d)(4), F.A.C.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE TRANSMISSION
ACCESS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM PROPOSED BY FPL?
I recommend that the newly proposed Transmission Access Enhancement program with a

capital budget of $115.8 million be excluded from the Storm Protection Plan.

CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE DISTRIBUTION LATERAL HARDENING
PROGRAM?

Yes. This program was introduced as part of FPL’s 2018 Storm Hardening Plan as the
Storm Security Underground Plan (SSUP) pilot that was identified as a program targeting
certain overhead laterals that were impacted by recent storms, and which have a history of
vegetation-related outages and other reliability issues, for conversion from overhead to
underground.®® In the Settlement of the 2022 SPP, this plan was renamed Distribution
Lateral Hardening pilot program.3” The pilot was to extend to the end of 2022.%® Thus,
the Distribution Lateral Hardening Program is actually a new program to the current SPP.
This program now has two options for existing overhead laterals; harden the overhead

lateral®® or underground the lateral. The hardening option is not well-defined in FPL’s

36 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 29 of 63.

37 See Exhibit KIM-4, Order No. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El, issued August 28, 2020, in Docket No. 20200092-E1, p. 5
(a.k.a. 2020 Settlement Order for SPP).

38 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 29 of 63.

39 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 28 of 63.
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filing but appears similar to the performance standards for hardening an overhead feeder.
The scope for undergrounding laterals is similar to the scope for undergrounding used for

the pilot program.

CAN YOU DESCRIBE WHAT IS MEANT BY THE TERM LATERAL?

Yes. The term lateral is critical to understanding the purpose of the Distribution Lateral
Hardening program. A distribution circuit can be described as a combination of the
mainline feeder with laterals stemming from the main line. The Distribution Feeder
Hardening program increases the strength of the feeder from the substation to some point
further along the circuit, such as a three-phase tie point with another circuit. Some describe
the mainline feeder as the first zone of protection out of the substation, meaning the breaker
in the substation protecting the entire circuit will trip for any fault in this zone of protection.
Thus, by hardening the first zone of protection, it greatly reduces the chance of a structure
failure during an extreme wind event which could cause an extended outage for all
customers served by the circuit. ~ Simply, laterals are taps off the main line and
FPL has 27,000 miles of laterals on its system compared to approximately 14,000 miles of
mainline feeders.*® These laterals can be single-phase taps into residential neighborhoods
or three-phase taps to subdivisions or businesses. Many of the laterals are behind
customers’ premises. The design goal is this: by hardening/strengthening the mainline
feeder and undergrounding the laterals, the circuit will have fewer outages from a major

wind event.

40 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 27 of 63.
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WHAT IS THE MAGNITUDE OF THE DISTRIBUTION LATERAL
HARDENING PROGRAM?

The total 10-year capital budget is $9.39 billion.** This is an increase of 26% from the
2020 SPP which includes Gulf Power and FPL. The $9.39 billion capital expenditure is

approximately 67% of FPL’s total SPP budget for 2023-2032.

WHAT BENEFIT IN TERMS OF REDUCTION IN OUTAGE RESTORATION
COST AND REDUCTION IN OUTAGE TIME MAY RESULT FROM
UNDERGROUNDING THESE LATERALS?

The benefit value is unknown. FPL did not meet the requirements of Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.
because the 2023-2032 SPP does not contain any estimate of the cost reduction to be
realized from the Distribution Lateral Hardening program. This program, which is 67% of
the total SPP budget, should have a magnitude in reduction in costs commensurate to the
total budget.

FPL provides their estimate of the 40-year net present value to reducing storm
recovery costs for the entire hardening program, and this value depends on the assumed
frequency of storms (every 3 years or 5 years) and the type of storm (Hurricane Michael
and Hurricane Irma). The range of FPL’s analysis shows a low of $406 million and a high
of $3,082 million.*

Even at the highest range and including all hardening projects, the benefit to cost
ratio ranges from 3% to 20% of the total hardening budget. In my opinion this suggests
the benefit to cost ratio for undergrounding laterals will also range from 3% to 20%.

This ratio indicates that for every $5 spent only $1 in benefit is gained.

41 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix C, p. 2.
42 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix A Attachment 1.
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WHAT IS THE PRIORITY OF THE DISTRIBUTION LATERAL HARDENING
PROGRAM?

FPL will prioritize based on an overall feeder performance methodology.** That is, FPL
will identify the worst performing feeders and initially focus on these feeders. Starting in
2025, FPL proposes an additional selection methodology that targets hurricane-prone
areas, highest concentration of customers, and areas that would require significant transit
for out of state crews.** Once a feeder is identified, FPL will determine which laterals on

the feeder will be undergrounded or hardened.*

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE METHODOLOGY PROPOSED BY FPL FOR THE
UNDERGROUNDING OF LATERALS?

No. Undergrounding power lines/laterals is an expensive proposition and one that should
not be undertaken lightly. On average there 20-30 laterals on a feeder. The average cost
to underground a lateral ranges from $653,875 to $871,833.%¢ Thus, if a feeder will have
all laterals undergrounded, the cost per feeder ranges from $13.0 million to $26.1 million.*’
The average feeder on FPL’s system serves 1,593 customers,*® which means the
investment per customer ranges from $8,158 to $16,379. My point is that the dollars are
concentrated such that only a few customers will see a reduction in customer outage
minutes and enjoy the aesthetics and other benefits of an undergrounded system. The
remaining customers only see a benefit cost ratio that is upside down meaning more costs

than benefits.

43 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 36 of 63.

44 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 36 of 63.

45 See Exhibit MJ-1, p. 35 of 63.

46 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix C, p. 2.

4720 times $653,875 for the low range and 30 times $871,833 for the high range.
8 See Exhibit MJ-1, Appendix E (which was updated in early May).
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This is a significant investment in a small portion of the system (one feeder) and in
a single community. There needs to be a mechanism to help spread the undergrounding
and hardening to more communities, which is important since all customers will be

contributing to the cost of undergrounding.

DO YOU HAVE A RECOMMENDATION FOR TRACKING COSTS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE DISTRIBUTION LATERAL HARDENING
PROGRAM?

Yes. This program should be separated into two projects. One for hardening overhead
laterals and one for undergrounding laterals. There is a significant cost difference between
hardening an overhead lateral and undergrounding a lateral. Tracking costs and reviewing
the prudence of projects would be easier if these two distinct solutions are tracked

separately.

DO YOU HAVE A RECOMMENDATION FOR THE DISTRIBUTION LATERAL
HARDENING PROGRAM?

Yes. | recommend reducing the budget for the Distribution Lateral Hardening program. |
recommend a capital budget of roughly $6.0 billion. Essentially, my recommendation uses
the same budgets proposed by FPL for the first 2 years (2023 to 2024) and then caps the
annual spending for this program to roughly $606 million per year for the years 2025 to

2032. This recommended budget is shown in the following table.
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Overhead Lateral Hardening

FPL Recommended

2023 SPP 2023 SPP

Year Smillions Smillions
2023 S 523 | $ 523
2024 S 628 | S 629
2025 S 758 | S 606
2026 S 889 | $ 606
2027 S 1,019 | $ 606
2028 S 1,049 | S 606
2029 S 1,081 | $ 606
2030 S 1,113 | $ 606
2031 S 1,147 | $ 606
2032 S 1,181 | S 606
Total $ 9,389 § 6,000

The basis for the reduction is two-fold. First, FPL has failed to demonstrate any
cost reduction from outages due to this program of undergrounding laterals or hardening
existing laterals. It is apparent from experiences in Florida that undergrounding and
hardening poles will reduce outage costs and outage times, but the extent to which this will
be true for the Overhead Lateral Hardening program is unknown, and therefore should be
scaled back. Second, FPL’s overall 2023 SPP has a high cost per customer and will result
in higher rates for customers. Capping the spending is also necessary to relieve some of the

rate impacts on customers and ensure the costs are reasonable, as required by the SPP

10

11

12

statute.

DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR PREFILED TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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9 ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS KEVIN J. MARA, P.E.

Exec. Vice President & Principal Engineer

EDUCATION

BS Electrical Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, 1982

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers Power Engineering Society — Senior Member
National Electric Safety Code Subcommittee 5 — Alternate Member

Past Member - Insulated Conductor Committee

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS

Registered Professional Engineer in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.

AREAS OF EXPERTISE

Overhead and Underground Distribution Design, Distribution System Planning, Power System Modeling
and Analysis, Training

DESIGN

Mr. Mara has over 30 years of experience as a distribution engineer. He worked six years at Savannah
Electric as a Distribution Engineer and ten years with Southern Engineering Company as a Project
Manager. At Savannah Electric, Mr. Mara gained invaluable field experience in the operation,
maintenance, and design of transmission and distribution systems. While at Southern Engineering, Mr.
Mara performed planning studies, general consulting, underground distribution design, territorial
assistance, and training services. Presently, Mr. Mara is a Vice President at GDS Associates, Inc. and serves
as the Principal Engineer for GDS Associates’ engineering services company known as its trade name Hi-
Line Engineering.

Overhead Distribution System Design

Mr. Mara is in responsible charge of the design of distribution lines for many different utilities located in
a variety of different terrains and loading conditions. Mr. Mara is in responsible charge of the design of
over 100 miles of distribution line conversions, upgrades, and line reinsulation each year. Many of these
projects include acquisition of right-of-way, obtaining easements, and obtaining permits from various
local, state and federal agencies. In addition, Mr. Mara performs inspections at various stages of
completion of line construction projects to verify compliance of construction and materials with design
specifications and applicable codes and standards.



Docket No. 20220051-EI
Curriculum Vitae
Exhibit KIM-1

Page 2 of 7

Kevin J. Marag, P.E.

Underground Distribution System Design

Mr. Mara has developed underground specifications for utilities and was an active participant on the
Insulated Conductor Committee for IEEE. He has designed underground service to subdivisions, malls,
commercial, and industrial areas in various terrains. These designs include concrete-encased ductlines,
direct-burial, bridge attachments, long-bores, submarine, and tunneling projects. He has developed
overcurrent and overvoltage protection schemes for underground systems for a variety of clients with
different operating parameters.

PLANNING

Mr. Mara has prepared numerous planning studies for electric cooperatives and municipal systems in
various parts of the country. The following is a representative list of specific projects:

o Little River Electric Cooperative, SC
- Long Range Plan
- Four Construction Work Plans
o Maxwell AFB, AL - Long Range Plan
o Fall River Electric, ID — Long Range Plan
o Chugach Electric, AK - Long Range Plan
o Newberry Electric Cooperative, SC - Construction Work Plan, Long Range Plan
o Lackland AFB, TX - Long Range Plan
o Rio Grande ECI, TX - Construction Work Plan, Long Range Plan
o Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative, VA - Construction Work Plan
o BARC Electric Cooperative - Construction Work Plan
o Dixie Electric Cooperative - Construction Work Plan
o Joe Wheeler Electric Cooperative - Construction Work Plan
o  Cullman Electric Cooperative - Long Range Plan, Construction Work Plan

TRAINING SEMINARS

Mr. Mara has developed engineering training courses on the general subject of distribution power line
design. These seminars have become extremely popular with more than 25 seminars being presented
annually and with more than 4,000 people having attended seminars presented by Mr. Mara. A 3-week
certification program is offered by Hi-Line Engineering in eleven states. The following is a list of the
training material developed and/or presented:

o Application and Use of the National Electric Safety Code

» How to Design Service to Large Underground Subdivisions

o Cost-Effective Methods for Reducing Losses/Engineering Economics
o Underground System Design

o Joint-Use Contracts — Anatomy of Joint-Use Contract

o Overhead Structure Design

» Easement Acquisition

o Transformer Sizing and Voltage Drop

Construction Specifications for Electric Utilities

Mr. Mara has developed overhead construction specifications including overhead and underground
systems for several different utilities. The design included overcurrent protection for padmounted and
pole mounted transformers. The following is a representative list of past and present clients:

o (DS A§sucsi&actuess, Incs
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o Cullman EMC, Alabama

o Blue Ridge EMC, South Carolina

o Buckeye Rural Electric Cooperative, Ohio
o Three Notch EMC, Georgia

o Little River ECI, South Carolina

o Lackland Air Force Base

o  Maxwell Air Force Base

SYSTEM PRIVATIZATION/EVALUATION

o Central Electric Power Cooperative, Columbia, SC
- 2017 Independent Certification of Transmission Asset Valuation, Silver Bluff to N. Augusts 115kV
- 2015 Independent Certification of Transmission Asset Valuation, Wadmalaw 115kV
o Choctawhatchee Electric Cooperative, DeFuniak Springs, FL
- Inventory and valuation of electrical system assets at Eglin AFB prior to 40-year lease to private-
sector entity.

PUBLICATIONS

o Co-author of the NRECA “Simplified Overhead Distribution Staking Manual” including editions 2, 3
and 4.

o  Author of “Field Staking Information for Overhead Distribution Lines”

o  Author of four chapters of “TVPPA Transmission and Distribution Standards and Specifications”

TESTIMONIES & DEPOSITIONS

Mr. Mara has testified as an expert at trial or by deposition in the following actions.

o Deposition related to condemnation of property
Newberry ECI v. Fretwell, 2005
State of South Carolina

o Testimony in Arbitration regarding territory dispute
Newberry ECI v. City of Newberry, 2003
State of South Carolina
Civil Action No. 2003-CP-36-0277

o Expert Report and Deposition, 2005
United States of America v. Southern California Edison Company
Case No CIV F-01-5167 OWW DLB

o Expert Report and Deposition, 2005
Contesting a transmission condemnation
Moore v. South Carolina Electric and Gas Company
United States District Court of South Carolina
Case No. 1:05-1509-MBS

o  Affidavit October 2007
FERC Docket No. ER04-1421 and ER04-1422
Intervene in Open Access Transmission Tariff filed by Dominion Virginia Power

o  Affidavit February 26, 2008
FERC Docket No. ER08-573-000 and ER08-574-000
Service Agreement between Dominion Virginia Power and WM Renewable Energy, LLC

« 6DS Associates, Inc
9 ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS 3 | Page




Docket No. 20220051-EI
Curriculum Vitae
Exhibit KIM-1

Page 4 of 7

Kevin J. Marag, P.E.

o Direct Filed Testimony date December 15, 2006
Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas
SOAH Docket No 473-06-2536
PUC Docket No. 32766

o Expert Report and Direct Testimony April 2008
United States Tax Court
Docket 25132-06
Entergy Corporation v. Commissioner Internal Revenue

o Direct Testimony September 17, 2009
Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia
Formal Case 1076
Reliability Issues

o Filed Testimony regarding the prudency of hurricane restoration costs on behalf of the City of
Houston, TX, 2009
Cozen O’Connor P.C.
TX PUC Docket No. 32093 — Hurricane Restoration Costs

o Technical Assistance and Filed Comments regarding line losses and distributive generation
interconnection issues, 2011
Office of the Ohio Consumer’s Counsel
OCC Contract 1107, OBM PO# 938 for Energy Efficiency T & D

o Technical Assistance, Filed Comments, and Recommendations evaluating Pepco’s response to
Commission Order 15941 concerning worst reliable feeders in the District of Columbia.
2011, 2012 Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o Technical Assistance, Filed Comments, and Recommendations on proposed rulemaking by the
District of Columbia PSC amending the Electric Quality of Service Standards (EQSS), 2011.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o  Yearly Technical Review, Filed Comments, and Recommendations evaluating Pepco’s Annual
Consolidated Report for 2011 through 2021.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case Nos. 766; 766-ACR; PEPACR(YEAR)

o Technical Evaluation, Filed Comments, and Recommendations evaluating Pepco’s response to a
major service outage occurring May 31, 2011. (2011)
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case Nos. 766 and 1062

o Technical Assistance, Filed Comments, and Recommendations evaluating Pepco’s response to
Commission Order 164261 concerning worst reliable neighborhoods in the District of Columbia,
2011.

Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o Technical Review, Filed Comments, and Recommendations on Pepco’s Incident Response Plan (IRP)
and Crisis Management Plan (CMP), 2011.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o (GDS Associates, Inc
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o Technical Assistance, Filed Comments, and Recommendations assessing Pepco’s Vegetation
Management Program and trim cycle in response to Oder 16830, 2012.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o Technical Review, Filed Comments, and Recommendations on Pepco’s Secondary Splice Pilot
Program in response to Order 16426, 2012.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766 and 991

o Technical Review, Filed Comments, and Recommendations on Pepco’s Major Storm Outage Plan
(MSO0), 2012 - active.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 766

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony for fully litigated rate case, 2011-2012.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1087 — Pepco 2011 Rate Case. Hearing transcript date: February 12, 2012.

o Evaluation of and Filed Comments on Pepco’s Storm Response, 2012.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Storm Dockets SO-02, 03, and 04-E-2012

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony for fully litigated rate case, 2013 - 2014.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1103 — Pepco 2013 Rate Case. Hearing transcript date: November 6, 2013.

o Evaluation of and Filed Comments on Prudency of 2011 and 2012 Storm Costs, 2013 — 2014.
State of New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel
BPU Docket No. AX13030196 and EO13070611

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony for DTE Acquisition of Detroit Public Lighting
Department, 2013 - 2014.
Office of the State of Michigan Attorney General
Docket U-17437

o Evaluation of and Filed Comments on the Siemens Management Audit of Pepco System Reliability
and the Liberty Management Audit, 2014.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1076

o Expert witness for personal injury case, District of Columbia
Koontz, McKenney, Johnson, DePaolis & Lightfoot LLP
Ghafoorian v Pepco 2013 - 2016
Plaintive expert assistance regarding electric utility design. operation of distribution systems and
overcurrent protection systems.

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony in the Matter of the Application for approval of the
Triennial Underground Infrastructure Improvement Projects Plan, 2014 — 2017.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1116

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony in the Matter of the Merger of Exelon Corporation,
Pepco Holdings, Inc., Potomac Electric Power Company, Exelon Energy Delivery Company, LLC and
New Special Purpose Entity, LLC, 2014 — 2016.

Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1119. Hearing transcript date: April 21, 2015.

o (GDS Associates, Inc
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o Technical Assistance to Inform and advise the OPC in the matter of the investigation into modernizing
the energy delivery system for increased sustainability. 2015 - active
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No 1130.

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony in the Matter of the Merger of Exelon Corporation
and Pepco Holdings, Inc., 2014 — 2016.
State of Maryland and the Maryland Energy Administration
Case No. 9361.

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony for fully litigated rate case, 2015 — 2016.
State of Oklahoma Office of the Attorney General
Cause No. PUD 201500273 - OG&E 2016 Rate Case. Hearing transcript date: May 17, 2016.

o Technical Assistance and Filed Comments on Notice of Inquiry, The Commission’s Investigation into
Electricity Quality of Service Standards and Reliability Performance, 2016 - 2018.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1076; RM36-2016-01-E.

o Technical Assistance and Direct Filed Testimony for fully litigated rate case, 2016 - 2017.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1139 — Pepco 2016 Rate Case. Hearing transcript date: March 21, 2017.

o Technical Assistance in the Matter of the Application for approval of the Biennial Underground
Infrastructure Improvement Projects Plan, 2017.- active
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1145

o Technical Assistance to Inform and advise the OPC Regarding Pepco’s Capital Grid Project, 2017 -
active.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1144. Confidential Comments and Confidential Affidavit filed November 29, 2017.

o Expert witness for personal injury case Mecklenburg County, NC
Tin, Fulton, Walker & Owen, PLLC
Norton v Duke, Witness testimony December 1, 2017

o Technical assistance and pre-filed Direct Testimony on behalf of the Joint Municipal Intervenors in a
rate case before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission.
Cause No. 44967. Testimony filed November 7, 2017.

o Prefiled Direct Testimony and Prefiled Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Vermont Department
of Public Service in a case before the State of Vermont Public Utility Commission, Tariff Filing of Green
Mountain Power Corp.

Case No. 18-0974-TF. Direct Testimony Filed August 10, 2018. Surrebuttal Testimony Filed October
8,2018.

o Technical assistance and pre-filed Direct Testimony on behalf of McCord Development, Inc. and
Generation Park Management District against CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC in a case
before the State Office of Administrative Hearings of Texas.

TX PUC Docket No. 48583. Direct Testimony filed April 5, 2019.

o (GDS Associates, Inc
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o Technical Assistance, Direct Filed Testimony, Rebuttal Testimony, Surrebuttal Testimony, and
Supplemental Testimony for fully litigated rate case, 2019 — active.
Office of the People’s Counsel of the District of Columbia
Formal Case No. 1156 — Pepco 2019 Rate Case. Direct Testimony Filed March 6, 2020. Rebuttal
Testimony Filed April 8, 2020. Surrebuttal Testimony Filed June 1, 2020. Supplemental Testimony
filed July 27, 2020.

o Technical assistance and pre-filed Direct Testimony on behalf of The State of Florida Public Counsel
for Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.
Docket No. 20200071-El.
Gulf Power SPP. Direct Testimony filed May 26, 2020.
Florida Power& Light Company SPP. Direct Testimony filed May 28, 2020.

o Prefiled Direct Testimony on behalf of the Vermont Department of Public Service in a case before the
State of Vermont Public Utility Commission, Petition of Green Mountain Power for approval of its
climate Plan pursuant to the Multi-Year Regulation Plan.

Case No. 20-0276-PET. Direct Testimony Filed May 29, 2020.

o Technical assistance and Filed Comments on behalf of East Texas Electric Cooperative on a Proposal
for Publication by the Public Utility Commission of Texas on Project 51841 Review of 16 TAC § 25.53
Relating to Electric Service Emergency Operations Plans.

Project 51841. Comments filed January 4, 2022.

o Technical assistance, filed affidavit and direct testimony on behalf of Bloomfield, NM in an action
concerning Bloomfield’s exercise of its right to acquire from Farmington the electric utility system
serving Bloomfield.

Bloomfield v Farmington, NM. State of New Mexico, County of San Juan, Eleventh Judicial District
Court Action No. D-1116-CV-1959-07581.

o Technical assistance and pre-filed Direct Testimony on behalf of Sawnee EMC in a territorial dispute
with Electrify America.

o (GDS Associates, Inc
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A Chronology of Major Events Affecting the
National Flood Insurance Program

December 2005
Completed for the Federal Emergency Management Agency Under Contract Number 282-98-0029

The American Institutes for Research
The Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation
Deloitte & Touche LLP

Acronyms
CRS
FEMA
FHBM
FIA
FIMA
FIRM
FY
GAO
NFIP
PL
SFHA
TVA
USGS
WYO

Community Rating System

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Hazard Boundary Map

Federal Insurance Administration
Flood Insurance and Mitigation Administration
Flood Insurance Rate Map

Fiscal year

General Accounting Office

National Flood Insurance Program
Public Law

Special Flood Hazard Area

Tennessee Valley Authority

United States Geological Survey
Write Your Own

Please inform Marion Chastain (mchastain@air.org) of all errors and significant omissions.
Date

1824

In Gibbons v. Ogden, the U.S. Supreme Court construes the Constitution’s

commerce clause (Article I, Section 8) to permit the federal government to fi-

nance and construct river improvements. Within two months, Congress appro-

priates funds and authorizes the Corps of Engineers to remove certain naviga-

tion obstructions from the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers.

1849-50

The Swamp Land Acts of 1849 and 1850 transfer swamp and overflow land

from federal control to most state governments along the lower Mississippi
River on the condition that the states use revenue from the land sales to build
levees and drainage channels. The Acts require no federal funds.

1853

Charles S. Ellet, Jr., a leading civil engineer, produces a congressionally man-
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dated report on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, insisting that the flood prob-
lem is growing as cultivation increases. He suggests enlarging natural river
outlets, constructing higher and stronger levees, and building a system of
headwaters reservoirs on the Mississippi River and its tributaries. Most engi-
neers of the period disagree.

1861

In a Report upon the Physics and Hydraulics of the Mississippi River, Captain
Andrew A. Humphreys, Corps of Topographical Engineers, and Lieutenant

Henry L. Abbott support the completion of the existing levee system and ex-
clude alternative flood controls, partly for economic reasons. The emphasis on
levees represents the primary focus of U.S. policy on flood control well into
the 20th century.

1866

Captain Humphreys becomes Chief of Engineers of the U.S. Army and labors
to quash opposition to the “levees-only” policy he advocates.

1879

Congress creates the Mississippi River Commission and gives it authority to
survey the Mississippi and its tributaries, formulate plans for navigation and
flood control, and report on the practicability and costs of the various alterna-
tive courses of action.

By 1890

The entire 700-mile, lower Mississippi Valley, from St. Louis to the Gulf of
Mexico, is divided into state and locally organized levee districts.

1891

W. J. McGee, in “The Floodplains of Rivers,” published in Forum, XI, states
that “as population has increased, men have not only failed to devise means for
suppressing or for escaping this evil [flood], but have a singular short-
sightedness, rushed into its chosen paths.”

1913

A flood in the Ohio River Valley kills 415 people and causes about $200 mil-
lion in property loss. The flood spurs public interest in flood control, leading to
the creation of basin-wide levee associations and other lobbying groups.

1916

The U.S. House of Representatives’ Committee on Flood Control is created.
The committee becomes a forum for congressional proponents of flood control.

1917

A Flood Control Act (PL 64-367) is approved. Congress appropriates $45 mil-

lion for a long-range and comprehensive program of flood control for the

lower Mississippi and Sacramento Rivers. In doing so, Congress accepts fed-

eral responsibility for flood control. The Act includes a requirement for local
financial contributions in flood-control legislation and authorizes the Corps of
Engineers to undertake examinations and surveys for flood-control improve-

ments and to provide information regarding the relation of flood control to
navigation, waterpower, and other uses. The Act establishes important prece-
dents and frameworks for the Flood Control Act of 1936 (see 7/1936).

1927

The Great Mississippi River Flood shows the limits of Humphreys’ “levees-
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only” policy. The death toll is 246 but may have reached 500, more than
700,000 people are homeless, 150 Red Cross camps care for more than
325,000 refugees, and property damage exceeds $236 million. Nearly 13 mil-
lion acres of land are flooded.

5/1928

Through a new Flood Control Act (PL 70-391), Congress adopts a flood-

control plan that abandons the levees-only approach. The Act commits the fed-
eral government to pay for the construction of protective measures. The non-
federal contribution is to provide rights-of-ways for the levees along the main
stem. Levee districts and state governments will maintain the levees. Expendi-
tures of $325 million are authorized.

1929
The private insurance industry abandons the coverage of flood losses.
5/1933

Congress creates the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)through PL 73-17 as
a government corporation armed with the power to plan, build, and operate
multipurpose development projects for water resources within the 40,000
square miles of the Tennessee River basin.

1933

In response to a major earthquake in California, and contrary to past traditions,
Congress enacts legislation to provide direct assistance to private citizens suf-
fering disaster damage by issuing federal loans through the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation.

4/1934

In response to several disasters that befell communities in disparate parts of the
country, Congress enacts PL 73-160, which makes $5 million in loans avail-
able to victims of all natural disasters, including floods.

7/1936

The Flood Control Act of 1936 (PL 74-738) provides for the construction of
approximately 250 projects using funds for work relief. Congress appropriates
$310 million to initiate construction and $1@ million to complete examinations
and surveys. The Act establishes a two-pronged attack on the problem of re-
ducing flood damages: the Department of Agriculture will develop plans to
reduce runoff and retain more rainfall and the Corps of Engineers will develop
engineering plans for downstream projects. The Act represents the initial de-
velopment of a national flood-control program.

1938

Harlan H. Barrows, one of 12 members on the Water Resources Committee

(WRC), submits a report to the WRC President, expressing his views that good
planning requires linking land and water use. A report submitted by the Ohio-
Lower Mississippi Regulation Subcommittee, which Barrows chairs, states

that, “if it would cost more to build reservoir storage than to prevent floodplain
encroachment, all relevant factors considered, the latter procedure would ap-

pear to be the best solution.”

1938

President Franklin Roosevelt forwards to the Water Resources Committee a
Corps of Engineers’ document calling for the construction of 81 reservoirs in
the Ohio and Mississippi River basins. Barrows expresses concern that further
studies are needed. The need for more studies temporarily ends further con-
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struction proposals.
1942

Gilbert White finishes Human Adjustment to Floods: A Geographic Approach

to the Flood Problem in the United States. He advocates, “adjusting human
occupancy to the floodplain, and at the same time, of applying feasible and
practicable measures for minimizing the detrimental impacts of floods.” He
characterizes the prevailing national policy as “essentially one of protecting
the occupants of floodplains against floods, of aiding them when they suffer
flood losses, and of encouraging more intensive use of floodplains.”

9/1950

The Disaster Relief Act of 1950 (PL 81-875) provides “an orderly and continu-

ing means of assistance by the Federal Government to States and local gov-
ernments in carrying out their responsibilities to alleviate suffering and dam-
age resulting from major disasters,” including floods. State governments must
formally request the president to declare a major disaster. If granted, the fed-
eral government will then provide disaster assistance “to supplement the ef-
forts and available resources of states and local governments in alleviating the
disaster.” The law creates the first permanent system for disaster relief without
the need for congressional action.

1950

An internal report from the TVA, Major Flood Problems in the Tennessee

River Basin, notes that many communities have flood problems but because of
insufficient development in flood-prone areas, flood-control projects cannot be
justified. Gordon Clapp, Chairman of the TVA’s Board, responds, “What

should TVA do, wait for development of the floodplains so that a flood control
project could be justified?” He recommends circulating the report to solicit
other reactions, particularly from the Division of Regional Studies.

After reviewing the report, Aldred J. Gray, director of the Division of Regional
Studies, and a proponent of White’s concepts, proposes a different approach to
the problem. TVA and state representatives will join in a technical appraisal of
the possible application of flood data to planning programs. The joint appraisal
will include research into the types and forms of flood information needed by
state and local planning programs and how such data can be applied to com-
munity planning, land-use controls, and capital improvement programs. During

its early work in this area, TVA coins the term “floodplain management.”

8/1951

Following massive flooding in Kansas and Missouri that causes more than

$870 million in damage, President Harry Truman recommends the creation of

a “national system of flood disaster insurance, similar to the war damage in-
surance of World War II.” In Truman’s words: “The lack of a national system
of flood disaster insurance is now a major gap in the means by which a man
can make his home, his farm, or his business secure against events beyond his
control.” Truman proposes a system of flood insurance based on private insur-
ance with re-insurance by the federal government.

1/1952

President Truman calls for the enactment of legislation to establish a federal
flood insurance program and recommends that $50 million be appropriated to
create a flood insurance fund.

5/1952

President Truman submits proposed legislation to Congress to establish a na-

tional system of flood-disaster insurance. The proposed legislation would es-
tablish a maximum amount of insurance of $25,000; establish rates to cover all

Exhibit KIM-2
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expenses, including a proper reserve for losses; and authorize federal agencies
that make or guarantee loans to require borrowers to purchase flood insurance
where it is available.

1953

The TVA embarks on a pioneering cooperative program to tackle local flood
problems. In cooperation with each of the states in the Tennessee River’s wa-
tershed, they prepare an initial list of 150 communities with significant flood
problems and agree on an order for undertaking studies to identify flood haz-
ards. Communities having the most urgent need can request a study of their
flood problems from the TVA, which will fund the process. This offer, how-
ever, does not meet universal acceptance.

Circumstances surrounding these studies significantly retard the early progress

of TVA’s assistance program for floodplain management. To solve this im-

passe, two hypothetical floods are computed: the “maximum probable” and the
“regional.” The TVA uses the maximum probable flood to design flood-

control works. This leads to development of a model by the TVA’s engineers

that is large enough to use in planning and that state planners believe to be fair
and reasonable. The model is based on actual flood occurrences near the stud-

ied streams. The TVA’s flood-hazard information reports developed during

this period do not change substantially until the mid-1976@s.

8/1954

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (PL 83-566) authorizes
flood-protection structures in upstream watersheds (defined as smaller than
250,000 acres). The Act also authorizes the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Soil Conservation Service (now the Natural Resources Conservation Service)
to participate in comprehensive watershed management projects in cooperation
with states and their subdivisions.

1954

Walter B. Langbein, an employee of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), de-
signs a report format consisting of a map with pertinent text in the margins.
This report becomes the Hydrologic Investigations Atlas No. 1 (HA-1). This
successful format is often repeated in following years.

6/1955

PL 84-71, the Coastal and Tidal Areas - Survey - Damages Act, requires the
Corps of Engineers to conduct a study of the behavior and frequency of hurri-
canes on the eastern and southern coasts and to assess “possible means of pre-
venting loss of human lives and damages to property...”

1955

William G. Hoyt and Walter B. Langbein, two noted hydrologists, endorse

White’s concepts in their book, Floods, which traces the evolution of public
flood-control policies, describes current problems, and suggests desirable
changes. White characterizes their work as the first to synthesize the scientific
information about floods.

1/1956

In a budget message to Congress, President Dwight Eisenhower recommends
legislation to establish, on an experimental basis, an “indemnity and reinsur-
ance program, under which the financial burden resulting from flood damage
would be carried jointly by the individuals protected, the States, and the Fed-
eral Government.” He requests $100 million to start the program.

8/1956
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The Federal Flood Insurance Act of 1956 (PL 84-1016) directs the Housing

and Home Finance Agency to establish a program of federal insurance and re-
insurance against the risks of losses resulting from floods and tidal disasters.
The program is intended to provide up to $10,000 in insurance per dwelling

and to encourage private companies to provide coverage for risks above that
amount. The cost of coverage for policyholders will be the same regardless of
their location.

9/1956

The Housing and Home Finance Agency creates the Federal Flood Indemnity
Administration to carry out tasks set forth in the Federal Flood Insurance Act
of 1956.

1956

A study for the American Insurance Association on floods and flood losses
strengthens insurers’ conviction that flood insurance is not commercially fea-
sible.

6/1957

In the absence of technical studies to determine the costs of starting a federal
program for flood insurance, Congress does not appropriate any funds for the
Federal Flood Indemnity Administration. As a consequence, the administration
ceases to exist.

11/1958

A study by Gilbert White and his colleagues, Changes in Urban Occupancy of

Flood Plains in the United States, reveals what had happened during the previ-
ous two decades. With land-use pressures and few incentives to stay out of po-
tential flood zones, occupancy in these zones is increasing, even in urban areas
where population is declining. Federal incentives are creating a new perception
that if a serious flood hazard develops, the federal government will deal with
it.

11/1958

In Regulating Flood Plain Development, Francis C. Murphy notes that no

more than eight communities had enacted floodplain zoning before 1955. By
1958, 49 communities had ordinances. To convince others of the need for more
regulations, he argues that regulating development on the floodplain is a nec-
essary and practicable way to reduce the drain of both floods and protective
measures on the national economy. He observes that governments are reluctant
to enact land-use management practices because they have no flood maps or
other data that indicate the extent and character of local flooding.

12/1958

The growing loss of property and the cost of flood damage from several major
hurricanes and floods convinces the Council of State Governments to recom-
mend that one federal agency be directed by Congress to cooperate with other

federal agencies and state governments to prepare reports providing data on the
magnitude and frequency of floods in flood-prone areas.

1958

By this time, only seven states have enacted and are enforcing floodplain man-
agement regulations, principally for narrow-channel encroachment areas.

1958

The Corps of Engineers prepares draft legislation providing for the systematic
collection and dissemination of flood data as a new Corps’ mission.
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8/1959

The TVA submits a report to Congress proposing a program to reduce dam-

ages associated with floods (A Program for Reducing the National Flood

Damage Potential: Memorandum of the Chairman to Members of the Com-

mittee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 86th Cong., 1st Sess., 31 Aug. 1959). In its
letter of transmittal, the TVA states that it “believes that local communities
have the responsibility to guide their growth so that their future development
will be kept out of the path of floodwaters. With the States and communities of
the Tennessee Valley, TVA has developed a means of putting this proposition

into action.” Floodplain management formally enters the federal agenda with

the report’s submission.

1959

Floods at Topeka, Kansas (HA-14) is published, the first in a series flood at-
lases.

1959

The USGS adopts flood-inundation maps as a means to depict information

about floods. Publishing such maps, which delineate boundaries of inundated
areas, provide profiles of water surfaces, and show flood-frequency relations,
becomes a standard means of reporting about floods.

7/1960

Amendments to the Flood Control Act contained in PL 86-645 authorize the

Corps of Engineers to compile and disseminate information on floods and

flood damages at the request of a state or responsible local agency. As a result
of the Act, the Corps of Engineers establishes a Flood Plain Management Ser-
vice and thus promotes the use of nonstructural measures for dealing with
floods.

1960

John R. Sheaffer publishes the first comprehensive study on floodproofing,
Flood Proofing: An Element in a Flood Damage Reduction Program.

1/1961

The U.S. Senate’s Select Committee on National Water Resources issues a re-
port on floodplain management. The report becomes the means through which

the concepts of floodplain management are officially recommended. The report
calls for major efforts in five categories. Among these are recommendations
that the federal government delineate flood-hazard areas and encourage enact-
ment of land-use regulations for floodplains.

1961

A flood atlas, Floods at Boulder, Colorado (HA-41), summarizes the results of
a study of Boulder Creek in which areas inundated by floods of several fre-
quencies were constructed synthetically from past records and physical surveys
of the floodplain.

1962

The State of Washington enacts a law that provides for the establishment of
flood-control zones when data are available.

8/1964

Following the “Good Friday” earthquake and subsequent seismic waves in
Alaska in March, Congress ushers in the direct subsidy, or grant, as a federal
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disaster relief policy through PL 88-451 (the 1964 Amendments to the Alaska
Omnibus Act).

1964

Gilbert White’s Choice of Adjustment to Floods, based on a field study in La-
Follette, Tennessee, analyzes existing methods and practices and addresses
alternative means of dealing with flood problems by occupants, communities,
and federal agencies. His study aids the ongoing discussions and debates con-
cerning the paths that should be taken and the ways of canvassing the whole
range of alternatives for achieving desirable land use.

7/1965

The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 (PL 89-90) creates the Water Re-
sources Council (WRC), an independent agency composed of the secretaries of
federal agencies with responsibilities for water resource management. Its pur-
pose will be to study, coordinate, and review water and related land resource
requirements, policies, and plans.

11/1965

The Southeast Hurricane Disaster Relief Act (PL 89-339) is passed in response

to Hurricane Betsy and other hurricanes, which devastated the south in 1963

and 1964. The Act mandates the Secretary of the Department of Housing and

Urban Development to “undertake an immediate study of alternative programs

which could be established to help provide financial assistance to those suffer-
ing property losses in floods and other natural disasters, including alternative
methods of Federal disaster insurance...”

1965

The TVA has prepared 92 reports on floodplains covering 112 communities.
Forty-three of these communities have officially adopted floodplain regula-
tions in their zoning ordinances, subdivision regulations, or both.

1965

California encourages “local levels of government to plan land use regulations
to accomplish floodplain management and to provide state assistance and guid-
ance as appropriate.”

1965

The Bureau of the Budget’s Task Force on Federal Flood Control Policy is es-
tablished. It represents a significant step toward a unified federal policy for
managing the nation’s floodplains.

1965

The National Association of Insurance Commissioners’ Flood and Hurricane
Committee and National All-Industry Flood Insurance Committee are created.

8/1966

The Task Force on Federal Flood Control Policy, with Gilbert White as chair,
issues A Unified National Program for Managing Flood Losses (U.S. House of

Representatives, House Document 465, 89th Cong., 2nd Sess.). The report ex-
amines ways in which the federal government can decrease flood losses with-

out large expenditures for flood control. It is supportive of state and local regu-

lation of the use of lands exposed to flood hazard.

Concluding that federally subsidized insurance will provide an important in-
centive to local communities to participate in a flood insurance program, the
report recommends a system of structural and nonstructural approaches to
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flood control. In addition, the report recommends that a practicable national
program of flood insurance be established and calls for an integrated program
to manage losses from floods that would involve federal, state, and local gov-
ernments and the private sector. The report also recommends a limited, ex-
perimental test of a national flood insurance program before nationwide im-
plementation. The report warns, however, that “if misapplied an insurance pro-
gram could aggravate rather than ameliorate the flood program.” The report
estimates that subsidies for existing high-risk properties will be required for
approximately 25 years.

8/1966

Executive Order No. 11296, Evaluation of Flood Hazard in Locating Feder-

ally Owned or Financed Buildings, Roads, and Other Facilities, and in Dis-

posing of Federal Lands and Properties, is issued. It directs federal agencies to
provide leadership in encouraging an effort to prevent unnecessary use of the
country’s floodplains and to lessen the risk of flood losses; evaluate flood haz-
ards; and develop procedures to ensure that flood-hazard evaluations are con-
ducted before initiating federally financed or supported actions in floodplains.

8/1966

President Lyndon Johnson submits to Congress a feasibility study of a flood
insurance program conducted by the Secretary of the Department of Housing

and Urban Development and mandated by the Southeast Hurricane Disaster

Relief Act (see 11/1965). The study, Insurance and Other Programs for Fi-
nancial Assistance to Flood Victims, concludes that flood insurance is feasible
and will promote the public interest. Flood insurance is viewed both as a

means to help individuals bear the risks of flood damage and, equally, as a
means to discourage unwise occupancy of floodplains. The report envisions a
program of essentially private character but with continued large-scale partici-
pation of the federal government. The approach recommended would include
subsidies of premiums for existing properties in high-risk areas. To encourage
widespread purchase of flood insurance, the report further recommends that all
“lending institutions entrusted with savings or deposits and under any form of
Federal supervision..shall require in high-risk areas flood insurance at unsub-
sidized rates on all new mortgages based on new residences...”

1966

New Jersey authorizes a state agency to delineate and mark flood-hazard areas

to identify reasonable and proper use of these areas according to their relative
flood risk and to develop and disseminate other information on floodplains.

1966

Wisconsin enacts a comprehensive act providing for the adoption of a reason-
able and effective zoning ordinance for floodplains by every county, city, and
village before January 1, 1968.

5/1967

The Corps of Engineers publishes Guidelines for Reducing Flood Damages.

6/1967

The USGS publishes a 19-volume study of the magnitude and frequency of
floods in the United States.

7/1967

Representatives of 26 federal agencies adopt a draft of Proposed Flood Hazard
Evaluation Guidelines for Federal Executive Agencies. These guidelines deal

with methodologies and standards to be used in developing information about

flood hazards, including delineation of the floodplain, elevations that floods of
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various magnitudes would reach, flood velocities, and the probability of floods
of various magnitudes. Use of the 100-year flood as the base standard is first
advocated. After receiving these guidelines, the Bureau of Budget asks the
Water Resources Council to conduct a more detailed review, revise where ap-
propriate, and issue the Guidelines (see 9/1969).

12/1967

The Water Resources Council (WRC) publishes Bulletin No. 15, A Uniform
Technique for Determining Flood Flow Frequencies, a study prepared by its
Hydrology Committee to determine the best methods to analyze the frequency

of floods. The WRC adopts the techniques presented in the bulletin for use in
all federal planning involving water and related land resources and recom-
mends their use by state and local governments and private organizations.

8/1968

The Corps of Engineers, which has been mapping and identifying flood-prone
areas since 1962, estimates that there are about 5,000 flood-prone communities
in the United States.

8/1968

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (Title XII of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 [PL 90-448]) creates the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) and the Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) within the
Department of Housing and Urban Development to provide flood insurance in
communities that voluntarily adopt and enforce floodplain management ordi-
nances by June 30, 1970, that meet minimum NFIP requirements.

Residents will be eligible for flood insurance after the NFIP identifies local
flood-hazard areas and establishes actuarial rates. Occupants of structures in
floodplains will have their premiums subsidized. Structures built in floodplains
after the Act’s passage will pay actuarially based premiums.

Section 1360 of the 1968 Act authorizes the Secretary of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to consult with, receive information from,

and enter into any agreements or other arrangements with heads of other fed-
eral departments or enter into contracts with any persons or private firms in
order that he may identify and publish information with respect to all flood-
plain areas, including coastal areas located in the United States that have spe-
cial flood hazards, within five years following the date of the Act’s approval.

Section 1361 authorizes the NFIP to develop criteria that states and communi-
ties can apply to deter development in flood-prone areas.

The Act also requires that flood-risk zones be established in all flood-prone
areas and that rates of probable flood-caused losses be estimated for the vari-
ous flood-risk zones for each of these areas within 15 years (i.e., by August
1,1983) following enactment.

Section 1302 (c) requires that “the objectives of a flood insurance program
should be integrally related to a unified national program for floodplain man-
agement,” and directs that “.. the President should transmit to Congress for its
consideration any further proposals for such a unified program.” The Bureau of
the Budget assigns responsibility to prepare such a proposal to the Water Re-
sources Council.

Section 1314 denies disaster relief to persons who could have purchased flood
insurance for a year or more and did not do so.

The Act creates the National Flood Insurance Fund in the Department of the
Treasury. Premiums from the sales of flood insurance will be deposited into

the fund, and losses, operating costs, and administrative expenses are paid out
of the fund, which will operate without fiscal-year limitations. The NFIP is
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authorized to borrow up to $1 billion from the Department of the Treasury to
cover losses that exceeds the program’s revenues. Presidential approval is re-
quired for loans exceeding $500 million.

8/1968

PL 90-448, the Urban Property Protection and Reinsurance Act of 1968 (part
of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968), establishes the position
of Federal Insurance Administrator within the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development.

12/1968

The Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development dele-
gates authority for administering the NFIP to FIA.

12/1968

The industry’s flood insurance pool, the National Flood Insurers Association
(NFIA), authorized in accordance with sections 1331 and 1332 of the National
Flood Insurance Act, is created. Administered by the Insurance Services Of-
fice, membership in the NFIA is open to all qualified companies licensed to
write property insurance under the laws of any state. The companies will sell
and service policies written as part of the NFIP.

1968

The USGS begins to outline approximate floodplain boundaries on topog-

raphic maps. The USGS agrees to assist FIA in its mapping efforts by prepar-
ing detailed flood insurance studies, restudies, and limited detailed studies
(completed when comprehensive studies cannot be justified).

1968

The Corps of Engineers creates a Floodplain Management Services Branch in
the Planning Division of the Office of Chief of Engineers.

1/1969

The National Flood Insurance Program begins its operations.

2/1969

HUD’s Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) publishes a proposed rule con-
taining the first floodplain management criteria for the NFIP. The proposed
rule does not mention the 100-year flood standard or any other flood standard.
5/1969

George K. Bernstein becomes the first Federal Insurance Administrator.

6/1969

The Final Rule regarding floodplain management criteria defines special flood
hazard areas as the 100-year floodplain for mapping purposes. Communities

are required to “take into account the relation between first floor elevations

and the anticipated level of the 100-year flood” in developing floodplain man-
agement measures.

6/1969

The Department of Housing and Urban Development and the National Flood

Insurers Association (NFIA) sign an agreement for the marketing of flood in-
surance policies and the adjustment of claims. Under the agreement, the NFIA
will appoint a servicing company, generally on a statewide basis, to dissemi-

Exhibit KIM-2
Page 11 of 73



Docket No. 20220051-EI
FEMA Chronology NFIP
Exhibit KIM-2
Page 12 of 73
nate information on the insurance aspects of the program both to the public and
to insurance agents, to process all insurance policies, and to handle the adjust-
ment of claims for loss payments.

The first flood insurance policies are sold.
6-8/1969

The first communities joining the NFIP become eligible for participation using
data from the USGS and Corps of Engineers. Metairie, Louisiana, and Fair-
banks, Alaska, enter the NFIP on June 25. Alexandria, Virginia, enters on Au-
gust 22 with Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) based on Corps of Engi-

neers’ Floodplain Information Reports. Biloxi, Mississippi, and other commu-
nities along the Mississippi River become eligible for program participation at
the end of 1969 with studies using data from the USGS. A FIRM is an official
map of a community on which both the special hazard areas and the risk pre-
mium zones applicable to the community are delineated.

8/1969

Hurricane Camille strikes the Gulf Coast. In parts of Mississippi, water is 24
feet above the normal high tide. More than 250 people die because of the
storm, which one retrospective analysis suggests may be “the most significant
economic weather event in the world’s history.” No communities that suffer
from flooding are covered by the NFIP.

8/1969

Congress approves the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (PL 91-

190), which declares environmental quality as a national goal and establishes a
procedure to assess the environmental impacts of proposed federal projects and
programs that could significantly affect the environment. NEPA lays the legis-
lative and administrative foundation for evaluating environmental resources
associated with river corridors and coastal zones.

9/1969

The Water Resources Council publishes a revised version of Flood Hazard
Evaluation Guidelines for Federal Executive Agencies for federal agencies,
states, and consultants to review through experimental use. The revised guide-
lines define the floodway as that portion of the floodplain needed to accommo-
date passage of the 1-percent annual chance flood without increasing the level
of the flood by more than one foot.

12/1969

Section 408 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1969 (PL 91-152)
provides for an “emergency program” (in contrast to the original or “regular”
program) whereby limited amounts of subsidized insurance can be made avail-
able in participating communities before completion of detailed flood insur-
ance studies and FIRMs (see 6-8/1969).

FIA will provide communities in the emergency program with Flood Hazard
Boundary Maps (FHBMs). Such maps, which are based on available informa-

tion, outline the areas estimated to be within the 100-year floodplain. FHBMs
are less detailed than FIRMs, which are based on comprehensive flood insur-
ance studies. A community will be eligible for the regular program when a
FIRM is completed for that community.

The emergency program does not affect the requirement that such communities
must adopt adequate floodplain management regulations. The law also post-
pones until December 31, 1971, the deadline for communities to enact meas-
ures for floodplain management that are necessary for continued participation
in the NFIP and revises the definition of a flood to include inundation from
mudslides. The deadline is subsequently extended several times.
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12/1969

In an interpretation of congressional intent, FIA decides to use data provided

by a local community to identify and map flood-prone areas so the community

can participate in the emergency program. Thus, it becomes an accepted prac-

tice for FIA to issue a map delineating flood-hazard areas of a community if
sufficient flood data exist. If sufficient flood data do not exist and there is ade-
quate information to indicate a potential for destructive floods in a community,

a map is issued that shows the entire community to be flood prone.

12/1969

Only four communities have joined the NFIP, and only 16 policies have been
sold.

1/1970

Four communities are in the “regular program,” 16 flood insurance policies
have been sold, and $392,000 of coverage is in force.

3/1970

NFIP regulations are published in the Federal Register. The regulations con-

tain the first criteria for floodplain management. These criteria are general in
nature and do not contain specific standards, as do current criteria. To maintain
eligibility, participating communities must adopt measures for floodplain man-
agement compliant with these regulations no later than December 31, 1971.

12/1971

Almost 920 communities are eligible for coverage under the NFIP. More than
87,000 flood insurance policies are in effect with coverage totaling $1.4 bil-
lion.

1971

The Water Resources Council publishes the first volume of Regulation of

Flood Hazard Areas to Reduce Flood Losses, which reports on a study that

used regulations to guide adjustment of individual land uses to meet flood
threats and avoid flood damages. The Council concludes that “the precise man-
ner in which Federal flood insurance and land use controls will be integrated is
unclear” and further notes that flood insurance “will not be an adequate substi-
tute for guiding new development or regulating existing development in flood
hazard areas.” The report includes draft statutes and local ordinances for regu-
lation of land uses in riverine and coastal flood hazard areas.

5/1972

The Water Resources Council, after receiving comments on their use (see
7/1967), further revises and publishes Flood Hazard Evaluation Guidelines for
Federal Executive Agencies.

6/1972

The Corps of Engineers publishes Flood-Proofing Regulations. State and local
officials have subsequently requested more than 100,000 copies of this docu-
ment.

6/1972

When Tropical Storm Agnes strikes the East coast, fewer than 1,200 communi-

ties participate in the NFIP, with only 95,000 policies and $1.5 billion of cov-
erage in force. Consequently, less than 1 percent of insurable damages are cov-
ered. Agnes causes $400 million in structural damage, but only $5 million is
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paid in flood insurance claims.
7/1972

The NFIP’s subsidized rates for flood insurance are lowered by 37.5 percent to
encourage increased participation in the program.

10/1972

Congress approves the Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL
92-500). Section 404 provides protection for wetlands and supplements the

Corps of Engineers’ existing permitting program for activities in navigable
waters, pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. That Act
required permits for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into all “waters
of the United States.” Later court decisions interpret this provision to include
most of the nation’s wetlands.

10/1972

Congress passes the Coastal Zone Management Act (PL 92-583), one of sev-
eral acts that emphasize protection and enhancement of environmental quality.

1972

The Water Resources Council publishes the second volume of Regulation of

Flood Hazard Areas to Reduce Flood Losses. The volume explores in more

detail techniques to regulate subdivision of lands in flood-hazard areas. Like
the initial volume, the second volume contains draft regulations dealing with
subdivision regulations and regulations of coastal flood hazard areas.

1972

The NFIP develops new insurance rate tables based on nationwide risk zones,
which replace the former community risk zones.

4/1973

Comprehensive revisions to NFIP regulations become effective on April 1.

The revisions include detailed criteria for floodplain management for commu-
nities and specific performance standards requiring the elevation or flood
proofing of structures to the elevation of the 100-year flood.

5/1973

The Federal Insurance Administrator estimates that there are approximately
10,000 flood-prone communities in the United States, or about twice as many
as had been estimated in 1968 (see 8/1968).

6/1973

In Water Policies for the Future, the National Water Commission raises con-
cerns about the NFIP’s high degree of subsidization as well as the practicality
of withholding emergency relief from people who could have covered their

losses by insurance but chose not to do so. The Commission further declares
that the “role that flood insurance should play in a unified national program for
reducing flood losses is not yet clear and there is a need for an independent
study of present flood insurance legislation and activities.” The report recom-
mends increased funding for the Corps’ Floodplain Management Services Pro-
gram. Subsequently, the Office of Management and Budget approves more

than $10 million for FY 1974 and comparable sums in the following years to

fund the Corps’ work on floodplain management.

6/1973

FIA initially relied on its small in-house staff to utilize base maps provided by
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communities desiring to participate in the NFIP, augmented by flood data gen-
erated by the Corps of Engineers, the USGS, and others to map flood hazards.

As more communities are identified as being prone to floods, and as the num-
ber of participating communities increases, the scope of the mapping task ex-
ceeds FIA’s internal capabilities. Therefore, FIA hires three engineering firms
to identify communities for which flood data exist and to prepare Flood Hazard
Boundary Maps (FHBMs). These firms are asked to identify communities for

which flood data do not exist so that these communities can be referred to an-
other federal agency for study and the generation of the flood data.

Before 1973, flood-prone areas shown on early FHBMs are shaded, delineated

in a rectilinear or “blocked out” method (i.e., straight lines following easily
identifiable land features such as streets and railroads). This practice makes the
maps easy for lenders, insurance agents, and other laypersons to interpret but
results in an artificial representation of the true flood boundaries, which are
curvilinear and reflect the topography of the land. The use of blocked out flood
boundaries is standard for all NFIP mapping until the passage of the Flood
Disaster Protection Act (PL 93-234) in December 1973, which makes artificial
rectilinear flood boundaries unacceptable, especially for large, undeveloped
tracts of land.

7/1973

In Actions Needed to Provide Greater Insurance Protection to Flood-Prone
Communities, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that FIA has no
monitoring system to determine whether communities are effectively enforcing
the floodplain management regulations they have adopted.

12/1973

The NFIP estimates that there are approximately 13,600 flood-prone communi-
ties in the United States (see 8/1968 and 5/1973).

12/1973

The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (PL 93-234) amends the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968. The new Act, effective in March 1974:

Increases the amounts of flood insurance available to property owners.

Requires property owners in participating communities to purchase
flood insurance as a condition of receipt of federal or federally related
financial assistance on or after March 2, 1974, for acquisition, con-
struction, or improvement of structures in special flood hazard areas
(SFHAs). In addition, purchase of flood insurance is required before
property owners will be eligible to obtain federal disaster assistance for
construction or reconstruction purposes.

12/1973
continued

Requires the NFIP to identify, by June 30, 1974, all communities that
contain areas at risk for serious flood hazard and to notify these com-
munities that they can apply for participation in the NFIP or they will
be ineligible for certain types of federal assistance in their floodplains.

. As a condition of future federal financial assistance, requires states and
communities “to participate in the flood insurance program and to
adopt adequate floodplain ordinances with effective enforcement provi-
sions consistent with federal standards to reduce or avoid future flood
losses.” Participation must begin by July 1, 1975, or one year after noti-
fication that a community has flood-prone areas.
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Requires FIA to consult with local officials to implement its flood-
prone notification and identification procedures; to establish explicit
procedures whereby communities can appeal their flood-prone identifi-
cation; and to accelerate the insurance ratemaking studies.

. Allows the Department of Housing and Urban Development to imple-
ment the NFIP on an emergency basis until December 31, 1975, while
it completes determinations of flood-prone areas (see 12/1969).

Provides for grandfathering, for purposes of determining insurance
rates, for structures built in flood-hazard areas before the areas are
identified as such. These pre-FIRM structures are not required to com-
ply with existing construction requirements.

. Mandates that federally regulated lending institutions cannot make, in-
crease, extend, or renew any loan on a property located in a SFHA in a
participating community without requiring flood insurance.

Expands the definition of “flood” to include “flood-related erosion.”

Repeals Section 1314 (denying disaster relief to persons who could
have purchased flood insurance for a year or more and did not do so)
because it is a disincentive to community participation.

In approving PL 93-234, Congress reaffirms the use of the 100-year flood as
the standard for identifying SFHAs and establishing land-use requirements.
SFHA have a 1-percent chance of being flooded in any given year (100-year
floodplain).

12/1973
Over 2,850 communities are participating in the NFIP.
1973

The Nixon Administration issues New Approaches to Federal Disaster Pre-
paredness and Assistance. The report concludes that federal assistance typi-
cally replaces rather than supplements nonfederal efforts. In addition, the re-
port notes that federal assistance for disasters is often perceived to be suffi-
ciently generous that “individuals, business, and communities had little incen-
tives to take initiatives to reduce personal and local hazards” (House Docu-
ment 93-100, 93rd Congress, First Session).

1973

The USGS expands aerial coverage of flood-prone area maps and pamphlets to
include areas subject to future development. To guide this phase, the USGS
publishes a National Program for Managing Flood Losses: Guidelines for
Preparation, Transmittal, and Distribution of Flood-Prone Area Maps and
Pamphlets to assist the Water Resources Division to prepare the maps.

1/1974

Effective January 1, 1974, rates for flood insurance are lowered to encourage
wide acceptance of the new mandatory purchase requirement and to encourage
increased sales of the insurance. This is the second such decrease (see 7/1972).
More than 2,850 communities (including 2,264 in the emergency program) are
participating in the NFIP. About 312,000 policyholders have about $5.5 billion

of coverage.

3/1974
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The Water Resources Development Act (PL 93-251) authorizes federal pro-

jects containing major “nonstructural” features. Section 73 directs all federal
agencies to consider nonstructural alternatives when reviewing any project in-
volving flood protection and to pay at least 80 percent of the cost of nonstruc-
tural flood control measures.

5/1974

The Disaster Relief Act Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-288) authorize the presi-

dent to make contributions to state and local governments to help repair, re-
store, reconstruct, or replace public facilities damaged or destroyed by a major
disaster. Section 314 requires that applicants for such assistance must comply
with regulations (to be developed) to assure that “such types and extent of in-
surance will be obtained and maintained as may be reasonably available, ade-
quate, and necessary to protect against future loss to such property.” The law
prohibits the federal government from requiring “greater types and extent of
insurance than are certified..as reasonable by the appropriate State insurance
commissioner...”

States and communities receiving federal disaster assistance will be required to
“agree that the natural hazards in the area in which the proceeds of the grants

or loans are to be used shall be evaluated and appropriate action shall be taken
to mitigate such hazards...”

The amendments represent the first congressional mandate for hazard mitiga-
tion as a precondition for federal disaster assistance.

6/1974

The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (see 12/1973) required that the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development identify all flood-prone commu-

nities and notify them of their special flood hazard areas by June 30. Of the
13,600 such communities so identified by December 1973, FIA had provided

FIRMs or FHBMs to less than two-thirds. By June 1974, an additional 2,700
communities are identified as flood-prone. Once a community is informed that

it is prone to floods, it has one year to qualify for the emergency program (see
12/1969) or six months to appeal its designation as a flood-prone community.

7/1974

FIA further reduces rates for flood insurance and introduces the direct bill sys-
tem for renewal of flood insurance policies.

7/1974

The U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania grants a mo-
tion to dismiss a civil action filed by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, et
al., against the United States, the Secretary of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and the National Flood Insurers Association, alleging that
the defendants negligently failed to make known the availability of flood in-
surance to Pennsylvanians who, as a result, suffered uninsured losses as a con-
sequence of the June 1972 and 1973 floods in Pennsylvania. The aggregate
damages suffered were alleged to be $1 billion. The U.S. Court of Appeals af-
firms the decision in June 1975.

8/1974

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (PL 93-383) amends

the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 by adding Section 1364 (commonly

known as the Jones’ amendment), which requires federally regulated lenders to
notify prospective borrowers of a property’s location in a SFHA, and subsec-

tion (e) to Section 1307 (commonly known as the Brooks’ amendment). In
communities where adequate progress has been made on the construction of a
federal flood-protection system that will afford protection against the 1-percent
annual chance flood, the Brooks’ amendment provides for the availability of
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flood insurance at risk premium rates that will not exceed those that would ap-
ply if such a flood-protection system had been completed.

10/1974

Due to the requirements of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (see bul-
let 4 at 12/1973), the first Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA), which excludes

a property from inadvertent inclusion in a SFHA, is issued. A LOMA amends

an effective FIRM. The role of the three mapping contractors is expanded to
process these map amendments.

The first community determined not to require a detailed study (i.e., minimal
conversion) is converted to the regular program. Similarly, the first community
determined not to be subject to inundation by the 100-year flood (i.e., non-
flood-prone conversion) joins the regular program in 1974.

11/1974

FIA hires a contractor to develop and maintain a computerized management
information system.

1974

Due to the accuracy required by the mandatory purchase requirement of the
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (see 12/1973), 10,000 FHBMs must be

revised to change the rectilinear boundaries of flood-prone areas to curvilinear

boundaries.

1974

The first private company begins providing flood-zone determination services
to lending institutions to assist them in complying with the mandatory pur-
chase requirements contained in the 1973 Act.

2/1975

Given the large number of flood insurance studies in progress and FIA’s lim-

ited staff, two engineering firms, referred to as technical evaluation contractors

(TECs), are contracted to review the study products that federal agencies cre-
ate and to put the NFIP’s maps in standard format.

3/1975

In National Attempts to Reduce Losses from Floods by Planning for and Con-
trolling Uses of Flood-Prone Lands, the GAO reports that federal agencies do
not adequately evaluate flood hazards in their programs. Many of the agencies,
the report notes, do not have or properly implement their flood-related proce-
dures. In addition, the report observes, Executive Order 11296 (see 8/1966)
has had limited effect in reducing flood losses due lack of implementing pro-
cedures and, among agencies that do have procedures, limited compliance.

3/1975

Proposed revisions to NFIP regulations are published in the Federal Register.
The proposed revisions will allow minimum requirements for floodplain man-
agement to differ depending on the amount of technical data available to com-
munities. Other proposed revisions will: allow the use, in establishing regula-
tions, of data from other federal or state agencies or consulting services in
communities where a FHBM has not yet been completed; require building

permits for construction in SFHA when FHBM have been issued; require that

all new construction must have the lowest floor above the 100-year flood level
in communities with FHBMs and in which 100-year flood-surface elevations

have been issued; and require new construction in coastal high hazard areas to
keep the space below the lowest floor free from obstructions or use “break-
away walls” when 100-year flood levels have been identified.
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6/1975

Of the 21,411 communities that FIA has designated as flood-prone, 9,977 par-
ticipate in the NFIP, but only 549 have FIRMs and are in the regular program.

Summer 1975

The National Flood Insurers Association hires its own staff and relocates its
headquarters to suburban Washington, DC. The association assumes the func-

tions that the Insurance Services Office previously handled and retains the ser-
vicing carrier concept.

7/1975

Flood insurance studies are produced under interagency agreement with other
federal agencies through June, when FIA enters into contracts with engineering
firms to produce data for flood insurance studies.

8/1975

Over 350 communities have appealed their designation as flood-prone. Based
on the appeals, 136 were found not to be flood-prone. An additional 2,445 ap-
peals have been received but not yet processed. Further appeals are possible
because not all communities have been notified of their flood-prone status.

9/1975

The GAO reports in Tulsa, Oklahoma’s Participation in the National Flood
Insurance Program, that FIA “does not formally monitor the flood insurance
program to insure that communities enforce approved flood plain management
regulations” or those of FIA (see 7/1973). The report also notes that the GAO
does “not question the validity of the 100-year flood level as the acceptable
standard for flood plain management” (see 12/1973).

1975

Gilbert White founds the Natural Hazards Center at the University of Colo-
rado, Boulder. The Center’s primary goal is to strengthen communication

among the researchers, individuals, organizations, and agencies that are con-
cerned with individual and public actions to reduce damages from disasters.

1975

The Interagency Task Force on Floodplain Management is created (see Water
Resources Council reorganizes, 1976).

3/1976

The Water Resources Council publishes Guidelines for Determining Flood
Flow Frequency (Bulletin No. 17), an updated and revised Bulletin No. 15, A
Uniform Technique for Determining Flood Flow Frequencies.

4/1976

The GAO, in Formidable Administrative Problems Challenge Achieving Na-

tional Flood Insurance Objectives, concludes that FIA has made considerable
progress in identifying flood-prone communities and in providing them with
FHBMs (see 12/1969). In contrast, FIA has made limited progress in complet-
ing the necessary studies to move communities into the regular program. De-
lays have occurred, according to the GAO, because of: a) ineffective planning
and scheduling of studies; b) delays in reviewing completed studies; and, c)
ineffective coordination and use of federal resources. FIA faces a deadline of
August 1, 1983, to complete its studies on all flood-prone communities (see
8/1968). To meet this deadline, FIA will have to increase its completion rate
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from about 91 studies per year to about 2,600 per year.

The report also notes that FIA still has “not established an effective system for
monitoring community efforts to adopt and enforce required flood plain man-
agement regulations.” Consequently, in the words of the GAO, the federal gov-
ernment, “though heavily subsidizing the flood insurance program..had no

assurance that the communities’ flood-prone lands were being developed

wisely to prevent or minimize future flood losses” (see 7/1973 and 9/1975).

6/1976

The federal government shifts its fiscal year (FY), so that it will now end on
September 30 instead of June 30, as had previously been the case. Thus, FY

1976 was 15 months long. Flood studies and surveys receive their greatest sin-
gle-year appropriations, about $94 million. As a result, 2,300 flood insurance
studies are initiated. This amount equaled the total number initiated in the pre-
vious five years.

7/1976

The Water Resources Council publishes A Unified National Program for

Floodplain Management, which updates and revises House Document 465 (see
8/1966) in response to Section 1302 (c) of the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968. The report establishes the conceptual framework for floodplain man-
agement and recommends actions for improving such management and rec-

ommends “appropriate floodplain management programs and regulations or

control measures as a prerequisite to federal expenditures for the modification
of flooding on the impact of flooding.”

The report states that: “Delay in completion of flood insurance studies and the
resultant delay of community participation in the Regular program may permit
continued development and building at flood-prone locations and the subse-
quent grandfathering of these high risk developments under subsidized insur-
ance rates.”

10/1976

HUD’s Federal Insurance Administration issues a Final Rule that introduces
the terms “base flood” and “base flood elevation” and begins to phase out the
use of the term “100-year flood.”

12/1976

Comprehensive revisions to the NFIP’s requirements for floodplain manage-
ment become effective on December 31. These revisions remain the basis of
the NFIP’s current requirements for floodplain management.

1976

The Water Resources Council reorganizes, abolishing all of its technical com-
mittees. The Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force succeeds
the Floodplain Management Technical Committee. The task force consists of
representatives from the TVA; the Departments of Agriculture, Army, Com-
merce, Energy, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, and Transportation;
the Environmental Protection Agency; and, eventually, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), which was created in 1979 (see 6/1978 and

4/1979). State representatives, through the Association of State Floodplain
Managers, attend the meetings as observers. The task force provides continuity
of communication between member agencies on issues related to floodplain
management.

1976

The NFIP adopts regulations that treat states as communities and accordingly
makes flood insurance available for state-owned properties in SFHAs only if
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the state has adopted adequate regulations for the management of its flood-
plains. The state may also elect to self-insure its properties if suitable regula-
tions are in place.

1976
Robert J. Hunter is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator.
5/1977

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, revokes and supersedes Ex-

ecutive Order 11296 (see 8/1966), which had limited success in reducing flood
losses. The new executive order directs federal agencies to assert a leadership
role in reducing flood losses and losses to environmental values that flood-
plains serve. Federal agencies are to avoid actions in or affecting floodplains
unless there are no practicable alternatives and to use the 100-year flood as the
base flood standard for the NFIP. The executive order is intended, in part, to
ensure that federal agencies do not undermine communities’ implementation of
regulations adopted to participate in the NFIP. The order directly references
NFIP’s criteria for floodplain management.

5/1977

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, directs all Federal agencies to
avoid, if possible, adverse impacts to wetlands and to preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Each agency is directed to avoid un-
dertaking or assisting in wetland construction projects unless the head of the
agency determines that there is no practicable alternative to such construction
and that the proposed action includes measures to minimize harm.

8/1977

Concerned with delays in issuing flood insurance studies, FIA decides to cir-
cumvent the state review and approval process. The states in Region V object.
FIA subsequently revises the study policy. The states’ success in altering the
policy change solidifies their cause and pushes them to form an association
that eventually becomes the Association of State Floodplain Managers.

8/1977

The National Flood Insurers Association issues a termination notice to the ar-
rangement with the Department of Housing and Urban Development in an at-

tempt to bring to its attention, and that of Congress, the serious nature of the
disagreements between the insurance pool and the government on issues of
authority, financial control, and other operating matters.

10/1977

FIA hires two additional engineering firms to perform technical evaluation ser-
vices because of the growing backlog of flood insurance studies in progress.

10/1977

Title VII of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1977 (PL 95-

128) further amends the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 through the
“Eagleton Amendment.” This amendment permits federally regulated or in-

sured lenders to make conventional loans in flood-prone areas of nonpartici-
pating communities and to require that notification be given as to whether fed-
eral disaster assistance would be available in the event of a flood disaster.
10/1977

continued

PL 95-128 also removes the prohibition against all forms of disaster assistance
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within the SFHA of “sanctioned” communities and imposes the ban only on

federal disaster assistance related to a declared flood disaster; increases the
additional limits of insurance coverage available at risk premium rates; pro-
vides additional criteria under which flood-damaged property can be eligible
for purchase; and provides authority for low-interest loans for elevating struc-
tures located in floodways.

12/1977

Approximately 1.2 million flood insurance policies are in force, an increase of
almost 900,000 over the number in December 1973. Community participation
increases to approximately 15,000 in 1977 from approximately 3,000 in 1973.

12/1977

The Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the
National Flood Insurers Association sign an Assumption Agreement terminat-
ing the involvement of the National Flood Insurers Association in the NFIP,
effective December 31, 1977.

1977

Following record floods in southwest Virginia, the TVA provides technical

and financial assistance to four communities in floodplain evacuation and relo-
cation. Local officials acquire several hundred properties, often as linear parks
next to streams.

1977
Gloria Jimenez is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator.
1/1978

The federal government assumes the direct insurance writing and claims han-
dling operation of the NFIP using an NFIP Servicing Agent to handle the sales
and servicing responsibilities. Prospective policyholders continue to go
through local agents and brokers to obtain their policies (see 6/1969 and
8/1977).

2/1978

The Water Resources Council publishes Guidelines for Implementing Execu-

tive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management. The report is designed to assist
federal agencies in preparing regulations and procedures for implementing the
order (see 5/1977). The document describes ways government agencies are to
avoid supporting development in floodplains when a practicable alternative
exists. As the Guidelines note, however, they “do not intend to prohibit flood-
plain development in all cases, but rather to create a consistent government
policy against such development under most circumstances.”

5/1978

In Texas Landowners Rights Association v. Harris, 453 F.Supp. 1025 (D.D.C.
1978), the State of Missouri, 40 political subdivisions in 12 states, and 30 indi-
vidual landowners within federally designated flood zones bring suit against
federal officials administering the NFIP. The plaintiffs contend that requiring
local governments to adopt regulations for building in floodplains under their
police powers, on pain of losing federal financial assistance for acquisition or
construction purposes within nonparticipating communities, violates the Con-
stitution’s Tenth Amendment. This sanction includes denial of FHA and VA

home mortgages in affected communities. The plaintiffs further argue that the
severity of the sanctions is such that the “choice” represents no choice at all,
but only coercion.

The court rejects the plaintiffs’ contention, holding that coercion is to be found
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only where the federal government gives the states no choice, but mandates
compliance. In addition, the court rules that the NFIP’s implementation is not a
constitutionally prohibited taking of property without payment of just compen-
sation.

The U.S. Circuit Court for the District of Columbia (598 F.2d 311, 1979) and
the U.S. Supreme Court (cert. denied, 444 U.S. 927, 100 S.Ct. 267, 1979) sub-
sequently upholds the lower court’s judgment.

6/1978

President Carter forwards Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 (House Docu-

ment 95-356, 95th Cong., 2nd Sess.) to Congress. The plan calls for FEMA’s
establishment as an independent agency within the executive branch. The new
agency will coordinate federal disaster response-and-recovery efforts and con-
solidate the programs of five related agencies (FIA, the Federal Disaster Assis-
tance Administration, the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, the Federal Pre-
paredness Agency, and the National Fire Prevention and Control Administra-
tion). The new agency will begin to operate on April 1, 1979.

6/1978

The initial identification of flood-prone communities is essentially completed.
More than 19,000 FHBMs have been produced.

6/1978

President Jimmy Carter’s Water Policy Initiatives include proposals to fund
the National Flood Insurance Act’s Section 1362. The section allows FEMA to
purchase certain insured properties that have either been substantially or re-
peatedly damaged and then to transfer the properties to a public agency to im-
prove floodplain management.

10/1978

Only 2,818 of 16,116 participating communities are in the regular program; the
rest remain in the emergency program (see 12/1969).

12/1978

The Corps of Engineers has completed 1,800 Floodplain Information Reports
covering 3,500 communities.

3/1979

The GAO reports to the secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development that use of the 100-year flood “as the single national standard of
regional flooding conditions has caused considerable controversy over the
years.” Noting that there were 127 floods between 1968 and 1978 that equaled
or exceeded the 100-year flood level in 62 counties, the GAO recommends an
evaluation of the 100-year flood as a national standard. This recommendation
contradicts GAO’s earlier conclusion (see 9/1975) that the 100-year flood stan-
dard is suitable.

The same report notes continuing deficiencies in FIA’s monitoring of commu-
nities’ compliance with the NFIP’s requirements (see 7/1973, 9/1975, and
4/1976). The GAO observed that FIA makes relatively few visits to communi-
ties and “major differences in the approach, scope, and duration of the visits
conducted by personnel from two different [FIA] regional offices.”

4/1979

On April 1, FIA and the NFIP are transferred from the Department of Housing
and Urban Development to the newly created FEMA.
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8/1979

FEMA publishes a proposed rule in the Federal Register that will allow flood-
proofed residential basements in all communities. This rule is in response to
demand for basements in some areas of the nation. The proposed rule is with-
drawn in March 1981 after it is determined that flood-proofed basements can
pose an unacceptable threat to public safety under some flooding conditions.
8/1979

John Macy is appointed FEMA Director.

9/1979

An initiative to decentralize the production of maps to individual contractors is

implemented. It is subsequently determined that this is not a cost-effective ap-
proach. The previous system of having the technical evaluation contractors
produce the maps through printing by the Government Printing Office is re-
instituted.

The acquisition program for flood-damaged properties provided for in Section
1362 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 is funded for the first time
(see 6/1978). Just over 100 properties are acquired in FY 1980. Over the next
14 years, approximately 1,400 properties are purchased at a cost of nearly $52
million. In addition to funding for Section 1362, Congress also provides funds
for the State Assistance Program to develop floodplain management capabili-
ties.

9/1979

Hurricane Frederic strikes Gulf Shores, Alabama, and nearby coastal commu-
nities causing severe damage to structures. This results in considerable contro-
versy about the adequacy of the NFIP’s V-zone construction standards; criteria
used to designate V-zones and V-zone flood insurance rates; and whether wave
heights should be added to coastal base flood elevations.

9/1979 continued

Note: V-zones or coastal high hazard areas are the most hazardous coastal
flood zones because they are subject to high velocity wave action. V-zone des-
ignation is applied only to those areas along the coast where water depth and
other conditions support at least a three-foot wave height.

9/1979

A revised version of A Unified National Floodplain Management Program is
published and concludes that the NFIP “provides persuasive strength and bene-
ficial emphasis to floodplain management.”

9/1979

By the end of Fiscal Year 1979, nearly 16,600 communities are participating in
the NFIP, with 3,381 in the program’s “regular phase.” There are more than

1.6 million policies in force, covering about $60 billion in property. Through-
out the program’s life, total claims have exceeded 146,000, and total payments
to victims have exceeded $572 million.

12/1979

Approximately 1.85 million flood insurance policies are in effect, representing
$74.5 billion in coverage. More claims (86,360) are filed in 1979 than in any
subsequent year through 1999.

3/1980
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A proposed rule is published in the Federal Register that would prohibit the
use of solid breakaway walls to enclose areas below the base flood elevation in
V-zones. In 1981, after a change in presidential administrations, the proposed
rule is withdrawn after the Office of Management and Budget raises concerns
that the rule revision is an unnecessary intrusion into the management of local
affairs.

4/1980

Damages from Hurricane Frederic result in a decision to incorporate wave
heights into base flood elevations in coastal areas. The impact of wave heights
on coastal flood levels is first added to FIRM for seven communities in Ala-
bama.

5/1980

FEMA adopts a policy that requires state and local governments to agree to

pay 25 percent of the eligible costs of public assistance programs (other than
individual and family grants). Prior to this time, the required nonfederal con-
tribution was subject to negotiation between FEMA and the affected state and
local governments.

6/1980

The Office of Management and Budget’s memorandum, “Nonstructural Flood
Protection Measures and Flood Disaster Recovery,” directs that “all Federal
programs that provide construction funds and long-term recovery assistance
must use common flood disaster planning and post-flood recovery proce-

dures.” In response, 12 federal agencies approve an interagency agreement to
provide technical assistance to states and communities for nonstructural meas-
ures to reduce flood damage in flood-recovery efforts. The agencies form an
Interagency Flood Hazard Mitigation Task Force with responsibility for im-
plementing agreement.

In subsequent disasters interagency teams are sent to investigate opportunities
to employ nonstructural mitigation measures and to issue recommendations

before recovery and reconstruction advance to the point where such measures
could not be considered.

6/1980

FIA’s management explores ways in which the private insurance industry’s
state windpools can be used to assure prompt claims service in a major post-
flood hurricane disaster. The Single Adjuster Program is established. In this
voluntary program, individual windpools, or coastal plans, and the NFIP agree
in advance on the use of single adjusters to adjust both the wind and water
damage from hurricanes and to recommend the claim payments by each insurer
for risks that both a coastal plan and the NFIP insure.

9/1980

FEMA’s regulations implementing Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Man-

agement, and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, are effective on
September 9. Although the primary focus of these regulations is on disaster
assistance, provisions are included to limit flood insurance coverage for certain
structures in floodways and for new structures in V-zones where wave heights

are not included in base flood elevations. On November 28, FEMA publishes a
notice of intent not to enforce these provisions. Instead, an interim rating sys-
tem is developed that includes a calculation of wave height on a case-by-case
basis.

10/1980

The Engineering Scientific Data Package (ESDP) system is established to ar-
chive and retrieve selected documentation necessary to recreate the elevation
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information presented in a flood insurance study.
12/1980

FIA promulgates a methodology for assessing the flood hazards unique to al-
luvial fans in the arid West.

1980

Regulation of Flood Hazard Areas to Reduce Flood Losses is revised to em-

phasize the lessons drawn from experiences with floodplain management in the
1970s. The Regulation focuses on state and local programs, including innova-
tions that can exemplify effective reductions in flood losses in the future.

1980

FIA pilots a centralized map information facility, which uses state-of-the-art
technology to develop a centralized database of the flood zone for individual
structures that could be accessed by calling a toll free number. The pilot was
discontinued in 1981 because available technology was inadequate, the system
was not cost-effective, and the private sector was beginning to provide this
service.

1/1981

In Requests for Federal Disaster Assistance Need Better Evaluation, the GAO
recommends that FEMA “reevaluate and improve its assessment criteria” for
disaster and emergency declarations. The GAO had found a “lack of consis-
tency in the quality and methods” of assessing requests from governors for
declarations.

1/1981

Rates for flood insurance are increased by 19 percent for pre-FIRM structures
(i.e., structures for which construction or substantial improvement started on or
before December 31, 1974, or before the effective date of a community’s ini-

tial FIRM, whichever is later). The rate increase is the first in the NFIP’s his-
tory.

The initial legislation creating the NFIP allowed these rates to be substantially
lower than actuarial rates in an effort to promote communities participation in
the program. The rate increase in 1981, the first since the NFIP’s creation, be-
gins an effort to increase rates gradually to reduce, but not eliminate, the
amount of subsidy and to make the NFIP self-supporting for the average his-
torical loss year by 1988.

5/1981
Louis 0. Giuffrida is appointed FEMA Director.
6/1981

An interim policy for accreditation of levees as providing 100-year protection

on NFIP maps is promulgated. This policy is finalized in 1986 with its publica-
tion in the Code of Federal Regulation, Title 44, Chapter 1, Section 65.10 (see
10/1986).

8/1981

Section 341 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (PL 97-35)
terminates, effective October 1, 1983, flood insurance coverage for new con-
struction and substantial improvements of structures on undeveloped coastal
barriers designated by the Secretary of the Department of Interior. FEMA par-
ticipates in the Coastal Barriers Task Force the Secretary establishes to desig-
nate the undeveloped coastal barriers. The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of
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1982 (PL 97-348) later overtakes and supersedes this process (see 10/1982).

8/1981

Section 1345 of the 1968 Act, governing services by the insurance industry, is
amended to include subsection (c), which holds harmless insurance agents or
brokers for the errors and omissions of FEMA.

8/1981

In Till v. Unifirst Federal Savings and Loan Association (653 F.2d 152), the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit concludes that the National Flood
Insurance Act does not provide an express or implied federal statutory cause of
action against a federally regulated lending institution for failing to require
flood insurance or to notify a prospective borrower that a dwelling is in a
floodplain. In subsequent years, U.S. Courts of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
(Arvai v. First Federal Savings and Loan Association, 698 F.2d 683, 1983),

the Seventh Circuit (Mid-America National Bank of Chicago v. First Savings

and Loan Association of South Holland, 737 F.2d 638, 1984), and the Eighth
Circuit (Hofbauer v. Northwestern National Bank of Rochester, 700 F.2d 1197,
1983) reach similar conclusions.

9/1981

The NFIP establishes a methodology to assess the contribution of wave run-up
to flood elevations for communities along the open coast. This methodology is
applied in several communities in Maine that had initiated flood insurance
studies during FY 1981.

9/1981

FIA establishes a goal for the NFIP to achieve self-supporting status for an
average historical loss year by 1988. Achieving this goal would mean the
elimination of subsidies for pre-FIRM properties.

9/1981

FIA opens discussions with representatives of the insurance industry concern-
ing re-involvement in the NFIP that ultimately develops into the Write Your
Own (WYO) Program (see 10/1983).

10/1981

FEMA begins to use information on floods developed for purposes other than
the NFIP (e.g., flood-flow estimates developed to size road crossings and
bridges by state highway departments) as a cost-savings measure.

A new rating system for post-FIRM V-zone buildings is implemented to reflect
the additional risk of surge and wave height and to offer an individual risk-
rating option. Post-FIRM properties are those for which construction or sub-
stantial improvement started on or after the effective date of a community’s
initial FIRM or after December 31, 1974, whichever is later.

1981

The Water Resources Council updates Bulletin No. 17, Guidelines for Deter-
mining Flood Flow Frequency (Bulletin 17B of the Hydrology Committee,

U.S. Water Resources Council). This document, first published in 1967 (Bulle-
tin No. 15), is the guide most government agencies use when conducting flood-
frequency studies.

1981

The NFIP’s premium rates are increased by 45 percent for pre-FIRM struc-
tures, as part of FEMA’s effort to reduce subsidies and to make the NFIP self-
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supporting for an average historical loss year. Over the next seven years rates
will increase by 120 percent.

1981
Jeffrey S. Bragg is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator.
4/1982

Approximately 62 percent of premiums paid for flood insurance are subsi-
dized.

8/1982

As part of President Ronald Reagan’s Task Force on Regulatory Relief, cre-

ated in January 1981, the Office of Management and Budget directs FEMA to
investigate whether federal agencies are complying with the requirements of
Executive Order 11988, issued in May 1977. In addition, FEMA is to: a) de-
termine what impact, if any, the executive order is having on the level of fed-
eral support in designated flood-hazard areas and b) review the base, or “100-
year” flood standard used in implementing the executive order.

8/1982

The GAO, in National Flood Insurance: Marginal Impact on Flood Plain De-
velopment, Administrative Improvements Needed, concludes that FEMA needs

a better monitoring program to assure that local communities are enforcing
floodplain regulations. According to the report, many premiums for flood in-
surance are based on erroneously designated (misrated) flood zones. In addi-
tion, the report concludes that this insurance creates a “marginal added incen-
tive for development in coastal and barrier island communities.”

9/1982

Funding for the Water Resources Council ceases, although the Council is
never officially dissolved.

10/1982

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (PL 97-348) creates the Coastal Barrier
Resources System (CBRS). The Act prohibits new federal expenditures (in-
cluding the issuance of new federal flood insurance and most disaster assis-
tance for new construction and substantial improvements) in designated units
of the CBRS on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts on and after October 1, 1983.
Existing flood insurance policies can remain in force.

1982

The third volume of Regulation of Flood Hazard Areas to Reduce Flood

Losses, started at the time of the Water Resource Center’s demise, is subse-
quently completed and published by the TVA. The three volumes advance the
understanding and application of land-use regulations in flood- hazard areas as
a principal tool in reducing vulnerability to flood risk.

1/1983

Due to what the GAO labels as data and methodological weaknesses in the de-
termination of rate structures, the GAO finds that the NFIP has not collected
sufficient premiums to cover the cost of providing insurance to almost two mil-
lion policyholders. As a result, National Flood Insurance Program: Major
Changes Needed if it is to Operate without a Federal Subsidy points out that
FIA had to borrow $854 million from the Department of the Treasury between

1970 and 1980.

2/1983
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A system to maintain an inventory of levees, by community name, accredited
as providing 100-year protection on NFIP maps begins.

2/1983

In The Effect of Premium Increases on Achieving the National Flood Insur-

ance Program’s Objectives, the GAO finds that FEMA’s decision in January

1981 to raise rates for flood insurance policies has led to a decline in the total
number of policies, from 2.01 million policies in the month before the rate in-
crease to 1.86 million in November 1982. The GAO identifies several addi-

tional factors, such as a decline in the housing market and a smaller number of
recent floods that might explain the decrease in the number of policyholders.

4/1983

Responsibility for flood insurance studies and for the issuance of single-lot,
single-structure, Letters of Map Amendment and Letters of Map Revision is
decentralized to FEMA’s regional offices.

4/1983

In Approaches for Converting National Flood Insurance Program Communi-

ties from the Emergency Phase to the Regular Phase, the GAO concludes that
FEMA will not meet the August 1983 deadline contained in the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968 for providing FIRMs for all flood-prone communities.
The GAO explains that the missed deadline is due both to the complexity of
the task and that FEMA has not used less costly and time-consuming tech-
niques to produce the maps. The GAO also notes FEMA’s estimate that ap-
proximately $153 million will be required to complete the mapping effort.

The GAO further observes that the imminent expiration of the emergency pro-
gram in May 1983 (see 12/1969) will mean that over 290,000 policyholders
will lose coverage unless Congress acts to extend the program.

9/1983

FEMA completes The 100-year Base Flood Standard and the Floodplain Man-
agement Executive Order, which the Office of Management and Budget had
requested in August 1982 (see 8/1982). The President’s Task Force on Regula-
tory Relief had selected Executive Order 11988 on Floodplain Management

and the 100-year standard for review. The report concludes that both the 100-
year standard and the executive order should be retained. For example, the re-
port concludes that the 100-year base flood “is strongly supported and being
applied successfully by all levels of government..and no alternatives have

been identified that are superior to it...” In addition, however, the report con-
cludes that some federal agencies have not adopted procedures to implement

the executive order. Other agencies have adopted procedures, but they are not
consistent with the executive order.

10/1983

In recognition of the 1968 Act’s purpose that FIA arrange for appropriate par-
ticipation in the NFIP by private-sector property insurers, flood insurance be-
comes available from insurance companies that had entered into an arrange-

ment with the Federal Insurance Administrator to sell and service flood insur-
ance under the Write Your Own (WYO) Program. At the time, there were

1,897,176 policies and slightly over $111 billion of coverage in force. During
the first year, 48 companies agreed to become WYO participants in FY 1984.

The first WYO policies are sold in November 1983.

10/1983

The map revision and technical evaluation contractor services are consolidated
and the number of technical evaluation contractors is reduced from seven to
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three as the requirements for the flood insurance study program are changed.
10/1983

Effective October 1, the NFIP revises the rate schedules for flood insurance
premiums and makes significant amendments to flood policies. To simplify
insurance ratings, the NFIP groups Zones Al to A30 under a single set of
schedules and makes a similar reduction for Zones V1 to V3@. Optional, higher
deductibles become available so policyholders concerned with catastrophic
protection can reduce their flood insurance premiums. In addition, flood insur-
ance policies no longer cover:

. Finished walls, floors, ceilings, and other similar improvements to
basement areas;

. Enclosures and building components located below the lowest elevated
floor of an elevated building except for the required utility connections
and the footing, foundation, anchorage system, etc. required to support
the elevated building; and

. Contents building machinery and equipment located in a basement area
or below the lowest elevated floor of an elevated building, except
stairways not separated from the building. For buildings where con-
struction started before this date, coverage continues for sump pumps,
water tanks, oil tanks, furnaces, hot water heaters, washers, dryers,
freezers, air conditioners, heat pumps, and electrical boxes.

10/1983

FIA limits flood insurance coverage for basements to reduce future flood-claim
payments. This action is based on FIA’s findings that, between 1978 and 1982,
the claim-loss frequency of buildings with basements was almost four times
higher than the claim-loss frequency for buildings without basements. As a
result of the change, the NFIP will no longer provide unlimited coverage of the
contents of basements or finished walls, floors, ceilings. Coverage will con-
tinue for such items as oil tanks, furnaces, hot water heaters, heat pumps, and
air conditioners.

10/1983
Continued

The controversial nature of the change in coverage leads to several lawsuits,
which are decided in favor of FIA, as well as a report by the GAO (see Federal
Emergency Agency’s Basement Coverage Limitations, completed in 1/1986).

11/1983

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (PL 98-181) extends un-

til September 30, 1985, the deadline for the establishment of flood-risk zones
in floodplain areas and requires FEMA to submit to Congress a plan for bring-
ing all communities containing flood-risk zones into full program status by
September 30, 1987. The Act also prohibits any increase in premiums charged
for flood insurance before September 30, 1984, and directs FEMA to submit a
report to Congress explaining the rate structure and any rate increase antici-
pated before October 1, 1985.

FEMA subsequently notifies Congress that all remaining flood studies can be
completed by 1991.

1983
The TVA publishes Floodplain Management: The TVA Experience to provide

information about the authority’s approach to working with state and local of-
ficials in floodplain management.
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1983

The TVA joins with the Natural Hazards Research and Applications Informa-

tion Center at the University of Colorado to evaluate the effectiveness of ef-
forts to prevent flood damage. The Center forms an advisory group of national
experts in floodplain management, develops the initial evaluation procedures,
and conducts a pilot test in several area communities. The results are published
in Determining the Effectiveness of Efforts to Reduce Flood Losses: The TVA
Experience.

1/1984

In response to FEMA’s review of the 100-year base flood standard (see

9/1983) the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) agrees that “the 100-

year base flood standard appears to be working well and, given its widespread
use, it does not appear to be in the public interest to adopt another methodol-

ogy .)J
5/1984

The first countywide FIRM, for Marion County, Indiana, becomes effective.
The FIRM shows the flood risks for all incorporated communities within the
county as well as its unincorporated portions.

6/1984

A demographic survey of communities participating in the NFIP’s Emergency
Program identifies those communities where expected development in the
floodplain would justify incurring the costs of a detailed study.

9/1984

A Risk Studies Completion and Full Program Status Plan is submitted to Con-
gress by FEMA (see 11/1983). The plan identifies how cost-containment

measures will be implemented to achieve the most economical conversion of
about 7,000 communities to the Regular Program on or before September 30,
1991. A benefit-cost strategy is promulgated to standardize decision-making as
to which communities will be converted by other means.

9/1984 continued

Largely because of the results of the demographic survey completed in June
and the application of benefit-cost considerations, emphasis is given to con-
verting low-growth communities to the Regular Program through the minimal
conversion process. As a result, 1,871 conversions to the Regular Program oc-
cur in FY 1984. This is the largest number of conversions in any year of the
NFIP’s history.

1/1985

The Map Initiatives Project is completed after more than two years of review
and discussion by a task force comprised of representatives from the major
user groups. Consequently, a new format is specified for NFIP maps to make
them more “user-friendly.” Changes include a reduction in the number of risk
zones from 68 to 9; the elimination of flood-hazard identification dates; and
the consolidation of essential information on flood insurance and floodplain
management on one map, thus eliminating the need for separate FIRM and

FHBM.

9/1985
FIA publishes Appeals, Revisions and Amendments to Flood Insurance Maps -

A Guide for Community Officials, a document written in lay language to ex-
plain the mechanisms for revising or amending NFIP maps. More than 12,000
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copies of this manual are distributed before it is revised in January 1990.
10/1985

The first of more than 500 Limited Detail Studies (LDS) is initiated as a cost-
containment measure to provide flood-risk zones and base flood-elevation in-
formation to communities that would experience low-to-moderate develop-

ment pressure in their SFHA during the 15-year period beginning in 1985.

10/1985

The Community Assistance Program (CAP) is established to provide assis-

tance on floodplain management to communities by drawing on resources in
addition to FEMA’s regional offices. The State Support Services Element,

which replaces the State Assistance Program, uses states to provide this assis-
tance. Similarly, the Federal Support Services Element makes use of federal
agencies such as the TVA, USGS, the Corps of Engineers, and the Soil Con-
servation Service.

10/1985

The NFIP’s Community Compliance Program (CCP) is established to provide

a credible means to ensure that communities adequately enforce regulations on
floodplain management adopted as a condition of participation in the NFIP.

The program provides procedures for the probation and suspension of commu-
nities and the denial of flood insurance for individual structures under Section
1316 of the National Flood Insurance Act and builds on the mutually suppor-

tive relationship between flood insurance ratings and floodplain management.

10/1985

The Corps of Engineers’ National Flood Proofing Committee is formed to ad-
vance the application of flood-proofing techniques.

11/1985
Julius W. Becton, Jr. is appointed FEMA Director.
1985

The TVA publishes A Guide to Evaluate a Community’s Floodplain Manage-
ment Program to document how others could use the TVA’s evaluation proce-
dures to judge community floodplain management programs.

1985

The first Annual Report of the Association of State Floodplain Managers sum-
marizes activities of state initiatives and resources independent of the NFIP.
The annual report represents slightly more than half the states and is not com-
piled through a formal survey.

1/1986

The NFIP’s regulations are revised on January 1 to provide a probation proce-
dure for participating communities that fail to adequately enforce floodplain-
management measures adopted to meet NFIP criteria. As part of probation pro-
cedures, a $25 surcharge applies for any flood insurance policy newly issued

or renewed on and after October 1, 1986, for any property that is located
within a community that is on probation. This is intended to be an interim
process, short of community suspension, to increase public awareness of the
situation and to encourage community officials to take the actions necessary to
comply with the NFIP’s requirements for floodplain management. Revisions

are also made to V-zone construction requirements and other criteria for flood-
plain management.
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1/1986

FIA publishes A Standardized System for Flood Insurance Restudy Identifica-
tion and Prioritization to systemize decision making about communities that

are candidates for restudy and to assure that only cost-effective restudies are
initiated.

1/1986

FIA implements a fee-charge system for certain categories of conditional let-
ters of map correction to recover the cost of providing engineering services to
review and comment on proposed developments in participating communities’
floodplains.

3/1986

A revised Unified National Program for Floodplain Management notes that

the previous report has again become dated by the relative success and changes

in federal programs and by the strengthening of floodplain management at the

state and local levels. The report, building on earlier reports and subsequent
legislation, directives, and activities, establishes two broad goals for floodplain
management: to reduce loss of life and property from flooding and to reduce

loss of natural and beneficial resources from unwise land use.

The report urges that development in high hazard areas be avoided, except in
instances of public interest or in the absence of a suitable alternative.

4/1986

FEMA proposes to change the process of declaring disasters; the criteria for
eligibility for federal assistance; and the nonfederal responsibility for major
disasters. The proposed regulations would also decrease the federal share of
disaster costs to 50 percent from 75 percent. Furthermore, states would be re-
quired to meet certain economic criteria before they would be eligible to re-
ceive federal assistance and to increase their cost-sharing responsibilities,
along with that of local governments, for disaster assistance.

Due to strong opposition in Congress, FEMA subsequently withdraws the pro-
posed rules.

9/1986

Harold T. Duryee is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator. He remains in
this position until August 1990.

9/1986

FIA produces the first digital FIRM, for Tulsa, Oklahoma. A five-year, $20
million program to digitize 25,000 FIRM panels for about 340 counties that
account for about 75 percent of all property-at-risk begins.

10/1986

The NFIP’s regulations on floodplain management are revised. Major changes
affect placement of manufactured homes, mechanical and utility equipment,
openings for enclosures, use of available flood data, and functionally depend-
ent uses. The revisions also formally terminate the State Assistance Program
and establish procedures for denial of insurance under Section 1316, obtaining
basement exceptions, revision of flood maps, and the recognition of levees.
The revisions result in the first required update of all NFIP community ordi-
nances since the 1976 rule revisions.

10/1986

On October 1, the NFIP makes the following amendments to the standard
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flood insurance policy:

. Buildings in the course of construction that are not walled or roofed are
eligible for coverage. The standard deductible for these buildings is
double the post-construction amount and buildings in selected zones
with the lowest floor below the base flood elevation are not eligible.

. When an insured building has been inundated by rising lake waters
continuously for 90 or more days, and it appears reasonably certain that
a continuation of this flooding will result in damage reimbursable un-
der the flood policy, the insurer can pay the insured without waiting for
further damage to occur. To receive payment, the insured must sign a
release agreeing not to make further claims under the policy, not to re-
new the policy, and not to apply for NFIP insurance for a new property
at the same location.

For mobile homes in mobile home parks or subdivisions, the date of
construction to determine pre- or post-FIRM status is the date a mobile
home is placed on its foundation.

1/1987

Effective January 1, the standard policy covers reasonable expenses incurred
for the temporary removal and storage of insured property because of the im-
minent danger of flooding up to the amount of the minimum building deducti-
ble. The policy no longer provides coverage for the cost of repairs to protect
insured property damaged by flood from further damage.

1/1987

President Ronald Reagan’s proposed budget for the next fiscal year recom-

mends that all subsidies for flood insurance be eliminated and that rates be in-
creased in order to recover “the clearly allocable costs of flood insurance from
beneficiaries.” The Reagan Administration also states that flood insurance can
be provided at affordable rates for homeowners by the private sector.

Spring 1987

A task force is created to investigate the feasibility of using the insurance in-
dustry’s services and facilities and, if feasible, to develop procedures for im-
plementing a Community Rating System (CRS). CRS would recognize a com-

munity’s efforts to undertake floodplain management activities beyond those
required for participation in the NFIP; increase the public’s awareness of flood
insurance; and assist property owners, insurance agents, and lenders seeking
individual property flood-risk information.

7/1987

FIA inaugurates a Limited Map Maintenance Program (LMMP) as a cost-
containment measure to process, in an expedient manner, revisions to NFIP
maps that are limited in scope. Authority to task federal agencies to perform
LMMP projects under interagency agreements is decentralized to FEMA’s re-
gional offices.

7/1987

The Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1987 (PL 100-71) suspends through
September 30, 1988, those portions of the rule revision (of October 1, 1986)
applicable to existing manufactured home parks and subdivisions. The Act also
requires FEMA to prepare a report on the impact of the regulations. The report
is submitted to Congress in September 1988.

10/1987
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For the first time, the NFIP becomes self-supporting for the historical average
loss year. For the NFIP, the intent is to generate premiums at least sufficient to
cover expenses and losses relative to what is called the historical average loss
year, which differs from the traditional insurance definition of solvency. Dur-
ing FY 1986, no taxpayer funds are required to meet the NFIP’s flood insur-
ance expenses. In addition, at the beginning of the fiscal year, the NFIP is re-
quired for the first time to pay all program and administrative expenses with
funds derived from insurance premiums. Prior to this time, program costs for
administrative expenses, surveys, and studies, are financed through congres-
sional appropriations.

12/1987

Approximately 2.1 million flood insurance policies are in force, representing
$165 billion in coverage. The program’s net operating deficit is about $652
million.

1987

Minnesota establishes a Flood Hazard Mitigation Grant Assistance Program,
which will provide a 5@-percent state/5@-percent local, cost-share grant pro-
gram for activities to reduce damages from floods.

1987

The Unified National Program for Floodplain Management recommends the

evaluation of “floodplain management activities with periodic reporting to the
public and to Congress on progress toward implementation of a unified na-

tional program for floodplain management.” To implement this recommenda-

tion, the Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force initiates an
assessment of the nation’s program for floodplain management. The national
assessment provides a comparative basis for justifying program budgets and
evaluating, over time, the effectiveness of various tools, policies, and planning
efforts for floodplain management.

4/1988

FIA inaugurates a fee-charge system to require certain requestors of NFIP

maps to reimburse the National Flood Insurance Fund for the costs of map-
ordering services. Entities required to use the NFIP maps as part of the pro-
gram’s implementation are exempt from these fees (i.e., local, state, and fed-
eral agencies, insurance agents, and lenders).

A pilot marketing analysis is conducted to determine if map users are inter-
ested in purchasing microfilm copies of NFIP maps as opposed to purchasing
these maps in hard-copy paper format. The results of this analysis identify a
small market and limited interest in microfilm.

4/1988

In Statistics on the National Flood Insurance Program, the GAO summarizes
data on the program’s operations through the end of FY 1987.

5/1988

To reduce the NFIP’s subsidy levels without using a rate increase, NFIP regu-
lations are amended to increase the standard building and contents deductible
for pre-FIRM properties to $1,000 from $750. Policyholders who wish to have
lower deductibles are given the option to “buy back” a $500 deductible sepa-
rately for building and contents coverage.

5/1988

Due to record high-water levels in the Great Lakes, the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1987 (PL 100-242) amends the National Flood Insur-
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ance Act of 1968 (through what is called the “Upton-Jones Amendment”) to

provide insurance benefits to structures in imminent danger of collapse due to
coastal erosion or undermining caused by waves or water levels exceeding cy-
clical levels. Following a local government’s condemnation of a structure, the
payment from flood insurance would be 40 percent of the structure’s value

prior to collapse and, following demolition, 6@ percent of the structure’s value.
The approach represents the first federal use of erosion setbacks as a tool for
preventive management as part of an insurance program.

The Act also authorizes the president to contribute to states and local commu-
nities up to 50 percent of the cost of measures to mitigate hazards that substan-
tially reduce the risk of future damage or loss in any area affected by a major
disaster. Contributions cannot exceed 10 percent of the Public Assistance

grants made with respect to the disaster or $1 million, whichever is greater.

6/1988

The Claims Coordinating Office (CCO) is developed to facilitate the entrance

of multiple WYO companies into the Single Adjuster Program. When major

storm events occur, a CCO will be established within Integrated Flood Insur-
ance Claim Offices (IFICO) to provide a central clearinghouse for loss adjuster
assignments and data sharing, for the use of WYO companies, coastal plans,

and certain other property insurers willing to participate in coordinating a
claims-oriented response to the catastrophe. Subsequent experience indicates
that IFICO handle losses efficiently while coordinating activities with private
sector windpool associations, WYO companies, and FEMA’s Disaster Field

Office and Disaster Assistance Centers.

10/1988

FIA restructures commissions to encourage the sale of flood insurance. The
commission provisions for the WYO Program are also restructured under a
program to be re-evaluated in 1990. The provisions allow for commissions
equal to 14 percent of premiums with the opportunity to earn an additional
commission of one-tenth of 1 percent for each 1l-percent increase in a com-
pany’s total policies in force up to a total commission of 17 percent of pre-
mium.

10/1988

The coverage limitation for enclosures (and contents) below an elevated struc-
ture is revised effective October 1 to apply only to elevated post-FIRM build-
ings (i.e., buildings for which the start of construction or substantial improve-
ment occurred on or after the effective date of the FIRM or after December 31,
1974, whichever is later).

11/1988

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (PL
100-707) emphasizes hazard mitigation including funds to acquire or “buyout”
destroyed or damaged properties and to not rebuild in SFHAs; to rebuild in

nonhazardous areas; and to reduce exposure to flood risk in reconstruction.

The Act authorizes the allocation of up to 10 percent of FEMA’s Public Assis-

tance grants for hazard-mitigation projects, that are cost effective and that sub-

stantially reduce the risk of future damage, hardship, loss, or suffering. Bene-
fit-cost analysis is the recommended approach for determining cost-
effectiveness. Buyouts are also approved. When buyouts are authorized, they

are available to all affected residents of a flood-damaged area.

Section 404 establishes a Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. Grants are avail-
able to state and local governments and certain nonprofit organizations to im-
plement long-term hazard mitigation measures following a presidential decla-
ration of disaster. These measures can include projects to reduce the risk of
future damage, hardship, or loss or suffering from damages. Buyouts are one

Exhibit KIM-2
Page 36 of 73



Docket No. 20220051-EI
FEMA Chronology NFIP
Exhibit KIM-2
Page 37 of 73
type of eligible mitigation measure. Potential recipients of the grants, which
can cover up to 50 percent of the costs of these activities, must maintain insur-
ance as a condition of receipt.

1988

South Carolina acts to restrict new development along erosion-prone beach-
fronts.

1988

The Casualty Actuarial Society releases a Statement of Principles Regarding
Property and Casualty Insurance Ratemaking. The statement identifies and
describes principles applicable to the determination and review of rates for
property and casualty insurance. The principles provide the foundation for the
development of actuarial procedures and standards that seek to protect the in-
surance system’s financial soundness and to promote equity and availability
for insurance consumers.

1988

The Department of the Interior estimates that not developing 39,000 acres of
developable coastal barrier land proposed to be added to the Coastal Barrier
Resources System (see 10/1982) will save the federal government approxi-
mately $3 billion, which includes subsidies for flood insurance.

1/1989

Two new products, the Condominium Master Policy (CMP) and the Preferred

Risk Policy (PRP), become available for the first time. The CMP provides in-
surance coverage at a significantly reduced cost under a single policy for resi-
dential condominiums with five or more units and three or more stories located
in Regular Program communities. The PRP is available to the owners of one-

to four-family residential buildings located in Regular Program communities
provided the buildings are located outside of SFHA and have favorable flood-
loss histories. The PRP has a new, simplified application form tailored to sev-
eral fixed, limited-coverage combinations.

2/1989

FIA completes its assessment of future resource requirements, including both
staffing and funding levels, needed to maintain the currency and accuracy of
published NFIP maps. These resource requirements, identified in A Cost Effec-
tive Plan for Flood Studies Maintenance, describe how FIA will move from an
“initial studies” phase to a “maintenance” phase for flood studies and surveys.

5/1989

Through the use of an interim rule, FEMA decides that federal disaster assis-
tance to restore insurable structures in SFHAs will be reduced by the maxi-
mum amount of insurance proceeds that would have been received had a build-
ing and its contents been fully covered by a flood insurance policy. The in-
terim rule is revoked in December 1991.

5/1989

Under the auspices of the Domestic Policy Council’s Working Group on the
Environment, Energy, and Natural Resources, the White House establishes an
Inter-Agency Task Force on Wetlands. One of the group’s primary objectives
is to recommend revisions to existing presidential executive orders on wet-
lands protection and floodplain management (see 5/1977).

6/1989

The Enhanced Actuarial Information System is completed and used for the
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first time in conducting the annual review of NFIP rates.
9/1989

Hurricane Hugo strikes, wreaking havoc in the Carolinas, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. Buildings that had been built to meet the NFIP’s requirements
for floodplain management performed well, demonstrating the effectiveness of
the requirements in reducing flood damages.

9/1989

The first major test of the Claims Coordinating Office (CCO) system occurs
when a CCO is established to coordinate the assignment of a single adjuster to
handle the wind and flood claims in North and South Carolina. The system

works well and proves that cooperation between windpool and WYO compa-

nies through the CCO benefits insured individuals by simplifying the claims
process with the use of a single adjuster.

10/1989

FIA implements a fee-charge system for certain categories of requestors of the
archival backup for flood insurance studies and restudies. The fee-charge sys-
tem is needed to limit the increasing costs associated with the servicing of
these requests.

10/1989

Effective October 1, new rules revise the definition of substantial improvement
and, for the first time, define substantial damage. “Substantial improvement”

represents any reconstruction, rehabilitation, addition, or other improvement of

a building, the cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value
of the building before the “start of construction” of the improvement. Substan-
tial improvement includes buildings that have incurred “substantial damage,”
regardless of the actual repair work performed. Substantial damage reflects
damage of any origin sustained by a building whereby the cost of restoring the
building to its before-damaged condition would equal or exceed 50 percent of
the market value of the building before the damage occurred.

11/1989

Effective November 1, new rules, which supersede those first implemented in
October 1986, address provisions on the placement of manufactured homes in
existing parks and subdivisions for manufactured homes. The revised rule is
developed after consideration of recommendations by a task force including
representatives of the manufactured home community and of state and local
governments.

11/1989

The National Academy of Sciences completes Managing Coastal Erosion

through the National Flood Insurance Program, a study requested by FIA, to
provide advice on strategies for erosion management, supporting data needs,
and applicable methodologies to administer these strategies through the NFIP.
The study is necessary to determine whether the federal government should be
involved in erosion insurance and, if so, how such a program should be admin-
istered. The question is triggered by the Upton-Jones Amendment (Section 544
of PL 100-242) to the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (see 5/1988).

11/1989

The Defense Production Act Amendment of 1989 (PL 101-137), which reau-
thorizes the NFIP, extends the Upton-Jones Amendment (see 5/1988) from
September 30, 1989, through September 30, 1991, and requires FEMA to con-
duct a study to determine the impact of relative sea-level rise on FIRMs. The
study will also project the economic losses associated with estimates of sea-
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level rise.
12/1989

FIA produces its first community Flood Risk Insurance Directory (FRID) as a
prototype in conjunction with its program to digitize FIRMs. The FRID was
never adopted because the information is available in the private sector.

Before 1989, FIA had maintained an archive of all effective and all previously
effective NFIP maps in hard-copy paper format. To improve on the archival
system, to reduce the storage required, and to make copies of the archived
maps available to requestors, FIA begins microfilming all NFIP maps.

1989

The Association of State Floodplain Managers’ first formal survey of state and
local programs is completed. Using a standardized reporting form makes it
possible to summarize state floodplain management activities at the end of the

1980s.

3/1990

FIA initiates the first two pilot erosion studies to develop the applicable meth-

odologies and study processes to determine rates of erosion.

FIA institutes a map panel subscription service. This system allows subscribers
to obtain current information on the status of NFIP maps, on a map panel-by-
panel basis.

4/1990

The National Wildlife Federation sues FEMA, claiming that the NFIP facili-
tates development that may result in destruction or adverse modification of
habitat of the key deer, an endangered species found only in the Florida Keys.
The Endangered Species Act requires that all federal agencies ensure that the
actions they authorize, fund, or implement do not jeopardize the continued ex-
istence of endangered species. To ensure compliance with this requirement,
federal agencies must consult with the Secretary of the Interior about how such
actions might affect endangered and threatened species or their critical habi-
tats.

6/1990

C. M. “Bud” Schauerte is nominated to be Federal Insurance Administrator.
8/1990

The GAO reports on compliance with the mandatory flood insurance provision

of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (see 12/1973) in Information on
the Mandatory Purchase Requirement. The GAO notes FEMA’s belief that the
level of compliance with the provision is low. In contrast, according to the
GAO, several agencies with responsibility for enforcing the requirement state
that noncompliance is not a major problem. GAO’s own assessment identifies
high levels of noncompliance in parts of the two states it examined, Maine (22
percent) and Texas (79 percent).

8/1990

Wallace E. Stickney is appointed FEMA Director.

9/1990

As of September 30, there are 2.3 million policies and more than $202 billion
of coverage in force.
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10/1990

The first financial statement audit of the NFIP that includes the WYO Program
(covering 1986-89) results in an unqualified opinion.

10/1990

The Community Rating System (CRS) begins. Under CRS, discounts on flood
insurance premiums are available in communities that voluntarily initiate ac-
tivities that reduce flood losses or that increase the number of flood insurance
policies.

10/1990 continued

CRS is the product of three years of development by the Community Rating

Task Force, which had representatives from FIA, the insurance industry, and
state and local floodplain managers. Extensive field testing, critiques, and re-
views with communities, public interest organizations, and the Association of
State Floodplain Management’s technical advisors were conducted by the In-
surance Services Office’s Commercial Risk Services Organization under the
technical directions of the Community Rating Task Force. Four hundred pro-
fessional floodplain managers, 50 public interest organizations, and representa-
tives of over 100 communities reviewed the proposal. CRS is also the subject

of a congressional hearing.

10/1990

Effective October 1, the NFIP introduces new elevation and floodproofing for
nonresidential structures certificates forms. In addition, the NFIP broadens the
definition of a small business so that more businesses can qualify as small
businesses under the program.

11/1990

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 (PL 101-508) requires

FEMA to establish a policy fee to cover the administrative expenses, including
salaries, and mapping expenses incurred in implementing the flood insurance
and floodplain management program. The $25 fee (later increased to $30) ap-
plies to all new and renewal flood insurance policies sold after May 31, 1991.
From 1987 to 1991, Congress required all program and administrative costs to
be paid from the National Flood Insurance Fund (see 8/1968) without a com-
mensurate increase in rates. FIA estimates that, as of September 2000, program
assets were reduced by about $485 million because costs were not collected
during these years.

11/1990

The Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 (PL 101-591) expands the

Coastal Barrier Resources System (established by the Coastal Barrier Re-

sources Act of 1982, see 10/1982) to include units along the Great Lakes,

Puerto Rico, the Florida Keys, the Virgin Islands, and secondary barriers

within large embayments. After a one-year grace period, federal flood insur-

ance will be prohibited in these units as well as in “otherwise protected lands.”
Such public or private lands are held for conservation purposes.

After the law’s passage, the Coastal Barrier Resources System includes ap-
proximately 1,200 miles of coastline and approximately 1,272,000 acres of
undeveloped coastal barriers and associated aquatic habitats.

The Act directs the Secretary of the Interior to establish a Coastal Barriers
Task Force, which would include a representative from FEMA. The task force

is supposed to complete a report by November 1992 that, among other topics,
identifies the number of structures for which flood insurance has not been
available because of the Act. The report is never completed.
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12/1990

Over 18,000 communities now participate in the NFIP. The Engineering Scien-
tific Data Package System has archived almost 10,000 flood insurance studies.
Since 1981, nearly 1,300 existing data studies or existing data restudies were
produced using flooding information generated for other purposes. Since 1983,
FIA has accredited more than 12,000 linear miles of levees that protect against
100-year floods.

1990

FEMA identifies seven states (Colorado, Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, North Da-
kota, Ohio, and Oklahoma) that had zoning exemptions in enabling legislation

for agricultural buildings. Due to these exemptions communities could not en-
act ordinances in compliance with the NFIP. FIA worked with these states to

pass legislation or obtain legal opinions that the communities had the authority
to enact ordinances on floodplain management.

1/1991

The Mortgage Portfolio Protection Program (MPPP) begins. This voluntary

program allows lenders to bring their portfolios into compliance with the re-
quirements for the purchase of flood insurance. Any insurance purchased

through this program would occur only if the mortgagor property owner does

not respond to all the notices the program requires. Lenders participating in the
MPPP can purchase policies (or “force place” required insurance coverage) at
special high rates, reflecting the uncertainty as to the degree of risk due to the
limited underwriting data required. Policies under the MPPP can be purchased

only from WYO companies participating in the MPPP. Further, these policies

can be purchased only as a last resort for properties that are part of a lending
institution’s mortgage portfolio. The property must be located within a SFHA

of a community participating in the NFIP and not be covered by a policy even
after required notices have been given to the mortgagor property owner by the
lending institution of the requirement for obtaining and maintaining such cov-
erage.

3/1992
The Corps of Engineers publishes a revised Flood-Proofing Regulations.
7/1992

In Coastal Barriers: Development Occurring Despite Prohibitions against

Federal Assistance, the GAO concludes that development continues on previ-

ously undeveloped barrier islands despite restrictions in the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (PL 97-348) on the issuance of flood insurance for structures on
such islands. Equally important, the study finds that nearly 10 percent of resi-
dences in these areas have flood insurance coverage even though coverage is

not supposed to be provided in these areas.

9/1992

In reviewing FEMA’s adherence to its policies for updating flood maps, the

agency’s Office of Inspector General finds that FEMA does not consistently

adhere to policies to ensure that restudies yielding the most benefits are per-
formed first or use a standard set of criteria to choose maps to digitize. In addi-
tion, the Inspector General notes that FEMA provides information on commu-

nities to map users in five ways, with the result that the information from the
different sources may conflict and lead to incorrect or unneeded flood insur-

ance policies. FEMA generally agrees to implement the recommendations as-

sociated with the audit’s findings.

10/1992

Section 928 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (PL
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102-550) legislates a flood-control restoration zone (AR) as a result of the de-
certification of the levee systems of Los Angeles and Sacramento, California.
The Act makes certain insurance and development benefits available in areas
where a federal flood-control system will be restored.

1992

A survey of state NFIP coordinators by the Association of State Floodplain
Managers identifies an increase in state activities and state participants. The
survey notes that many states participate in activities to restore and preserve
the natural and cultural resources of floodplains and that many identify the en-
vironmental benefits of floodplain management as the key to obtaining wide
public support. The survey reports that 39 states have more than 175 full-time
equivalent personnel.

1992

The Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force publishes its
two-volume Floodplain Management in the United States: An Assessment Re-

port. Key topics include individual risk awareness; migration to water; flood-
plain losses; short-term economic returns; enhanced knowledge and technol-

ogy; national standards for flood protection; limited governmental capabilities;
the need for interdisciplinary approaches; application of mitigation measures;
the effectiveness of mitigation measures; the role of disaster relief; and na-

tional goals and resources. The report concludes that it is difficult to assess the

effectiveness of floodplain management, observing that “there are few clearly
stated, measurable goals,” and that “there is not enough consistent reliable data
about program activities and their impacts to tell how much progress is being
made in a given direction.”

2/1993

In Coping with Catastrophe: Building an Emergency Management System to

Meet People’s Needs in Natural and Manmade Disasters, the National Acad-

emy of Public Administration concludes that, in light of the devastation caused
by Hurricane Andrew in south Florida in 1992, FEMA has not successfully
integrated its many missions. In the report’s words, “FEMA has been ill-served
by congressional and White House neglect, a fragmented statutory charter, ir-
regular funding, and the uneven quality of its political executives appointed by
past presidents.”

4/1993

A U.S. District Court in Key West, Florida, hears the National Wildlife Fed-

eration’s complaint (see 4/1990) that the NFIP facilitates development in the
Florida Keys that may jeopardize the continued existence of the key deer, an

endangered species. In response, FEMA states that implementation of the

NFIP is not an action subject to the consultation requirements of the Endan-

gered Species Act.

6/1993

The Great Midwest Flood of the upper Mississippi and lower Missouri River

basins from mid-June through early August provide evidence that the nation

has not yet reached an accommodation between nature’s periodic need to oc-

cupy her floodplains and the present human occupancy and use. The floods
generated the highest flood crests ever recorded at 95 measuring stations.
President Clinton declares 505 counties in nine states to be federal disaster ar-
eas. Estimates of the total damage are as high as $16 billion. Only about one in
ten of affected structures have flood insurance.

Various sources attempt to assign recurrence intervals (e.g., a “500-year”

flood) to the flood, but they are subject to considerable error due to the flood’s
complex and widespread nature, the short historic data record on which to base

an analysis, changing observation methods, and the difficulty in assigning flow
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rates and elevations to past historic events. Stanley Changnon edits a compre-
hensive evaluation of this flood, The Great Flood of 1993: Causes, Impacts
and Responses, which is published in 1996.

Four broad issues are examined as a result of this flood: a) whether to repair or
reconstruct the hundreds of damaged flood-control levees (or other struc-
tural/protective measures in future floods) and who would pay for permitted
repairs; b) whether to permit repair or rebuilding of thousands of substantially
damaged structures so they could again be inhibited; c) whether to commit
community planning and financial assistance to develop alternative mitigation
strategies to the typical repair/rebuild scenario; and, d) whether to use the ex-
perience of risk insurance as a mitigation tool.

8/1993

To study the “levee issue” resulting from damage caused by the 1993 floods

and to facilitate the search for appropriate alternatives, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget issues guidance to assess strategies for levee reconstruction.
Representatives from five federal agencies, state and local governments, and
other interested organizations consider alternatives to levee repair that would
provide the benefits of flood control and protect natural resources. The com-

mittee affects decisions not to rebuild a few levees, but its overall impact is not

felt until other post-flood recovery situations such as in California in 1995.
9/1993

The National Performance Review finds that the provision of federal disaster
assistance is too generous and too frequent, with the possible result that the
federal government may be perceived as the states’ “first-line resource in every
emergency.” Echoing past recommendations (see 1/1981, for example), the

Review urges the development of objective criteria to replace “political fac-
tors” in decisions about disaster declarations.

11/1993

In response to the criticisms contained in Coping with Catastrophe, FEMA
reorganizes its 2,500 employees into five directorates, two administrations (the
Federal Insurance Administration and the U.S. Fire Administration), and 10
regional offices.

12/1993

Due to extensive flooding during the previous fiscal year, the NFIP experi-
ences losses that are more than twice its historic loss level and must borrow
$100 million from the Department of Treasury to meets its needs for cash. This
is the first time such borrowing has been necessary since 1984. The borrowed
funds are repaid in FY 1994.

12/1993

The “Volkmer Amendment” in the Hazard Mitigation and Relocation Assis-

tance Act of 1993 (PL 103-181) amends the 1988 Stafford Act (see 11/1988)

to increase federal support for relocating flood-prone properties and to increase
the amount of hazard-mitigation funds available after a disaster to 15 percent

of all of FEMA’s appropriated federal disaster funds, up from 10 percent of a
portion of FEMA’s funds dedicated to community assistance disaster funding

for relocation or hazard-mitigation activities. The Act also increases to 75 per-
cent from 50 percent, effective June 10, 1993, the share of the costs of mitiga-
tion activities the federal government will cover; clarifies acceptable condi-
tions for the purchase of damaged homes and businesses; requires the complete
removal of such structures; and dictates that the purchased land be dedicated

“in perpetuity for a use that is compatible with open space, recreational, or
wetlands management practices.”

1/1994
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The Executive Office of the President, through the Administration Floodplain
Management Task Force, assigns a broad mandate to the Federal Interagency
Floodplain Management Review Committee to delineate the causes and conse-
quences of the 1993 Midwest flooding and evaluate the performance of exist-
ing programs for floodplain and related watershed management.

The committee observes that “in the Midwest, the NFIP tends to discourage
floodplain development through the increased costs in meeting floodplain
management requirements and the cost of an annual flood insurance premium,
although this may not be the case elsewhere in the nation.”

1/1994 continued

The committee’s report provides an opportunity for “a blueprint for change” in

the nation’s programs and policies affecting its coastal and riverine flood-
plains. The committee makes several recommendations including changes in

federal policies, programs, and activities that will most effectively achieve risk
reduction, economic efficiency, and governmental enhancement in the flood-

plain and related watersheds. In all, there are 93 recommendations to be used

as “a blueprint for the future.”

3/1994

The GAO issues Flood Insurance: Financial Resources May Not Be Sufficient
to Meet Future Expected Losses. The report notes that income from insurance
premiums is not sufficient to build reserves to meet expected flood losses.
Consequently, the GAO concludes that losses from claims and the program’s
expenses will exceed the funds available to the program in some years.

4/1994

FEMA issues a proposed rule in response to the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992, which created a flood-control restoration zone (AR)
designed to meet communities’ concerns. The AR designation recognizes that

a system for flood protection is being restored to provide protection during the
base flood event and during the restoration period and reduces the costs of

flood insurance and elevation requirements while still providing some level of
protection for properties that will be exposed to the increased risks of flooding
during the restoration period.

6/1994

The Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee, given the re-
sponsibility for conducting a comprehensive review of floodplain management
after the Midwest floods of the previous year, publishes Sharing the Chal-
lenge: Floodplain Management Into the 21st Century (sometimes referred to

as the “Galloway Report,” after the committee’s chair, Gerald E. Galloway,

Jr.). The report recommends a sharing of responsibility for floodplain man-
agement among federal, state, and local officials and for restrictions on devel-
opment in floodplains.

With respect to flood insurance, the Committee criticized the limited penetra-
tion of the program in communities affected by the Great Midwest Flood of
1993 (see 6/1993). Repeating the warning of the National Performance Review
(see 9/1993), the Galloway report notes that overly generous federal disaster
assistance has the potential to reduce individuals’ responsibility to protect
themselves against disasters.

6/1994 continued

In addition, the report notes that the five-day waiting period between the time
of purchase of a flood insurance policy and when coverage is effective allowed
many people to purchase insurance with the knowledge that they would be

flooded in the summer of 1993. If the waiting period had been 30 days, nearly
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4,000 fewer insurance claims would have qualified, and payments would have
been $82 million less. The committee thus recommended that the waiting pe-
riod be increased to 15 days.

9/1994

The Community Development and Regulatory Improvement Act (PL 103-

325), the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, includes the most
comprehensive changes to the NFIP since the Flood Disaster Protection Act’s
approval in 1973.

Subtitle B provisions include a nonwaiver of the requirement that flood insur-
ance be purchased by recipients of federal disaster assistance; expand require-
ments for lenders when making loans and requiring that coverage be main-

tained over the life of the loan; require escrow of flood insurance payments if
escrows are already required; require placement of flood insurance by lenders

if a borrower fails to obtain the necessary coverage; impose penalties for fail-
ure to require flood insurance or notify borrowers; impose fees for determining
the applicability of flood insurance purchase requirement; establish notice re-
quirements for properties located in a SFHA and a change in loan servicer; and
require standard hazard determination forms.

Subtitle C codifies the Community Rating System and directs that credits may
be given to communities that implement measures to protect natural and bene-
ficial floodplain functions and manage erosion.

Subtitle D includes provisions to repeal the flood-property purchase and loan
program (Section 1362); terminate the erosion-threatened structures program
(Upton-Jones Amendment; see 5/1988 and 11/1989); establishes a Mitigation
Assistance Program, which replaces the Upton-Jones acquisition/demolition
program, to provide grants to states and communities based on a 75/25-percent
cost share for mitigation plans and projects; creates the National Mitigation
Fund; and provides additional coverage for compliance with land-use and con-
trol measures.

Subtitle E establishes the Flood Insurance Interagency Task Force (Section
561(a)) and the Task Force on Natural and Beneficial Functions of the Flood-
plain. The Flood Insurance Interagency Task Force is directed to conduct a
number of studies addressing the programs and procedures of Federal agencies
and corporations for compliance with NFIP regulations, and to submit a report
of findings and conclusions to Congress.

9/1994 continued

Subtitle F increases the maximum coverage amounts available and includes a
requirement to review and assess the need to update and revise FIRMs every

five years; establishes a Technical Mapping Advisory Council; requires a

study of the economic impacts of erosion-hazard areas; requires an economic
impact study of the effect of charging actuarial rates for pre-FIRM properties;
increases the waiting period for flood insurance policies to 30 days (see
6/1994); adds provisions regarding agricultural structures; and prohibits disas-
ter assistance to individuals in a SFHA who received disaster assistance and

did not maintain flood insurance.

9/1994

In an Audit of FEMA’s Mitigation Programs, FEMA’s Inspector General con-

cludes that a lengthy application process, due primarily to the significant de-
lays in the process for determining project eligibility, hampers the agency’s
implementation of the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (see 11/1988). In the
audit’s words, “The criteria for determining environmental impact, cost effec-
tiveness and whether projects represent a long-term solution are especially
confusing.” In addition, the audit concludes that “there are no mechanisms to
measure the effectiveness of mitigation in any of FEMA’s programs, and man-
agers have neither the qualitative tools nor resources.”
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10/1994
FIA issues a newly revised Agent Flood Insurance Manual.
11/1994

Given the gravity of the 1993 Midwest flood and because less than 15 percent

of the nonfederal levees that were damaged qualified for repair consideration
under the Corps of Engineer’s emergency flood-control repair program, Con-

gress provides supplemental funding for repair of levees. Under the authority

of PL 84-99, the Corps of Engineers rehabilitate the 115 levees already eligible
under its program and another 241 nonfederal levees using supplemental fund-
ing. In total, repairs cost $230 million.

12/1994

The number of flood insurance policies in force exceeds three million for the
first time.

12/1994

A report issued by the U.S. House of Representatives Bipartisan Natural Disas-
ters Task Force concludes that the federal government’s generosity with disas-
ter assistance diminishes the incentives for state and local governments “to
spend scare state and local resources on disaster preparedness, mitigation, re-
sponse, and recovery. This not only raises the costs of disasters to federal tax-
payers, but also to our society..as people are encouraged to take risks they
think they will not have to pay for.”

The Task Force recommends the creation of a “private, naturally based all-
hazard insurance program, in consultation with the insurance industry..for
residential and commercial property.”

1994

A revised Unified National Program for Floodplain Management is published.

In the report, the Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force rec-
ommends four broad goals for a Unified National Program. These are to: for-
malize a national goal-setting and monitoring system; reduce by at least half
the risks to life and property and the risks to natural resources of the nation’s
floodplains; develop and implement a process to “encourage positive attitudes
toward floodplain management;” and establish a nationwide, in-house capabil-

ity for floodplain management.

The report, submitted to Congress on March 6, 1995, also identifies objectives
necessary to achieve each goal and establishes target dates for completing
them.

1994

The Federal Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force, with funding

from the Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps of Engineers, pub-
lishes a guidebook for community officials and other interested parties to aid
in developing local programs to protect and restore important floodplain re-
sources and functions. Protecting Floodplain Resources: A Guide for Commu-
nities provides information on methods to mitigate flood hazards to preserve
the integrity of natural systems.

1994
The Association of State Floodplain Managers produces National Flood Pro-

grams in Review, 1994, the Association’s first comprehensive effort to assess
national programs and policies related to floodplain management.
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1994
Elaine A. McReynolds is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator.
1994

In Florida Key Deer v. Stickney, 864 F. Supp. 1222 (S.D. Fla. 1994), a U.S.

District Court rules that FEMA must comply with the requirements of the En-

dangered Species Act and consult with the Department of the Interior regard-
ing the possible impacts of development by flood insurance on the key deer,

and endangered species (see 4/1990 and 4/1993).

1/1995

As a result of an Audit of the Accuracy of Flood Zone Ratings, FEMA’s In-

spector General finds that zone misreadings occurred in more than one-quarter

of all flood insurance policies and that premiums were incorrect for 10 percent

of the policies sampled. The audit also notes that FEMA’s flood maps are dif-
ficult to read, that the rules for writing policies are more complex than for most
other forms of insurance, and that FEMA does not have a program for quality
control to verify that insurance agents use the correct rating factors (such as
flood zone, elevation, or pre- or post-FIRM status) to calculate premiums.

FEMA accepts the findings, but does not act to implement the report’s recom-
mendations, at least through the end of 1999.

2/1995

Retroactive to September 23, 1994, (the date President Clinton signed PL 103-
325, the National Flood Insurance Reform Act), all applicants for Individual
and Family Grants (IFG) who receive federal disaster assistance are required to
purchase and maintain flood insurance on the flooded property until they move
to another address. Failure to maintain the insurance will preclude receipt of
any subsequent disaster assistance through the IFG program.

2/1995

FEMA publishes in the Federal Register the first compendium that lists all
revisions and amendments made to flood maps between October 1, 1994, and
December 31, 1994. Subsequent compendia are published in the Federal Reg-
ister every six months.

3/1995

Federal Disaster Assistance, Report of the Senate Bipartisan Task Force on
Funding Disaster Relief (U.S. Senate Doc. No 104-4) concludes that Congress
should improve financial preparedness for catastrophic events. The report

notes that between FY 1977 and 1993, the federal government spent $64 bil-

lion in direct disaster relief and $55 billion indirectly through low-cost loans.

Congress does not act on the recommendations. The Task Force recommends:

a) clarification of criteria for declarations of disasters; b) improved incentives
for mitigation; and c) greater dependence on insurance. The Senate Task Force

does not support the recommendations of the House Bipartisan Natural Disas-

ters Task Force (see 12/1994) regarding all-hazard insurance.

3/1995

FIA proposes the creation of Group Flood Insurance Policies (GFIP). Such
policies, intended for low-income recipients of flood-related disaster assistance
through the NFIP’s Individual and Family Grant Program (see 2/1995), will

provide three years of flood insurance, with the federal (75 percent) and state
governments (25 percent) sharing the cost of the premiums. At the end of the
three-year period, each GFIP recipient will be required to purchase and main-
tain a standard flood insurance policy. Coverage on that property must be con-
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tinued as long as the property exists.
3/1995

In response to the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, FEMA in-
creases the waiting period to 30 days from 5 days before flood insurance cov-
erage becomes effective. Two exceptions are possible: when the initial pur-
chase of flood insurance is in connection with the making, increasing, exten-
sion, or renewal of a loan and when the initial purchase of flood insurance oc-
curs during the one-year period following notice of the issuance of a revised
FIRM for a community.

7/1995

Effective July 1, the NFIP introduces provisional ratings for policies that re-
quire an elevation certificate when it is not yet available. The NFIP begins ac-
cepting credit cards as a means of paying insurance premiums.

7/1995

The Corps of Engineers publishes Floodplain Management Assessment of the

Upper Mississippi River and Lower Missouri Rivers and Tributaries. Among

its findings, the Corps determines that structural flood protection prevents sig-
nificant damage, that restoration of floodplain wetlands would have had little
impact on floods the size of those in 1993, and increased reliance on flood in-
surance better ensures appropriate responsibility for flood damage.

7/1995

FEMA’s Inspector General issues an Audit of the Enforcement of Flood Insur-
ance Purchase Requirements for Disaster Aid Recipients. The audit finds that
individual recipients of flood-related disaster assistance, who are required to
purchase and maintain flood insurance if their flood-damaged property is in-
surable and within a SFHA, often do not do so (see 9/1994). Low levels of
compliance are found even though grants through the Individual and Family

Grant Program include funds for the first year’s premium.

Similarly, the audit notes “very low” levels of compliance with the mandatory-
purchase requirement among recipients of grants from FEMA’s Public Assis-

tance Program. Such grants provide funds for the repair of state and local gov-
ernments’ facilities. Recipients of Public Assistance funds must purchase flood
insurance if their flood-damaged property is insurable and if their grant is over
$5,000, regardless of whether the property is in a SFHA if insurance is rea-
sonably available, adequate, and necessary.

9/1995

Due to extensive flooding during the previous 12 months, the NFIP experi-
ences losses that are much higher than the historic loss level and must borrow
$265 million from the Department of Treasury to meets its needs for cash.

10/1995

The NFIP’s “Cover America” campaign begins. The campaign represents a
nationwide effort to increase public awareness of the perils of flooding and the
desirability of purchasing flood insurance.

12/1995

FEMA issues The National Mitigation Strategy: Partnerships for Building

Safer Communities. The document emphasizes two key goals, increasing pub-

lic awareness of the risks associated with natural hazards and significantly re-
ducing the loss of life, injuries, economic costs, and disruption of families and
communities due to natural hazards.

Exhibit KIM-2
Page 48 of 73



Docket No. 20220051-EI
FEMA Chronology NFIP
Exhibit KIM-2

Page 49 of 73
1995

A survey of states by the Association of State Floodplain Managers describes
trends since 1992 that have reversed some of the continuous advances made

since the late 1960s. According to the survey, state programs face challenges

in budget, organization, and authority that threaten their ability to be full, ac-
tive partners with the federal government and local communities in reducing

flood losses. The report concludes that states’ capabilities have eroded because
of legislative dilution, budgetary restrictions, and organizational dissection.

1/1996

Federally regulated lenders, federal agency lenders, and government-sponsored
enterprises are henceforth required to use the Standard Flood Hazard Determi-
nation Form. This form is used to determine whether real property offered as
collateral for a loan is located in a SFHA.

2/1996
President Clinton promotes FEMA’s director to cabinet status.
4/1996

Effective April 30, the NFIP revises the standard flood insurance application
and endorsement forms and makes them available through ACORD, a non-

profit association that develops and maintains communication standards for the
insurance industry.

5/1996

FEMA initiates the use of Group Flood Insurance Policies (see 3/1995). Such
policies help disaster victims located in a SFHA who do not qualify for loans
from the Small Business Administration comply with flood insurance purchase
requirements. The first such policies are issued in August 1996.

8/1996

Federal regulators of financial institutions issue a joint rule on August 29 to
implement the provisions of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994.
The rule is intended to achieve uniformity among these regulators on the sub-
stantive and procedural requirements of the act. These regulations become ef-
fective on October 1, 1996.

9/1996

FEMA exempts several categories of projects funded through the Stafford

Act’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (see 11/1988) from the use of a bene-
fit-cost analysis due to the difficulty in quantifying known project costs and
the time involved in gathering data. Exempted activities include those in which
the cost of restoring damaged structures equals or exceeds 50 percent of the
structures’ market value and the structures are located in a 100-year floodplain.

9/1996

In response to Section 541 of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of

1994, FEMA submits The Community Rating System of the National Flood

Insurance Program to Congress. The section requires FEMA to submit a re-

port on the rating system to Congress every two years. Such reports are re-
quired to analyze the program’s cost effectiveness, accomplishments, or short-
comings, and to provide recommendations for legislation.

9/1996

Due to extensive flooding during the past 12 months, the NFIP experiences
losses that are much higher than its historic loss levels and must borrow funds
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from the Department of Treasury to meets its needs for cash. The total amount
borrowed reaches $626 million. The NFIP borrows an additional $192 million
over the next six months.

10/1996

Congress approves a supplemental request (reflected in PL 104-208) to in-
crease the NFIP’s borrowing authority (see 9/1996) for FY 1997 to $1.5 billion
from $1 billion.

10/1996

Federally regulated lending institutions and government-sponsored enterprises
(GSE) that purchase mortgages are required, effective October 1, to escrow
premiums for flood insurance for properties located in floodplains. If a feder-
ally regulated lender or GSE determines that a property in a SFHA does not

need flood insurance, such insurance can be “force placed” at the borrower’s
expense.

10/1996

The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) implements
revised examination procedures for flood insurance in response to the new
mandatory purchase requirements of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act
of 1994 (see 9/1994).

12/1996

FEMA issues interim guidance for determining the cost-effectiveness of haz-
ard-mitigation projects entitled How to Determine Cost-Effectiveness of Haz-
ard Mitigation Projects: A New Process for Expediting Application Reviews.
The new guidelines declare that benefit-cost analysis should be used for all
cost-effectiveness determinations.

12/1996

Through its Innovations in American Government program, Harvard Univer-

sity’s School of Government recognizes FEMA for its Consequent Assessment
Tool Set (CATS), which enables the agency to predict the likely consequences
of an impending disaster and then to rapidly mobilize an appropriate response.

12/1996
FEMA creates an Insurance Task Force to develop recommendations for the

reform of its Public Assistance program (see 11/1988 and 7/1995). The Flood
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 required the NFIP to identify, by June 30,

1974, all communities that contain areas at risk for serious flood hazard and to

notify these communities that they can apply for participation in the NFIP or
forego their eligibility for certain types of federal assistance in their flood-
plains (see 12/1973).

1996

The Association of State Floodplain Managers establishes an executive office
in Madison, Wisconsin. The Association has catalogued more than 700 publi-
cations, which are housed at the National Floodplain Management Resource
Center at the University of Colorado.

1996

Gerald Galloway declares “the flood [the 1993 upper Mississippi and lower
Missouri River basins flood] is over. No one now cares,” in his remarks to the
Association of State Floodplain Managers Annual Conference and printed in
National Flood Policy: Progress Since the 1993 Floods.
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1/1997

FEMA’s Insurance Task Force issues Insurance Regulations, Review, Analy-

sis, and Recommendations. The report focuses attention on FEMA’s Public
Assistance program and recommends that: a) insurance deductibles not be eli-
gible for FEMA funding; b) FEMA establish a policy requiring actual proof of
insurance rather than an insurance commitment, before funding is provided; c)
FEMA should develop clear regulations to minimize opportunities for misin-
terpretation of these regulations among FEMA’s regional offices; and d) the
authority of state insurance commissioners to waive insurance requirements for
public facilities be revoked. In lieu of these commissioners being allowed to
grant waivers, the report encourages input from them as to the availability,
adequacy, and necessity of insurance. Under no circumstances, however,

should the requirement be waived because of affordability, at least according
to the report.

3/1997

FEMA issues a Report on Costs and Benefits of Natural Hazard Mitigation,

which reviews the benefits of mitigation measures. Among the report’s 16 case
studies are three related to floods: a) the acquisition and relocation of flood-
plain structures in Missouri; b) land-use and building regulations along Flor-
ida’s coasts; and c¢) land-use and building requirements in floodplains.

3/1997

The Flood Insurance Interagency Task Force submits an interim report to Con-
gress providing details on surveys, studies, and research underway to complete
the tasks directed by Title V of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of
1994 (see 9/1994).

5/1997

To consider and implement the recommendations in the 1994 report, A Unified

National Program for Floodplain Management, FEMA convenes a group of

about 40 experts at the annual conference of the Association of State Flood-
plain Managers in Little Rock, Arkansas and prepares a report on the forum.

6/1997

Mandated by the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, Increased

Cost of Compliance (ICC) coverage is included in all new and renewed flood
insurance policies effective on or after June 1, 1997. This coverage helps to
cover the costs of bringing flood-damaged homes and businesses into compli-
ance with community floodplain ordinances. The coverage limit of $15,000

helps to pay for elevating, flood proofing, demolishing, or relocating a struc-
ture that has been substantially or repetitively damaged by flooding. ICC cov-
erage is available only in communities that adopt and enforce substantial-
damage or repetitive-loss provisions in their floodplain management ordi-
nances and require action by property owners.

9/1997

In accordance with the Government Performance and Results Act (PL 103-62),
FEMA issues its first strategic plan, Partnership for a Safer Future. The plan
delineates FEMA’s mission statement, which is to reduce future loss of life
and property through timely delivery of assistance intended to help communi-
ties restore damaged services and rebuild facilities. According to the plan,
FEMA seeks to reduce, by FY 2007, the risk of loss of life and injury from
natural hazards by 10 percent and the risk of property loss and economic dis-
ruption from such hazards by 15 percent.

9/1997

Due to continuing flood-related losses that exceed historical averages, the
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value of the Department of the Treasury’s loans to the NFIP reach $917 mil-
lion (see 9/1995 and 9/1996).

10/1997

FEMA publishes a final rule on AR Zones. The rule establishes an AR zone or

area of special flood hazard that results from the decertification of a previously
accredited flood protection system that is determined to be in process of being
restored to provide base flood protection.

10/1997

FEMA begins “Project Impact,” an effort to protect against the impact of natu-

ral disasters before they happen. The project seeks to build disaster-resistant
communities through public-private partnerships and includes a national pub-
lic-awareness campaign; the designation of pilot communities; and an outreach
effort to community and business leaders. FEMA will encourage communities

to assess the risks they face, to identify their vulnerabilities, and to take steps
to prevent disasters.

The first three pilot communities include Deerfield Beach, Florida; Pasca-
goula, Mississippi; and Wilmington, North Carolina. Others are in California,
Maryland, Washington, and West Virginia. FEMA’s goal is to have at least

one Project Impact community in every state by September 30, 1998.

Congress appropriates $30 million for Project Impact for FY 1998 and $25
million for the following fiscal year.

10/1997

FEMA announces that benefit-cost analyses will not be required for hazard
mitigation planning projects associated with disasters that occurred before June
10, 1993.

11/1997

In Modernizing FEMA’s Flood Hazard Mapping Program, FEMA describes

its plans to modernize its flood-hazard maps, of which there are about 100,000
map panels. The program’s purpose is to increase public awareness and the

maps’ accuracy, utility, and production. Approximately 45 percent of the cur-
rent maps are at least 10 years old, and 70 percent are five years or older. Con-
sequently, many of the maps are inaccurate and portray analyses that are out-
dated.

11/1997 continued

FEMA estimates the cost of implementing its new program at $901 million (in
addition to the $46 million spent in 1997) over seven years. FEMA believes
that the plan will avoid approximately $26 billion in flood damages to new
buildings over a 50-year period.

12/1997

In response to Section 577 of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of
1994, FEMA completes a process of mapping erosion hazards in 27 coastal
counties in 18 states.

1997

The Association of State Floodplain Managers establishes a foundation to “at-
tract funds that support, through education, training and public awareness, pro-
jects and programs that will lead to the wise management of our nation’s
floodplains.”

1997
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The Presidential Long Term Recovery Task Forces (for the 1997 Red River
floods) are established. These task forces operate at a higher administrative
level and are more visible than FEMA’s mitigation process. Recovery and
mitigation become increasingly integrated.

1997

FEMA awards a contract to evaluate the NFIP’s underwriting and loss adjust-
ment process. This subsequent report provides recommendations to improve
the operation of the NFIP by identifying practical changes to the underwrit-
ing/rating and claims processes. The NFIP’s requirements and controls (and
compliance with them) are found to be adequate to ensure effective manage-
ment of the program. The report also notes areas for improvement.

1997

FEMA awards a contract to investigate alternative financing arrangements for
the NFIP. A stochastic model is developed to estimate the NFIP’s financing
costs over a ten-year period using eight alternative financing scenarios. Four
commercial and four governmental financing scenarios are simulated, and the
total cost of each is projected.

1/1998

FEMA initiates the Repetitive Loss Task Force to develop a strategy to address
the NFIP’s repetitive loss problem.

3/1998

The American Society of Civil Engineers releases its 1998 Report Card for
America’s Infrastructure and declares that “an alarming number of dams
across the country are showing signs of age and lack of proper mainte-
nance...Dam safety officials estimate that thousands of dams are at risk of
failing or are disasters waiting to happen.”

3/1998

FEMA’s Office of Inspector General issues Review of FEMA’s Implementation
of Insurance Requirements in the Public Assistance Program. The report rec-
ommends that FEMA clarify its regulations governing the conditions under
which state insurance commissioners issue waivers of insurance requirements
for recipients of Public Assistance grants.

As a condition of receiving a Public Assistance grant, FEMA requires that ap-
plicants purchase and maintain insurance on property damaged in a disaster
(see 11/1988, 1/1997, and 7/1995). The amount of insurance applicants must

purchase is equal to the cost of repairs to the property. In addition, insurable

structures located in a SFHA must be insured if they have been damaged in
previous disasters. These requirements are designed to reduce the need for fu-
ture disaster assistance. In lieu of a commitment to purchase insurance, an ap-
plicant can obtain a waiver from a state insurance commissioner. The commis-

sioner can waive the requirement if it is determined that the required insurance

is not reasonably available, adequate, and necessary.

The Inspector General’s report notes that FEMA has not provided an interpre-
tation of what is reasonable, with the consequence that many waivers are
granted because insurance commissioners decide that suitable coverage is not
affordable. In such instances, FEMA has a substantial uninsured investment
since it is the primary insurer.

3/1998

In a separate report, Improvements Are Needed in the Hazard Mitigation Buy-
out Program, the Office of Inspector General questions FEMA’s decision to
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exempt certain categories of activities from the requirement that mitigation
activities be cost-effective, as determined through the use of cost-benefit
analysis. The report also notes that FEMA lacks an analytical basis for exempt-
ing such projects.

5/1998

On May 1, the NFIP increases the standard deductibles for building and con-
tents coverages for subsidized policies to reduce the subsidy levels through
means other than rate increases. Other program changes include: new eligibil-
ity requirements for Preferred Risk Policies based on the flood history of the
property regardless of ownership, implementation of new AR zones, and de-
tailed procedures for detailed procedures for determining eligibility for NFIP
insurance in areas of the Coastal Barrier Resources Systems.

6/1998

The National Flood Determination Association (NFDA) incorporates itself.

The NFDA, a national non-profit organization, promotes the interest and suc-
cess of companies involved in making, distributing, and reselling flood zone
determinations.

9/1998

FEMA initiates a nationwide Call for Issues. Through this activity FEMA re-
quests comments on all facets of the NFIP from its partners and customers in
an effort to improve the program’s effectiveness.

9/1998

The Flood Insurance Interagency Task Force submits its final report to Con-

gress on Enforcement and Compliance Procedures Necessary to Carry Out the
Provisions of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act. The Task Force re-

ports on its development of a compliance model checklist, a catalog of compli-
ance assistance materials, and a list of “best practices” for federal agencies and
Government Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs). The report finds that a reasonable

degree of standardization of enforcement exists within the federal agencies and
GSEs.

9/1998

Five cities in southern California file a lawsuit in U.S. District Court in which
they claim that FEMA’s delineation of a flood control restoration zone (Zone

AR) violates the National Environmental Policy Act and Executive Order

12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Popula-
tions and Low-Income Populations.” The cities allege that the zone’s designa-
tion and the requirements it imposes will have a substantial negative impact of
their residents’ ability to use their land, on the environment, and on minority
and low-income populations.

10/1998

The Partnership for Response and Recovery, under a FEMA contract, issues
Analysis of Public Assistance Proposed Insurance Regulation Changes, which
estimates the potential cost reductions of proposed changes in insurance regu-
lations and the Stafford Act’s Public Assistance grants (see 11/1988, 7/1995,
1/1997, and 3/1998).

10/1998

In response to Section 541 of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of

1994, FEMA completes and submits to Congress An Evaluation of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Program’s Community Rating System. The report notes

that 894 communities, representing 66 percent of all policyholders, participate
in CRS (see 10/1990 and 9/1994). Tulsa, Oklahoma, and Sanibel Island, Flor-
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ida, are the two-best rated CRS communities.
11/1998

FEMA’s director, James Lee Witt, announces a series of proposals to reduce
disaster losses by half in three years and to save nearly $1 billion over 10
years. If adopted, the first proposal would prohibit the purchase of flood in-
surance by homeowners who have filed two or more claims that total more

than the value of their home and who refuse to elevate their home or to accept
a buyout. At present, there is no limit to the number of claims made by prop-
erty owners who suffer repetitive damage from floods.

11/1998 continued

The second proposal would require that public buildings be insured to 80 per-
cent of their replacement value within two years. Although the 1988 Stafford
Act requires states and local communities to insure public buildings, FEMA’s
regulations require only that the amount of insurance to be purchased must be
at least up to the amount of eligible damage under the Public Assistance pro-
gram (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, and 3/1998). If the eligible damage is less
than the building’s replacement value, and if the corresponding minimal levels

of insurance can be purchased, this can result in vastly underinsured buildings.

Existing regulations do not indicate whether the insurance must provide cover-
age for a building’s actual cash value or its replacement cost and do not ad-
dress deductibles. Consequently, the current regulations do not include any
incentive to encourage insurance on public buildings that have benefited from
disaster assistance.

1998

FIA estimates that approximately 1.7 million homeowners (or 38 percent) with
a mortgage in a SFHA do not have flood insurance.

1998

The National Wildlife Federation publishes Higher Ground: A Report on Vol-
untary Property Buyouts in the Nation’s Floodplains describing efforts to re-
store floodplains through voluntary buyouts of property in high-risk areas. The
report analyzes repetitively flooded properties and discusses the history of
buyout programs in the United States and the 1993 Midwest flood. Most im-

portant, the report concludes that the NFIP is not actuarially sound and that its

premiums are insufficient to generate the funds needed to cover flood insur-
ance payments.

1998

JoAnn Howard is appointed Federal Insurance Administrator.

1/1999

The Association of State Floodplain Managers supports the creation of state
floodplain management associations and encourages their chapter membership.
As of 1999, 12 states enjoyed chapter membership. Several other states formed
associations, with many working toward chapter status.

1/1999

FIA uses findings from an evaluation of the “Cover America” campaign to de-
velop the “Cover America II” campaign.

1/1999

FEMA, working with the Public Risk Management Association, conducts a
series of regional meetings of public risk managers to discuss and hear reac-
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tions to FEMA’s first draft of its insurance proposal relative to Public Assis-
tance grants under the Stafford Act (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, and
11/1998). FEMA’s goal is to limit funding under the Act’s Public Assistance
program to the state and local agencies that maintain specified minimum levels
of insurance coverage. FEMA believes that existing rules create a disincentive
to both carry insurance and to manage the risk of disasters and are inequitable
in that they penalize state and local governments that purchase appropriate in-
surance coverage.

1/1999

National Flood Insurance Program: Issues Assessment, A Report to the Fed-

eral Insurance Administration is published. This report, funded by FEMA, is
based on a literature review to answer questions about the program’s effective-
ness by assessing two central concerns: the relation between floodplain devel-
opment and insurance availability and enforcement of floodplain management
requirements at the local level. The report notes that “none of the studies of-
fered irrefutable evidence that the availability of flood insurance is a primary
factor in floodplain development today. Neither does the empirical evidence

lend itself to the opposite conclusion.” Noting that “it is there, in the day-to-
day decisions by location officials, that the [NFIP] either succeeds or fails to
accomplish its statutory mandate” and that “a number of tools and oversight
systems have been devised to monitor, support and evaluate the quality of
community enforcement.” The report offers no conclusions regarding the sec-

ond concern.

1/1999

FEMA requests that Congress authorize a transaction fee of $15 for each fed-
erally insured mortgage issued. The money collected will be used to fund
FEMA’s modernization of its maps. Congress eventually declines the request
but does provide $5 million to begin updating the maps.

The U.S. Senate Committee on Appropriations instructs FEMA to evaluate
alternative funding options. FEMA’s response is contained in Flood Map Mod-
ernization Plan: Funding Options Report. Four options are identified: a map-
use fee; an increase in the fee charged for each flood insurance policy; sup-
plemental appropriations; and use of the NFIP’s borrowing authority.

2/1999

The U.S. House of Representatives’ Committee on Financial Services indicates
that its oversight plan for the 106th Congress includes attention to repetitive
losses and the implementation of the Community Development and Regulatory
Improvement Act of 1994 (see 9/1994).

3/1999

To recognize the inherently greater flood risk of pre-FIRM, V-zone properties,
FIA announces increases in the amount of premiums that flood insurance poli-
cyholders must pay for flood insurance coverage for pre-FIRM buildings in
coastal areas subject to high velocity waters, such as storm surges and wind-
driven waves.

4/1999

FIA hires an advertising agency to plan, implement, and evaluate the five-year
“Cover America II” campaign. A new logo is developed for the campaign.

5/1999
On May 1, the NFIP eliminates the three-year policy.

5/1999
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At FEMA’s request, a Study of the Economic Effects of Charging Actuarially
Based Premium Rates for pre-FIRM Structures is completed. The study exam-
ines: the number and types of properties that would be affected by an increase
in premium rates; the number of policyholders that might cancel their policies
if rates are increased; and the effects of increased premiums on property taxes
and the value of land. The report estimates that there are about seven million
structures in a SFHA. The study concludes that an immediate elimination of
subsidized flood insurance would lead to a significant drop in the number of
people retaining insurance. In the report’s words, “.if [the] subsidy was
eliminated..average premiums for residential properties subject to substantial
flood risk would likely increase from $585 to about $2,000 annually.”

5/1999

The Association of State Floodplain Managers initiates a Certified Floodplain
Manager (CFM) Program. The program is intended to advance the knowledge

of floodplain managers, enhance the profession of floodplain management, and
provide a common basis for understanding floods and flood losses.

5/1999

A. U.S. District judge in the Central District of California rules that FEMA did
not violate the National Environmental Policy Act by requiring flood insurance
of property owners in five southern California cities without first preparing an
environmental impact statement (see 9/1998).

6/1999

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System imposes the first pen-

alty on a federally regulated lending institution, in Puerto Rico, for a pattern of
noncompliance with the mandatory-purchase requirement of the Flood Disaster
Protection Act of 1973. The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation subse-

quently imposes a fine on a lending institution for the same reason.

7/1999

FEMA submits a draft, revised regulation on Public Assistance grants and in-
surance requirements to the Office of Management and Budget for review and
approval (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, 11/1998, and 1/1999). FEMA
designates the draft proposed rule as being economically significant under Ex-
ecutive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review, but has not yet com-
pleted analyses of the economic impact the proposed regulations would have

on small entities.

7/1999

With the imminent expiration of the first Group Flood Insurance Policies (see
5/1996 and 8/1996), FEMA extends the coverage of such policies from 36 to

37 months. As of September 30, 2002, FEMA reinstates the 36-month term for
Group Flood Insurance Policies.

8/1999

FEMA proposes to apply full-risk premium rates on new or renewed policies

for structures that have suffered multiple flood losses whose owners have de-
clined an offer of funding to elevate, relocate, or flood proof the structure. La-
beled as “target repetitive loss buildings,” these structures have had two or
more flood-related losses, each resulting in a claim of $1,000 or more, within

the past 10 years. In addition, such structures have suffered four or more in-
sured flood losses or two insured flood losses cumulatively greater than their
value.

FEMA indicates that approximately 8,000 insured structures have suffered
four or more losses; another 1,300 insured buildings have had two or three
losses that cumulatively exceed their value.
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8/1999

The GAO releases Disaster Assistance: Opportunities to Improve Cost-
Effectiveness Determinations for Mitigation Grants. The 1988 Stafford Act
requires that such grants be cost effective, but the report notes that 15 percent
of funds distributed by FEMA’s Hazard Grant Mitigation Program have been

exempted from benefit-cost analysis or had a benefit-cost ratio of less than 1.0.
In addition, 39 percent of projects had a benefit-cost ratio of between 1.0 and
1.5, and were thus “marginally effective,” at least according to a subcommittee
of the U.S. House of Representatives’ Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

FEMA states that it will comply with all of the recommendations included in
the GAO report.

8/1999

FEMA issues Cost Estimate for the Flood Map Modernization Plan. The re-

port estimates it will cost $750 million to implement the plan over the seven-
year period from FY 2001-07. The upgrade of the map inventory will involve
updating and producing digital maps for at least 17,500 panels requiring up-
dates, digital conversion and maintenance for 74,500 panels, and development
of flood data and digital flood maps for 13,700 panels for flood-prone commu-
nities without flood maps.

9/1999

In an Audit of the Effectiveness of the Substantial Damage Rule, FEMA’s In-
spector General notes that many communities participating in the NFIP fail to
enforce the substantial damage rule. As a result, subsidized rates are provided
to structures that should be rated on an actuarial basis.

9/1999

FEMA publishes an Economic Evaluation of Substantially Damaged Struc-

tures Funded through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. The report retro-
spectively calculates the costs and benefits of approximately 10 percent of ac-
quisition and relocation projects for substantially damaged structures in flood-
plains.

9/1999

Hurricane Floyd strikes North Carolina and causes the worst flooding in the
state’s history. Over $100 million in disaster assistance is provided to more
than 72,000 residents.

Throughout the state, nearly 150,000 structures are located in SFHAs, but only
one-third are covered by flood insurance.

10/1999

FEMA’s director hosts a meeting with insurance executives. According to

FEMA, the participants agree that FEMA’s proposal on Public Assistance
grants has strong merit and the amount of insurance coverage appears reason-
able (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, 11/1998, and 1/1999). FEMA also
observes that doubt is expressed about the market’s ability to provide earth-
quake coverage immediately and that several meeting participants suggested
separating earthquake insurance from the proposal.

10/1999
FIA begins operating the Special Direct Facility (SDF) to centralize policies

with repetitive losses for control purposes and mitigation actions. Two subsets
of currently insured repetitive-loss properties are moved to the SDF - those
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with two or three paid losses where the cumulative payments for flood insur-
ance claims are equal to or greater than the building value and those with four
or more paid losses.

10/1999

FEMA director James Lee Witt informs a congressional committee that 84 per-

cent of the agency’s flood-hazard maps are more than five years old, 66 per-

cent are greater than 10 years old, and 33 percent are greater than 15 years old.
Some maps, produced in the 1970s, have never been updated.

10/1999

At a hearing before the U.S. House of Representatives’ Subcommittee on

Housing and Community Development Opportunity of the Committee on

Banking and Financial Services, Director Witt notes that FEMA has identified
approximately 10,000 properties that have had four or more flood losses or two

or three flood losses that cumulatively exceed the value of the building. The
NFIP has provided over $800 million in claims for these properties over the

past 21 years. The total cost for mitigation or buyout for these structures would
be about $450 million.

10/1999

Through October 1999, FEMA has issued 98 Group Flood Insurance Policies
(see 3/1995, 5/1996, 8/1996, and 7/1999) covering nearly 29,000 households.

11/1999

The H. John Heinz III Center for Science, Economics and the Environment
publishes The Hidden Costs of Coastal Hazards. The result of a two-year study

by an expert panel, the report suggests new strategies to identify and reduce
weather-related hazards and the costs associated with rapidly increasing

coastal development. The report offers the first in-depth estimates of the costs
of coastal hazards to natural resources, social institutions, business, and the
built environment.

11/1999

“Cover America II” begins to increase awareness of the NFIP and flood insur-
ance.

11/1999

The Consolidated Appropriations Act (PL 106-113) directs FEMA to study the
feasibility and justification for reducing buyout assistance to property owners
who fail to purchase and maintain flood insurance. The Act also authorizes up
to $215 million for the buyout or relocation of owner-occupied principal resi-
dences located in a 100-year floodplain that were made uninhabitable by flood-
ing caused by Hurricane Floyd and “surrounding events” in October 1999. Be-
fore such funds can be allocated, FEMA will be required to establish proce-
dures for establishing priorities and for benefit-cost analyses.

12/1999

By the end of 1999, there are more than 4.2 million flood insurance policies in
effect, with total insurance coverage of more than $534 billion, an increase of
more than 250 percent since December 1990.

1999

Approximately 20 years after publication of the first Assessment of Research
on Natural Hazards, researchers complete a follow-up study to reassess the
state of knowledge of natural hazards in the United States. Begun in 1992, the
study involves more than 120 experts and culminates in Disasters by Design:
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A Reassessment of the Natural Hazards in the United States. The report con-
cludes that: a) one of the central problems in coping with disasters is the belief
that technology can be used to control nature; b) most strategies for coping
with hazards fail to consider the complexity and changing nature of hazards;
and c) losses from hazards result from shortsighted and narrow concepts of the
relation of humans to the natural environment. To redress these shortcomings,
the researchers recommend that the United States shift to a policy of “sustain-
able hazard mitigation.” This concept links wise management of natural re-
sources with local economic and social resiliency.

1999

In Disasters and Democracy: The Politics of Extreme Natural Events, Ruther-

ford Platt and his colleagues trace the historical evolution of the federal role in
disaster assistance and analyze disaster declarations and federal assistance pro-
vided under the Robert T. Stafford Relief and Emergency Assistance Act since

1988.

End 1990s

FEMA has mapped more than 100 million acres of SFHAs and had designated
about six million acres of floodways along 40,000 stream and river miles. The
total cost for these studies is approximately $1.3 billion.

1/2000

The International Building Code and the International Residential Code are
published. For the first time there is a national model building code that in-
cludes the construction provisions of the NFIP. The codes are substantially
equivalent to the requirements of the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction
Program Recommended Provisions (1977) and the state-of-the-art wind-load
provisions of the American Society of Civil Engineers (1998), Minimum De-

sign Loads for Buildings and Other Structures. The International Residential
Code represents the first time that wind, flood, and seismic loads are compre-
hensively addressed in a model for one- and two-family dwellings.

2/2000

In Disaster Assistance: Issues Related to the Development of FEMA’s Insur-
ance Requirements, the GAO concludes that FEMA had conscientiously

sought to obtain and incorporate comments from stakeholders on its proposal
to revise the Public Assistance program (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998,
11/1998, 1/1999, and 10/1999). In contrast, the GAO also finds that FEMA

had not completed the analysis required for economically significant regula-
tions.

2/2000

Seeking public comment and advice, FEMA publishes an Advance Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking, which indicates FEMA’s belief that its regulations cov-

ering Public Assistance insurance requirements are inadequate with respect to
public buildings (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, 11/1998, 1/1999, and
10/1999). The notice identifies three options; FEMA favors the option that

would provide funds for the repair of public buildings, through federal disaster
assistance, only if they are insured at the time of the disaster. States and local
governments would have 36 months after the publication date of the final rule

to purchase the required insurance.

4/2000

The Association of State Floodplain Managers publishes The Nation’s Re-

sponse to Flood Disasters: A Historical Account, which summarizes the forces
and events that have affected floodplain management in the United States since
the 1850s.
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5/2000

The NFIP revises its fee schedule for processing certain types of requests for
changes to NFIP maps and for processing requests for particular NFIP map and
insurance products. The changes in the fee schedules are intended to further
reduce the NFIP’s expenses by recovering more fully the costs associated with
processing conditional and final requests for map changes; retrieving, repro-
ducing, and distributing technical and administrative data related to analyses
and mapping; and producing, retrieving, and distributing map and insurance
products.

6/2000

In collaboration with the H. John Heinz III Center for Science, Economics and
the Environment, FEMA releases Evaluation of Erosion Hazards. The report
responds to a congressional mandate included in Section 577 of the National
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994. Noting that coastal erosion potentially
jeopardizes nearly 87,000 homes, the report recommends that Congress should
require FEMA to include the anticipated cost of erosion when setting flood
insurance rates. The NFIP is not permitted to take into account expected losses
from coastal erosion when establishing premiums for flood insurance.

6/2000

FEMA issues Call for Issues: Status Report, which summarizes the NFIP-
related comments and suggestions of more than 170 stakeholders (see 9/1998).

6/2000

The NFIP issues rules that establish procedures for inspections to help verify
that structures comply with a community’s floodplain ordinances and to ensure
that property owners pay flood insurance premiums commensurate with their

flood risks. The procedures, to be used initially in a pilot study in Monroe
County, Florida, will require owners of insured buildings to obtain an inspec-
tion from local floodplain officials as a condition of receiving insurance. Re-
sults of the pilot study will be evaluated before further implementation of the
new procedures.

6/2000

FEMA sponsors a Floodplain Management Forum in Washington, DC, which
gathers a group of experts on floodplain management together to discuss the
future of floodplain management in the United States.

7/2000

PL 106-246 provides $50 million for the buyout and elevation of structures in
states that received presidential disaster declarations in FY 1999 or 2000.

8/2000

At the request of the U.S. Senate’s Committee on Banking, Housing, and Ur-

ban Affairs, the GAO initiates a study of the compliance of federally regulated
lending institutions with the NFIP’s mandatory-purchase provisions (see

12/1973, 1/1974, 8/1990, and 6/1999). The Flood Disaster Protection Act of

1973 prohibits such institutions from making, increasing, extending, or renew-
ing any loan on a property without requiring flood insurance if that property is
located in a SFHA within a community participating in the NFIP. As a result

of the GAO study, FIA delays its own study on the subject.

8/2000
In response to the Consolidated Appropriations Act (PL 106-113) (see

11/1999), FEMA reports to Congress that there is no justification for reducing
buyout assistance to property owners who fail to purchase and maintain flood
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insurance. In the report’s words, “Doing so will not result in any significant
increase in the purchase of flood insurance, but will have the unintended con-
sequence of effectively penalizing the low income populations most in need of
federal assistance to move out of harm’s way...”

8/2000

In Opportunities to Enhance Compliance with Homeowner Flood Insurance

Purchase Requirements, FEMA’s Inspector General examines compliance

with the requirement for mandatory purchase of flood insurance by property
owners with mortgages from federally regulated lending institutions. In its
sample of structures, the Inspector General finds that 10 percent did not have
flood insurance even though they met the requirements for mandatory pur-

chase. The examination also notes that there is “no process to ensure that struc-
tures remapped into SFHAs are covered by or will be required to purchase a

flood insurance policy.”

The report also observes that Group Flood Insurance Policies (see 3/1995 and
8/1996) appear to have lessened the costs of some disasters and appear to be
cost-effective. In contrast, once the federal and state subsidies end for such
policies, the low-income recipients of these subsidies rarely continue their cov-
erage, although they are required to do so under the terms of their receipt of
previously subsidized coverage.

9/2000

In an Audit of FEMA’s Cost Estimates for Implementing the Flood Map Mod-
ernization Plan, FEMA’s Inspector General concludes that the agency’s meth-
odology for estimating the plan’s costs are generally sound but that FEMA

“has not made significant progress in implementing the plan’s primary objec-
tives” due to a lack of funds and the accuracy of the estimated costs of imple-
mentation should be improved.

9/2000

FEMA initiates the first comprehensive evaluation of the NFIP. A consulting

firm is hired to design the evaluation and to assess the feasibility of evaluating

questions in six areas of inquiry.
10/2000

FIA issues final regulations in the Federal Register that render the standard
flood insurance policy in plain English and restructures its format to resemble
a homeowner’s policy. In addition, use of FEMA’s new elevation certificate
becomes mandatory.

10/2000

FEMA summarizes comments in the Federal Register from nearly 300 stake-

holders who expressed their opinions about the agency’s proposed revisions to
the Public Assistance program (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, 11/1998,
1/1999, 10/1999, and 2/2000). Opponents claim that states and communities

cannot afford to insure public buildings and that coverage would be difficult to
obtain. FEMA notes that it will initiate a study on insurance coverage of pub-
licly owned buildings and facilities.

10/2000

FEMA issues its Biennial Report to Congress on the Community Rating Sys-
tem. As of October 1, 926 communities are participating in CRS. Tulsa, Okla-
homa continues to be the best rated community (see 10/1998), followed by
Juno Beach and Sanibel, Florida; Kemah, Texas; and Pierce and Thurston
Counties, Washington.

10/2000
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The Disaster Mitigation and Cost Recovery Act (PL 106-390) amends the

1988 Stafford Act and provides authority to establish a program to provide
technical and financial assistance to states and local governments to assist in
the implementation of predisaster hazard-mitigation measures that are cost-
effective and that are designed to reduce injuries, loss of life, and damage and
destruction of property, including damage to critical services and facilities un-
der the jurisdiction of the states or local governments.

The law also requires states to prepare a comprehensive state program for
emergency and disaster mitigation prior to receiving funds from FEMA and

directs the GAO to conduct a study to determine the current and future ex-
pected availability of disaster insurance for public infrastructure eligible for
assistance under the Stafford Act.

The law further requires that FEMA discontinue its Individual and Family
Grant Program as of May 2002 and replace it with a new program entitled “Fi-
nancial Assistance to Address Other Needs” (see 2/1995).

11/2000

President William J. Clinton signs into law the Coastal Barrier Resources Re-
authorization Act of 2000 (PL 106-514), which reauthorizes and amends the

Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (see 10/1982 and 11/1990). One provi-

sion of the Act allows for the voluntary addition of lands to the Coastal Barrier
Resources System (CBRS) and could increase the amount of coastal barriers
protected by CBRA. The Act also codifies a set of mapping criteria, which will
help the public understand the technical basis behind delineating parts of the
CBRS. Finally, the Act authorizes a pilot program to digitally map coastal ar-
eas and to improve the coordination of mapping efforts at the federal, state,

and local levels.

12/2000

More than 200 communities are participating in Project Impact, FEMA’s pre-
disaster mitigation program.

2000

FIA’s business process improvement initiative results in a “Blueprint for the
Future” for the NFIP. Developed with the NFIP’s strategic partners, this blue-
print will be the foundation for strategic and performance planning. When
completed, Phase II will focus on FIA’s information technology requirements
and capabilities. Strategies for information technology, which lead to optimum
future operations, will be developed and assessed.

1/2001

In Compliance with Public Assistance Program’s Insurance Purchase Re-
quirements, FEMA’s Inspector General notes that neither FEMA nor the states
consistently maintain sufficient information to support their decisions on ap-
plicants’ insurance status (see 11/1988, 7/1995, 1/1997, 3/1998, 11/1998,
1/1999, 10/1999, 2/2000, and 10/2000). As a condition of receiving public as-
sistance, recipients are required to protect insurable facilities by obtaining and
maintaining insurance for the hazard that caused the damage. If the applicant
does not maintain insurance, FEMA will not provide any assistance to that ap-
plicant in future disasters of the same type. In about one-third of cases exam-
ined, states, or communities did not maintain required insurance. In other in-
stances, although proof of insurance was provided, some applicants for federal
assistance purchased less insurance than required. FEMA generally agreed to
implement the recommendations associated with the audit’s findings.

1/2001

Several environmental groups, including the Forest Guardians of Santa Fe, file
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suit in U.S. District Court in New Mexico alleging that the NFIP promotes in-
appropriate development in floodplains of the Rio Grande and San Juan Rivers
and adversely affects the habitats of several endangered species.

2/2001

President George W. Bush submits to Congress his budget for 2002. This

“Blueprint for New Beginnings” includes reforms to the National Flood Insur-

ance Program aimed at saving $12 million dollars. The budget seeks to elimi-

nate the availability of flood insurance coverage to several thousand “repetitive
loss” properties and phase out the subsidization of premium rates for vacation
homes, rental properties, and other nonprimary residences and businesses. The
proposed budget would also eliminate funding for Project Impact (see

10/1997) because it “has not been proven effective.”

2/2001

The U.S. House of Representatives’ Committee on Financial Services indicates
that its oversight plan for the 107th Congress includes attention to the imple-
mentation of the Community Development and Regulatory Improvement Act

of 1994 (see 9/1994) and recent FEMA reports that address reductions in sub-
sidies and repetitive losses (see also 2/1999).

2/2001

In Buyouts: Hurricane Floyd and Other Issues Related to FEMA’s Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program, FEMA’s Inspector General notes that ambiguity in

the legislation authorizing buyouts of properties damaged by Hurricane Floyd
“caused significant delays in the commencement of the buyout process, con-
tributed to much confusion and frustration over the funding requirement to
execute such projects, and may have caused potential inequities in the type of
structures targeted for buyout..” (see 11/1999 and 7/2000).

5/2001

The GAO provides testimony and submits a statement to the U.S. Senate’s
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Veterans, Housing, and Inde-
pendent Agencies, on Emerging Opportunities to Better Measure Certain Re-
sults of the National Flood Insurance Program. The GAO finds that FEMA’s
performance goals do not assess the degree to which residents in flood-prone
areas participate in the program. Noting that better data are needed on the
number of structures in flood-prone areas, the GAO concludes that “Capturing
data on the numbers of uninsured and insured structures in flood-prone areas
can provide FEMA with another indication of how effectively the program is
penetrating those areas most at risk of flooding, whether the financial conse-
quences of floods in these areas are increasing or decreasing, and where mar-
keting efforts can better be targeted.”

6/2001

FEMA combines FIA and the Mitigation Directorate to form the Federal In-
surance Administration and Mitigation Administration (FIMA).

6/2001

The NFIP eliminates its outstanding debt to the Department of the Treasury.
This debt, which the NFIP had accumulated to pay for flood claims since the
1970s, had reached as much as $922 million in February 1999.

7/2001

In testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives’ Committee on Finan-

cial Services, Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity,

FIMA’s acting director notes that pre-FIRM, subsidized policies represent ap-
proximately 27 percent of all of its policies. Among all policies, approximately
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15 percent of properties have accounted for 38 percent of all of the NFIP’s
losses.

8/2001

Robert F. Shea is appointed Acting Federal Insurance and Mitigation Adminis-
trator.

9/2001

The Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight proposes (and subse-
quently adopts in December 2001) a regulation to codify the office’s authority
to oversee and enforce certain statutory requirements affecting the operations
of government-sponsored enterprises regarding the NFIP.

10/2001

More than 4.37 million policies are in force, with a total coverage of approxi-
mately $594/5 billion. These policies are distributed among 19,713 communi-
ties, including 19,071 in the regular program and 642 in the emergency pro-
gram (see 12/1969); 938 communities (with 66 percent of all policyholders)
participate in the Community Rating System (see 10/1999).

12/2001

FEMA proposes to increase the amount of premium that policyholders must

pay for flood insurance for pre-FIRM buildings in coastal areas subject to
high-velocity waters, such as storm surges and wind-driven waves. If finalized,
the increase will represent the fifth such increase in rates for such policyhold-
ers (see 3/1999). The purpose of the proposed increase is to reflect the insur-
ance associated with their greater exposure to flood losses.

1/2002

In response to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (PL 106-390) (see 10/2000),
FEMA proposes the consolidation of two disaster-relief programs, “Temporary
Housing Assistance” and “Individual and Family Grant Program,” into a single
program called “Federal Assistance to Individuals and Households.” In addi-
tion, FEMA proposes the elimination of Group Flood Insurance Policies (see
3/1995, 5/1996, 7/1999, 10/1999, and 8/2000), thus indicating its desire to “re-
store the responsibility for the flood insurance purchase requirement back to
the individual or household receiving federal assistance.”

1/2002

FEMA notifies officials in Monroe County, Florida, that its unincorporated
areas may be placed on probationary status with the NFIP due to ongoing defi-
ciencies in the local floodplain management program (see 6/2000).

3/2002

The NFIP amends its regulations to require that areas of Monroe County, Flor-
ida, that incorporate on or after January 1, 1999, and become eligible for the
sale of flood insurance must participate in the inspection program as a condi-
tion of joining the NFIP (see 6/2000 and 1/2002).

3/2002
The NFIP initiates a three-year pilot project that will permit governmental risk-

sharing pools to sell flood insurance to public entities under the NFIP’s WYO
effort. The NFIP limits participants in this pilot effort to a maximum of six

such insurers that are able to provide flood insurance for their public buildings.

3/2002
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Anthony Lowe is appointed Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administrator.
5/2002

FEMA’s Inspector General publishes Extent that Mitigation Funds are Used to
Address Repetitive Flood Loss and Other Related Issues. This report assesses
the extent to which funds from the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program and the
Flood Mitigation Assistance Program are used to acquire repetitive-loss prop-
erties. The report concludes that such funds could be used more effectively,
especially with regard to the targeting of the most egregious repetitive-loss
properties (see 11/1988, 9/1994, 9/1996, 9/1999, and 2/2001).

6/2002

The GAO completes Extent of Noncompliance with Purchase Requirements is
Unknown. This report notes that flood insurance is required for properties lo-
cated in flood-prone areas of participating communities for the life of mort-
gage loans made or held by federally regulated lending institutions or guaran-
teed by federal agencies. Mortgages purchased by Government Sponsored En-
terprises (GSEs) are also included in this requirement as a result of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (see 9/1994). Despite the require-
ment, the GAO notes that no definitive analysis has been conducted that meas-
ures the extent to which property owners who are required to purchase insur-
ance actually do so.

6/2002 continued

On the basis of examinations and compliance reviews, bank regulators and
GSE officials believe that rates of noncompliance are low. In contrast, FEMA

officials disagree with bank regulators and these officials, contending that rates

of noncompliance are still significant. According to the GAO, these contrast-
ing views are due to the fact that the regulators and FEMA use different meas-
ures to assess compliance. Nonetheless, the GAO concludes that analysis of
the available data suggests that noncompliance could be low at loan origina-
tion.

6/2002

In Duplication of Benefits: National Flood Insurance Program and the Disas-
ter Housing Program’s Minimal Repair Grants, FEMA’s Inspector General
concludes that FEMA’s internal controls are inadequate to detect and prevent
duplication of benefits, which occurs when victims of floods receive benefits
or assistance from more than one source for the same damaged property.

6/2002

The Task Force on The Natural and Beneficial Functions of the Floodplain,
created by the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, concludes that

the benefits provided by natural floodplains in flood loss reduction have been
overlooked and that the protection and restoration of floodplains must be fur-
ther integrated into government programs.

9/2002

With the issuance of an interim final rule in the Federal Register, FEMA con-
solidates the Temporary Housing Assistance and Individual and Family Grant
Programs into a single program called Federal Assistance to Individuals and
Households (IHP) (see 1/2002). FEMA indicates that states will have the op-

tion to be active partners in the administration of this new program, which pro-

vides a maximum of $25,000. Recipients of assistance from the IHP will be

required to maintain flood insurance at least in the amount of the assistance, if
they own the affected structure, for as long as the structure exists. The flood

insurance requirement is reassigned to all subsequent owners of the flood-
damaged address.
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9/2002

In conjunction with the creation of the IHP (see previous entry), FEMA re-
verses its earlier proposal to eliminate Group Flood Insurance Policies (see
1/2002). FEMA increases the coverage to $25,000 from $14,800, reduces the
term from 37 to 36 months, and retains a $200 deductible. The cost of the
three-year policy increases to $600 from $200. The cost-sharing arrangements
remain unchanged, with the states responsible for 25 percent of the cost and
the federal government for 75 percent (funded as part of the IHP grant).

9/2002

In Invalid Preferred Risk Policies Based on Loss History, FEMA’s Inspector
General reviews policies with a repetitive loss history in Florida, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, and Texas to determine which received

a preferred risk rating. The audit finds that FEMA failed to invalidate 76 per-
cent of the preferred risk policies (PRPs) included in the sample. To correct
such problems, the Inspector General recommends FIMA review monitoring
procedures to ensure WYO companies resolve rating errors in a timely manner.

10/2002

The NFIP pays the final $10 million installment on the $650 million it bor-
rowed to pay claims arising from Tropical Storm Allison. The storm resulted
in over 30,000 claims and approximately one billion dollars in claim payments.

10/2002

In Community Rating System: Effectiveness and Other Issues, FEMA’s Inspec-

tor General determines the effectiveness of CRS as a tool to improve local
policies and practices related to floodplain management. Overall, the report
finds that CRS is a disciplined and well-defined program in terms of its guide-
lines, requirements, and rating processes and procedures. However, FIMA

could enhance the effectiveness of CRS by: (1) performing Community Assis-
tance Visits in all CRS communities, (2) marketing CRS to communities hav-

ing greater exposure to the NFIP, (3) providing credit for increasing flood in-
surance coverage in a community, and (4) providing CRS coordinators with

access to claims data.

2/2003

FEMA’s Inspector General addresses the work done by three Flood Map Pro-
duction Coordination Contractors (mapping contractors) in Audit of FEMA’s

Use and Management of Flood Mapping Contractors. The audit reveals that

FEMA’s management of mapping contracts needs strengthening especially in
administration and support. According to the Inspector General, FEMA may

have the ability to update more maps if it (1) reduces spending on processing
Letters of Map Change, which accounted for 32 percent of contract spending
over fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and (2) revises contracting strategies to in-
crease competition and give contractors incentives to control costs.

3/2003

FEMA becomes part of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and the
Emergency Preparedness and Response Directorate.

5/2003

FEMA increases the maximum claim payout for Increased Cost of Compliance
(ICC) coverage from $20,000 to $30,000 (see 6/1997).

8/2003

The NFIP has cash reserves of $580 million, which are available to pay future
claims.
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9/2003

FEMA recognizes Tulsa, Oklahoma, for outstanding achievements in reducing

flood risks with a rating of Class 2 in CRS. Beginning in October 2003, prop-
erty owners in the city will receive a 40 percent discount on their flood insur-
ance premiums. Tulsa represents the first community in the nation to achieve a
rating of Class 2.

9/2003

Hurricane Isabel, the only hurricane of the 2003 hurricane season to reach
Category 5 status, makes landfall in North Carolina. Isabel results in extensive
flooding in Baltimore and in other mid-Atlantic communities.

10/2003

FEMA offers states funds to upgrade their Map Modernization Implementation
Plans (MMIP), developed in 2002, and develop the Flood Map Modernization

State Business Plan. Using the Fiscal Year 2002 state plans as a starting point,
states are asked to identify the projects to be completed each year, the role
they play in managing the projects, and the support needed from FEMA.

FEMA's Cooperating Technical Partner (CTP) initiative continues to be the
funding mechanism for flood hazard mapping projects. A separate, distinct
funding mechanism provides for the management activities identified in this
plan.

03/2004

FEMA hosts the Mid-Atlantic Flood Insurance Summit to address concerns of
Hurricane Isabel victims in settling flood insurance claims. Insurance compa-
nies, agents and adjustors, policyholders, insurance commissioners and Con-
gressional staff meet in Falls Church , VA, to discuss solutions. As a result of
the summit, FEMA begins to offer Isabel victims three ways to request flood
insurance settlement review: by attending NFIP community outreach team

visits, by using a toll-free number to initiate flood insurance settlement review,
or by sending settlement review request form by mail. In April and May, com-
munity outreach teams visit hard-hit North Carolina, Virginia and Maryland
communities to offer policyholders face-to-face discussions with claims spe-
cialists.

3/2004

The General Accounting Office (GAO) releases Actions to Address Repetitive

Loss Properties on recent federal actions to target and reduce the number of
repetitive loss properties, defined as properties for which policyholders have
made two or more claims of $1,000 or more. About 1 percent of the 4.4 mil-

lion properties currently insured by the program fit this definition. About 38
percent of all program claim costs have been the result of repetitive loss prop-
erties, at a cost of about $4.6 billion since 1978. The report concludes that
FEMA’s strategy of targeting repetitive loss properties for mitigation and con-
gressional proposals to raise premiums have the potential to reduce the number
and vulnerability of repetitive loss properties.

3/2004

The General Accounting Office (GAO) releases the report Flood Map Mod-
ernization: Program Strategy Shows Promise, But Challenges Remain. The

report finds several deficiencies in FEMA’s plan to implement updated maps

of flood zones. In developing digital flood maps, FEMA plans to incorporate

data that are of a level of specificity and accuracy commensurate with commu-
nities’ relative flood risk. FEMA has not yet established data standards that
describe the appropriate level of detail, accuracy, and analysis required to de-
velop digital maps based on risk level. Without such standards, FEMA cannot
ensure that it uses the same level of data collection and analysis for all com-
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munities in the same risk category. FEMA has developed partnerships with

states and local entities that have begun mapping activities and has a strategy
on how to best work with these entities. However, the overall effectiveness of
FEMA’s future partnering efforts is uncertain because FEMA has not yet de-
veloped a clear strategy for partnering with communities with few resources

and little or no experience in flood mapping. GAO recommends that FEMA

should address differences among the communities for which flood maps are

being developed.

3/2004

FEMA revises the Disaster Mitigation Act planning guidance and checklists

for state and local hazard mitigation plans. Previously called the Interim Cri-
teria for Mitigation (issued in July 2002), the guidance and checklists are been
finalized as the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance. The new guid-

ance includes references to specific language in the rule, descriptions of the
relevant requirements, and sample plan text to illustrate distinctions between
plan approaches that would and would not meet Disaster Mitigation Act 2000
requirements. In addition, this document provides references to planning tools
that FEMA has made available to assist states, tribes, and localities in develop-
ing a comprehensive, multi-hazard approach to mitigation planning, and in
preparing plans that will meet the DMA 2000 requirements.

4/2004

FEMA updates Increased Cost of Compliance—Guidance for State and Local
Officials, a manual that helps officials understand the Increased Cost of Com-
pliance (ICC) coverage provisions. The manual covers how the owners of
buildings insured under the NFIP can benefit from ICC coverage, and how the
coverage relates to community administration of the local floodplain manage-
ment regulations and ordinances. The guidance highlights the new, increased
maximum benefit level of $30,000 available to eligible policyholders (see
5/2003 and 6/1997).

5/2004

Connecticut’s Governor Rowland signs into law House Bill 5045, An Act Con-
cerning Floodplain Management and Hazard Mitigation, based in part on No
Adverse Impact legislation. The new legislation requires municipalities to re-
vise their current floodplain zoning regulations or ordinances to include new
standards for compensatory storage and equal conveyance of floodwater. The
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection will develop model
regulation language. The legislation requires the state to incorporate a natural
hazards element into the next revision of its plan of conservation and devel-
opment and enables municipalities to use local capital improvement funds

from the state to conduct floodplain management and hazard mitigation activi-
ties.

6/2004

David Maurstad is appointed Acting Director of the Mitigation Division and
Federal Insurance Administrator, replacing Anthony Lowe. His areas of over-
sight include the NFIP, the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program,
the National Dam Safety Program and the National Hurricane Program. Mr.
Maurstad previously served as Regional Director of FEMA’s Region VIII

since October 2001.

6/2004

President George W. Bush signs into law the Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer

Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004 (H.R. 253). The Act includes reforms to
address repetitive loss properties and a reauthorization of the NFIP until Sep-
tember 30, 2008. Additional funding mechanisms focus mitigation efforts on
“severe” repetitive loss structures that result in a disproportionate amount of
claims to the National Flood Insurance Fund. The goals of the Act are to help
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people who have experienced serious and repetitive flood damage to solve
their problems with financial assistance from the NFIP, communities, and
states; to end the abuses by those who misuse the program; and to improve
consumer understanding and rights of NFIP policyholders.

7/2004

FEMA issues an interim final rule in the Federal Register to amend the Fed-

eral Insurance Administration, Financial Assistance/Subsidy Arrangement and
related regulations regarding issues of federal jurisdiction and applicability of
federal law for lawsuits involving Write-Your-Own (WYO) Companies and of
reimbursement to WYO Companies for the cost of litigation. Additionally,

FEMA amends procedures for companies seeking to become, and ceasing to

be, WYO Companies.

8/2004 to 9/2004

Florida experiences Tropical Storm Bonnie and Hurricanes Charley, Frances,
Ivan and Jeanne. Hurricane and tropical storm related disasters are also de-
clared in Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Jersey,
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia and West Virginia.

12/2004

NFIP paid losses for 2004 number 52,785, about 45 percent more than the
number of 2003 paid losses. FEMA pays out $1.9 billion in claims for 2004,
or about 2 % times the amount paid out in 2003. FEMA uses $225 million in
NFIP borrowing authority to pay 2004 flood loss claims.

4/2005

The President signs H.R. 1134, a measure to overturn a 2004 IRS ruling that
made disaster mitigation funds taxable as income.

4/2005

In testimony before the Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportu-
nity, Committee on Financial Services, US House of Representatives, GAO
reports that many private company insurance agents, who are the main points
of NFIP contact for policyholders, have varying levels of NFIP knowledge.
GAO also reports that FEMA has not met the six-month timeframe given for
complying with the mandates of the Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004,
which require FEMA to establish agent training standards, but that FEMA has
drafted the policyholder informational materials required by the Act.

7/2005

The Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity, Committee on
Financial Services, US House of Representatives, holds hearing on a GAO re-
port, titled Flood Map Modernization: FEMA’s Implementation of a National
Strategy. GAO reports it found that the flood map modernization program
lacked performance measures that would measure adequately the effectiveness
of the map modernization program in meeting FEMA’s goals. GAO notes,
however, that FEMA had set target percentages in its Multi-Year Flood Haz-
ard Identification Plan in response to the recommendations.

7/2005

Dennis becomes the first major hurricane to strike the US in the 2005 hurri-
cane season. It reaches Category 4 status earlier in the hurricane season than
any Atlantic storm since 1957. It strikes the Florida Panhandle in the same
area affected by Hurricane Ivan the previous year, causing an approximate $4
to $6 billion in damage.
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9/2005

Complying with Section 207 of the Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004,

FEMA issues a notice in the Federal Register that establishes minimum train-
ing and education requirements for all insurance agents who sell Standard
Flood Insurance Policies issued through the NFIP.

8/2005 to 9/2005

Hurricane Katrina strikes Louisiana and Mississippi, resulting in flood wall

and levee failures that cause up to 80 percent of the city of New Orleans to

flood, leaving homes in some city neighborhoods with flood water levels up to
the eaves for several weeks. Hurricane Rita strikes the Gulf Coast along the

western Louisiana and eastern Texas shores, and New Orleans experiences

new levee breaches and additional flooding.

9/2005

Michael Brown, FEMA director since 2003, offers his resignation. R. David
Paulison, the director of FEMA's preparedness division, becomes interim
FEMA director.

9/2005

After Hurricane Katrina, R. David Paulison, Acting Under Secretary of Home-
land Security for Emergency Preparedness and Response, announces FEMA

will modify the NFIP claim settlement process to expedite the response to pol-
icy-holders in storm-stricken areas.

9/2005

In response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the President signs H.R. 3669,
“The National Flood Insurance Enhanced Borrowing Authority Act of 2005”

to increase the NFIP’s borrowing authority from $1.5 billion to $3.5 billion.
The CBO estimates that FEMA probably will not be able to repay the funds
borrowed under H.R. 3669 within the “next 10 years” and that Katrina-related
claims will “exceed the total resources that will be available to FEMA under
H.R. 3669” and that “repayments of borrowed funds would not occur until af-
ter 2015.”

10/2005

FEMA publishes a “Summary of Coverage” and a “Claims Handbook” for

flood insurance policyholders, as required by the Flood Insurance Reform Act
of 2004. The handbook is made available on the Internet. WYO companies

and the NFIP Direct program begin distributing materials to policyholders as
required by the 2004 Act.

10/2005

GAO testifies before the Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportu-
nity, Committee on Financial Services, US House of Representatives on Over-
sight and Management of the National Flood Insurance Program. GAO re-

ports that FEMA has not yet fully implemented some of the provisions of the
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004.

10/2005

David Maurstad, Acting Director of the FEMA Mitigation Division and Fed-
eral Insurance Administrator, testifies before the US Senate Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs on “The Future of the National Flood
Insurance Program.” Mr. Maurstad reports to the Committee that magnitude
and severity of flood losses caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita are “un-
precedented in the history of the NFIP.” He states that Katrina and Rita-

related flood claims would “result in flood insurance claims that significantly

Exhibit KIM-2
Page 71 of 73
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exceed the highest number of claims filed from any single event in the NFIP’s
history, and well more than triple the total number of claims filed in 2004.”
He states that Katrina and Rita-related NFIP claims could exceed $22 billion
and that the NFIP in its entire history has paid out only $15 billion total.

10/2005

The National Science Foundation, the American Society of Civil Engineers,

and the state of Louisiana begin to investigate the New Orleans floodwall
breaches that led to massive flooding of the city after Hurricane Katrina. De-
fense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld announces that the National Academies of
Science and Engineering will begin a separate probe into the New Orleans
floodwall and levee failures.

10/2005

Eight tropical storm systems have struck southeastern US coasts during the
2005 season: Arlene, Cindy, Dennis, Katrina, Ophelia, Rita, Tammy and

Wilma. Four of the eight-Dennis (July), Katrina (August), Rita (September)
and Wilma (October)-are very destructive storms, and one—Katrina—

becomes perhaps the most costly natural disaster in US history. The 2005 hur-
ricane season becomes the most active on record, surpassing all previous hur-
ricane seasons in number of named storms.

10/2005

The Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment, Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, US House of Representatives, holds two
hearings inquiring into the causes of the New Orleans levee failures, and about
ways in which New Orleans and other US cities at risk can be protected.

11/2005

The 2005 Atlantic hurricane season officially ends with a record 29 storms.
Twenty-six were named storms, including 5 storms relying on Greek letters for
their names. NOTE: on 12/30/05, the 2005 season continued with a 27th

named storm, Zeta.

11/2005

President Bush signs legislation authorizing the NFIP to borrow up to an addi-
tional $18.5 billion to settle flood insurance claims for the 2005 claims year.
David Maurstad states that further borrowing authority will be needed. Long-
term NFIP reforms are also being considered along with the increases in bor-
rowing authority.

11/2005

FEMA begins to release “advisory BFEs” and recovery maps that reflect post-
hurricane data on flood risks for Katrina-affected Gulf Coast areas, so rebuild-
ing can proceed based upon current understandings of base flood elevations.
Localities are encouraged to adopt the advisory BFEs into their local ordi-
nances. FEMA plans to issued revised FIRMs in the next year or two that are
expected to closely resemble today’s advisory BFE maps.

11/2005

The causes of the New Orleans flooding and levee breaches are explored in a
hearing before the full US Senate Committee on Environment and Public
Works. The US Army Corps of Engineers and members of engineering teams

that are investigating the levee failures testify.

11/2005

Proposals for flood insurance reform are considered by the US House Finan-
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cial services Committee in H.R. 4320. A number of changes to the NFIP are
being considered, including increasing flood insurance coverage caps on struc-
tures and contents, and increasing fines imposed on lenders who fail to enforce
mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements.

12/2005
Although it officially ended on November 30, the 2005 hurricane season con-
tinues with another named tropical system, Zeta. Zeta brings the total number

of 2005 tropical systems to 30, including 27 named storms.

01/2006

With Zeta still active, the Atlantic hurricane season extends into January for
only the second time since records have been kept.
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Florida Power & Light Company

Docket No. 20220051-EI

OPC's First Request For Production of Documents
Request No. 1

Page 1 of 1

QUESTION:

Produce all analyses and source documents prepared in support of the Company’s application,
testimony, and expert reports in this proceeding before or contemporaneous with its filing,
including all Excel workbooks in live format with all formulas intact in searchable and unlocked
format.

RESPONSE:
Please see the attached responsive documents, including one confidential document:

“2010 FPL Outages”

- “2010 Gulf Outages”

- “FPL SPP Factor Calculation 2022 Plan Filing - FINAL 2023-2025”

- “FPL v2_Gulf Consolidated 1989 Winter Scenario”

- “FPL Winter Extreme Evaluation 2021”

- “SPP — Annual Rev Req Calculation 2023-2032”

- “Transmission Study Winterization Impacts 8 2021 (CONFIDENTIAL)”
- “Winterization 2010 evaluation 070121

- “Winterization PD_MOPR (REDACTED)”

Please note that non-responsive information has been redacted from one of the documents
produced in response to this request for production of documents.
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Executive Summary — 2010 Winter Event Comparison

January 10, 2010 saw the culmination of consistent low temperatures followed by a low temperature excursion causing
widespread impact across both FPL and Gulf service territories. Bulk impacts were concentrated in specific areas —
(Broward, Boca and West for FPL, and Western Division for Gulf). Analysis was performed including +/- 3 days of
1/10/10 to determine precursor and tail-related affects. Normalized comparison of SAIDI showed performance on the
FPL system slightly better than Gulf overall (7.79 vs. 11.6) however the Gulf Power equipment performed better with
less outages due to failure etc.

80% of FPL outages (based on event count) on the Distribution system were split between two (2) categories -
Equipment Failure (50%) and Overload (30%). These two event causes accounted for 76% of total CMI (Overload —
35%, Equipment Failure — 41%). The overhead system saw diverse impacts due to the failure while the UG system saw
a significant impact due to transformer failures. Overall ~1650 Transformers we coded as failed — 350 OH and 1300
UG.

75% of Gulf Power outages (based on event count) on the Distribution system were attributed to the same two (2)
categories as FPL — overload (51%) and equipment failure (24%) which constituted 80% of total CMI (overload — 50%).
Gulf's overload condition did not drive work — 75% of events were restore/refuse/close only. As a comparison to FPL —
43 total Distribution transformers were replaced — 34 OH, 9 UG in total.

The winterization team will be reviewing the two systems to determine a multi-pronged approach for mitigating extreme
weather loads — specifically reviewing what measures should be taken to maintain Gulf system stability and reviewing
philosophies at FPL and Gulf to mitigate equipment concerns.
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Winter 2010 was an abnormal winter weather pattern with significant impact to
both FPL and Gulf systems

January 2010 Cold Weather Event Overall Impact
« Review of 1/7/10-1/13/10 (+/- 3 days of major Total by CMI Total by Event (count)
event day) FPL
— Capture precursor and following tail impacts
- FPL
-- 35.9M CMI (34.5M — Dsbn, 1.4M — Trans)
-- Cust Base - 4,400,000
-- ~5,600 events (tickets)
— Gulf - 5.6M CMI (5.0M — Dsbn, 600k — Trans)
-- Cust Base — 430,000 Gulf
-- ~300 events (tickets)

« Primary Outage Type — Transformer Related
(Field)

— Gulf — 36% total tickets, 1% total CMI
— FPL - 71% total tickets, 62% total CMI

FPL’s 2010 Event was a transformer story, while Gulf’s impact was primarily on Eﬁé;‘gg{a@

primary/backbone (Feeder/OCR) hos1-F1
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All outages in both FPL and Gulf Power were driven by two major causes

Total System Cause by Event Count
* Both systems primary cause factors FPL
— Equipment Failure
— Improper Process/Overload

-- A majority of improper process for FPL
was classified as overload (89%)

» Distribution transformer outages/failures
had profound impact on FPL system

— More than 1600 Units replaced — FPL
— Less than 100 Units replaced — Gulf

» Gulf outages primarily required
refusing/restoration of equipment rather
than repair

— ~52% Re-fuse or close actions

Gulf
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Regionality briefly reviewed to determine relevance

Total Events By Area

» Clear regional distinctions — both Gulf and FPL

* FPL had far fewer events in Northern Areas (CF,
NF)

— 30% of total FPL outages coded Overload
-- NF — 16% Tickets
-- CF —13% Tickets

* Gulf had significantly more events in Western
region but saw similar temperatures

— West is roughly double the customer base of Eastern
and Central

700 -
— 49% of total Gulf outages coded Overload 600 - FPL
-- No regionalization for overload condition 500 - ggg Gulf
+ Alternative heating sources could be a ggg | 150
contributing factor to lower loads/impact in 200 4 100
North/NW 100 4 50
0
— < 20% all natural gas customers south of Lake 0 -
Okeechobee NA WB NB ND CB BV CD CF Central  Eastern  Western

— Gulf customers have utilized ~90% Heat Pump w/
emergency strip heat since 1990*
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Regionality reviewed to determine relevance

Total Events By Area

700
626 622 o,
600 - 543
500 -
385 372
400 -
333 320 316 313
300 - [ | 264
I . . l B 228 27 500 194 198
200 - l I L] O B -
1oo=....l H ... .=95.
1 —_— = 47 44
SRS EENCENEEEgEsEFL s
NA BR WB SB NB TC ND MS CB SD BV WD CD TB CF NF NW-NW- NW-
PN PC FW

s TX UG

= TX OH

1 OCR

= OTHER

= LAT UG
LAT OH

= FDR

Transformer events were the significant impact to overall event count across all operational areas

1) Note — does not include SVC or SEC ticket types
6
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Regionality reviewed to determine relevance

Total CMI By Area

7000000 -
6000000 -
5000000 - " TX UG
= TX OH
4000000 -
. = OCR
3000000 - l = OTHER
= LAT UG
2000000 - = I i B AT on
| [ |
1000000 H e E =B B = FDR
. | |

0
NA BR SB NB WB ND CB TC TB MS WD BV SD CD CF NF NW-NW-NW-
PN PC FW

High Transformer CMI trended in those areas that had dis-proportional overall impact while NW

(Gulf) had less than 1% of CMI driven by transformers
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8

Transformer (OH/UG) CMI as a proportion of total area CMI

1)

Transformer (OH/UG) by Area

mOTHER = TX =TXU

100% | g
%
90% - B 11.0 .
=A%, 1%
80% - / = N wm W =

| 36%
70% -

60% - . —
50% | pel Rte 1% -
40% - T 80%
% 500 65% 68%
:gof RO o S i 3%
o
10% -
0% -

60%

NA BR SB NB wB ND CB TC B MS WD BV SD CD CF

NF NW

High Transformer CMI trended in those areas that had dis-proportional overall impact while NW

(Gulf) had less than 5% (1% of UG) of CMI driven by transformers

Note — does not include SVC or SEC ticket types
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Transformers, being the high bar in High-CMI areas, broken down by cause

Transformer OH/UG Cause

— — mOther(Explain) _ =Equip.Fajlure (overhead) = Overload - OH m Equip.Failure (underground) m Overload - UG

450 - 413

397
400 -

350 -

I
I
I
I
I
300 I 264
250 : 187 il °°
76
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1

186
200 | . 171 179 , 181 65 150
150 1 IEE) 28 | 14= (22 | ] 138 134 o

o7 | 2 EE g —w « , :
100 - — 2% 3 78 1 - =6

- o e 22 | 4 g |4 'Em 16 16 55
32 29 15 36

50 1 g0 33 " 80 s TR s ==53

The UG transformer outages drove overall impact, specifically in south and west. Northern regions

had relatively little overall transformer impact
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Equipment counts reviewed to determine opportunity per area

Padmount/Vault TX vs Total

% TX UG/Vault of Total

Area Aerial TX Padmount TX Vault Tx

0,
100% 30164 36397 381
90% 38941 36307 618
22571 35084 2174

0,
80% 34684 30173 1698
70% 64535 27185 727
25010 26724 1209

0,
60% 17154 23465 2362
50% 13543 22115 2789
40% 52357 21308 627
. 50973 19592 1014
30% 78826 18690 230
20% 47286 15406 241
0 24560 14874 3120
10% 22638 12497 3052
0% 17101 8405 3044
22981 3373 4813
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Distribution Events — Transformer Review 1/7-1/13/10

Transformer Outages — All except NW

» 78% of Transformer outages due to tWo  Total Tx tickets
major categories

— Improper Process — 40% (1302)
-- Referred out of service — 314
— Equipment Failure — 38% (1225)

OH Equipment ]
Failure UG Egillllljr:?ent

N=562 N=663

Primary impact of the FPL Transformer outages was driven by UG Transformer

Failures™® in the southern and western territories

*NOTE: Outcome assumes “Improper Procéss” units referred out of service were replaced
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Distribution Events — Transformer Review 1/7-1/13/10

Transformer Outages — NW

65% of Transformer outages due to tWo  Total T tickets
major categories

— Overload — 31%
— Equipment Failure — 34%
Equipment Failure main contributors
— OH Tx Replacements — 20
— UG Tx Replacements — 6
Equipment
— OH Conductor — 3 Failure
— UG Conductor - 7 N=o1

;(A n)umber of outages were “planned”
10

— Removed from service to repair damaged
customer service

Gulf did not see significant impact due to transformers — avg. duration ~2 hrs,

total SAIDI 0.2
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Extreme temperature modifier evaluated based on 2010 winter peak values

Modifier Evaluation

Modifier is defined as the difference between summer and
winter peak calculations

All FPL “peak” analysis is based on summer
predicted/calculated load

Summer/Winter peak multiplier for extreme winter
scenario based on 2010 cold weather excursion

Feeder-level telemetry utilized as AMI not fully deployed

System average 1.35 multiplier over summer peak for
“extreme” winter peaks

— Dade county removed as outlier (low compared to average)

Row Labels |-T| Average of 2010 Winter (@1.3x)

BR
BV
cB
CF
MS
NA
NB
NF
SB
TB
TC
WB
Grand Total

1.336157025
1.314077253
1.288156682
1.342264151
1.357297297
1.480451613
1.279521531
1.331180556
1.281121951
1.426879433
1.377025862
1.356126482
1.342762677

1.35 will be utilized as the system multiplier for “extreme” cold load assumptions based on 2010

peak analysis — assumption will apply to NW
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Changes to TX Loading Guideline are recommended to mitigate cold weather
excursion/loading impact

TX Loading Guideline

Current FPL philosophy has identified
differences from Gulf

— Winter peaks not incorporated into initial
load calculations

— Changeout guidelines (Summer 170%) can
allow for ~230% overload during extreme
winter loads if not replaced prior — 1.35x
multiplier over summer peak

Proposed criteria mitigates 1.35x winter
extreme temperature load factors

— Changeout criteria reduced from 170% to
140% of summer load for UG units

— Difference in UG/OH strategy due to
increased cooling capability for OH units

-- Padmount units primary driver of 2010
Cold Weather Event

- OH

Existing Loading
Guideline

Initial Loading 110% N/A
Existing Load Addition 160% 190%
Changeout Loading 170% 204%

Proposed Loading
Guideline
Initial Loading 90% 120%
Existing Load Addition 130% 180%
Changeout Loading 140% (UG), 170% (OH) Removed
NEXTera
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Impacts due to change of philosophy on distribution transformer replacements

Impacts of replacement

« xx Year plan to be developed for current BRI # Units System-  Estimated Cost
replacement needs (padmount) wide
— Yy per year 150% 3,681
- on 1409 989
UG 0% 8,
— $$$$ estimated 130% 16,804
- OH
- UG « Team recommends 140% threshold for
« Develop internal mechanism to identify Padmount change-out threshold
overload conditions systematically via — Utilize summer peak values to identify
AMI potential next winter impact (1.35x)
— Base on previous summer peak « Total Units to be replaced based on

— ldentify units to be budgeted on (yearly?) recommendation
cycle — 11k total (9k padmount, 2k aerial)
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Service construction has been evaluated to adequately serve customer loads
during extreme temperature scenarios

Triplex Evaluation
« Southern standard (1999) rated conductor at 194°F, ambient 100°F, and 2mph wind
— Standard 200A service — 1/0 AAC (rated for continuous 200A service) — TBD 0°C rating
* FPL standard ( ) rated conductor at xxx, ambient yyy, and zzmph wind
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Transmission Events — Review 1/7 —1/13/10

Transmission Impact

FPL Gulf
+ Total CMI - 1.38M (4% total event) Total CMI — 590k (10% total event)
« Primarily Substation equipment related Major Transmission Line events on 1/11 and

112
— Regulator (GIR) — 1 .« 111
— Breakers (Dsbn) — Jay Road and Avalon substations out of service
- FTO -6 for ~32 mins on avg
-- Dispatcher (failed reclose) — 2 — Coded to “Deterioration — System Condition” with
. no trouble identified
— Breaker (Trans) failure — 1 . 112
- Sett|r?gs 2 _ — Caryville out for ~100 mins
— F-Switch failure — 1 — Bonifay, Graceville, and Chipley out for ~3 min
— Work related (RC-off) - 2 — Coded to “Thermal Loading” — synonymous with
overload

FPL’s Transmission impact was due primarily to equipment failure while Gulf ’E‘ﬁég%rya,?
s was centered around load increase during the excursion FPL 0001]::7/—44—
20220051-E1

[ 'ON dOd 38T DdO 0} osuodsay TdA

81 JO 61 a8ed
C-INI MqQryxg
1S00220T "ON 1920



Distribution Events — Feeder Review 1/7-1/13/10

Feeder Outages

« FPL Feeder outages accounted for 15% of * Gulf Feeder outages accounted for 32%
total CMI (5.6M) of total CMI (1.8M)

° FPL_,S primary cause Of Outag_es was due to ° Gulf’s primary impact was outage due
equipment failure/repair required to overload — no work required

— 65% of total feeder events (43 of 67)

— 64% of f ts (12 of 1
— 74% CMI of feeder events (4M CMI — 11% of 64% of feeder events (12 of 19)

total event CMI) N ——cwm — [2% of Feeder CMI (1.3M CMI — 23% of
4058047 total event CMI)
1 26

553340 268627.62

321435 233810 150825 138250 38843 32461 (= -AE. 85404.37

i | 5 —am e — /N -
Equipment Accident Not Improper Animal Vegetation Other Unknown Overload Equipment Other Unknown
Failure Available Process Failure

Gulf’s main driver for feeder outage was ability to carry load — no work needed Sakg:)

to restore other than close ERGY 2%
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Distribution Events — OCR Review 1/7-1/13/10

20

OCR Outages
OCR Outages in FPL were effectively « Gulf OCR outages accounted for 20% of
non-existent in this event total CMI (1.8M)
A total of four (4) events system-wide * Gulf Power OCR strategy differs from

— Conductor Down
— Splice Failure

— Cross-Arm Failure

— Unknown

FPL’s AFS outages roll-up to FDR
tickets and are included within the

Feeder analysis

FPL — multi-stage recloser philosophy
for coordination, protection, and
isolation

— Feeder/Lateral (Viper or Nova)

Primary impact was outage due to
overload

— 18 of 21 events

— 840k CMI (76% of total OCR CMI)
Two (2) Equipment Failure events

— 230k CMI

— Switch/cut out, Transformer failure

Primary cause of outages continues to be due to overload
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There were 68 Feeder Outages during the +/- 3 days of the January 10, 2010 Cold
Weather Event for FPL

FPL 1/7/10-1/13/10 Feeder Outages

« Equipment Failure constituted bulk Foreign/Overload
(64%) of outage cause codes 4(6%

Vehicle

N 3_4_]-_(_)_\/_9_@'1_6_?(_1_(_5_9?/92 Eq Failure 7 (10%) \ _Equipment Failure
i -- 10 Wire Down ! — 43(63%)
- 6 Insulator

-- 4 Disconnect Switch Other
14 (21%)

-- 3 Jumper

-- 9 Other

— 9 Underground (13%) Eq. Failure

-- 2 Switch
-- 1 Transformer
-- 1 Fuse

BV BR NA WD MS ND TB WB NB CF SD TC CB NF SB CD

NEXTera
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Distribution Events — Lateral Review 1/7-1/13/10

22

FPL Lateral outages accounted for 37% of

Lateral Outages
Gulf Lateral outages accounted for 36% of

total CMI (13.3M) total CMI (2M CMI)
80% of lateral impact due to two major « Similar to feeders, Gulf’s primary impact

causes — 31% of total CMI (11.4M)

was outage due to overload — refuse

Improper Process — 37% (496 of 1359) — 75% of lateral events (72 of 96)

- OH-104, UG - 392 — 90% of lateral CMI (1.8M CMI — 32% of total
- Nearly all Improper process coded to overload (OH event CMI)
SR VB 92 - Equipment Failure — 12% of lateral out
Equipment Failure — 43% (582 of 1359) quipment Fatlure — 1<% of lateral outages
- OH=-227, UG — 355 — 10% of lateral CMI (200k CMI — 4% of total event
CMI)
OH UG
— Less than half (5/12) of outages affected UG
-- URD Cable — 4

-- Transformer -1

Gulf continues to primarily be a load/overload outage story — while FPL had

significant impacts due to equipment failure and overload
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There were 643 Lateral Outages during the +/- 3 days of the January 10, 2010

Cold Weather Event

1/7/10-1/13/10 Lateral Outages

« Equipment Failure and Improper
Process constituted bulk (64%) of
outage cause codes’

. Eqmpment Failure — 39%

. Improper Process — 25%
— Accidental Contact — 3
— Improper Installation — 3
— Loose Connection-2
- .Overload Emergency Condition — 53
- :Overload Normal Condition — 85

— iIWrong Size Fuse — 12

1) Source: TCMS Ticket Data

23

Vegetation Weather /Accldent Animal

0, 0,
a7 (1%) 40 (6%) gyl 18 (3%)— 53" 40,
Unknown
64 (10%)

Request
6(1%)

Other
35 (5%)

Equipment Failure
252 (39%)

L —

Improper Process /
158 (25%)

SB MS NA WB TB NB BV SD TC BR ND CB CF WD NF CD

NEXTera
ENERGY 2%

FPL 0001 V_\
20220051-EI
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Equipment Failure accounted for 39% of total lateral outages 1/7-1/13/10

...Equipment Failure
252 (39%)

UG and OH Lateral Outages — Equipment Failure
UG Lateral Failure Causes OH Lateral Failure Causes

? Cable / Conductor Down
39 (26%)

Transformer
44 (43%)

<3
\7 Fuse Switch

30 (29%) 59 (39%)

* Primary Impact on the UG system came « Similarly, primary impact on OH system
from two components (74 — 73% of came from two components (98 — 65%
total) of total)

— Transformer — 44 — Cable/Conductor Down — 39
— Cable - 30 — Fuse Switch — 59
* Padmount transformer failure mode * Fuse issues had a 50% out of service
previously identified in 2010 report referral rate (29/60 referred out of
service) >
NEXTEera
— Assumed switch failures ENERGY 2%
24 it

[ 'ON dOd 38T DdO 0} osuodsay TdA

1500220T "ON 19390

81 JO 67 a8eq
C-INI MqQryxg



Improper Process accounted for 25% of total lateral outages 1/7-1/13/10

Improper Process
158 (25%)

UG and OH Lateral Outages — Improper Process
* Improper process defined as suspected overload condition
— Field Defined “Melted fuse” or other signs of overload stress as determined by investigator
— ~12% total referred out of service (11% of UG, 20% OH)
— Limited data on component level based on TCMS data

Lat OH Lat UG
N=50 - N=88 Transformer
17 (19%
= Arrester Fuse Switch (19%)
Transformer Conductor Down 7 (8%) = Fuse Switch
A 4 (8%) = Fuse Switch Transformer
= Jumper = Unknown
= Transformer
= Unknown
Unknown
37 (74%)

25% of Lateral outages identified as overload condition based outage according to first responders

— mostly identified as “unknown equipment”

NEXTera
ENERGY 2%

FPL 000144
25 20220051-EI
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Total Transformer Outages over the seven (7) day period in the FPL system was
over 4,000

FPL Transformer outages

» 75% of transformer outages attributed
to Equipment Failure and Improper
Process

— Improper Process — 42% of total —
encompasses suspected overload

= Accident

|

Animal

conditions = Equipment Failure
- OH-334 = Improper Process
- UG - 1,343 Somer
. . = Request
— Equipment Failure = Unknown
-- OH -595 = Vegetation
- UG — 898 Weather

* Remainder of outages combined to
“other” category

NEXTera
ENERGY 2%

FPL 000145
26 20220051-EI
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Improper Process designation accounts for 42% of total tx cause

Improper Process

. 1677 (42%)
Review of Improper Process
* Primary impact due to “Overload”
condition identified 1011
* Overload assumes equipment does
not necessarily have to be replaced
* % Referred Out of Service UG | 822 554
— OH - 29% (98 of 334 tickets)
— UG - 23% (312 of 1,343 tickets) 481
* Most transformer tickets (75%) not 41 65 3 ] )
referred or referred in service 3044 km 3 1 2
- Ov Ov Siz L Slack Accid 11
(follow-up work only) Normal Emergency  Fuse - ConnestionConductors Gontact . Instatiation

Condition Condition

Overload tickets indicate ~300 UG and ~100 OH transformers needed to be replaced

NEXTEra
ENERGY 22

FPL oom;V_\
27 20220051-E1
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nt Failure

Equipment Failure designation accounts for 37% of total tx cause 190

Improper Process

. . . 1677 (42%)
Review of Equipment Failure
« Transformer failure coded as 845
primary root cause of events coded
to “Equipment Failure” for
transformer outages (~56%) ve B
* Equipment failure assumes 240
equipment must be replaced
180 84 91 82 58
° OH Wwil3 28 25 31
Transformers replaced i;*—ﬂé‘—me—%f
— -~ 1 S
OH 350 o‘ &0‘ (\o‘ée 004;0 \é{\é\ 0(}'0‘ &Qe‘ 5 Qe o '?0 S \‘\0‘
— UG - ~1300" E N S P
<&@ 0&’0 Q\{o < (‘,\o‘
o &
¢ ooob
1) Assumptions: Tickets Designated Equipment Failure required replacement, Tickets designated Improper Process and Referred Out of .
Service required replacement NEXTera
FPL OO%NERGY@ -
20220051—EI/_\

28
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TX Equip Failure

=IEquipment Failure 1225 6780988
=/ Equip.Failure (overhead) 562 2272663
Transformer 175 1100592
Conductor Down 82 287284
Fuse Switch 74 267247
Unknown 66 263289
Connector 66 126139
Conductor Damaged 45 67669
Jumper 26 86918
Other Equipment 9 28055
Splice 7 27377
Cable 4 10345
Arrester 3 2074
Bushing 2 3220
Tx Blade Switch 1 168
Meter Blocks (repairable) 1 564
Hot Line Clamp 1 1722
=/Equip.Failure (underground) 663 4508325
Transformer 394 3189052
Unknown 132 989474
Cable 64 104747
Connector 41 101360
Conductor Damaged 6 12481
Bayonet Switch 5 17587
Fuse Switch 5 20014
Tx Fuse Switch 4 25133
Other Equipment 4 7893
Handhole 4 24408
Splice 2 10728
Terminator 1 5370
Down Guy or Anchor 1 78

NEXTera
ENERGY 2%

FPL oom;V_\
20220051-E1
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Power Delivery Winterization Update

FPL 000149
20220051-E1

8t Jo [¢ a8eq
C-INI MqQryxg

[ 'ON dOd 38T DdO 0} osuodsay TdA

1500220T "ON 19390



Power Delivery has completed detailed analysis of system
capacity and philosophy for extreme winter scenarios

Executive Summary
 Transmission and Distribution detailed system analysis yielded

overall reduction in extreme winter mitigation costs from original
estimate

— Five year execution plan - NG

« Distribution system review highlighted opportunities for
alignment and upgrades W

-
— Field transformer loading philosophy alignment and upgrades

 Transmission system review highlighted opportunities for
alignment and upgrades - $114MM

— Power Transformer emergency ratings alignment
— Regulator/Reactor upgrades
— Transmission Line Upgrades

FPL 000150
2 20220051-EI
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Power Delivery has completed detailed analysis of system
capacity and philosophy for extreme winter scenarios

Executive Summary
-]
[

FPL 000151
3 20220051-E1
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Power Delivery analyzed impact from January 20101 with
current design and cold weather operating philosophy

! 5010 Reliability | I
R A A PR CMIi by Region

for a prolonged period

— Record — 5 days of high
temperatures below 60 deg

— Avg 12-day temp — 49.9°F

« Largestreliability impacts
regionalized for both FPL and
Gulf Power

— South of Lake Okeechobee
(FPL)

— West (Pensacola — Gulf)

« System performance,
operating, and design
philosophiesreviewed from
the meter to the substation *1/10/10 actuel low temperatures

1) 1989 detailed reliability information unavailable, 2010 impacts utilized as baseline for extreme cold-weather

impact FPL 000152
20220051-E1
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Gulf and FPL’s systems both had significant reliability
impact, but responded differently to the event

2010 Review
« Significant CMI events for
both operating companies

* Primary reliability drivers
differed by company

— FPL - Field Transformers
(underground)

— Gulf— OH Feeders

* Low temperature conditions
emphasis for evaluation

— Cold load pickup
— Overload

Both FPL and Gulf saw major outlier events in January 2010

FPL 000153
20220051-E1
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(]

The 2010 winter reliability event impacted both FPL and
Gulf’s distribution system requiring review of philosophies

Distributi

Meter to transformer (secondary) — no change to philosophy
Field Transformers — address reliability impacts at FPL

— Align initial loading and replacement criteria
— 6,000 field transformers at FPL - $33MM

81 JO 9¢ a8eq
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The 2010 winter reliability event proved little impact due to
transmission/substation facilities

T ission/Substati

 Due to cold weather load forecast — portions of the
transmission system must be addressed

« Transmission
— 36 miles of transmission upgraded at a cost of $75MM — FPL only
« Substation Power Transformers
— Align FPL and Gulf emergency rating philosophy
-- Increase Gulf capacity from 130% to 150% in winter

— FPL total substation transformer capacity is ~ 56,000MVA, 4
transformers to be upgraded - $8MM

— Gulf total substation transformer capacity is ~3,100 MVA, 12
transformers to be upgraded - $28MM

« Substation Regulators and Reactors

— Cold weather load exceeds current capability on 90 regulators and 9
reactors - $3M

0220051-EI
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Power Delivery Winterization detailed evaluation resulted in

a cost reduction from I

* Prior Estimated Costs

Alignment of philosophies and detailed system review reduced estimated

costs to $467MM, a significant reduction from original estimate

1) New Substations required in support of new feeder construction

FPL 000156
8 20220051-EI

[ 'ON dOd 38T DdO 0} osuodsay TdA

81 JO 8¢ a8eq
C-INI MqQryxg
1S00TTOT "ON 1920



A portion of plan may be recoverable by SPP as currently
defined

*Requires 2023 SPP filing
Note: 2022 SPP Filing is complete, no new items included into 2022 SPP budget

* Alreadyincludedin SPP filing
— Feeder Hardening — 6 feeders at Gulf YE 2022
— Power Transformers — 1 Increased Capacity — Philips Inlet (Gulf)

FPL 000157
20220051-E1
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After internal capital adjustments, no incremental increase
is required for winterization, year over year shift only

Winterization/SR 80/SR 70 Preliminary Capital - Yearly

ltems 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
#of ltems | 2022 ($MM) ($MM) ($MM) ($MM) ($MM) ($MM) Capital Total
| || BNl N N . i |
| 1 I | |}
= I m|n N -
Sub Power Transformers - Replacements 4 $ 40| $ 4.0 $ 8.0
Voltage Regulators - 3 per item 22 $ 071 9% 08| $ 0.7 $ 2.1
FPL Reactors - 3 per item 3 $ 0.2 $ 0.2
Distribution Padmount Transformers 4000 $ 551 % 55| 9% 11.0 $ 22.0
Distribution Aerial Transformers 2000 $ 281 % 411 $ 4.1 $ 11.0
Transmission Improvements $ 210 $ 35.0 19.0 $ 75.0
I BNl NI =B i i
I__ N 1l BNl BN I BB BEEl e
Sub Power Transformers - Increase Capacities 9 $ 73| % 7.3 7.4 [$ 22.0
Gulf 3
Sub Power Transformers - Replacements $ 209 2.0 20 $ 6.0
[Voltage Regulators - 3 per item 8 $ 0.31$ 031 $ 0.2 $ 0.8
| | | W | | W] | | | 1
FPL 000158
10 :

20220051-E1
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Gulf svisEC
% 0>

OH/UG Service Standards are aligned betwegLn Gulf and FPL

Meter to Transformer

 Gulfand FPL services are sized to meet the S.euu.c.e&Ml
capability of home electrical panels

 Review of January 2010 proved limited
overall impact - ~1% of total

— Primary impacts driven by legacy conductors
smaller than current design guidelines

— Splices/connectors primary failure points

 Legacyconductor continues to be inherent
risk and will be addressed by SSUP program

— Small wire services
— Open wire secondary

No recommended changes to service philosophy or mitigations required

FPL 000161
13 20220051-EI
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Field transformer outages drove overall reliability impact
during January 2010’s winter event for FPL cult -

« Largest CMI contributorfor FPL in 2010 — Underground units

— Failures primarily due to loading impacts Transformer CMI

 Regionalized impacts observed south of
Lake Okeechobee

— Increased population (load) during winter in
south — “Snowbirds”

— More diversity in non-electric heating sources
north of Lake (gas, fireplaces, etc.) — reduced
loads

e Recommendations:
— Align FPL and Gulf philosophies

— Proactive replacement of
6,000 units - $33.0MM

FPL 000162

14 20220051-EI
1) Lewel 2 chargers can add 3-7kW per home, estimated 2 homes/transformer (33% adoption on ava.) up to 14kW (15.5kVA)
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While lateral outages were an impact during the 2010 event,
programs exist to mitigate exposure

Laterals

 Duringthe January 2010 event, lateral outages Lateral CMI
were a challenge for both Gulf and FPL

— 40% total CMI — Gulf, 20% total CMI — FPL
— Overload — Gulf, Equipment Failure — FPL

-~ Both main causes primarily on legacy “small
wire” (conductor < 1/0)

- Undersized fuse sizing drove outages at Gulf
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Review of 2010’s winter event proved Feeder outages were a
large impact at Gulf due to overload FPL ’“’ Gulf R

Eeeders

 Feeder performance differed between FPL and Eceder CMI
Gulfduring the January 2010 event

— Gulf-=~60% CMI, FPL —~20% CMI
— Gulf - overload, FPL — equipment failure

« Alignment of philosophies for winter loading
of feeders will mitigate previous overload
scenarios at Gulf Power

— T720A (840A emergency), part of yearly planning
and system expansion process

— Mitigate cold load pickup/overload scenarios

PL 000164
16 0220051-EI
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Team Recommendations differ from original estimates due to deeper analysis
of philosophies and system capabilities and updated forecast information

summary of Recommendations

Field Transformers

Substation Transformers

FPL

Change initial and change-out (capacity upgrade)
criterial to align with Gulf:

Initial: 100%/120%, Changeout 160%/180%
(Summer/Winter)

Replace 6,000 units with forecasted overload

Replace 4 Power Transformers

Lines/Sections (~36 miles)

Gulf

Reduce initial loading criteria to align FPL and

Gulf philosophies — 100%/120%
(Summer/Winter)

Adopt FPL emergency rating philosophy (130%
Summer, 150% Winter), Add 9 Transformers,

Replace 3

Transmission !pgra!e ampamly on ! | ransmission !o recommen!e! acl|ons - !u" lransmlssmn

capable for forecasted loads

Reductions in estimated new substations and substation transformers

reduces previously estimated overall costs

17

FPL 000165
20220051-E1

[ 'ON dOd 38T DdO 0} osuodsay TdA

81 JO [ 98ed
C-INI MqQryxg
1S00TTOT "ON 1920



Docket No. 20220051

FPL Response to OPC 1st POD No. 1
Exhibit KIM-3

Page 48 of 48

The documents responsive to OPC’s First Request for
Production of Documents No. 1, Bates No. 000166-000168, are
confidential in their entirety.



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4
Page 1 of 132
FILED 8/28/2020
DOCUMENT NO. 05279-2020
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection DOCKET NO. 20200067-El
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Tampa
Electric Company.

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection DOCKET NO. 20200069-El
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Duke
Energy Florida, LLC.

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection DOCKET NO. 20200070-El
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Gulf
Power Company.

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection DOCKET NO. 20200071-El
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.,
Florida Power & Light Company.

In re: Storm protection plan cost recovery DOCKET NO. 20200092-El
clause. ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
ISSUED: August 28, 2020

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter:

GARY F. CLARK, Chairman
ART GRAHAM
JULIE I. BROWN
DONALD J. POLMANN
ANDREW GILES FAY

APPEARANCES:
JAMES D. BEASLEY, J. JEFFRY WAHLEN, and MALCOLM N. MEANS,

ESQUIRES, Post Office Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302
On behalf of Tampa Electric Company (TECO).

DIANNE M. TRIPLETT, ESQUIRE, 299 First Avenue North, St. Petersburg, FL
33701 and MATTHEW R. BERNIER, ESQUIRE, 106 E. College Avenue, Suite
800, Tallahassee, Florida 32301

On behalf of Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF).
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RUSSELL A. BADDERS, ESQUIRE, One Energy Place, Pensacola, FL 32520
and JASON A. HIGGINBOTHAM and JOHN T. BURNETT, ESQUIRES, 700
Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420

On behalf of Gulf Power Company (Gulf).

CHRISTOPHER T. WRIGHT and JOHN T. BURNETT, ESQUIRES, 700
Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420
On behalf of Florida Power & Light Company (FPL).

JON C. MOYLE, JR. and KAREN PUTNAL, ESQUIRES, 118 North Gadsden
Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32312
On behalf of Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG).

JAMES W. BREW and LAURA WYNN BAKER, ESQUIRES, Stone Mattheis
Xenopoulos & Brew, PC, 1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW, Eighth Floor, West
Tower, Washington, District of Columbia 20007

On behalf of White Springs Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. d/b/a PCS Phosphate —
White Springs (PCS).

PATRICIA A. CHRISTENSEN, A. MIREILLE FALL-FRY, CHARLES
REHWINKEL, and THOMAS A. (TAD) DAVID, ESQUIRES, 111 West
Madison Street, Room 812, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

On behalf of Office of Public Counsel (OPC).

STEPHANIE U. EATON, ESQUIRE, 110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500, Winston-
Salem, North Carolina 27103 and DERRICK PRICE WILLIAMSON and
BARRY A. NAUM, ESQUIRES, 1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101,
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 17050
On behalf of Walmart Inc. (Walmart).

RACHAEL DZIECHCIARZ and CHARLES MURPHY, ESQUIRES, Florida
Public Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-0850

On behalf of the Florida Public Service Commission (Staff).

MARY ANNE HELTON, ESQUIRE, Deputy General Counsel, Florida Public
Service Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
0850

Advisor to the Florida Public Service Commission.

KEITH C. HETRICK, ESQUIRE, General Counsel, Florida Public Service
Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
Florida Public Service Commission General Counsel.
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FINAL ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS
SUBMITTED BY GULF POWER COMPANY, FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC, AND TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
AND
FINAL ORDER APPROVING TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY’S
MOTION TO APPROVE REVISED TARIFF

BY THE COMMISSION:

Background

Section 366.96(3), Florida Statutes (F.S.), requires each public utility to file a
transmission and distribution storm protection plan (SPP) that covers the immediate 10-year
planning period, and explains the systematic approach the utility will follow to achieve the
objectives of reducing restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather events
and enhancing reliability. Pursuant to Section 366.96(5) and (6), F.S., every three years the
Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) is required to determine whether it is in the
public interest to approve, approve with modification, or deny each utility’s transmission and
distribution storm protection plan filed in accordance with Commission Rule 25-6.030, Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.). In addition, Section 366.96(7), F.S., requires us to conduct a
proceeding, to be referred to as the storm protection plan cost recovery clause (SPPCRC), to
determine a utility’s prudently incurred plan costs and allow the utility to recover such costs
through a charge separate and apart from its base rates in accordance with Rule 25-6.031, F.A.C.

The following dockets were opened to address the SPPs for each of the electric utilities
that are subject to the requirements of Section 366.96, F.S.:

e Docket No. 20200067-E1 — Tampa Electric Company (TECO) SPP docket
Docket No. 20200068-EI — Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC) SPP docket
Docket No. 20200069-El — Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF) SPP docket
Docket No. 20200070-El — Gulf Power Company (Gulf) SPP docket
Docket No. 20200071-El — Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) SPP docket

The FPUC SPP docket was closed by Order No. PSC-2020-0097-PCO-EI, issued on
April 6, 2020; the remaining dockets were consolidated for the hearing. The Office of Public
Counsel (OPC), Walmart Inc. (Walmart), and Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG)
were granted intervention in the TECO, DEF, Gulf, and FPL SPP dockets. White Springs
Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. d/b/a PCS Phosphate — White Springs (PCS) was granted
intervention in DEF’s SPP docket. Docket No. 20200092-El (SPPCRC docket) was opened to
address the SPPCRC for the utilities that submitted SPPs. OPC, Walmart, PCS, and FIPUG were
also granted intervention in the SPPCRC docket.

Gulf, FPL, DEF, and TECO entered into Settlement Agreements prior to the
administrative hearing. Accordingly, we held an administrative hearing on August 10, 2020, to



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 4 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El,
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-El
PAGE 4

hear oral argument from the parties in support of each Settlement Agreement to which it is a
signatory, to admit testimony and documentary evidence into the record, and to consider each of
the Settlement Agreements.

A. Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement

On July 27, 2020, Gulf, FPL, OPC, and Walmart submitted a Joint Motion for Expedited
Approval of a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement in the Gulf and FPL SPP dockets and the
SPPCRC docket, and attached a Settlement Agreement to the Motion (Gulf and FPL Settlement
Agreement). The Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement, attached hereto as Attachment A, is
signed and executed by Gulf, FPL, OPC, and Walmart (collectively, the Gulf and FPL
Settlement Agreement Signatories). FIPUG took no position on the Joint Motion for Expedited
Approval of a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement. PCS is not a party to the Gulf and FPL SPP
dockets.

The Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement Signatories contend that the Gulf and FPL
Settlement Agreement resolves all matters in the Gulf and FPL SPP dockets, and also provides a
partial resolution of Gulf and FPL’s matters in the SPPCRC docket. The Gulf and FPL
Settlement Agreement Signatories further contend that approving the stipulations set forth in the
Settlement Agreement will promote administrative and regulatory efficiency in those dockets.
The Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement Signatories argue that when considered as a whole, the
Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement fairly and reasonably balances the interests of the
customers and utilities, is consistent with the stated purpose and intent of Section 366.96, F.S.,
and is in the public interest.

Key provisions of the Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement include:

e The Signatories agree that the record supports a finding that the following Gulf
SPP programs are in the public interest, and that Gulf proceeding to implement
the following SPP programs is not evidence of imprudence:

0 Gulf Distribution Inspection Program
Gulf Transmission Inspection Program
Gulf Vegetation Management — Distribution Program
Gulf Vegetation Management — Transmission Program
Gulf Distribution Feeder Hardening Program
Gulf Transmission Hardening Program, including Gulf’s Transmission
and Substation Resiliency Program and Gulf’s Substation Flood
Monitoring and Hardening Program
e The Signatories agree that Gulf’s pilot Distribution Hardening — Lateral

Undergrounding Program, limited for the years 2020-2022 in the amounts

reflected for those years in Gulf’s SPP, shall be approved for the years 2020-

2022. For Distribution Hardening — Lateral Undergrounding Program activities

for the year 2023, Gulf shall file an SPP update in 2022 in order to seek recovery

of costs for such 2023 activities in 2023. The Signatories further agree that their
consent to this pilot program under the terms of the Gulf and FPL Settlement

O O0OO0OO0Oo
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Agreement will not be binding upon or have any precedential value on any future
lateral undergrounding program or projects that Gulf may propose in future SPPs
or otherwise.

e The Signatories agree that the record supports a finding that the following FPL
SPP programs are in the public interest, and that FPL proceeding to implement the
following SPP programs is not evidence of imprudence:

0 FPL Pole Inspections — Distribution Program

0 FPL Structures/Other Equipment Inspections — Transmission Program

0 FPL Feeder Hardening (EWL) — Distribution Program

0 FPL Wood Structures Hardening (Replacing) — Transmission Program

o FPL Substation Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation Program, for the 10
substations identified in FPL’s SPP on page 31 (See Exhibit No. 12 of the
Comprehensive Exhibit List, Exhibit MJ-1, page 35 of 48)

0 FPL Vegetation Management — Distribution Program

0 FPL Vegetation Management — Transmission Program

e The Signatories agree that with regard to FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening —
Undergrounding Program, FPL shall continue this program as a pilot through
2022 (Continued Pilot). The Signatories retain all rights to assert or challenge the
reasonableness of FPL’s projected costs and prudence of FPL’s actual costs on
individual projects under this program in the SPPCRC. For Distribution Lateral
Hardening — Undergrounding Program activities for the year 2023, FPL shall file
an SPP update in 2022 in order to seek recovery of costs for such 2023 activities
in 2023. The Signatories further agree that their consent to this Continued Pilot
program under the terms of this Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement will not be
binding upon or have any precedential value on any future lateral undergrounding
program or projects that FPL may propose in future SPPs or otherwise.

e The Signatories agree that approval of the Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement
does not include or imply a determination of prudence for any particular project
under a given program. OPC retains the right to challenge the prudence or
reasonableness of any projects or costs for any project submitted through the
SPPCRC docket.

e The Signatories agree that Gulf and FPL will work with Walmart to discuss and
evaluate new potential SPP programs prior to filing its next SPP.

e The Signatories agree that FPL and Gulf will not seek recovery of any SPP
program O&M expenses incurred in 2020 or 2021 through the SPPCRC. FPL and
Gulf will address the recovery of future SPP program O&M expenses in their next
base rate cases, including whether such O&M expenses are to be recovered
through base rates or through the SPPCRC.

e The Signatories agree to the manner by which Gulf and FPL may seek recovery of
and return on capital expenditures and assets related to the SPP programs
approved in Docket Nos. 20200070-EI and 20200071-EI.
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B. DEF Settlement Agreement

On July 31, 2020, DEF, OPC, and PCS filed a Joint Motion for Expedited Approval of
Settlement Agreement in the DEF SPP docket, and attached a Settlement Agreement to the
Motion (DEF Settlement Agreement).! The DEF Settlement Agreement, attached hereto as
Attachment B, is signed and executed by DEF, OPC, PCS, and Walmart (collectively, the DEF
Settlement Agreement Signatories).? FIPUG took no position on the Joint Motion for Expedited
Approval of a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement.

The DEF Settlement Agreement Signatories contend that the DEF Settlement Agreement
resolves all matters in DEF’s SPP docket, and that approving the stipulations set forth in the DEF
Settlement Agreement will promote administrative and regulatory efficiency. The DEF
Settlement Agreement Signatories argue that when considered as a whole, the DEF Settlement
Agreement fairly and reasonably balances the interests of the customers and the utility, is
consistent with the stated purpose and intent of Section 366.96, F.S., and is in the public interest.

Key provisions of the DEF Settlement Agreement include:

e The Signatories agree that the record supports a finding that the following DEF
SPP programs are in the public interest, and that DEF proceeding to implement
the following SPP programs is not evidence of imprudence:

0 DEF Feeder Hardening Program
DEF Lateral Hardening Program
DEF Self-Optimizing Grid — SOG Program
DEF Underground Flood Mitigation Program
DEF Distribution VVegetation Management Program
DEF Transmission Structure Hardening Program
DEF Substation Flood Mitigation Program
DEF Loop Radially-Fed Substations Program
DEF Substation Hardening Program
DEF Transmission Vegetation Management Program
e The Signatories agree that DEF will file its updated SPP for the period 2023-

2032, and that DEF will not materially expand the scope of the programs and

associated expenditures it seeks to recover for the years 2020-2022 beyond those

that are included in the estimates shown on page 40 of Exhibit JWO-2, filed on

April 10, 2020, updated on June 24, 2020 (See Exhibit No. 6 of the

Comprehensive Exhibit List), and as modified in the filing made on July 24, 2020,

in the SPPCRC docket.

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0OO0OOo

! This is the second Motion for Settlement Agreement submitted by DEF in Docket No. 20200069-El. The first
Motion for Settlement Agreement was submitted on July 17, 2020, in Docket Nos. 20200069-El and 20200092-El;
however, this first motion only impacts the SPPCRC docket. By Order No. PSC-2020-0273-PCO-El, issued on July
31, 2020, the first Motion for Settlement Agreement (submitted on July 17, 2020), was scheduled for our review on
September 1, 2020.

2 The DEF Settlement Agreement was updated on August 3, 2020, to reflect Walmart as a signatory. The updated
agreement is attached hereto as Attachment B.
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e The Signatories agree that DEF will base its requests for cost recovery through
the SPPCRC for the years 2023, 2024 and 2025 on the SPP update to be filed in
2022.

e The Signatories agree that the approval shall not include or imply any
determination of prudence for any particular project under said program, and that
Signatories retain the right to challenge the prudence or reasonableness of any
projects or costs for any project submitted through the SPPCRC.

C. TECO Settlement Agreement

On August 3, 2020, TECO filed a Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement
Agreement in TECO’s SPP docket and the SPPCRC docket, and attached a Settlement
Agreement to the Motion (TECO Settlement Agreement).> The TECO Settlement Agreement,
attached hereto as Attachment C, is signed and executed by TECO, OPC, FIPUG, and Walmart
(collectively, the TECO Settlement Agreement Signatories). PCS is not a party to the TECO SPP
docket.

The TECO Settlement Agreement Signatories contend that the TECO Settlement
Agreement resolves all matters in TECO’s SPP docket and all matters with respect to TECO in
the SPPCRC docket, and that approving the stipulations set forth in the TECO Settlement
Agreement will promote administrative and regulatory efficiency. The TECO Settlement
Agreement Signatories argue that when considered as a whole, the TECO Settlement Agreement
fairly and reasonably balances the interests of the customers and utility, is consistent with the
stated purpose and intent of Section 366.96, F.S., and is in the public interest.

Key provisions of the TECO Settlement Agreement include:

e The Signatories agree that the record supports a finding that the following TECO
SPP programs are in the public interest, and that TECO proceeding to implement
the following programs in 2020, 2021, and 2022 is not evidence of imprudence:

o TECO Distribution Lateral Undergrounding Program
0 TECO Vegetation Management Program
TECO Transmission Asset Upgrades Program
TECO Distribution Overhead Feeder Program
TECO Transmission Access Enhancement Program
TECO Infrastructure Inspection Program
o0 TECO Legacy Storm Hardening Plan Initiatives Program
e The Signatories agree that the record supports a Commission finding that TECO’s
proposed study for the Substation Extreme Weather Hardening Program is in the

O O0OO0Oo

3 This is the second Motion for Settlement Agreement submitted by TECO in Docket No. 20200067-El. The first
Motion for Settlement Agreement was submitted on April 27, 2020, in Docket Nos. 20200067-El and 20200092-El,
as well as several other impacted dockets. TECO’s first Motion for Settlement Agreement was approved by this
Commission on June 30, 2020, by Order No. PSC-2020-0224-AS-El.
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public interest and that TECO proceeding with the study is not evidence of
imprudence.

e The Signatories agree that approval of the SPP and programs shall not include or
imply any determination of prudence for any project in a program. Except as provided
in paragraphs 19-26 of the TECO Settlement Agreement, the Signatories retain the
right to challenge the prudence or reasonableness of any project or costs for any
project submitted through the SPPCRC during a true-up proceeding in 2021 or
thereafter.

e The Signatories agree that TECO will work with Walmart to discuss and evaluate
new potential SPP programs prior to filing its next SPP, and that this effort shall be
separate from and supplemental to the activity specified in paragraph 15(c) of
TECO?’s prior Settlement Agreement, approved by this Commission by Order No.
PSC-2020-0224-AS-El. (OPC and FIPUG took no position on this provision.)

e TECO will file an updated SPP in early 2022. If approved by the Commission, the
Signatories intend that the 2022 updated SPP will form the basis for cost recovery of
SPP activities in 2023, 2024, and 2025, and that TECO will then next be required to
file an updated SPP for approval again in 2025. TECO agrees it will not materially
expand the scope of the programs and associated expenditures it seeks to recover in
the SPPCRC for the years 2020 — 2022 beyond those that are included in the
estimates shown in TECO’s SPP filed on April 10, 2020, and as modified in the filing
made on July 24, 2020, in the SPPCRC docket. TECO will base its requests for cost
recovery through the SPPCRC for the years 2023, 2024, and 2025 on the SPP update
to be filed in 2022.

e The Signatories agree that the direct testimony and exhibits filed by TECO in Docket
No. 20200092-El shall be inserted into the evidentiary record in Docket No.
20200092-El, and agree to waive cross examination of those witnesses.

e The Signatories agree that there is an evidentiary basis to support TECQO’s petition for
approval of 2020-2021 costs associated with its 2020-2029 SPP, filed on July 24,
2020, in Docket No. 20200092-El, and the petition shall be granted.

e The Signatories agree that there is an evidentiary basis to approve the costs incurred
for development of TECO’s 2020-2029 SPP proposed for recovery in the SPPCRC
and that those costs are reasonable and eligible for cost recovery through the
SPPCRC, subject to a prudence review of actual costs in the applicable SPPCRC
proceeding.

e The Signatories agree that nothing in the TECO Settlement Agreement shall be
construed to prevent any party from challenging the reasonableness or prudence of
SPP projects or costs of any projects in any future SPPCRC proceedings.

e The Signatories agree that TECO’s Motion to Approve Revised Tariff, dated July 31,
2020, shall be approved so that the approximately $15 million base rate reduction
contemplated in paragraph 11 of TECO’s prior Settlement Agreement can be
implemented concurrently with the implementation of the new SPPCRC cost
recovery factors, effective the first billing cycle of January 2021.
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D. TECQO’s Motion to Approve Revised Tariff

On July 31, 2020, TECO filed a Motion to Approve Revised Tariff (TECO Motion) in
the SPPCRC docket, attached hereto as Attachment D. TECO agreed to submit the motion as a
condition of its prior Settlement Agreement, approved by this Commission by Order No. PSC-
2020-0224-AS-El, issued on June 30, 2020. In addition, TECO requested approval of the motion
in the TECO Settlement Agreement before us today. The TECO Motion contains the revised
tariffs necessary to implement a one-time base rate reduction of approximately $15 million.

Decision

The standard for approval of a settlement agreement is whether it is in the public
interest.* A determination of public interest requires a case-specific analysis based on
consideration of the proposed settlement taken as a whole.> Approving the Gulf and FPL
Settlement Agreement, the DEF Settlement Agreement, and the TECO Settlement Agreement
promotes regulatory economy and administrative efficiency, and avoids the time and expense
associated with litigating the settled issues in the various existing and continuing Commission
dockets.

Based upon the parties” motions, our review of the Settlement Agreements, and the
evidence and testimony on the record, we find that the Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement, the
DEF Settlement Agreement, and the TECO Settlement Agreement are in the public interest and
are hereby approved. The Settlement Agreements resolve all of the issues in the SPP dockets for
Gulf, FPL, DEF, and TECO (Docket Nos. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, 20200070-El, and
20200071-El). The Gulf and FPL Settlement Agreement also provides a partial resolution of
Gulf and FPL’s matters in the SPPCRC docket, and the TECO Settlement Agreement resolves
all matters with respect to TECO in the SPPCRC docket.

Furthermore, based on our approval of the TECO Settlement Agreement, we hereby
approve TECO’s associated Motion to Approve Revised Tariff, so that the approximately $15
million base rate reduction can be implemented concurrently with the implementation of TECO’s
new SPPCRC cost recovery factors effective the first billing cycle of January 2021.

4 Order No. PSC-13-0023-S-El, issued on January 14, 2013, in Docket No. 120015-El, In re: Petition for increase
in rates by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-11-0089-S-El, issued February 1, 2011, in Docket
Nos. 080677 and 090130, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light Company and In re: 2009
depreciation and dismantlement study by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-10-0398-S-El, issued
June 18, 2010, in Docket Nos. 090079-El, 090144-EI, 090145-El, 100136-El, In re: Petition for increase in rates by
Progress Energy Florida, Inc., In re: Petition for limited proceeding to include Bartow repowering project in base
rates, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., In re: Petition for expedited approval of the deferral of pension expenses,
authorization to charge storm hardening expenses to the storm damage reserve, and variance from or waiver of
Rule 25-6.0143(1)(c), (d), and (f), F.A.C., by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., and In re: Petition for approval of an
accounting order to record a depreciation expense credit, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc.; Order No. PSC-05-
0945-S-El, issued September 28, 2005, in Docket No. 050078-El, In re: Petition for rate increase by Progress
Energy Florida, Inc.

5 Order No. PSC-13-0023-S-El, at p. 7.
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Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the stipulations, findings, and
rulings herein are hereby approved. It is further

ORDERED that Gulf Power Company, Florida Power & Light Company, Duke Energy
Florida, LLC, and Tampa Electric Company shall abide by the stipulations, findings, and rulings
herein which are applicable to it. It is further

ORDERED that the Settlement Agreement submitted on July 27, 2020, by Gulf Power
Company and Florida Power and Light Company in Docket Nos. 20200070-EI and 20200071-
El, attached hereto as Attachment A, is approved. It is further

ORDERED that the Settlement Agreement submitted on July 31, 2020, and subsequently
updated on August 3, 2020, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC in Docket No. 20200069-El, attached
hereto as Attachment B, is approved. It is further

ORDERED that the Settlement Agreement submitted on August 3, 2020, by Tampa
Electric Company in Docket No. 20200067-El, attached hereto as Attachment C, is approved. It
is further

ORDERED that the Motion to Approve Revised Tariff, submitted by Tampa Electric
Company in Docket No. 20200092-El, attached hereto as Attachment D, is approved. It is further

ORDERED that Docket Nos. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, 20200070-El, and 20200071-
El are hereby closed. It is further

ORDERED that the testimony and exhibits filed by Tampa Electric Company in Docket
No. 20200092-El shall be inserted into the evidentiary record at the administrative hearing for
Docket No. 20200092-E1 at the appropriate time. It is further

ORDERED that Docket No. 20200092-EI shall remain open for future resolution by the
Commission for the issues that remain in that docket.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 28th day of August, 2020.

Commission Clerk

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

(850) 413-6770
www.floridapsc.com

Copies furnished: A copy of this document is
provided to the parties of record at the time of
issuance and, if applicable, interested persons.

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1), Florida
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and
time limits that apply. This notice shall not be construed to mean all requests for an
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request:
1) reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the Office of
Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within
fifteen (15) days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an
electric, gas or telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk, and filing a
copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida
Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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FILED 7/27/2020
DOCUMENT NO. 04067-2020
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Review of 2020:2029 Storm Protection Plan Docket Mo, 2002007011
pursuat (o Rule 25-6.030, FAC.. Gull’ Power
Company

Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Mlan | Docket No, 20200071-L1
pursuant o Rule 256,030, FAC., Florida
Power & Light Company

in re: Siorm Froiection Flan Cost Kecovery | Dockel No. ZOZUGUY2Z-EiQ
Clause

Filed July 27, 2020

JOINT MOTION OF THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL,
GULF POWER COMPANY, FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
WALMART INC. FOR EXPEDITED APPROVAL OF A
STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Pursuant to Rule 28-106.204(1), Florida Administrative Code (“T.A.C.™), the Office of
Public Counsel (“OPC™), Gulf Power Company (“Gulf™), Florida Power & Light Company
(“FPL™), and Walmart Inc. (“Walmart™) (unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the term
“Party” or “Parties” means a signatory to this Joint Motion), by and through their respective
undersigned counsel, hereby file this Joint Motion and request that the Florida Public Service
Commission (“Commission”) review and approve on an expedited basis the Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement (*Agreement), provided as Attachment A to this Joint Motion, as a full and
complete resolution of all matters in Docket Nos. 20200070-EI and 20200071-EI and a partial
resolution of significant matters in Docket No. 20200092-E] in accordance with Section 120.57(4),
Florida Statutes (“I.8.”), and enter a final order reflecting such approval to effectuate

implementation of the Agreement. In support of this motion, the Parties jointly state as follows:

1. On June 27, 2019, the Governor of Florida signed CS/CS/CS/SB 796 addressing
Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery, which was codified in Section 366.96, F.S. Therein, the

1
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Florida Legislature directed each utility to file a ten-year Storm Protection Plan (“SPP™) that
explains the storm hardening programs and projects the utility will implement to achieve the
legislative objectives of reducing restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme
weather events and enhancing reliability. See Section 366.96(3). I.S. The I'lorida Legislature
also directed the Commission to conduct an annual proceeding to determine the utility’s prudently
meurred SPP costs and to allow the utility to recover such costs through a charge separate and
apart from its base rates, to be referenced as the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause
(“SPPCRC™). See Section 366.96(7), I'.S.

2. Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., requires each utility to file an updated SPP at least every
three years that covers the utility’s immediate ten-year planning period. Rule 25-6.031(2), F.A.C.,
provides that after a utility has filed its SPP it may petition the Commission for recovery of the
costs associated with the SPP and implementation activities.

3. On March 3, 2020, the Commission opened Docket No. 20200070-ET for the Gulf
SPP and Docket No. 20200071-EI for the FPL SPP. On March 13, 2020, the Commission opened
Docket No. 20200092-EI for the SPPCRC proceedings for all Investor Owned Ultilities.

4. On March 11, 2020, the Prehearing Officer issued the Order Establishing
Procedure, Order No. PSC-2020-0073-PCO-EL in the SPP dockets, including Docket Nos.
20200070-EI and 20200071-EL. The Order Establishing Procedure consolidated the SPP dockets
for all utilities for purposes of hearings and disposition.

5. On April 10, 2020, FPL filed its Petition requesting Commission approval of the
2020-2029 SPP. In support, FPL submitted the direct testimony of FPL witness Jarro, together
with Exhibit MJ-1 - Florida Power & Light Company 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan. Exhibit

MIJ-1 was subsequently corrected by an errata submitted on May 12, 2020, correcting an
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madvertent error on pages 46 and 47 and by a second errata submitted on July 13, 2020, correcting
a scrivener’s error on page 2 of Appendix C.

0. On April 10, 2020, Gulf filed its Petition requesting Commission approval of the
2020-2029 SPP. In support, Gulf submitted the direct testimony of Gulf witness Spoor, together
with Exhibit MS-1 — Gulf Power & Company 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan.

7. On May 29, 2020, the Prehearing OfTicer issued the Order Establishing Procedure,
Order No. PSC-2020-0170-PCO-EL in the SPPCRC docket, Docket No. 20200092, Pursuant
thereto, Gulf and FPL filed their petitions for the SPPCRC on July 24, 2020.

8. On May 26, 2020, OPC submitted the direct testimonies of OPC witnesses Smith
and Mara, together with supporting exhibits, in both the Gulf and FPL SPP dockets. On June 18,
2020, OPC submitted an errata in the FPL SPP docket correcting an error on page 13, line 14 of
the direct testimony of OPC witness Mara.

9. Also on May 26, 2020, Walmart submitted the direct testimonies of Walmart
witness Chriss and Perry in both the Gulf and FPL dockets.

10. On June 26, 2020, FPL submitted the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Jarro and
Gulf submitted the rebuttal testimony of Gulf witness Spoor, together with Exhibits MS-2 and MS-
8.

11. The parties have engaged in extensive discovery in both the SPP and SPPCRC
dockets. Through this process, the Parties thoroughly reviewed and evaluated FPL’s 2020-2029
SPP and Gulf’s 2020-2029 SPP. Additionally, OPC has raised the issue of whether the Gulf and
FPL SPP costs proposed to be recovered through the SPPCRC include costs recovered through
base rates, which is prohibited by Section 366.96(8), I.S.. and Rule 23-6.031(6)(b), F.A.C.

12. As a direct result of these efforts, the Parties ultimately entered into the proposed

Agreement to resolve all issues raised in the Gulf and FPL SPP dockets, Docket Nos. 20200070-
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EIl and 20200071-EI, respectively, and have established the reasonable costs which the
Commission has a record basis to authorize FPL and Gulf to recover them through the SPPCRC
i 2021, subject to Commission review for prudence in the normal course of the clause
proceedings, assuming the Gulf and FPL SPPs are approved with modifications set forth in the
Attached Settlement Agreement. The Parties hereby jointly request that the Commission review
and approve the Agreement in its entirety and without modification.

13. The Commussion has a “long history of encouraging settlements, giving great
weight and deference to settlements. and enforcing them in the spirit in which they were reached
by the parties.” Re Florida Power & Light Company, Docket No. 20050045-E1, Order No. PSC-
2005-0902-S-EI (FPSC Sept. 14, 2005). The proper standard for the Commission’s approval of a
settlement agreement is whether it is in the public interest. Sierra Club v. Brown, 243 §0.3d 903,
910-913 (Fla. 2018) (citing Citizens of State v. FPSC, 146 S0.3d 1143, 1164 (Fla. 2014)); see also
Crulf Coast Elec. Coop., Inc. v. Johnson, 727 S0.2d 259, 264 (Fla. 1999) (*[I]n the final analysis,
the public interest is the ultimate measuring stick to guide the PSC in its decisions™).!

14. The proposed Agreement represents a reasonable compromise of competing
positions and is a full and complete resolution of all matters in Docket Nos. 20200070 and
20200071 and a partial resolution of significant matters in Docket No. 20200092, If approved by

the Commission, the Agreement will establish a series of stipulations that will reduce the issues to

' The Florida Supreme Court has explained that the “determination of what is in the public interest rests
exclusively with the Commission.” Citizens, 146 So.3d at 1173. The Commission has broad discretion in
deciding what 1s in the public interest and may consider a variety of factors in reaching its decision. See
Re The Woodlands of Lake FPlacid L.F., Docket No. 20030102-WS, Order No. PSC-2004-1162-FOF-WS,
p. 7. (FPSC Nov. 22, 2004); In Re: Petition for approval of plan to bring generating units into compliance
with the Clean Air Act by Gulf Power Company, Docket No. 19921155-El, Order No. PSC-1993-1376-
FOF-EL p. 15 (FPSC Sept. 20, 2003). However, the Commission is not required to resolve the merits of
every issue independently. Sierra Club, 243 So0.3d at 913 (citing Citizens, 146 So.3d at 1153). Rather, a
“determination of public interest requires a case-specific analysis based on consideration of the proposed
settlement taken as a whole.” In re: Pefition for Rate Increase by Gulf Power Co., Docket No. 20160186~
EL Order No. PSC-2017-0178-5-EL 2017 WL 2212158, at *6 (FPSC May 16. 2017).

4
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be litigated in Docket Nos. 20200070-E1, 20200071-EL and 20200092-EI (with regards to Gulf
and FPL). Approving these stipulations should also reduce the volume of discovery in the
SPPCRC docket, clarify the issues to be litigated for Gulf and FPL in both dockets, and promote
administrative and regulatory efficiency in those dockets.

15. The Parties will work in earnest to review and, if possible, stipulate and settle any
remaining issues in the SPPCRC docket, Docket No. 20200092-E1.

16. The terms of the proposed Agreement reflect the Parties™ assessments of their
respective litigation positions, as well as their efforts to reach a reasonable and mutually acceptable
compromise. The Parties entered into the proposed Agreement, each for their own reasons, but all
in recognition that the cumulative total of the regulatory activity before the Commission—now
and for the rest of 2020 and through 2021—is anticipated to be greater than normal. To maximize
the administrative and regulatory efficiency benefits inherent in the proposed Agreement for the
Parties and the Commission, and given that discovery in the SPPCRC docket is anticipated to
begin in carnest with the filing of SPPCRC petitions on July 24, 2020, the Parties jointly request
that the Commission schedule the proposed Agreement for consideration at an agenda conference
as soon as possible.

17. Based on the foregoing, the Agreement represents a reasonable compromise of
divergent positions and fully resolves all of the issues raised in the Gulf and FPL SPP proceedings,
Docket Nos. 2020070-E1 and 20200071-E1 respectively, and partially resolves significant matters
in the SPPCRC proceeding, Docket No. 20200092-E1. Considered as a whole, the Agreement
fairly and reasonably balances the interests of customers and the utilities, and is consistent with
the stated purpose and intent of Section 366.96, F.8. Approving the Agreement is consistent with

the Commission’s long-standing policy of encouraging the settlement of contested proceedings in
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a manner that benefits the customers of utilities subject to the Commission’s regulatory
jurisdiction. Accordingly, the Agreement is in the public interest and should be approved.

18. Pursuant to Rule 28-1006.204(3), F.A.C., the Parties have conferred with the Florida
Industrial Power Users Group (“FIPUG™), which was granted intervention by Order Nos. PSC-
2020-0233-PCO-EI.  FIPUG has advised that it takes no position on the Agreement.’
Notwithstanding, the Parties jointly submit that the proposed Agreement is in the public interest

and should be approved in its entirety for the reasons stated above.?

WHEREFORE. for all the reasons stated above. the Office of Public Counsel, Gulf Power
Company, Florida Power & Light Company, and Walmart Inc. jointly and respectfully request that
the Florida Public Service Commission expeditiously approve the Stipulation and Settlement

Agreement provided as Attachment A to this Joint Motion.

* FIPUG did not actively participate in discovery or submit any testimony or evidence in opposition to the
Gulf or FPL SPPs. In its Prehearing Statement, FIPUG did not take a specific position on any of the issues
and, instead, adopted the positions of OPC, which is a signatory party to the Stipulation and Settlement
Agreement provided as Attachment A to this Joint Motion.

* The Florida Supreme Court has affirmed that the Commission has the authority and discretion to approve
a non-unanimous settlement over the objections of intervenors if the Commission finds the settlement is in
the public interest. Citizens, 146 So.3d at 1152-54; see also S. Fla. Hosp. & Healthcare Ass'n v. Jaber,
887 So0.2d 1210, 121213 (Fla. 2004) (affirming the Commission’s approval of a non-unanimous scttlement
agreement despite the absence of a full evidentiary hearing). The Florida Supreme Court has explained that
“it would be unreasonable to allow a single holdout party that does not get its way on one issue during
settlement negotiations to derail the entire settlement process if settlement is fully in the public’s interest
all along.” Sierra Club, 243 So0.3d at 913.
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Respectfully submitted this 27th day of July, 2020,

By: /s/John T. Burnett By:

John T. Burnett

VP and Deputy General Counsel
Christopher T. Wright

Senior Attorney

Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, F1. 33408-0420

FOR FLORIDA POWER &
LIGHT COMPANY
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/s/Patricia A. Christensen

Patricia A. Christensen

Office of Public Counsel

¢/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street, Rm. 812
Tallahassee, F1. 32399-1400

FOR OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

By: /s/Russell A. Badders By: /s/ Stephanie U. Faton

Russell A. Badders

VP & Associate General Counsel
Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, FI. 32520

Jason A. Higginbotham

Senior Attorney

Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420

FOR GULF POWER COMPANY

Stephanie U. Eaton

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103

Derrick Price Williamson

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLL.C
1100 Bent Creek Boulevard. Suite
101

Mechanicsburg. PA 17050

FOR WALMART INC.
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ATTACHMENT A
STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan Docket No. 20200070-EI
pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Gulf Power
Company

Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan Docket No. 20200071-EI
pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Flonda
Power & Light Company

In re: Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery | Docket No. 20200092-EI
Clause

Filed July 27, 2020

STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT

WHEREAS, Gulf Power Company (“Gulf™), Florida Power & Light Company (“TPL"),
Citizens through the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC™), and Walmart Inc. (“Walmart™) have
signed this Stipulation and Settlement (the “Agreement™ unless the context clearly requires

otherwise, the term “Party™ or “Parties™ means a signatory to this Agreement);

WHEREAS, On June 27, 2019, the Governor of Florida signed CS/CS/CS/SB 796

addressing Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery, which was codified in Section 366.96, F.S.;

WHEREAS. the Florida Legislature found in Section 366.96(1)(c). I.S.. that it was in the
State’s interest to “strengthen electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme weather
conditions by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and distribution
facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and vegetation management,”
and for each electric utility to “mitigate restoration costs and outage times to utility customers
when developing transmission and distribution storm protection plans.” Section 366.96(1)(¢).

F.8;
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WHEREAS, the Florida Legislature directed each utility to file a ten-vear Storm
Protection Plan (“SPP”) that explains the storm hardening programs and projects the utility will
implement to achieve the legislative objectives of reducing restoration costs and outage times

associated with extreme weather events and enhancing reliability. See Section 366.96(3), F.8.;

WHEREAS. The Florida Legislature directed the Florida Public Service Commission
(“Commission™) to conduct an annual proceeding to determine the utility’s prudently incurred
SPP costs and to allow the utility to recover such costs through a charge separate and apart from
its base rates, to be referenced as the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC™).

See Section 366.96(7). F.S..

WHEREAS, Section 366.96(8), F.S., and Rule 25-6.031(6)(b), F.A.C., provide that the
SPP costs to be recovered through the SPPCRC may not include costs recovered through the

utility’s base rates or any other cost recovery mechanism;

WHEREAS, Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., requires each utility to file an updated SPP at least
every three years that covers the utility’s immediate ten-year planning period and specifies the

information to be included in each utility’s SPP;

WHEREAS, Rule 25-6.031, F.A.C., provides that after a utility has filed its SPP it may
petition the Commission for recovery of the costs associated with the SPP and implementation

activities and specifies the information to be included in each utility’s SPPCRC filings;

WHEREAS, On March 3, 2020, the Commission opened Docket No. 20200070-EI for the

Gulf SPP and Docket No. 20200071-EI for the FPL SPP;
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WHEREAS, on March 13, 2020, the Commission opened Docket No. 20200092-EI for

the SPPCRC proceedings for all Investor Owned Utilities;

WIHEREAS, on April 10, 2020, FPL filed its Petition requesting Commission approval of
the 2020-2029 SPP, together with the direct testimony of FPL witness Jarro and Exhibit MJ-1 —

Florida Power & Light Company 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan; !

WHEREAS, on April 10, 2020, Gulf filed its Petition requesting Commission approval of
the 2020-2029 SPP, together with the direct testimony of Gulf witness Spoor and Exhibit Ms-1 —

Gulf Power & Company 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan;

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2020, OPC submitted the direct testimonies of OPC witnesses

Smith and Mara, together with supporting exhibits, in both the Gulf and FPL SPP dockets;?

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2020, Walmart submitted the direct testimonies of Walmart

witness Chriss and Perry in both the Gulf and FPL dockets;

WHEREAS, on June 26, 2020, FPL submitted the rebuttal testimony of FPL witness Jarro
and Gulf submitted the rebuttal testimony of Gulf witness Spoor, together with Exhibits MS-2

and MS-3;

WHEREAS, pursuant to Order No. PSC-2020-0170-PCO-EI in Docket No. 20200092-E1,

Gulf and FPL will file their petitions for the SPPCRC on July 24, 2020,

' Exhibit MJ-1 was subsequently corrected by an errata submitted on May 12, 2020, correcting an
madvertent error on pages 46 and 47 and by a second errata submitted on July 13, 2020, correcting
a serivener s error on page 2 of Appendix C.

20n June 18, 2020, OPC submitied an errata in the FPL SPP docket correcting an error on page
13, line 14 of the direct testimony of OPC witness Mara.

3
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WHEREAS, the Parties engaged in significant discovery in both the SPP and SPPCRC
dockets, and have thoroughly reviewed and evaluated FPL’s 2020-2029 SPP and Gulf"s 2020-

2029 SPP;

WHEREAS, in testimony and discovery, OPC raised the issue of whether the Gulf and
T'PL. SPP costs to be recovered through the SPPCRC in Docket No. 20200092-FI will include costs

recovered through base rates;

WHEREAS. after an extensive review and evaluation of Gulf’s SPP and FPL’s SPP. as
well as the issue of whether the Gulf SPP costs and the FPL SPP costs to be recovered through the
SPPCRC will include costs recovered through base rates. the Parties to this Agreement have
undertaken to reach a full and complete resolution of all matters in Docket Nos. 20200070-EI and

20200071-E1 and a partial resolution of significant matters in Docket No. 20200092-E1L,

WHEREAS, the Parties have entered into this Agreement in compromise of positions taken
in accord with their rights and interests under Chapters 350, 366, and 120, Florida Statutes, as
applicable. and as a part of the negotiated exchange of consideration among the Parties to this
Agreement each has agreed to concessions to the others with the expectation that all provisions of
the Agreement will be enforced by the Commission as to all matters addressed herein with respect
to all Parties regardless of whether a court ultimately determines such matters to reflect
Commission policy. upon acceptance of the Agreement as provided herein and upon approval as

in the public interest; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the covenants contained herein,

the Parties hereby stipulate and agree:



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 24 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment A
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-EI

PAGE 24

1.

Gulf 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan
(Docket No. 20200070)

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Guif™s Distribution
Inspection Program is in the public interest and that Gulf proceeding to implement the

program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Gulf’s Transmission
Inspection Program is in the public interest and that Gulf proceeding to implement the

program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that Gulf’s pilot Distribution Hardening — Lateral Undergrounding
Program, limited for the vears 2020-2022 in the amounts reflected for those years in the
SPP, should be approved for the years 2020-2022. In this pilot, Gulf will select laterals
that experienced an outage during Hurricane Michael and/or other recent exireme weather
events as a primary selection criteria for undergrounding or, as a secondary selection
criteria, that have a history of vegetation outages or overall reliability issues that could be
exacerbated in an extreme weather event. For Distribution Hardening — ILateral
Undergrounding Program activities for the year 2023, Gulf shall file an SPP update in 2022
in order to seek recovery of costs for such 2023 activities in 2023. The Parties further agree
that their consent to this pilot program under the terms of this Agreement will not be
binding upon or have any precedential value on any future lateral undergrounding program
or projects that Gulf may propose in future SPPs or otherwise.

Gulf agrees to conduct post-storm analysis after any named storm that impacts Gulf’s

system, where reasonably possible, to help quantify the benefits of undergrounding laterals

and substation flooding mitigation. This analysis may include, among other things,
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comparisons of overhead laterals to those that have been placed underground in terms of
outage and restoration time, as well as comparing the availability of power from substations

that have flooded with that of substations that have received flood mitigation measures.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Gulf’s Vegetation
Management — Distribution Program is in the public interest and that Gulf proceeding to

implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Gull™s Vegetation
Management — Transmission Program is in the public interest and that Gull proceeding to

implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission linding that Gulf™s Distribution
Feeder Hardening Program is in the public interest and that Gulf proceeding to implement

the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Gulf’s Transmission
Hardening Program. including Gulf's Transmission and Substation Resiliency program
and Gulf™s Substation Flood Monitoring and Hardening program. is in the public interest

and that Gulf proceeding to implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the approval hereunder should not include or imply any
determination of prudence for any particular project under said Program. OPC retains the
right to challenge the prudence or reasonableness of any projects or costs for any project

submitted through the SPPCRC.
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10.

12.

14.

The Parties agree that Gulf will work with Walmart to discuss and evaluate new potential
SPP programs prior to filing its next SPP. OPC takes no position with regard to this

provision.

KPL 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan
(Docket No. 20200071)

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL’s Pole
Inspections — Distribution Program is in the public interest and that FPL proceeding to

implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that IPL’s
Structures/Other Equipment Inspections — Transmission Program is in the public interest
and that FPL proceeding to implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL’s Feeder
Hardening (EWL) — Distribution Program is in the public interest and that FPL proceeding
to implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL’s Wood
Structures Hardening (Replacing) — Transmission Program is in the public interest and that
FPL proceeding to implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL’s Substation
Storm Surge/Flood Mitigation —Program, for the 10 substations identified in FPL’s SPP on
page 31 (Exhibit MJ-1, page 35 of 48) is in the public interest and that FPL proceeding to

implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.
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16.

18.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL’s Vegetation
Management — Distribution Program is in the public interest and that FPL proceeding to
implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that FPL.’s Vegetation
Management — Transmission Program is in the public interest and that FPL proceeding to
implement the program is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that with regard to FPL’s Distribution Lateral Hardening-
Undergrounding Program, FPL should continue this Program as a pilot through 2022
(“Continued Pilot™). The priority for undergrounding in this Continued Pilot will be
targeted for feeders that have the most number of laterals that experienced an outage during
Hurricanes Matthew and/or Irma and that have a history of vegetation outages or overall
reliability issues, as further described on page 26 of FPL’s SPP (Exhibit MJ-1, page 30 of
48). The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that the total number
of laterals identified in Appendix C to FPL’s SPP (Exhibit MI-1, Appendix C, page 2 of
2) for the years 2020-2022 should be approved. Further, as part of this Continued Pilot,
FPL will collect information and data to establish protocols for determining when a lateral
for a feeder being evaluated for undergrounding in FPL’s system should be overhead
hardened as opposed to being placed underground, and FPL will use such protocols in
future SPP work. The Parties retain all rights to assert or challenge the reasonableness of
FPL’s projected costs and prudence of FPL’s actual costs on individual projects under this
program in the SPPCRC. For Distribution Lateral Hardening —Undergrounding Program
activities for the vear 2023, FPL shall file an SPP update in 2022 in order to seek recovery

of costs for such 2023 activities in 2023. The Parties further agree that their consent to this
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20.

21.

22.

Continued Pilot program under the terms of this Agreement will not be binding upon or
have any precedential value on any future lateral undergrounding program or projects that
FPL may propose in future SPPs or otherwise.

FPL. agrees to conduct post-storm analysis after any named storm that impacts FPL’s
system, where reasonably possible, to help quantify the benefits of undergrounding laterals
and substation flooding mitigation. This analysis may include, among other things,
comparisons of overhead laterals to those that have been placed underground in terms of
outage and restoration time, as well as comparing the availability of power from substations

that have flooded with that of substations that have received flood mitigation measures.

The Parties agree that the approval hereunder should not include or imply any
determination of prudence for any particular project under said Program. OPC retains the
right to challenge the prudence or reasonableness of any projects or costs for any project
submitted through the SPPCRC.

The Parties agree that FPL will work with Walmart to discuss and evaluate new potential
SPP programs prior to filing its next SPP. OPC takes no position with regard to this

provision.

Gulf and FPL Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause
(Docket No. 20200092)

The Parties agree that FPL and Gulf will not seek recovery of any SPP program O&M
expenses incurred in 2020 or 2021 through the SPPCRC. FPL and Gulf will address the

recovery of future SPP program O&M expenses in their next base rate cases, including
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whether such O&M expenses are to be recovered through base rates or through the

SPPCRC.

23. The Parties agree that FPL and Gulf may seek recovery of and return on capital
expenditures and assets related to the SPP programs approved in Docket Nos. 20200070-

E@ and 20200071-EL in the following manner:

a. Capital expenditures incurred prior to January 1, 2021, shall be recovered
through base rates. This means that both the return on the net investment (which
includes net plant in service and/or construction-work-in-progress, subject to
section D.2.d. below) associated with a capital project cost incurred before
January 1. 2021, and the related depreciation expense shall continue to be
recovered through base rates and will not be recoverable through the SPPCRC.
FPL and Gulf will maintain their records on a basis sufficient to provide the
Commission and intervenors with a sufficient audit trail to track net investment

costs for purposes of this provision.

b. The return on the net investment (which includes net plant in service and/or
construction-work-in-progress, subject to section D.2.d. below) associated with
a capital project cost incurred on or after January 1, 2021, and the related
depreciation expense may be eligible for cost recovery through the SPPCRC.
subject only to a reasonableness review of projected SPP costs and a prudence
review of actual SPP costs in the applicable SPPCRC proceeding. FPL and
Gulf will maintain their records on a basis sufficient to provide the Commission
and intervenors with a sufficient audit trail to track net investment costs for
purposes of this provision.

10
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FPL and Gulf will not seek recovery through the SPPCRC of either cost of

removal or retirements incurred in 2021 related to existing assets.

FPL and Gulf will not include any construction-work-in-progress balances as

of January 1, 2021, in the beginning SPPCRC rate base balances.

The Parties acknowledge that there are depreciation expense savings in base
rates resulting from the retirement of existing assets removed [rom service
during the SPP project. These depreciation expense savings exist until FPL and
Gulf next set base rates at which time depreciation expense would be adjusted
and recovery of any remaining net book value of the retired assets would be
incorporated. The Parties agree to meet to revisit issues related to the recovery
of depreciation expense for SPP capital investments in base rates and in the
SPPCRC no later than three months prior to the anticipated date of the opening
of the 2023 SPPCRC Docket. In lieu of making system modifications related
to netting depreciation expense recovery in the SPPCRC, the Parties agree that
FPL and Gulf will not seek recovery of any property taxes through the SPPCRC
associated with storm protection plan capital investments incurred in 2020,
2021, or 2022. Instead, FPL and Gulf will recover property taxes related to
SPPCRC capital investments through base rates for each of these periods,

including any test year projections filed in a base rate case.

To avoid any issues regarding “AFUDC bundling”™ or the aggregation of SPP
projects for the purposes of meeting the threshold for the accrual of AFUDC

for SPP projects between the date of this Agreement through 2022, FPL and

11
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24,

25.

26.

Gulf will not accrue or seek recovery of AFUDC for any 2020, 2021, or 2022

SPP programs or projects.

g. FPL and Gulf will apply the utility’s most recent Commission-approved
depreciation rates to calculate depreciation expense on all capitalized SPP

expenditures.

The Parties agree that costs incurred for programing, administrative, and additional
resources (“implementation costs™) are necessary for FPL and Gulf to manage and track
SPP projects on an annual basis and are incremental costs eligible for cost recovery through
the SPPCRC, subject only to a reasonableness review of projected implementation costs
and a prudence review of actual implementation costs in the applicable SPPCRC

proceeding.

Whenever FPL and/or Gulf petition for a change to its base rates and charges pursuant to
sections 366.06 and/or 366.07, Florida Statutes, the assets being recovered through the
SPPCRC that have been determined prudent through a final true-up in the SPPCRC by the
Commission as of the end of the historic year presented in the Company’s minimum filing
requirements may, at the Company’s option, be included in the Company’s minimum filing
requirement schedules and included in retail rate base for the applicable test year. Once
recovery begins through base rates, these costs will simultaneously be removed from the
SPPCRC. Thereafter. new SPP capital and assets related to SPP programs that were not
imcluded in the test year used to set base rates may be submitied for recovery through the

SPPCRC petition process.

By the earlier of April 30, 2021, or the date when FPL and/or Gulf is required to file its

projected 2022 SPPCRC costs pursuant to the Order Establishing Procedure issued in the

12
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2%

28.

29.

30.

31

2022 SPPCRC Docket, FPL and/or Gulf will provide project-level detail to the other
Parties for costs expected to be requested for 2022 SPP cost recovery included in FPL’s
and/or Gulf™s cutrent plan at that time. recognizing that planning is on-going and changes
may be expected. As necessary, FPL and Gulf will update this information when it files
for cost recovery in the SPPCRC later in 2021.

The Parties agree that FPL’s and Gulf’s SPPCRC factors will be a demand charge ($/kW)
for rate classes that have base rate demand charges. OPC takes no position with regard to

this provision except to note that this provision must be consistent with Section 366.96(8),

F.S.

The Parties agree and acknowledge that all issues not addressed herein may, consistent

with Rule 25-6.031, F.A.C, still be subject to review and challenge by all Parties.

The Parties agree that nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to prevent any Party
from challenging the reasonableness and/or prudence of SPP costs in any future SPPCRC

proceedings.

OTHER PROVISIONS

Nothing in the Agreement will have precedential value.

The provisions of the Agreement are contingent upon approval by the Commission in its
entirety without modification. Except as expressly set out herein, no Party agrees,
concedes, or waives any position with respect to any of the issues identified in the
Prehearing Order, and this Agreement does not expressly address any specific issue or any

position taken thereon. The Parties will support approval of the Agreement and will not

13
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32.

33.

request or support any order, relief, outcome, or result in conflict with it. No Party to the
Agreement will request, support, or seek to impose a change to any provision of the
Agreement. Approval of the Agreement in its entirety will resolve all matters and issues
in this docket. This docket will be closed effective on the date that the Commission Order
approving this Agreement is final, and no Party to the Agreement will seek appellate review

of any order issued in this docket.
The Parties agree that approval of the Agreement is in the public interest.

This Agreement may be executed in counterpart originals, and a scanned .pdf copy of an
original signature shall be deemed an original. Any person or entity that executes a
signature page to this Agreement shall become and be deemed a Party with the full range
of rights and responsibilities provided hereunder, notwithstanding that such person or
entity is not listed in the first recital above and executes the signature page subsequent to
the date of this Agreement, it being expressly understood that the addition of any such
additional Party(ies) shall not disturb or diminish the benefits of this Agreement to any

current Party.

14
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In Withess Whereof, the Parties evidence their acceptance and agreement with the

provisions of this Agreement by their signature.

FLORIDA PONVER & LIGHT CEM PANY
Clbusns o,

E. Wade Litchfield

Wice President and General Counsel
Florida Power & Light Company
T00 Tiverse Boulevard

Junc Beach, FL 33408-0420

Ey:

GULF POWER COMPANY

By

Russell & Badders
VP & Associate General Counsel
Gulf Power Company

Cne Energy Place
Fensacola, FL 32520

15

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

Ey:

JE. Eelly

The Florida Legislature

111 West Madizon Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 328535-1400

WALMART INC,

By

Stephanie 1T Eaton

Zpilman Thomas & Battle, FLLC
110 Oakwood Dinwve, Suite 500
TWinston-Salem, NC 27103
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provisions of this Agreement by their signature.

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

By:

R. Wade Litchfield

Vice President and General Counsel
Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420

GULF POWER COMPANY

By

Russell A. Badders

VP & Associate General Counsel
Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, FL 32520

Fa

OFF. :'fellu-" ;;yc COUNSEL
| #}'J;.I‘"ﬂ‘ y

e Florida Le slature
111 West Mad

Tallshassee, 32899-1400

WALMART INC.

By:

Street, Room 812

Stephanie U. Eaton

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103

15
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In Witness Whereof, the Parties evidence their ncceptance and agreement with the

provisions of this Agreement by their sipnature,

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

By:
R. Wade Litchficld
Vice President and General Counsel
Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard
Juno Bepch, F1. 33408-0420

GULE POWER COMPANY

By M e /_?‘ajp.%-u-—-
Russell A, Badders
VP & Associate General Counsel
Giull Power Company
One Energy Place
Pensacoln, F1. 32520

15

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

By:

LR. Kelly

The Floridn Lepislare

111 West Madison Streel, Room 812
Tallahassee, FI. 32899-1400

WALMART INC,

By:

Stephanie U, Eaten

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103
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In Witness Whereof, the Parties evidence their acceptance and agreement with the

provisions of this Agreement by their signature.

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

By:

R. Wade Litchfield

Vice President and General Counsel
Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420

GULF POWER COMPANY

By:

Russell A. Badders

VP & Associate General Counsel
Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, FI. 32520

15

OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

By:

J.R. Kelly

The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street. Room 812
Tallahassee, F1. 32899-1400

WALMART INC.

By: /s/Stephanie U. Faton
Stephanie U. Eaton
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem. NC 27103
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket Nos. 20200070, 20200071, 20200092

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

by electronic service on this 27th day of July 2020 to the following:

Charles Murphy, Esquire

Rachael Dziechciarz, Esquire
Shaw Stiller, Esquire

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, F1. 32399
rdziechc@psc.state.fl.us
cmurphvi@psec.state.fl.us
sstilleri@psc.state.fl.us

For Commission Staff

Office of Public Counsel

¢/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, FI. 32399-1400
kelly.jri@leg. state.fl.us
rehwinkel.charles(@leg.state.fl.us
christensen.pattvi@leg.state.fl.us
david.tadi@leg state.fl.us
morse.stephaniei@leg.state.fl.us
fall-frv.mireillef@le g state.fl.us
For Office of Public Counsel

John T. Burnett

Vice President and Deputy General Counse
Jason A. Higginbotham

Senior Attorney

Florida Power & Light Company

700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach. F1. 33408-0420

Email: john.t.burnetti@fpl.com

Email: jason.higginbotham(@fpl.com

Russell A. Badders
Vice President & Associate General Counse
Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, FI. 32520

Email: russell.badders(@nexteraenergy.com

For Gulf Power Company

Dianne M. Triplett
Deputy General Counsel
Duke Energy Florida, LLI.C
299 First Avenue North

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

E: Dianne. Tripletit@Duke-Energy.com

Matthew R. Bemier

Associate General Counsel

Duke Energy Florida, LLC

106 E. College Avenue, Suite 800

Tallahassee, FL 32301

E: Matthew.Bernier(@ Duke-Energy.com
FLRegulatorvLegalicd Duke-Energy.com

For Duke Energy Florida, LLC
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John T. Burnett James D. Beasley
Vice President and Deputy General Counse| J. Jeffrey Wahlen
Christopher T. Wright Malcolm M. Means
Senior Attorney Ausley McMullen
Florida Power & Light Company Post Office Box 391
700 Universe Boulevard Tallahassee, Florida 32302
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 Email: jbeaslevi@ausley.com
Phone: 561-691-7144 Email: jwahlent@auslev.com
Fax: 561-691-7135 Email: mmeans(@ausley.com
Email: john.t.burnett(@fpl.com
Email: christopher.wrighti@fpl.com Ms. Paula K. Brown
For Florida Power & Light Company Regulatory Affairs
P. O. Box 111
Tampa FL. 33601-0111
regdept(@tecoenergy.com
For Tampa Electric Company
Jon C. Moyle, Jr. Stephanie U, Eaton
Karen A. Putnal Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
Moyle Law Firm, P.A. 110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
118 North Gadsden Street Winston-8alem, NC 27103
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 seaton(@spilmanlaw.com
Telephone: (850) 681-3828
Facsimile: (850) 681-8788 Derrick Price Williamson
imovle@movlelaw.com Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
kputnal@moylelaw.com 1100 Bent Creek Boulevard, Suite 101
mquallsi@movlelaw.com Mechaniesburg, PA 17050
For Florida Industrial Power Users Groug dwilliamson@spilmanlaw.com
For Walmart Inc.
James W. Brew
Laura Wynn Baker
Stone Mattheis Xenopoulos & Brew, PC
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Suite 800 West
Washington, DC 20007-5201
jbrew(@smxblaw.com
Iwb(@smxblaw.com
For PCS Phosphate - White Springs

/8/Christopher T. Wright

Christopher T. Wright

Fla. Auth. House Counsel No. 1007055
Florida Power & Light Company

700 Universe Boulevard (JB/LAW)
Juno Beach, Florida 33408

Attorney for Florida Power & Light Company
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FILED 8/3/2020
DOCUMENT NO. 04216-2020
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK
«ff~ DUKE
& ENERGY.
FLORIDA

Matthew R. Barnier

qsaciate Genarsl Cousse)
Dk Ersrpy Fioaids, (L

Angust 3, 2020

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Mr., Adam Teitzman, Commussion Clerk
Flonda Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Flonda 32399-0850

Re:  Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan Pursiant fo Rule 25-0,030, F.AC. Dike
Energy Florida, LLC; Docket No. 20200069-EF

Dear Mr. Teitzman:

On July 31, 2020, Duke Energy Flonda, LLC (*DEF"), filed a JToint Motion for Expedited
Approval of Stpulation and Settlement Agreement Regarding the Storm Protection Plan ("Tomt
Motion™), on behall of DEF, the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC™), and White Springs
Agricultural Chemieals, Ine. d'b/a PCS Phosphate (“PCS Phosphate™). Walmart did not provide
a position at the time the Motion was filed. ‘Walmart lias agreed to become a signatory to the
Settlement Agreement and therefore supports the Joint Motion.  There are no other changes to the
Settlement Agresment.

Attached for filing is an Updated Stipulation and Settlement Agreement Regarding the

Storm Protection Plan,
Thank you for your assisiance in this matter. Please fieel free to call me at (850) 521-1428

should you have any questions concerning this Aling.

Respectfully.

sMatthew R. Bernier

Matithew B. Bermier
Mart Bemiier@duke-cnergy. coamn

MRB/mw
Enclosures
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Attachment B

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket No. 20200069-E1

[HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furmished to the
following by electronic mail this 3™ day of August, 2020, to all parties of record as indicated below.

s/ Matthew R. Bernier
Attorney

C. Murphy / R. Dziecheiarz
Office of General Counse]

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd
Talluhessee, FL. 32399-0850
cmurphvicipse state. (lus
rdriechoid pse state.flus

1025 Thomas Jefferson St., W)W,
Suite 2800 West

\'ﬁ’:uih:ingmn‘ X 20007-5201
{hrewidismxblaw,.com

Iwbigsmxblaw com

118 North Gudsden Street
Tallahasses, F1. 32311
jmoyle@moviclaw. com
kputnalidmovleluwy.com
myuallsi@moylelaw, com

Flonda Public Service Commission

James W. Brew ! Laura Wynn Baker

Jon C. Movle, Ir. / Karen A Putinal

LR, Kelly | Charles J. Rehwinkel
Office of Public Counsel

¢/o The Flonda Legislature

111 West Madison 81, Rm. %12
Tallahassee, FI. 32399-1400

kellv.jriles state. fl.us
rehwinkel.charles@los stare.flus

Stephamie L. Eaton

110 Oakwood Dr., Ste, 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103
geatongizpilmaniaw_com

Demick P. Wilhwmson / Barry A. Naum
1100 Bent Creed Blvd., Ste. 101
Mechanicsburg, PA 17050

dl lismsonEispilmun . com
hnaumaspilmanlaw.com
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan Docket No. 20200069-E1
pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., Duke Energy

Florida, LL.C

Filed: August 3, 2020

WHEREAS, Duke Energy Florida, LLC (“DEF™), Citizens through the Office of Public
Counsel (“OPC™), White Springs Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. d/b/a PCS Phosphate (“PCS
Phosphate™), and Walmart Inc. (collectively, the “Parties) have signed this Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement (the “Agreement™); unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the term
“Party” or “Parties” means a signatory to this Agreement;

WHEREAS, On June 27, 2019, the Governor of Florida signed CS/CS/CS/SB 796
addressing Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery, which was codified in Section 366.96, F.8 ;

WHEREAS, the Florida Legislature found in Section 366.96(1)(c), F.S., that it was in the
State’s interest to “strengthen electric utility infrastructure to withstand extreme weather
conditions by promoting the overhead hardening of electrical transmission and distribution
facilities, the undergrounding of certain electrical distribution lines, and vegetation
management.” and for each electric utility to “mitigate restoration costs and outage times to
utility customers when developing transmission and distribution storm protection plans.” Section
366.96(1)(e), F.S.;

WIHEREAS. the Florida Legislature directed each utility to file a ten-year Storm
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Protection Plan (“SPP”) that explains the storm hardening programs and projects the utility will
implement to achieve the legislative objectives of reducing restoration costs and outage times
associated with extreme weather events and enhancing reliability. See Section 366.96(3). I'.S..

WHEREAS. The Florida Legislature directed the Florida Public Service Commission
(“Commission”) to conduct an annual proceeding to determine the utility’s prudently incurred
SPP costs and to allow the utility to recover such costs through a charge separate and apart from
its base rates, to be referenced as the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC™).
See Section 366.96(7), F.S.;

WHEREAS, Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., requires each utility to file an updated SPP at least
every three years that covers the utility’s immediate ten-year planning period and specifies the
information to be included in each utility’s SPP;

WHEREAS, Rule 25-6.031, F.A.C_, provides that after a utility has filed its SPP it may
petition the Commission for recovery of the costs associated with the SPP and implementation
activities and specifies the information to be included in each utility’s SPPCRC filings:

WHEREAS, the Parties engaged in significant discovery in the SPP docket, and have
thoroughly reviewed and evaluated DEF’s 2020-2029 SPP;

WHEREAS. the Parties have entered into this Agreement in compromise of positions
taken in accord with their rights and interests under Chapters 350, 366, and 120, Florida Statutes,
as applicable. and as a part of the negotiated exchange of consideration among the Parties to this
Agreement each has agreed to concessions to the others with the expectation that all provisions
of the Agreement will be enforced by the Commission as to all matters addressed herein with
respect to all Parties regardless of whether a court ultimately determines such matters to reflect

Commission policy, upon acceptance of the Agreement as provided herein and upon approval as
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in the public interest; and
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the covenants contained
herein, the Parties hereby stipulate and agree:

(Docket Nos. 20200069-EI)

{8 The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Feeder
Hardening Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to implement the
program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 11)is
not evidence of imprudence.

2. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Lateral
Hardening Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to implement the
program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 11) is
not evidence of imprudence.

% The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Self-
Optimizing Grid — SOG Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to
implement the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of
paragraph 11) is not evidence of imprudence.

-, The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEIs Underground
Flood Mitigation Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to implement
the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 11)
1s not evidence of imprudence.

5. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Distribution
Vegetation Management Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to

implement the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of
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10.

LTI

paragraph 11) is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Transmission
Structure Hardening Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to
implement the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of
paragraph 11) is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Substation
Flood Mitigation Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to implement
the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 11)
is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Loop
Radially-Fed Substations Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to
implement the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of
paragraph 11) is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Substation
Hardening Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to implement the
program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 11) is
not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that DEF’s Transmission
Vegetation Management Program is in the public interest and that DEF proceeding to
implement the program (consistent with any action taken pursuant to the provisions of
paragraph 11) is not evidence of imprudence.

The Parties agree that, in 2022, DEF will file its updated SPP for the period 2023-2032,

required by section 366.96(0), F.S., to be filed at least every 3 years after approval of the
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12.

18.

14.

16.

1 fr 3

Company’s SPP. DEF agrees that it will not materially expand the scope of the programs

and associated expenditures it seeks to recover in the SPPCRC for the years 2020 — 2022

beyond those that are included in the estimates shown on page 40 of Exhibit JIWO-2 (the

DEF SPP) filed on April 10, 2020, updated on June 24, 2020, and as modified in the

filing made on July 24, 2020, in the SPPCRC. DEF will base its requests for cost

recovery through the SPPCRC for the years 2023, 2024 and 2025 on the SPP update to be

filed in 2022.

The Parties agree that the approval hereunder should not include or imply any

determination of prudence for any particular project under said Program. OPC, PCS

Phosphate, FIPUG, and Walmart retain the right to challenge the prudence or

reasonableness of any projects or costs for any project submitted through the SPPCRC.
OTHER PROVISIONS

The Parties Stipulate to entry into the record the direct and rebuttal testimonies and

exhibits of DEF witnesses Jay Oliver and Geoff Foster; the direct testimonies and

exhibits of OPC witnesses Scott Norwood and Helmuth Schultz III, and the testimony

and exhibits of Walmart witness Lisa Perry.

The Partics waive cross examination of all witnesses.

The Parties waive the right to file a post-hearing brief.

Nothing in the Agreement will have precedential value.

The provisions of the Agreement are contingent upon approval by the Commission in its

entirety without modification. Except as expressly set out herein, no Party agrees,

concedes, or waives any position with respect to any of the issues identified in the

Prehearing Order, and this Agreement does not expressly address any specific issue or
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any position taken thereon. The Parties will support approval of the Agreement and will
not request or support any order, relief, outcome, or result in contlict with it. No Party to
the Agreement will request, support. or seck to impose a change to any provision of the
Agreement. Approval of the Agreement in its entirety will resolve all matiers and issues
in this docket. This docket will be closed effective on the date that the Commission Order
approving this Agreement is final, and no Party to the Agreement will seek appellate
review of any order issued in this docket.

18. The Parties agree that approval of the Agreement is in the public interest.

19.  This Agreement may be executed in counterpart originals, and a scanned .pdf copy of an
original signature shall be deemed an original, or via electronic signature. Any person or
entity that executes a signature page to this Agreement shall become and be deemed a
Party with the full range of rights and responsibilities provided hereunder,
notwithstanding that such person or entity is not listed in the first recital above and
executes the signature page subsequent to the date of this Agreement, it being expressly
understood that the addition of any such additional Partv(ies) shall not disturb or diminish

the benefits of this Agreement to any current Party.

Executed the 31% day of July, 2020, Updated the 3" day of August, 2020.

By: /s/ Catherine Stempien
Catherine Stempien
State President
Duke Energy Florida, LL.C
299 1 Ave. N
St. Petersburg, FL. 33701

For Duke Energy Florida, LLC
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By: /s/JR. Kelly
IR, Kelly
Public Counsel
Office of the Public Counsel
c/o The Florida Legislature
111 West Madison St., Room 812
Tallahassee, F1.32399-1400

For Office of Public Counsel

By: /s/James Brew
James Brew
Stone Mattheis Xenopoulos & Brew
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Eighth Floor, West Tower
Washington, D.C. 20007

For White Springs Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. d/b/a PCS Phosphate

By: /[s/ Stephanie U. Eaton
Stephanie U. Eaton
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC 110
Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103

For Walmart Inc.
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AvusLEy McCMULLEN

ATTORMEYS AND COUNZSELCRS AT LAW

121 S0UTH CALHOUN STREET
PO, BOYW 2%1 (I[P 12I02)
THLLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 12101
[B5D) 224-3115 FAW [B5D) 222-T560

August 3, 2020

YIA: ETRCTRONIC FIT.ING

M Adam T Tetteman
Commizsion Clerk

Florida Public Sermce Commisson
2540 Shnmard Oak Boulewvard
Talahasses, FL 32399-0830
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FILED 6/3/2020
DOCUMENT NO. C4205-2020
FPSC - COMMISSIOM CLERK

Fe: Rewiew of 2020-2029 Storm Protection Flan Pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F A .2

TampaElectne Cotapany, FPEC Dodeet Mo, 20200067-EL

and

Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause; Docleet No. 20200052-ET

Diear M. Tettzmarn:

Attached for filing in the above dockets 1s Tampa Electn ¢ Company’ s Motion to Approve

Stipulation and Settlement Agreement
Thatk ywou for your assistance in connection with this mattet.
Sincerely,

WY g (

Malcolm W Means

LM bmp
Attachment

o All Parties of Eecord (wiattachment)
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection )
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.. ) Docket No. 20200067-E1
Tampa Electric Company )

)
In re: Storm protection plan cost recovery ) Docket No. 20200092-E1
Clause )

) Filed: August 3, 2020

Tampa Electric Company’s
Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement Agreement

Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric™ or “the company™), pursuant to Rule 28-
106.204. Florida Administrative Code., hereby requests that the Florida Public Service
Commission (“FPSC™ or “Commission™) approve the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement
mcluded with this Motion as Attachment “A™ and made a part hereof, and states:

1. On April 10, 2020 Tampa Electric filed a Petition to approve its 2020-29 Storm
Protection Plan (“SPP” or “Plan”) in Docket No. 20200067-EI. Its SPP Petition was accompanied
by the prepared direct testimony and exhibits of Gerry R. Chasse (Ex. No. GRC-1), Regan B.
Hames (Ex. No. RBH-1), John H. Webster, A. Sloan Lewis (Ex. No. ASL-1) and Jason D.
DeStigter.

24 On May 4, 2020, Tampa Electric filed a 2020 Settlement Agreement (2020
Agreement™) for approval in Docket Nos. 20200064-EI, 20200065-EI, 20200067-EI and
20200092-EI. The Commission opened Docket No. 20200145-EI to serve as a centralized docket
for consideration of all of the issues in the 2020 Agreement.

3. On May 26, OPC filed the direct testimony and exhibits of Lane Kollen (Ex. Nos.
LK-1 thru LK-3) and Scott Norwood (Ex. Nos. SN-1 thru 8N-3) and related exhibits addressing

Tampa Electric’s SPP. Walmart filed the direct testimony and exhibits of Steve W. Chriss (Ex.
1
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No. SWC-1) and Lisa V. Perry (Ex. No. LVP-1) on the same day. Tampa Eleciric filed rebuttal
testimony from witnesses Haines, Lewis (and Ex. No. ASL-2) and DeStigter on June 26, 2020.

4, On June 30, 2020, the Commission memorialized its approval of the 2020
Agreement in Order No. PSC-2020-0224-AS-EI. The 2020 Agreement resolves several, but not
all. issues in Docket No. 2020067-EI and in this Docket No. 2020092-EI. The centerpiece of 2020
Agreement is a provision under which Tampa Electric will reduce its base rates by an agreed-upon
amount and will recover all of its SPP-related costs (with limited exceptions) deemed prudent by
the Commission through the SPP Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC™).

3. On July 24, 2020 Tampa Electric filed a petition to recover costs associated with
its SPP (“Cost Recovery Petition™) in Docket No. 20200092-E1L

6. The Parties engaged in extensive discovery in the SPP docket (Docket No.
2020067-EI). Through this process., the Parties thoroughly reviewed and evaluated Tampa
Electric’s SPP programs, the SPP projects planned for 2020 and 2021, and the related project costs,
program costs, and rate impacts. Since the 2020 Agreement included the one-time base rate
reduction, no discovery was necessary in the SPPCRC docket (Docket No. 20200092-EI)
regarding whether the costs the company will recover through the SPPCRC include costs being
recovered through the utility’s existing base rates or any other cost recovery mechanism.

B As a direct result of these efforts, the Parties ultimately entered into the Stipulation
and Settlement Agreement, which builds on the foundation of the 2020 Agreement and establishes
a series of stipulations intended to resolve all issues in Tampa Electric’s SPP docket, Docket No.
20200067-EI, and to resolve all issues related to Tampa Electric in the SPPCRC docket, Docket
No. 2020092-E1. The Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is attached to this Motion as Exhibit

A,
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8. The standard for approving a settlement agreement is whether it is in the public
interest.'

9. The Parties to the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement agree that the Agreement
1s in the public interest and should be approved. The Parties entered info the Agreement. each for
their own reasons, but all in recognition that the cumulative total of the regulatory activity before
the Commission involving Tampa Electric and the other investor owned electric utilities — now
and for the rest of 2020 - is greater than normal. Approving these stipulations is in the public
interest because doing so will, among other things: (a) allow Tampa Electric to implement its
Storm Protection Plan and begin cost recovery through the SPPCRC without delay; (b) reduce the
regulatory and administrative costs and risks that would have been associated with two contested
hearings before the FPSC and (c) give the FPSC and consumer parties an opportunity to review
the company’s next SPP one (1) year earlier than required by law while retaining the opportunity
to participate in future proceedings on the prudency of costs to be recovered through the SPPCRC
through the normal FPSC cost recovery clause process.

10. The Stipulation and Settlement Agreement represents a reasonable compromise of
divergent positions and fully resolves all of the issues raised in the Tampa Electric SPP and

SPPCRC dockets. Considered as a whole, the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement fairly and

! See Order No. PSC-2020-0084-S-EL issued March 20, 2020, in Docket No. 20190061 -EI (Petition for Approval of
SolarTogether program and tanff, by Florida Power & Light Company) at 5, citing Sierra Club v. Brown, 243 So. 3d
903, 910-913 (Fla. 2018); Order No. PSC-13-0023-8-EL issued on January 14, 2013, in Docket No. 120015-EL In re:
Petition for increase in rates by Flonda Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-11-0089-3-EI, 1ssued February 1,
2011, in Docket Nos, 080677-EI and 090130-EI, In re: Petition for increase in rates by Florida Power & Light
Company and In re: 2009 depreciation and dismantlement study by Florida Power & Light Company; Order No. PSC-
10-0398-5-EL, issued June 18, 2010, in Docket Nos. 090079-E1, 090144-E1, 090145-EL, and 100136-EI, In re: Petition
for increase in rates by Progress Energy Florida, Ine., In re: Petition for limited proceeding to include Bartow
repowering project in base rates, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., Inre: Petition for expedited approval of the deferral
of pension expenses, authorization to charge storm hardening expenses to the storm damage reserve, and varance
from or waiver of Rule 25-6.0143(1)(c). (d). and (f), F.A.C., by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., and In re: Petition for
approval of an accounting order to record a depreciation expense credit, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc.; Order No.
PSC-05-0945-3-El, issued September 28, 2005, in Docket No. 050078-EI In re: Petition for rate increase by Progress
Energy Florida, Inc.

3



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 53 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment C
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-EI

PAGE 53

reasonably balances the interests of customers and the utilities and is consistent with the stated
purpose and intent of Section 366.96 of the Florida Statutes. Approving the Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement is consistent with the Commission’s long-standing policy of encouraging
the settlement of contested proceedings in a manner that benetits the customers of utilities subject
to the Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction. Accordingly, the Stipulation and Settlement
Agreement is in the public interest and should be approved.

1. To maximize the administrative and regulatory efficiency benefits inherent in the
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement for the Parties and the Commission, and the publie, Tampa
Electric, with the support of the Parties, requests that the Commussion take up the Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement for consideration as soon as possible. possibly as early as the beginning of
the August 10t hearing scheduled in Docket No. 20200067-EL?  Tampa Electric will cooperate
fully with Staff and will provide, in a timely manner. whatever information is necessary to enable
Commission review of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement.

12. The undersigned counsel has consulted with counsel for the Office of Public
Counsel, the Florida Industrial Power Users Group, and Walmart and is authorized to represent

that they support this Motion.

2 If for notice or other reasons, the Commission doesn’t believe that it can take up the Motion and approve the
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement in its entirety on August 10™ Tampa Electric requests that the Commission
convene the final hearing in Docket No. 20200067-EI on August 10, 2020, admit the testimony and exhibits into the
record as provided in the Agreement, recess the hearing, and take up the Motion and Agreement as soon as possible,
perhaps at the September 1, 2020 agenda conference.

4
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DATED this 3rd day of August 2020

Eespectfully subrmitied,

.I'llll ! | A \;
lI | I.'II:lJ_ '.‘l"ll(,.l_ \\ ﬁ" iy e

JAMES D BEASLEY

I JEFFEY WAHLER
MATCOLW M. MEARNS
Lusley Ilchiullen

Fost Cffice Box 251
Tallahasses, Flonda 32302
(350 224-9115

ATTORNEY S FCOR TAWMPA ELECTRIC COMPANT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion, filed on behalf

of Tampa Electric Company, has been furnished by electronic mail on this 3rd day of August, 2020

to the following:

Office of General Counsel

Jennifer Crawford

Charles Murphy

Rachel Dziechciarz

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FI. 32399-0850
jcrawford@psc.state.fl.us

rdziechc(d)

cmurphyiapsc.state.fl.us
“(dpsc.state. fl.us

Office of Public Counsel

I R. Kelly

Charles Rehwinkel

Mireille Fall-Fry

Tad David

¢/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
kelly.jricleg. state.fl.us
rehwinkel.charles(@leg state.fl.us
fall-fry. mireillef@leg state.fl.us
David.tadi@leg. state.fl.us

Stephanie U. Eaton

Barry A. Naum

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Qakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103
seaton/@spillmanlaw.com
bnaum(@spillmanlaw.com

Derrick Price Williamson
Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
1100 Bent Creek Blvd., Suite 101
Mechanicsburg, PA 17050
dwilliamson(@spilmanlaw.com

The Florida Industrial Power Users Group
Jon C. Moyle, Jr.

Karen A. Putnal

Moyle Law Firm

The Perkins House

118 North Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, F1. 32301
jmovlei@movlelaw.com
kputnal@moylelaw.com
mquallsi@moylelaw.com

Florida Power & Light Company *
John Burnett

Christopher Wright

Jason Higginbotham

Ken Hoffiman

134 West Jefferson Street
Tallahassee FL 32301-1713
(850) 521-3900

(850) 521-3939

Christopher. Wright(cfpl.com
John.T. Burnett(@fpl.com

Jason.Higginbotham(@fpl.com
ken.hoffman(@fpl.com

PCS Phosphate — White Springs *
James W. Brew/Linda Wynn Baker
¢/o Stone Law Firm

1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW
Suite 800 West

Washington, DC 20007-5201
jbrew(@smxblaw.com

Iwb{@smxblaw.com

6
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Duke Energy *

Dianne Triplett

Matthew R. Bernier

Robert Pickels

106 East College Avenue, Suite 800
Tallahassee FL 32301-7740

Robert. Pickels(@duke-energy.com

Florida Public Utilities Company *
M. Mike Causwel

208 Wildlhight Ave

Yulee FL 32097

{904 491-4361

measselid fpue.coni

" Docket No. 20200092-E1 Only
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Gulf Power Company *

Russel Badders

Mark Bubriski

134 West JefTerson Street
Tallahassee FL 32301

(850) 521-3937

(850) 521-3939

Russel Nadders@nexterasnersy. com
mark bubriskiidinexteraenergy. com

Katie Chiles Ottenweller
Vole Solar

151 Extoria Street SE
Atlanta GA 30316
Latisigvolesolar.org

Zavne Smith

AARP

360 Central Ave., Subte 1750
21 Petersburg, FLL 33701

'IUJ,JM N Wiy,

ATTORNEY
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Review of 2020-2029 Storm Protection )
Plan pursuant to Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.. ) Docket No. 20200067-E1
Tampa Electric Company )

)

In re: Storm protection plan cost recovery )
Clause ) Docket No. 20200092-E1
)

STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is dated this 3rd day of August 2020 and is by and between Tampa
Electric Company (““Tampa Electric” or the “company™) and the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”
or “Citizens™), the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (“FIPUG”) and Walmart Inc.
(“Walmart™). Collectively, Tampa Electric, OPC, FIPUG and Walmart shall be referred to herein
as the “Parties” and the term “Party” shall be the singular form of the term “Parties.” This
document shall be referred to as the “Tampa Electric SPP Agreement” or the “Agreement.”

Recitals

A Tampa Electric filed a Petition to approve its Storm Protection Plan for 2020-2029
(“SPP”) with the Florida Public Service Commission (“TPSC™ or “Commission™) on April 10,
2020, in Docket No. 20200067-EL Its SPP Petition and SPP were accompanied by the prepared
direct testimony and exhibits of Gerry R. Chasse (Ex. No. GRC-1), Regan B. Haines (Ex. No.
RBH-1). John H. Webster, A. Sloan Lewis (Ex. No. ASL-1). and Jason D. DeStigter.  The
company’s SPP includes the following programs: Distribution Lateral Undergrounding,
Vegetation Management. Transmission Asset Upgrades. Substation Extreme Weather Hardening.
Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening, Transmission Access Enhancement, Infrastructure

Inspections, and Legacy Storm Hardening Plan Initiatives.
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B. OPC filed the direct testimony and exhibits of Lane Kollen (Ex. Nos. LK-1 thru
LK-3) and Scott Norwood (Ex. Nos. SN-1 thru SN-3) and related exhibits addressing Tampa
Electric’s SPP on May 26, 2020. Walmart filed the direct testimony and exhibits of Steve W.
Chriss (Ex. No. SWC-1) and Lisa V. Perry (Ex. No. LVP-1) on the same day. Tampa Electric
filed rebuttal testimony Irom witnesses Haines, Lewis (and Ex. No. ASL-2) and DeStigter on June
26, 2020.

G Tampa Electric filed a 2020 Settlement Agreement (2020 Agreement™) for
approval in Docket Nos. 20200064-EI, 20200063-E1, 20200067-EI, and 20200092-EI on May 4,
2020. The Commission opened Docket No. 20200145-El to serve as a centralized docket for
consideration of all of the issues in the 2020 Agreement.

D The centerpicce of the 2020 Agreement is a provision under which Tampa Electric
will reduce its base rates by an agreed-upon amount (approximately $15 million) and will recover
all of the costs (with limited exceptions) determined prudent by the Commission associated with
activities in its SPP (O&M expenses and capital projects) through the Storm Protection Plan Cost
Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC™).  Among other things, the 2020 Agreement was intended to
promote transparency and ensure that the costs the company will recover through the SPPCRC do
not include costs being recovered through the utility’s existing base rates or any other cost recovery
mechanism as required by Rule 25-6.031(6)(b), Florida Administrative Code, in accord with
Section 366.96(8), Florida Statutes. The Commission approved the 2020 Agreement and
memorialized its decision in Order No. PSC-2020-0224-AS8-El, dated June 30. 2020. in Docket
Nos. 20200145-EL er seq.

E. Paragraph 11(b) of the 2020 Agreement specifies the cost of service and rate design

principals to be used for the approximately $15 million base rate reduction and development of
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cost recovery factors in the SPPCRC proceeding. It states:

The specified amount of base revenue reduction described above
will be accomplished through one-time reductions to base rates
using the cost allocation and rate design principles reflected in
paragraph 3 of the 2013 Stipulation among the Parties as modified
by paragraph 3 of the 2017 Agreement, and those same cost
allocation and rate design principles shall be used to develop the cost
recovery factors/rates that will be used for SPP cost recovery in the
SPPCRC beginning in 2020 and annually thereafter as provided in
paragraph 3(g) of the 2017 Agreement.

F. Tampa Electric filed a motion to approve the tariff changes necessary to implement
the base rate reduction contemplated in the 2020 Agreement in Docket No. 20200092-EI on July
31, 2020. The tariff changes necessary to implement the base rate reduction contemplated in the
2020 Agreement were prepared using the cost allocation and rate design principles in specified in
paragraph 11(b) of that agreement.

G. Tampa Electric filed a petition to recover costs associated with its SPP (“Cost
Recovery Petition™) on July 24, 2020, in Docket No. 20200092-EL.  Its Cost Recovery Petition
was accompanied by the prepared direct testimony of Mark R. Roche (Ex. MRR-1), David L.
Plusquellic (Ex. DLP-1), A. Sloan Lewis (Exs. ASL-1 and ASL-2), and William R. Ashburn (Ex.
WRA-1). The SPP cost recovery factors proposed by the company were developed in accordance
with paragraph 11(b) of the 2020 Agreement.

H. The Parties have engaged in extensive formal discovery in the SPP docket and
informal discovery in the SPPCRC docket. Through this process, the Parties have thoroughly
reviewed and evaluated Tampa Electric’s 2020-2029 SPP and the projects planned for 2020 and
2021 and the related project costs, program costs and rate impact of the proposed SPP. The 2020
Agreement included the approximately $15 million base rate reduction described above, so it was
not necessary for the Parties to conduct discovery to detect possible double recovery of costs
through the SPPCRC and base rates in the SPPCRC docket.

3
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I Having considered the company’s SPP, the testimony and exhibits filed by the
Parties, and the extensive information exchanged during formal and informal discovery. the Parties
have agreed that there is a record basis for the Commission to approve: (1) the SPP as filed in
Docket No. 20200067-EI and (2) cost recovery as proposed by Tampa Electric in Docket No,
20200092-EIL subject to the terms and conditions specified in this Agreement, thereby essentially
resolving by approval all of the issues currently pending for Tampa Electric in those two dockets.

I The Parties have entered into this Agreement in compromise of positions taken in
accord with their rights and interests under chapters 350, 366 and 120, Florida Statutes, as
applicable, and as part of a negotiated exchange of consideration among the Parties to this
Agreement, cach Party has agreed to concessions to the others with the expectation, intent, and
understanding such that all provisions of the Agreement. upon approval by the Commission, will
be enforced by the Commission as to all matters addressed herein with respect to all Parties. The
Parties agree that this Agreement is in the public interest and should be approved.

NOW, THEREFORE, in light of the mutual covenants of the Parties and the benefits
accruing Lo all Parties through this Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration, the receipt
and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows:

Terms

Docket No. 20200067-E1
2020-2029 Storm Protection Plan

1. The Parties agree that the direct and rebuttal testimony and exhibits filed by Tampa
Electric, OPC and Walmart as described above should be inserted into the evidentiary record in
Docket No. 20200067-EI and waive cross examination of those witnesses. The Parties also further
agree that the other exhibits related to Tampa Electric as shown on the Comprehensive Exhibit

List prepared by the FPSC Staff should also be admitted into the evidentiary record in Docket No.
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20200067-EL. Upon the admission of the testimony and exhibits into the evidentiary record as
specified in this paragraph, the Parties agree as provided in paragraphs 2 through 17, below.

2. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Distribution Lateral Undergrounding Program is in the public interest and that Tampa
Electric proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of
imprudence.

9. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Vegetation Management Program is in the public interest and that Tampa Electric
proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of imprudence.

4. The Partics agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Transmission Asset Upgrades Program is in the public interest and that Tampa Electric
proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of imprudence.

5 The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s proposed study for the Substation Extreme Weather Hardening Program is in the public
interest and that Tampa Electric proceeding with the study is not evidence of imprudence.

6. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening Program is in the public interest and that
Tampa Electric proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of
imprudence.

7. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Transmission Access Enhancement Program is in the public interest and that Tampa
Electric proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of

imprudence.
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8. The Parties agree that the record supporis a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Infrastructure Inspections Program is in the public interest and that Tampa Electric
proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of imprudence.

) The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s Legacy Storm Hardening Plan Initiatives Program is in the public interest and that
Tampa Electric proceeding to implement the program in 2020, 2021 and 2022 is not evidence of
imprudence.

10. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Eleetric’s 2020-2029 Transmission and Distribution Storm Protection Plan meets all of the
requirements of Section 366.96 of the Florida Statutes.

11. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s 2020-2029 Transmission and Distribution Storm Protection Plan will further the
objectives of Section 366.96 of the Florida Statutes.

12. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that Tampa
Electric’s 2020-2029 Transmission and Distribution Storm Protection Plan contains the elements
required by Rule 25-6.030 of the Florida Administrative Code.

13. The Parties agree that the record supports a Commission finding that it is in the
public interest to approve Tampa Electrie’s 2020-2029 Transmission and Distribution Storm
Protection Plan without modification.

14. The Parties agree that the approval of the SPP and its Programs consistent with this
Agreement should not include or imply any determination of prudence for any project in a

Program. Except as provided in paragraphs 19 through 26, below, OPC, FIPUG, and Walmart

6
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retain the right to challenge the prudence or reasonableness of any project or costs for any project
submitted through the SPPCRC during a true-up proceeding in 2021 or thereafter.

15. The Parties agree that Tampa Electric will work with Walmart to discuss and
evaluate new potential SPP Programs prior to filing its next SPP and that this effort shall be
separate from and supplemental to the activity specified in paragraph 15(c) of the 2020 Agreement.
OPC and FIPUG take no position with regard to this paragraph.

16. Section 366.96(6), Florida Statutes, states:

At least every 3 years after approval of a utility’s transmission and
distribution storm protection plan, the utility must file for
commission review an updated transmission and distribution storm
protection plan that addresses ecach clement specified by
commission rule. The commission shall approve, modify, or deny
each updated plan pursuant to the criteria used to review the initial
plan.

17. Notwithstanding the three-year requirement in Section 366.96(6), in early 2022,
Tampa Electric shall file for Commission review and approval an updated transmission and
distribution storm protection plan (“2022 Updated SPP”). The company’s 2022 Updated SPP shall
reflect, at a minimum: (a) a comprehensive review of all of the Programs included in the
company’s 2020 SPP with revisions and modifications as deemed appropriate by Tampa Electric
and (b) any new programs to be proposed by Tampa Electric. Upon approval by the Commission,
the Parties intend that the 2022 Updated SPP will form the basis for cost recovery of SPP activities
in 2023, 2024, and 2025 and that Tampa Electric will then next be required to file an updated SPP
for approval again in 2025. TECO agrees it will not materially expand the scope of the programs
and associated expenditures it seeks to recover in the SPPCRC for the years 2020 — 2022 beyond
those that are included in the estimates shown in Tampa Electric’s SPP filed on April 10, 2020,

and as modified in the filing made on July 24, 2020, in the SPPCRC. TECO will base its requests
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for cost recovery through the SPPCRC for the years 2023, 2024, and 2025 on the SPP update to
be filed in 2022.

Docket No. 20200092-E1
Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause

18. The Parties agree that the direct testimony and exhibits filed by Tampa Electric in
Docket No. 20200092-EI as described above should be inserted into the evidentiary record in
Docket No. 20200092-EI and agree to waive cross examination of those witnesses. Walmart and
OPC will not file testimony addressing Tampa Electric’s petition for cost recovery in Docket No.
20200092-E1, however, Walmart may file testimony referencing Tampa Electric’s demand charges
in its testimony addressing rate design of the other investor-owned utilities in Docket No.
20200092-EL.  Tampa Electric agrees that the company’s responses to the Office of Public
Counsel’s Interrogatory Nos. 189 and 224 may be entered into the record of this proceeding. Upon
the admission of the testimony and exhibits into the evidentiary record as specified n this
paragraph, the Parties agree as provided in paragraphs 19 through 26, below.

19. The Parties agree that there is an evidentiary basis to support Tampa Electric’s
petition for approval of 2020-2021 costs associated with its 2020-2029 8PP, filed on July 24, 2020,
in Docket No. 20200092-E1, and the petition should be granted.

20.  The Parties agree that there is an evidentiary basis to approve the costs incurred for
development of Tampa Electric’s 2020-2029 SPP proposed for recovery in the SPPCRC and that
those costs are reasonable and eligible for cost recovery through the SPPCRC, subject to a
prudence review of actual costs in the applicable SPPCRC proceeding.

21. The Parties agree that there is evidentiary basis to approve the proposed total
SPPCRC amounts to be collected by Tampa Electric during the period January 2021 through

December 2021 in the amount of $39,460,120. This amount includes the recovery of costs in the
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amount of $16,435.191 projected to be incurred in 2020, then reduced by $10,400,000 to recognize
those SPP costs in 2020 that are being transferred from base rates to the SPPCRC as agreed upon
in Tampa Electric’'s 2020 Settlement Agreement; the recovery of costs in the amount of
$33,908,399 projected to be incurred in 2021; a reduction of $311,861 to recognize those cost
associated with Tampa Electric’s Open Access Transmission TarifT; and an adjustment of $28.391
to include the associated Revenue Tax Factor and that those costs are reasonable, subject to a
prudence review of actual costs in the applicable SPPCRC proceeding. Inaddition, Tampa Electric
as part of the 2020 Settlement Agreement will reduce the retail portion of the $15 million in
revenue requirements to recognize those ongoing SPP costs transferred from base rates to the
SPPCRC.

22, The Parties agree that the appropriate SPPCRC factors for Tampa Electric for the
period January 2021 through December 2021 as presented below are reasonable. have evidentiary

support in the record and should be approved, subject to true-up in a future SPPCRC proceeding:

Rate Schedule Cost Recovery Factors (cents per kWh)
RS 0.239
GS and CS 0.251
GSD Optional-Secondary 0.168
GSD Optional-Primary 0.166
GSD Optional-Subtransmission 0.164
LS-1,LS-2 0.354

Rate Schedule Cost Recovery Factors (dollars per KW)

GSD-Secondary 0.72
GSD-Primary 0.71
GSD-Subtransmission 0.71
SBF-Secondary 0.72
SBF-Primary 0.71

Attachment C
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SBF-Subtransmission 0.71

1S-Primary 0.17

IS—Subtransmission 0.17

23. The Parties agree that the effective date for billing purposes of Tampa Electric’s
proposed SPPCRC cost recovery factors specified above shall be the first billing cycle of January
2021.

24. The Parties agree that Tampa Electric Company’s Motion to Approve Revised
Tariff, dated July 31, 2020, should be approved so that the approximately $15 million base rate
reduction contemplated in paragraph 11 of the 2020 Agreement can be implemented concurrently
with the implementation of the new SPPCRC cost recovery factors effective the first billing cycle
of January 2021.

25, The Parties agree and acknowledge that all issues addressed herein may, consistent
with Rule 25-6.031, Florida Administrative Code, still be subject to review and challenge by all
Parties.

26. The Parties agree that nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to prevent any
Party from challenging the reasonableness or prudence of SPP projects or costs of any projects in
any future SPPCRC proceedings.

Other Provisions

27, Commission Approval.

(a) The provisions of this Agreement are contingent on approval of this Agreement in
its entirety by the Commission without modification, regardless of the sequence of the individual
above styled Docket decisions: [urther, any decision by the Commission not to approve any
provision of this Agreement shall. per s¢ and as a matter of law, render the Agreement null and
void and of no force or effect. The Parties further agree that this Agreement is in the public interest,

10
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that they will support this Agreement and that they will not request or support any order. relief,
outcome, or result in conflict with the terms of this Agreement in any administrative or judicial
proceeding relating to, reviewing, or challenging the establishment, approval., adoption, or
implementation of this Agreement or the subject matter hereof.

(b) No Party will assert in any proceeding before the Commission that this Agreement
or any of the terms in the Agreement shall have any precedential value. The Parties” agreement to
the terms in the Agreement shall be without prejudice to any Party’s ability to advocate a different
position in future proceedings not involving this Agreement (meaning the Parties are not precluded
from raising or advocating any issue in the 2022 SPP docket). The Parties further expressly agree
that no individual provision, by itself, necessarily represents a position of any Party in any future
proceeding, and the Parties further agree that no Party shall assert or represent in any future
proceeding in any forum that another Party endorses any specific provision of this Agreemest by
virtue of that Party’s signature on, or participation in, this Agreement. It is the intent of the Parties
to this Agreement that the Commission’s approval of all the terms and provisions of this
Agreement is an express recognition that no individual term or provision, by itsell, necessarily
represents a position, in isolation, of any Party or that a Party to this Agreement endorses a specific
provision, in isolation, of this Agreement by virtue of that Party’s signature on. or participation in,
this Agreement.

(c) No Party shall seek appellate review of any Commission order approving this
Agreement in its entirety.

28.  Disputes. To the extent a dispute arises among the Parties about the provisions,

interpretation, or application of this Agreement. the Parties agree to meet and confer in an effort

11
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to resolve the dispute. To the extent that the Parties cannot resolve any dispute, the matter may be

submitted to the Commission for resolution.

29, Execution. This Agreement is dated as of August 3, 2020. It may be executed in
counterpart originals and a facsimile of an original signature shall be deemed an original. Tampa
Electric is authorized to compile executed signature pages and to attach them to this Agreement to
canstitiite the original 1o be filed with the Commission and served on the Paries.

IN WITNESS WIHEREOF. the PMartics evidence their acceptance and agrecment with the
provisions of this Agreement by their signature(s):

Tampa Electric Company

TOZ N, Franklin Street
Tampa, F1, 33601

Fegemd: (TGN

L "‘q'.scrrc'gl Amaer
-

Penl0 ) TOFROHFSRS NS 50 §
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Signature Page to Tampa Electric SPP Agreement

Office of Public Counsel

J. R. Kelly, Esquire

Public Counsel

Charles Rehwinkel, Esquire

Deputy Public Counsel

¢/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1400

By: /s/ I.R. Kelly
JR. Kelly

13
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Signature Page to Tampa Electric SPP Agreement

The Florida Industrial Power Users Group
Jon C. Moyle, Ir., Esquire

Moyle Law Firm

The Perkins House

118 North Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, FL 3230]

PVZ}«\W\ T

\ o a;bﬁic 2 2000
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Signature Page to Tampa Electric SPP Agreement

Walmart Inc.

Stephanie U, Eaton

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500

Winston-Salem, NC 27103

By: _

 Stepharlic U. Eaton-

Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 72 of 132

Attachment C



ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-EI, 20200069-El,
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-E1
PAGE 73

AUsLEY McMULLEN

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW
A3 AROUTH CAIWODLUN STRFET
P, MO ARG [2TR 12307)
FALLANASSEE, | LORIDA Jd01
(WD) RZA-911S TAX (BIB) TI0-7500

July 31, 2020

VIA: FLECTRONMIC FILING

Mr. Adam J. Teitzman

Commission Clerk

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
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FILED 7/31/2020
DOCUMENT NO. 04152-2020
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

Re:  Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause: Docket No. 20200092-E1

Dear Mr. Teitzman:

Attached Tor Gling m the above docket is Tanpa Electric Company™s Molion o Approve
Revized TarilT o implement the company's §15 million b rate rediction in the Storm Protection

Plan Cost Recovery Clause docket.
Thunk vou for yvour assistance in connection with this matter,
Smcerely,

1|H w -..‘I-m F .III'."'-"-I.

Maleolm N. Means
MNAM/bmp
Attachment

ce. All Parties of Record (wiattachument)
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Storm Protection Plan ) DOCKET NO. 20200092-EI
Cost Recovery Clause ) FILED: July 31, 2020
)

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY’S
MOTION TO APPROVE REVISED TARIFF

Tampa Electric Company (“Tampa Electric” or “company”) hereby petitions the
Commission for approval of revised tariff sheets to implement the base rate adjustment
requirement associated with the 2020 Settlement Agreement, and in support thereof, says:

1. On April 27, 2020, Tampa Electric filed an Agreed-To Motion to Approve 2020
Agreement. The 2020 Agreement is a settlement agreement entered into by Tampa Electric and
various consumer parties that is intended to resolve issues in multiple dockets, including this docket.
See Document No. 02227-2020, filed April 27, 2020 in Docket No. 20200092-E1

2. On June 30, 2020. the Commission memorialized its approval of the 2020
Agreement in Order No. PSC 2020-0224-AS-E1L

3. The “centerpiece™ of the 2020 Agreement is a proposal under which Tampa Electric
will reduce its base rates by an agreed-upon amount and will recover all SPP-related costs (with
limited exceptions) through the Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (“SPPCRC™).
Document No. 02227-2020. at Y 2.

4. The base rate reduction 1s governed by Paragraph 11(b) of the 2020 Agreement.
Paragraph 11(b) sets out requirements for cost allocation and rate design, the timing of the base rate
reduction, and the method for implementing the base rate reduction.

< First, Paragraph 11(b) requires the company to utilize the cost allocation and rate

design principles reflected in paragraph 3 of the 2013 Stipulation as modified by the 2017
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Agreement to implement both the base rate reduction as well as the company’s SPPCRC cost
recovery factors. As explained in the direct testimony of William R. Ashburn filed on July 24, 2020
in this docket, the company used the allocation factors from the 2013 Cost of Service Study
prepared in Docket No. 20130040-EI to develop the company’s SPPCRC factors. Mr. Ashburn also
explains that this methodology applied to the base rate reduction.

6. Second, Paragraph 11(b) states that the base rate reduction must “become effective
contemporaneous with the beginning of cost recovery via the SPPCRC.” As explained in the direct
testimony of A. Sloan Lewis and Mark R. Roche filed on July 24, 2020 in this docket, the base rate
reduction will begin concurrently with the inclusion of the SPPCRC factors on customer bills.

T Finally, Paragraph 11(b) requires Tampa Electric to file the revised tariffs necessary
to implement the one-time base rate reduction in this docket “on a schedule such that the necessary
customer notices can be given and the proposed base rate reduction can become effective
contemporaneous with the effective date of cost recovery by the company under the SPPCRC.”
The redline version of the proposed revised tariff sheets that will implement the one-time base rate
reduction are attached to this motion as Exhibit One!. The clean version of the proposed revised
tariff’ sheets are attached as Exhibit Two. A schedule showing how the base rate reduction was
allocated to rate class is attached as Exhibit Three. A schedule showing how base rate charges were
reduced based on those allocations are included as Exhibit Four. Tampa Electrie respectfully
requests that the Commission approve these revised tariff sheets at the same time it approves the
company’s SPPCRC cost recovery factors, or earlier, if possible, which will enable the company to

complete the necessary customer notices in a timely manner.

! Although the one-time base rate reduction specified in the 2020 Agreement was $15.010,800, this amount was a total
company number and after applying jurisdictional separation factors, the retail amount 1s $14,876,228.78, so the
tariffs attached as Exhibit One were prepared to reduce the company’s retail revenues by $14,876,228.78 and the
remainder of the decrease will be made in conjunction with the company’s 2021 wholesale rate filing.
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. The undersistied has consulted with counsel for the Office of Public Counsel and is
authorzed to state that they support this Motion, and consulted with counsel for Walmart and 15
authonzed to state that they do not eppese this Motion, The undersigned contacted counsel for the
ather parties to this docket, but as of the filing of this motion those parties had not taken a posttion
on the hotion.

WHEREFCRE, Tampa Electric Company respectfully requests the Commission’s approval
of the company’ s revised tanft sheets necessary to implement the onedime base rate reduction
called for by the 2020 Agreement.

DATED this 31st day of July 2020

Bespectfully submitted,

TAMES T BEASLEY
ibeasley(@auzley com
I JEFFEY WAHLEN

fwahlen@ausley. com
MAT.COLK M. ME AT

o ean s Eansl £y, cotm
Aarsley Wehdullen

FPost Office Box 391
Tallahassee, Florida 32302
(850 224-9115

ATTORNEY S FOR TANMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to Approve
Revised Tariff filed on behalf of Tampa Electric Company, has been furnished by electronic mail

on this 31st day of July 2020 to the following:

Ms. Rachael Dziechciarz

Mr. Charles Murphy

Altorneys

Office of General Counsel

Florida Public Service Commission
Room 390L — Gerald L. Gunter Building
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, F1. 32399-0850
RDziechet@psc.state.fl.us
CMurphy(@psc.state.fl.us

Mr. I. R. Kelly

Mireille Fall-Fry

Office of Public Counsel

111 West Madison Street — Room 812
Tallahassee, F1.32399-1400
kellv.jricileg.state.fl.us
fall-frv.mireille(@le g state.fl.us

Dianna M. Triplett

Duke Energy

299 First Avenue North

St. Petersburg, FL. 33701
Dianne.tripletii@duke-energy.com

Matthew R. Bernier

Duke Energy

106 Eat College Avenue, Suite 800
Tallahassee, F1. 32301

Matt. Bemier(@duke-energy.com
Robert.Pickels@duke-energy.com
FLRegulatorvl egali@duke-energy.com

Mr. Ken Hoffiman

Florida Power & Light Company
134 West Jefferson Street
Tallahassee, F1. 32301-1713
Ken.hoffiman(cifpl.com

Mr. Mike Cassel

Florida Power Utility Company
208 Wildlight Ave.

Yulee, FL 32097

meassel(@fpuc.com

Mark Bubriski

Gulf Power Company
134 West Jefferson Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Mark. bubriski@nexteraenerey.com

Russell A. Badders

Gulf Power Company

One Energy Place

Pensacola, FI. 32520

Russell. Badders(cnexteraenergy.com

James W. Brew

Laura Wynn Baker

¢/o Stone Law Firm

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Suite 800 West

Washington, DC 20007-5201
jbrew(csmxblaw.com

Iwb(@smxblaw.com

Stephanie Eaton

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLI.C
110 Oakwood Drive, Suite 500
Winston-Salem, NC 27103

seaton(@spilmanlaw.com

Derrick Price Williamson

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLL.C
1100 Bent Creek Blvd., Suite 101
Mechanicsburg, PA 17050
dwilliamson(cspilmanlaw.com
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John Burnett

Christopher Wright

Jason Higmnbotharm

Florida Power & Light Company
700 Universe Blvd

Tung Beach, FL. 3403-0420

Chrt stopher. Wrishti@fnl . com

Joht T Burnett@fpl com

Jason Higsinbotham 1. cotn

Jon 2 doyle

Earen Putnal

Moyle Law Firm

118 Meorth Gadsden Street
Tallshassee, FL 32301
Jmoyle@moylelaw. com
keputnal @moylelaw, com

tincuall s@m oylel aw coti

Eatie Chiles Citenwell er
Vote Solar

151 Estona Street 8E
Atlanta GA 30316

katie@votesolar org

Zayne Smith

AARP

360 Central Awve | Smte 1750
St Petersbirg, FL 33701

zemithi@aary org

| lI
1N 1Al
L Wilags

Attachment D

ATTCENEY
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A T ECG TWENTY-ShXFH-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.030
"' roamea eLenreie  CANCELS TWENTY-RIFFH-SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO.
6.030

Ry EHERL COMPURMNY

SCHEDULE: RS
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: To residential consumers in individually metered private residences, apartment
units, and duplex units. All energy must be for domestic purposes and should not be shared
with or sold to others. |n addition, energy used in commonly-owned facilities in condominium
and cooperative apartment buildings will qualify for this rate schedule, subject to the following
criteria:

1. 100% of the energy is used exclusively for the co-owners' benefit.

2 None of the energy is used in any endeavor which sells or rents a commeodity or
provides service for a fee.

3. Each point of delivery will be separately metered and billed.

4. A responsible legal entity is established as the customer to whom the Company can

render its bills for said service.
Resale not permitted.

Billing charges shall be prorated for billing periods that are less than 25 days or greater than
35 days. |If the billing period exceeds 35 days and the billing extension causes energy
consumption, based on average daily usage, to exceed 1,000 kWh, the excess consumption
will be charged at the lower monthly Energy and Demand Charge.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: This schedule includes service to single phase motors rated up to
7.5 HP. Three phase service may be provided where available for motors rated 7.5 HP and
over.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge

$1505

Energy and Demand Charge:
First 1,000 kWh 52711B1¢ per kKWh
All additional KWh G8253181¢ per KWh

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Mos 6020 and 8 021

Continued to Sheet No. 8.031

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: January-1-2020
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AR TECO TWENTY-SEVENTH EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.050
& i oo CANCELS TWENTY-SHCFH-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET

NO. 6.050

AN EMERA COMPFANY

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND
SCHEDULE: G5
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12)
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. For any billing period that
exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or
higher, at Company's option.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: All service under this rate shall be furnished through one meter,
Standby service permitted on Schedule GST only.

MONTHLY RATE:

Bazic Service Charge:
Metered accounts 518,08
Un-metered accounts $15.05

Energy and Demand Charge:
| 5.842448¢ per kWh

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge.

EMERGENCY RELAY POWER SUPPLY CHARGE: The monthly charge for emergency relay
power supply service shall be 0.168¢ per kWh of billing energy. This charge is in addition to
the compensation the customer must make to the Company as a contribution-in-aid of
construction.

Continued to Sheet No. 8.051

| ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: Japuary-1-2620




Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 82 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El

DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El,

Attachment D

20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-EI

PAGE 82

TWENTY-ShXTFH-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.080
CANCELS TWENTY-FIFTH-SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO,
6.080

AR,

’..‘ TECO

TaAMPA ELECTRIE
Ar EHMERL COMPURAY

GENERAL SERVICE - DEMAND

SCHEDULE: GSD

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any
one of the prior twelve (12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period.
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 kWh per billing
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve (12) months. For any billing period
that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 80 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:

STANDARD

Basic Service Charge:

OPTIONAL

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 30.10 Secondary Metering Voltage $ 30.10
Primary Metering Voltage $ 13044 Primary Metering Voltage $ 130.44
Subtrans. Metering Voltage $ 99327 Subtrans. Metering Voltage $ 993.27

$911-0310.76 per KW of billing demand $0.00 per kW of billing demand

' Energy Charge:
1.589¢ per kWh 6.850585¢ per KWh

The customer may select sither standard or optional. Once an option s selected, the
customer must remain on that option for twelve (12) consecutive manths.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.081

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: Jansar—i—030
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A W W ECD TWENTY-FOURTH-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.085
[ "‘ _::::': ; f;f,:::é' - CANCELS TWENTY-THIRD-FOURTH REWSEE;!;EE‘;
i ~ INTERRUPTIBLESERVICE |

(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: IS
AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area.

APPLICABLE: To be eligible for service under Rate Schedule IS, a customer must have
been taking interruptible service under rate schedules 1S-1, IST-1, I1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3
on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Load
Management Service under Rate Schedule GSLM-2. When electric service is desired at more
than one location, each such location or point of delivery shall be considered as a separate
customer. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three
phase primary voltage or higher.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who
generate less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is
used for emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltage $ 62405
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $2,379.85

Demand Charge;
| $3.88-20 per KW of billing demand

Energy Charge:
2.513¢ per KvwWH

Continued to Sheet Mo, 6.086

| ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: January-1-2020



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 84 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment D
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-EI

PAGE 84

A TECO THIRTY-SECOND-THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.290
T . _ _ CANCELS THIRTY-FIRST-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO.
& ELECTRIE 6.290

A EHMERL COMPARRNY A
S CONSTRUGTION SERVICE N aii

SCHEDULE: CS8
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.
APPLICABLE: Single phase temporary service used primarily for construction purposes.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Service is limited to construction poles and services installed
under the TUG program. Construction poles are limited to a maximum of 70 amperes at 240
volts for construction poles. Larger (non-TUG) services and three phase service entrances
must be served under the appropriate rate schedule, plus the cost of installing and removing
the temporary facilities is required.

MONTHLY RATE:
Basic Service Charge: $18.06

Energy and Demand Charge: 5.542448¢ per KWh
MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge

FUEL CHARGE: See SheetMos 6.020 and 8.021.

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos 6.020 and 6 021

CAPACITY CHARGE: See SheetMos 6020and 5.021.

ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.
FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: Sheet No. 6.021.

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.021.

MISCELLANEQUS: A Temporary Service Charge of $260.00 shall be paid upon application
for the recovery of costs associated with providing, installing, and removing the company's
temporary service facilities for construction poles. Where the Company is required to provide
additional facilities other than a service drop or connection point to the Company’s existing
distribution system, the customer shall also pay, in advance, for the estimated cost of
providing, installing and removing such additional facilities, excluding the cost of any portion of
these facilities which will remain as a part of the permanent service.

PAYMENT OF BILLS: Seas Sheet No. 6 022
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A, TECO TWENTY-SIXTH SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.320
T : CANCELS TWENTY-FIFTH SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO.
A ELECTRIE
iy EMERA COMPARY E'Ezﬂ
— TIME-OF-DAY
GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: GST
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12)
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. All of the electric load
requirements on the customer's premises must be metered at one (1) point of delivery. For
any billing period that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a
30-day amount for purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or
higher, at Company's option,

LIMITATION OF SERVICE:  All service under this rate shall be furnished through one
meter. Standby service permitted.

MOMNTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
$20.07

Energy and Demand Charge:
12 488371¢ per KWh during peak hours
3.447053¢ per kWh during off-peak hours

Continued to Sheet Mo, 5 321
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l

A T ECG TWENTY-SEMENTH-EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.330
"' e el CANCELS TWENTY-SIXTH-SEVENTH REWSEEGSI;EEEE

AR EMERL COMPURAY

TIME-OF-DAY
GENERAL SERVICE - DEMAND
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: GSDT
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any
one of the prior twelve (12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period.
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 kWh per billing
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve (12) months. For any billing period
that exceeds 35 days, the consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 80 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 3010
Primary Metering Voltage $ 130.44

Subtransmission Metering Voltage $ 993.27

Demand Charge:
$3. 7344 per kKWW of billing demand, plus

57204 per kKW of peak billing demand

Energy Charge:
2 908¢ per kWh during peak houra

1.048¢ per KWh during off-peak hours

Continued to Sheel No. 6.331
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TWENTY-FOURTH-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.340
| ZATECO T Fiab fourTs Aevised SHEET
MNO. 6.340

e MRS COMPURAY

" TIME OF DAY il
INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: IST
AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area.

APPLICABLE: To be eligible for service under Rate Schedule IST, a customer must have
been taking interruptible service under rate schedules 1S-1, IST-1, 1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3
on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Load
Management Service under Rate Schedule GSLM-2. When electric service is desired at more
than one location, each such location or point of delivery shall be considered as a separate
customer. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three phase
primary voltage or higher.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltage $ 624.05
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $2,379.85

Demand Charge:
| $3.898-590 per KW of biling demand

Energy Charge:
2.513¢ per KWH

Continued to Sheat Mo, 5.345

| ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: January-1-2020



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El

Exhibit KIM-4
Page 88 of 132
ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment D
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-El
PAGE 88
A PWELETH-THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.565
I "' IMEEERIE CANCELS ELEVENTH TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO.
6.565

AR EMCRA COMBANY

Continued from Sheet No. §.560

MONTHLY RATES:
Basic Service Charge: $15.05

|. Energy and Demand Charges: 5 5885485¢ per kWh (for all pnaing penods)

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.
CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Mos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Mos. 6.020 and 6.021

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.021.

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.021.

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022.

DETERMINATION OF PRICING PERIODS: Pricing periods are established by season for
weekdays and weekends. The pricing periods for price levels P1 (Low Cost Hours), P2
(Moderate Cost Hours) and Pz (High Cost Hours) are as follows:

May through October P1 P2 Ps3
Weekdays 11 P.M. to 6 AM. 6 AM. to1P.M. 1P.M. to6 P.M.
6 P.M. to 11 P.M.
Weekends 1MPMto6AM. 6AMto11PM. e
November through April P1 P2 Ps
Weekdays 11P.M. to 5 AM. 5AM. to 6 AM. 6 AM.to 10 A M.

10 AM. to 11 P.M.

Weekends 11 P.M. to6 AM. 6AMto11PM. e

The pricing periods for price level Pa (Critical Cost Hours) shall be determined at the sole
discretion of the Company. Level P2 hours shall not excesd 134 hours per year.

Continued to Sheet Mo, 6.570

| ISSUED BY: N. G Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: Jaruss——=2020



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El

Exhibit KIM-4
Page 89 of 132
ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment D
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-El
PAGE 89
A FHFEENTH-SIXTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.600
' "' IMEEEE -  CANCELS FOURTEENTHFIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET
NO. 6.600

AR EMIRA COMPANY

FIRM STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
SCHEDULE: SBF

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in
kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in
kilowatts and who take firm service from the utility. Also available to self-generating
Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in
kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not
permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Firm Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No.
7.600)

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 5518
Primary Metering Voltage $ 15551
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $1,018.36

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE:

Demand Charge:
| 3 1.8568 per kW-Month of Standby Demand

(Local Faclliies Reservation Charge)

plus the greater of;
3 1.55  per KW-Month of Standby Demand
(Fower Supply Reservalion Charge) or
5 0,62 per kW-Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand
(Power Supply Demand Charge)

Energy Charge.
0.917¢ per Standby KWh

Continued to Sheet Mo, 6.601

| ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: Januany-1-2020



Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-El
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 90 of 132

ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El, Attachment D
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-EI

PAGE 90

l

A, TECO SEVENTEENTH-EIGHTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO.
<& ' 6.601
TAMPA ELECTRIC  CANCELS SIXTEENTH-SEVENTEENTH REVISED SHEET

NO. 6.601

Continued from Sheet No. 5.600

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEM SERVICE:

Demand Charge:
$110310.78 per kWW-Month of Supplemental Biling Demand (Supplemental Billing
Demand Charge)

Energy Charge:
1.585¢ per Supplemental kKWh

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock ime. (Meters are

programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and
vice-varsa.)

April 1 - October 31 November T - March 31
Peak Hours: 12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 6:00 AM - 10:00 AM
(Monday-Friday) and

6:00 PM - 10:00 PM

Off-Peak Hours:  All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas
Day shall be off-peak.

BILLING UNITS:
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kKWW demand
served by the company during the month.

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by
the company less deliveries to the Company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month.

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the
Customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous
twelve months.

Supplemental Billing Demand - The amount, if any, by which the highest
Site Load during any 30-minute interval in the month exceeds Normal
Generation, but no greater than Metered Demand.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.602
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28, O TWELFTH THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.605
& a IMEEEETE.E CANCELS ELEVENTH-TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO.

AN EMERA COMPFANY Bi-ms

TIME-OF-DAY
FIRM STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: SEFT

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in
kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in
kilowatts and who take firm service from the utility. Also available to self-generating
Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in
kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not
permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A Customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Firm Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No.
7.600)

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 5518
Primary Metering Voltage $ 15551
Subtransmission Metering Valtage  $1,018.36

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE:
Demand Charge.

1 8588 per KW-Month of Standby Demand
{Local Facilities Reservation Charge)

155 per kW-Month of Standby Demand
(Power Supply Resarvation Charge) or
0.62 per kW-Day of Actual Standby Eilling Demand

{Fower Supply Demand Charge)
Energy Charge:
0.917¢ per Standby KWh

d

&

plus the greater of:
L

5

Continued to Sheet No. G606
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}

PN O FOURTEENTH-FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.606
&= IMEEEHE.: CANCELS THIRTEENTH FOURTEENTH REVISED SHEET
AR EMERA COMPANY NDI EIEDE

Continued from Sheet No. 6.505
CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE

Demand Charge:
$3A44 per kW-Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Biling Demand

Charge), plus
573404 per KW-Month of Supplemental Peak Demand (Supplemental Peak Billing

Demand Charge)
Energy Charga:
2.908¢ per Supplemental KWh during peak hours
1.049¢ per Supplemental kKWh during off-peak hours
DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time perods stated in clock time. (Meters are

programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and
vice-versa |

April 1 - October 31 November 1 - March 31
Peak Hours: 12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 6:00 AM - 10:00 AM
(Monday-Friday) and

6:00 PM - 10:00 PM

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas
Day shall be off-peak.

BILLING UNITS:
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval KW demand
served by the Company during the month.

Metered Peak Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW
demand served by the Company during the peak hours.

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by

the company less deliveries to the company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.607
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A PWELFTH-THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.700
' "' :{MEEEM - CANCELS ELEVENTH-TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO.
6.700

A EMERL COMPURANY

~ INTERRUPTIBLE STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: SBI

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating customers eligible for service under rate
schedules IS or IST whose generating capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency
generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in kilowatts. Also available to self-
generating customers eligible for service under rate schedules IS or IST whose generating
capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all
the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. To be eligible for service under this rate
schedule, a customer must have been taking interruptible service under rate schedules I1S-1,
IST-1, 1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3 on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Supplemental Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Standby and Supplemental Load Management Rider
Service. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three phase
primary voltage or higher

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign the Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltags $549.14

Subtransmission Metering Voltage 52,404 83

Demand Charge.
$3.86-80 per KW-Menth of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Demand Charge)

$1.45-39 per KW-Month of Standby Demand (Local Facilities Reservation Charge)

plus the greater of

$1.20 per KW-Month of Standby Demand (Power Supply Reservation
Charge); or

50 48 per KW-Day of Actual Standby Eilling Demand (Fower Supply
Demand Charge)

Conlinued to Sheet No. 8.705
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£, O TENTH-ELEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805
& IHEE;:T&.: CANGELS MINFH-TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805

AR EMEAA COMPAKY

Continued from Sheet No. 5.800

MONTHLY RATE:
High Pressure Sodium Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:

Lamp Size Charges per Lind (5)
Raie Code i} | Base Enery
Dumk Dusk Dusk

(4] Tirmuzd il Laumgy 1] Tirmed 1§] Tirreed

| Dawn | Sve Description Lumens™ | Waitege™ | Dawn | Sva Ficure | Maint | Dawn | Sve
0504 | Dasg

800 | 880 | tobma 4,000 =0 o 10 316 245 Z 4
o7 | 0353

B0Z | 882 | CobmMerna'™ 5,300 7o 23 14 220 an g 2
1480 | D.BS5

803 | 8383 | CobraMeman 8,500 100 44 bl A 23 q 2
1665 | D@a7

804 | 864 | Cobm' 18.000 150 E5 =3 418 20 g -]
2844 | 1842

805 | 865 | Cobra' 28,500 250 105 52 467 260 ] -
40683 | 881

806 | 868 | Cobral 50,000 400 183 E1 500 209 &R 92
AL | T3

488 | 454 | Flood™ 28,500 250 105 52 537 2680 ] 2
4083 | HRL

476 484 | Flood™ 50,000 400 163 B1 57 3,00 [} o2
A9 | S0

B0 | BE8 | Momgoosel" 50,000 400 183 81 E50 oz il 82
0B04 | D352

509 | 508 | Poet Top (BT 000 50 i g1 aps 248 I Fi
1400 | 0555

570 | 530 | Classic PTI 8,500 100 i 2 1185 183 4 2
035 | 0353

810 | 870 | CoachPTV 300 70 b 14 am 211 g 3
48] | 0555

672 | 532 | Goloni PV 8,500 100 £ 22 11.76 189 4 2
1380 | 0830

573 | 533 | SalamPT™ 8,500 100 44 2 803 188 4 i
1400 | 0655

550 | 534 | Shosbox™ 8,500 100 A 22 am 1 &8 4 z
7gad | 1332

566 | 536 | shoebaxh 28,500 250 105 52 [: X&) 318 g a
40ed | 241

552 | 538 | Snoabox™ 50,000 400 163 &1 852 244 85 22

N Clomesd fo nesw Dusaness
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A FEMNFH-ELEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805
' "' :{MEEEM - CANCELS MINTH-TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805

Ry EHERL COMPURAY

1 Lumen gutput may vany by lamp configuration and age,

i ywanage rafings da nat iInciude ballast ineses

| #iTne Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the $Wh times the lighting base enargy rate of 2 8403858 per W
tar each lodure

Continued to Sheet No. 6.806
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EIGHTH-NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.806
CANCELS SEVENTH-EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.806

MONTHLY RATE:

Conlinued from Sheet No. 6.805

Metal Halide Fixture, Maintenance, and Baze Energy Charges:

Lewmp Sz Charges per Uit (3}
| Rale Code Kth Base Enerryld!
Dk Dusk Diigsk
o Timed Irutial Lamp o Tirmad i3 Tirmed
Dawn | Swvo Desonplon Lumens™ | Waltage'® | (wwn | Svo | Fidue | Mand | Dawn | Svo
dakg | 1436
704 | 724 | Cobra™ 29,700 350 138 &3 T8 459 4 2
AHET | 1eBE
520 | 522 | CobrmW 32,000 400 158 3 03 am i 4 I
3462 | 1738
TO5 | 725 | Flood™ 29,700 380 13z &0 a5 5.04 ¥ 2
A8a7 | 1.6Rg
558 | 541 | Flood! 32,000 400 155 i 838 402 I I
fia0 | avag
558 | 678 | Flood™ 107,800 1,000 383 | 1M 1053 8T T 2
1685 | 0.85
i | 721 | General PTM 12,000 150 &7 4 1080 282 2 1
1867 | 0838
574 | 548 | Gereral PT 14,400 178 74 37 10,85 373 5 a
1665 | 0Asg
700 20 | Salem PT 12,000 150 1) 34 533 382 2 1
1867 | 083
575 | 588 | BalemPTM 14,406 176 74 L1 838 74 5 ]
16835 | 0,888
702 | 722 | Shosbox!! 12,000 150 67 a4 T2 302 a8 i
1867 | Quaa8
G564 548 | Shoebaox! 12,800 175 T4 ar 785 370 5 B
3482 | 124
703 723 | Shosbax™ 23 7l 450 1a8 Ga A58 453 L F
3997 | 1eRE
554 540 | Snoebox™ 32,000 400 158 Fi:| 1002 3867 I L
960 [ 4795
576 | 577 | Shoebox 107 AO0 1,000 3R3 1m 1650 817 ra z

1 Ciosed o mew Dusiness
T Lumen output may vary by lamp configuration and age
W iattage rabings do not include Ballast losses
| "I The Base Energy charges are calcutated by multiphying the &vWh times the lighting base energy rate of 2 848085¢ per KWh
far each fidure
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Continued to Sheet No. 6.808

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President

DATE EFFECTIVE: Jaruary—i—2020



ORDER NO. PSC-2020-0293-AS-El
DOCKET NOS. 20200067-El, 20200069-El,
20200070-El, 20200071-El, 20200092-El

PAGE 98

| 7g

I'ECoO
TamMPA ELECTRIC
Ak EMEAM COMPANY

Docket No. 20220051-El
Order PSC 2020-0293-AS-EI
Exhibit KIM-4

Page 98 of 132

Attachment D

NINFH-TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808
CANCELS EIGHFHNINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808

Continued from Sheet No, G806
MONTHLY RATE:
LED Fisture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:
Size Charges per Uni (3)
Fate Code KW Ease Energy'"
Dusk Cusk Ciusk
i3} Tirmed Initial Lamgp o Timexd ] Timed
Dewn | Svo. Description Lumens™ | Wattage!¥ | Dawn | Sve Fidure | Maintenance | Dewn | Svo,
FE=H]
828 | B48 | Roadway 5,155 55 20 10 T2 1.74 o047 | 4
0 dsd
820 | B840 | Roadway ™ 7.577 103 3% 1B 11.15 118 oeaas | 3
Ndgd
821 | 241 | Roadway' 8,300 106 a7 18 | 1115 190 peags | 5
[ Bar
829 | 849 | Rosdway™ 15,285 157 55 27 | 10 295 13630 | 4
=g
822 | 842 | Roagway™ 15,300 196 &2 34 1458 1.26 t7s ] 1
]
823 | 843 | Roadway'® 14,83 206 72 30 16,80 1.8 141 | 5
28l
835 855 | Port Topi™ 5176 60 pa | 11 16:53 228 DEa50 g
0207
824 | 844 | Post Top 3,974 67 24 | 12 | 1967 | 8¢ |oesr| 5
04
B25 | B45 | Postl Top B DA oo 35 17 2051 1.66 0 gaas a
464
836 | 8568 | Post Top™ 7,360 100 35 18 16.70 278 D aRA3 3
0,680
830 | 850 | Area-Lighter" 14,100 152 53 a7 14.85 rdiy ) 13328 £
0880
B268 | 848 | Area-Lighteft 13,620 202 il 35 19.10 141 14888 | 3
1.362
827 | B4T | Area-Lighter" 21,197 300 108 64 20.60 1.55 23158 -]
2081 | 4080
831 | 851 | FloogY 222 738 A3 a2 15.90 345 11 :12)
382 | 1584
832 | 852 | Flood™ 32 a7 350 126 83 18,18 410 ng 0
1,060
833 | 853 | Mongoose! 24 740 245 BB a3 14.71 304 23804 2
1433
B34 | B854 | Mongooss! 37003 308 1185 &7 168.31 3. E0 2L &
' Cosed b ey DLSIHESS
“ Average
U Bverage waittage. Actualwattage may vary by upto H- 5 watts
| "' The Base Enargy chanpes see calcuiated by multiplying the KWh times the liphting base anasgy mbe of 2 5500600 par Wi for each fixture
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Continued to Sheet No. 6.810
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FOURTH-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809
CANCELS FHIRD-FOURTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808

Continued from Sheet No. G.808
MONTHLY RATE:
LED Fisture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:
Bize Charges per Upil ($)
Fabe Cocke ] Hase Energy ¥
sk Dhiesk Chishk
o Timied Inttial Lamp to Timed ta Timed

Dawn | Swvo DCesgniplion Lumens'" | Wattage!® | Dawn | Svo | Fodure | Maint | Dawn | Svo
0o

8912 | 981 | Roadway 2,800 r 8 5 483 1.74 1 Dda12
a3

914 Roadway 5,392 47 16 507 | 174 8
087

a1 Roadway/Area 8,500 B3 3 8a7 1,74 3
Oieag

226 | 982 | Roadway 12,414 108 v 18 883 | 118 3 | D843
1381

a3z Roadwey/Area 15,742 133 47 14145 | 128 i
1361

g35 Area-Lighler 18,113 143 50 1M74 | 1.4 a
L Wi

g37 Roasdway 18,251 145 81 B &1 208 ] 1
1835

a4 883 | Roadway z2raa 182 a4 az 11e | 2, 2 05578
2480

945 area-Lighter 8 5 way aE 1607 | 281 F-|
2@47

847 984 | Area-Lightar 33 600 30 116 ] M3 | 155 5 1.49637
1+=5

851 885 | Flood 23,067 1898 s 35 1112 A45 ] 0 BRA3
2431

953 | 986 | Flood 33113 255 BE 45 2148 | 410 1 1.3a07
1,888

9355 857 | mongoose 23 563 5 i) 34 1178 | 304 F [
2ea7

o58 Moo A4 637 33 117 1784 | as0 1
(=g

865 Grarwite Post Top (PT) 2054 %6 5 580 | 228 1
D83

867 | 988 | Grarwile PT 4 980 39 14 T 1335 | 228 3 034817
DaE3

968 | 989 | Grarwille PT Enb 4,476 k) 14 7 1635 | 278 a 03847
0 atad

an Salem PT 5240 55 18 10 55 154 1
0 B35

a72 Granvifle PT 7,076 o X1 14 62 228 g
0835

a73 Grarwille PT Enh/! 6,347 o] 5 | 1662 278 a
0 G88

975 | 930 | SalemPT 7,168 7t il 13 1317 | 154 4 | oasy
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I A T ECO FOURTH-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809

&2 i ceormie  CANCELS THIRD.FOURTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809

R EMERL COMPANY

Il Average
| Average waltage, Actuslwattage may vary by up to +- 10 %,

| ""The Base Enargy charpes are calcutated by multiplying the KWh times the lighting base enengy rate of 28390500 per Kh for each foture
| Enhanced Post Top, Customirable decorative ootions.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.810
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’ A, TECO EIGHTH-NINTHREVISED SHEET NO. 6.815

& i i eore CANCELS SEVENTH-EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.815

A EMERA COMPANY

T ‘Continued from Sheet No 6810 =l

Miscellaneaus Facilities Charges:

Manthhy Monthly
Rate Fircality Mairlenanoes
Code Cescription Charge Charge
563 Timer $7.54 31.43
569 PT Bracket (accommodates two post top fixtures) $4.27 30.06

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES:

The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are
not considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following:

relays;
distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service;
protective shields;
bird deterrent devices;
light trespass shields;
light rotations;
light pole relocations;
devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including
associated planning and engineering costs;
9. removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting cable; and
10.  directional boring.

N RAWON =

MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge.
FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.021

FRANCHISE FEE: See Sheet No. 6.021
PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

On customer-owned public street and highway lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the
manthly rate for energy served at primary or secandary valtage, at the company's optian, shall be
| 2.51036%¢ per kWh of metered usage, plus a3 Basic Service Charge of $10.52 per month and the
applicable addilional charges as specified on Sheel Nos, 6.020 and 6,021

Continued to Shest No. 5820
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' A T ECQ FIRSTSECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.830
"‘ e CANCELS ORIGINAL-FIRST SHEET NO. 6.830

AR EMERL COMPURNY

CUSTOMER SPECIFIED LIGHTING SERVICE

SCHEDLULE: LS-2
AVAILABLE: Entire service area

APPLICABLE:
Customer Specified Lighting Service is applicable to any customer for the sole purpose of
lighting roadways or other outdoor areas. Service hereunder is provided for the sole and
exclusive benefit of the customer, and nothing herein or in the contract executed
hereunder is intended to benefit any third party or to impose any obligation on the
Company to any such third party. At the Company's option, a deposit amount of up to a
two (2) month's average bill may be required at anytime.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE:

Service is provided during the hours of darkness normally on a dusk-to-dawn basis. At the
Company's option and at the customer's request, the company may permit a timer to
control a lighting system provided under this rate schedule that is not used for dedicated
street or highway lighting. The Company shall install and maintain the timer at the
customer's expense. The Company shall program the timer to the customer’s
specifications as long as such service does not exceed 2,100 hours each year. Access to
the timer is restricted to company personnel.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE:
Installation shall be made only when, in the judgment of the Company, location of the
proposed lights are, and will continue to be, feasible and accessible to Company personnel
and equipment for both construction and maintenance and such installation is not
appropriate as a public offering under LS-1

TERM OF SERVICE:
Service under this rate schedule shall, at the option of the customer, ba for an initial term
of twenty (20) years beginning on the date one or more of the lighting equipment is
installed, energized, and ready for use and shall continue after the initial term for
successive one-year terms until terminated by either party upon providing ninety (90) days
prior written notice.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

On lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the monthly rate for energy served
| at primary or secondary voltage, at the company's option, shall be 2.6383659¢ per KWh of
metered usage, plus a Basic Service Charge of $10.52 per month and the epplicable
additional_ charges as specified on Shest Mos. §.020 and 6.021

Continued to Sheet MNo. 6.835
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A TECO FIRSTSECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.835
"’ PR e CANCELS ORIGINALFIRST SHEET NO. 6.835

AN FMIORA COOMPANY

Continued from Sheet No, 5.830

MONTHLY RATE: The monthly charge shall be caloulated by applying the monthly rate of 1.19% to
the In-Place Value of the customer specific lighting facilities identified in the Outdoor Lighting
Agreament enterad into betwean the customer and the Company for servica under this schedule

The In-Place Value may change over lime as new lights are added 1o the service provided under this
Rate Schedule to a customer taking service, the monthly rate shall be applied to the In-Place Value in
effect that billing month.

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES:

The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are
not considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following:

1. relays;
2. distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service;
3.  protective shields;
4. bird deterrent devices;
5. light trespass shields;
6. light rotations;
7.  light pole relocations;
8. devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including
associated planning and engineering costs;
9. removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting cable;
10.  directional boring;
11.  specialized permitting that is incremental to a standard construction permit; and
12.  specialized engineering scope required by either the customer or by local code or ordinance

that is unique to the requested work.

Payment may be made in a lump sum at the time the agreement is entered into, or at the customer’s
option these non-standard costs may be included in the In-Place Value to which the monthly rate will ba
applied.

MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge

I ENERGY CHARGE: For menthly energy served under this rate schedule, 2.538359¢ per kWh.
FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 5020 and 6.021.
ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Mos 6020 and 6021,

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos, 5.020 and 5.021
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheel Nos. 5.020 and 8.021

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: Sese Sheet Mo, 6.022
ERANCHISE FEE: See Sheet Mo, 6.022

| PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet Mo, 6.022

| ISSUED BY: M. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE: May-18-2820
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A TECO TWENTY-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.030

, CANCELS TWENTY-SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.030
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
SCHEDULE: RS
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.
APPLICABLE: To residential consumers in individually metered private residences, apartment
units, and duplex units. All energy must be for domestic purposes and should not be shared

with or sold to others. |n addition, energy used in commonly-owned facilities in condominium
and cooperative apartment buildings will qualify for this rate schedule, subject to the following

criteria:

1. 100% of the energy is used exclusively for the co-owners' benefit.

2 None of the energy is used in any endeavor which sells or rents a commeodity or
provides service for a fee.

3. Each point of delivery will be separately metered and billed.

4. A responsible legal entity is established as the customer to whom the Company can

render its bills for said service.
Resale not permitted.

Billing charges shall be prorated for billing periods that are less than 25 days or greater than
35 days. |If the billing period exceeds 35 days and the billing extension causes energy
consumption, based on average daily usage, to exceed 1,000 kWh, the excess consumption
will be charged at the lower monthly Energy and Demand Charge.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: This schedule includes service to single phase motors rated up to
7.5 HP. Three phase service may be provided where available for motors rated 7.5 HP and
over.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
$15.05

Energy and Demand Charge:
First 1,000 kWwh 5.181¢ per kWh
All additional kWWh 6.181¢ per KWh

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge.

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.031

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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A TECO TWENTY-EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.050
I‘ TAMPA ELECTRIG CANCELS TWENTY-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO.
AN EMERA COMPANY 6.050

GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND
SCHEDULE: GS
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12)
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. For any billing period that
exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or
higher, at Company's option.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: All service under this rate shall be furnished through one meter.
Standby service permitted on Schedule GST only.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
Metered accounts $18.06
Un-metered accounts $15.05

Eneragy and Demand Charge:
5.448¢ per kWh

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge.

EMERGENCY RELAY POWER SUPPLY CHARGE: The monthly charge for emergency relay
power supply service shall be 0.168¢ per kWh of billing energy. This charge is in addition to
the compensation the customer must make to the Company as a contribution-in-aid of
construction.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.051

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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A TECO TWENTY-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.080

, CANCELS TWENTY-SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.080
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

GENERAL SERVICE - DEMAND
SCHEDULE: GSD
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any
one of the prior twelve (12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period.
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 kWh per billing
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve (12) months. For any billing period
that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 80 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:
STANDARD OPTIONAL
Basic Service Charge: Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 30.10 Secondary Metering Voltage $ 30.10
Primary Metering Voltage $ 13044 Primary Metering Voltage $ 130.44
Subtrans. Metering Voltage $ 99327 Subtrans. Metering Voltage $ 993.27

Demand Charge: Demand Charge:

$10.76 per kW of billing demand $0.00 per kW of billing demand
Energy Charge: Energy Charge:

1.589¢ per kWh 6.585¢ per KWh

The customer may select either standard or optional. Once an option is selected, the
customer must remain on that option for twelve (12) consecutive months.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.081

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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A TECO TWENTY-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.085

, CANCELS TWENTY-FOURTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.085
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: IS
AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area.

APPLICABLE: To be eligible for service under Rate Schedule IS, a customer must have
been taking interruptible service under rate schedules 1S-1, IST-1, I1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3
on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Load
Management Service under Rate Schedule GSLM-2. When electric service is desired at more
than one location, each such location or point of delivery shall be considered as a separate
customer. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three
phase primary voltage or higher.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who
generate less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is
used for emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltage $ 624.05
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $2,379.85

Demand Charge:
$3.90 per KW of billing demand

Energy Charge:
2.513¢ per KWH

Continued to Sheet No. 6.086
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A TECO THIRTY-THIRD REVISED SHEET NO. 6.290

, CANCELS THIRTY-SECOND REVISED SHEET NO. 6.290
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

CONSTRUCTION SERVICE
SCHEDULE: CS
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.
APPLICABLE: Single phase temporary service used primarily for construction purposes.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Service is limited to construction poles and services installed
under the TUG program. Construction poles are limited to a maximum of 70 amperes at 240
volts for construction poles. Larger (non-TUG) services and three phase service entrances
must be served under the appropriate rate schedule, plus the cost of installing and removing
the temporary facilities is required.

MONTHLY RATE:
Basic Service Charge: $18.06

Energy and Demand Charge: 5.448¢ per kWh

MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge.
FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.
ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: Sheet No. 6.021.

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.021.

MISCELLANEQUS: A Temporary Service Charge of $260.00 shall be paid upon application
for the recovery of costs associated with providing, installing, and removing the company's
temporary service facilities for construction poles. Where the Company is required to provide
additional facilities other than a service drop or connection point to the Company’s existing
distribution system, the customer shall also pay, in advance, for the estimated cost of
providing, installing and removing such additional facilities, excluding the cost of any portion of
these facilities which will remain as a part of the permanent service.

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022.

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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A TECO TWENTY-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.320

, CANCELS TWENTY-SIXTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.320
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

TIME-OF-DAY
GENERAL SERVICE - NON DEMAND
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: GST
AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: For lighting and power in establishments not classified as residential whose
energy consumption has not exceeded 9,000 kWh in any one of the prior twelve (12)
consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period. All of the electric load
requirements on the customer's premises must be metered at one (1) point of delivery. For
any billing period that exceeds 35 days, the energy consumption shall be prorated to that of a
30-day amount for purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: Single or 3 phase, 60 cycles and approximately 120 volts or
higher, at Company's option.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: All service under this rate shall be furnished through one
meter. Standby service permitted.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
$20.07

Eneray and Demand Charge:
12.371¢ per KWh during peak hours
3.053¢ per kWh during off-peak hours

Continued to Sheet No. 6.321
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TWENTY-EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.330
CANCELS TWENTY-SEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO.6.330

e
Sy TECO,

AM EMERA COMPANY

TIME-OF-DAY
GENERAL SERVICE - DEMAND
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: GSDT

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: To any customer whose energy consumption has exceeded 9,000 kWh in any
one of the prior twelve (12) consecutive billing periods ending with the current billing period.
Also available to customers with energy consumption at any level below 9,000 kWh per billing
period who agree to remain on this rate for at least twelve (12) months. For any billing period
that exceeds 35 days, the consumption shall be prorated to that of a 30-day amount for
purposes of administering this requirement. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 80 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard Company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 3010
Primary Metering Voltage $ 130.44
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $ 993.27

Demand Charge:
$3.44 per kW of billing demand, plus

$7.04 per kW of peak billing demand

Energy Charge:
2.908¢ per KkWh during peak hours

1.049¢ per kWh during off-peak hours

Continued to Sheet No. 6.331
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A TECO TWENTY-FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.340

, CANCELS TWENTY-FOURTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.340
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

TIME OF DAY
INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE
(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: IST
AVAILABLE: Entire Service Area.

APPLICABLE: To be eligible for service under Rate Schedule IST, a customer must have
been taking interruptible service under rate schedules 1S-1, IST-1, 1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3
on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Load
Management Service under Rate Schedule GSLM-2. When electric service is desired at more
than one location, each such location or point of delivery shall be considered as a separate
customer. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three phase
primary voltage or higher.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: Standby service is permitted only for customers who generate
less than 20% of their on-site load requirements or whose generating equipment is used for
emergency purposes.

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltage $ 624.05
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $2,379.85

Demand Charge:
$3.90 per KW of billing demand

Energy Charge:
2.513¢ per KWH

Continued to Sheet No. 6.345
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A TECO. THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.565

, CANCELS TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.565
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.560

MONTHLY RATES:
Basic Service Charge: $15.05

Energy and Demand Charges:  5.495¢ per kWh (for all pricing periods)
MINIMUM CHARGE: The Basic Service Charge.

FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.021.

FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE: See Sheet No. 6.021.

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022.

DETERMINATION OF PRICING PERIODS: Pricing periods are established by season for
weekdays and weekends. The pricing periods for price levels P1 (Low Cost Hours), P2
(Moderate Cost Hours) and Pz (High Cost Hours) are as follows:

May through October P1 Pz Ps3
Weekdays 11 P.M. to 6 AM. 6 AM. to1P.M. 1P.M. to6 P.M.
6 P.M. to 11 P.M.
Weekends 1MPMto6AM. 6AMto11PM. e
November through April P1 P2 Ps
Weekdays 11P.M. to 5 AM. 5AM. to 6 AM. 6 AM.to 10 A M.

10 AM. to 11 P.M.

Weekends 11 P.M. to6 AM. 6AMto11PM. e

The pricing periods for price level P4 (Critical Cost Hours) shall be determined at the sole
discretion of the Company. Level P4 hours shall not exceed 134 hours per year.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.570
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A TECO. SIXTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.600

, CANCELS FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.600
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

FIRM STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
SCHEDULE: SBF

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in
kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in
kilowatts and who take firm service from the utility. Also available to self-generating
Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in
kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not
permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Firm Standby and Supplemental Service. (See Sheet No.
7.600)

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 5518
Primary Metering Voltage $ 15551
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $1,018.36

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE:

Demand Charge:
$ 1.68 per kW-Month of Standby Demand

(Local Facilities Reservation Charge)

plus the greater of:
$ 1.65 per kW-Month of Standby Demand
(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or
$ 0.62 per kW-Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand
(Power Supply Demand Charge)

Energy Charge:
0.917¢ per Standby kWh

Continued to Sheet No. 6.601
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A TECO EIGHTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.601

, CANCELS SEVENTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.601
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.600

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE:

Demand Charge:
$10.76 per KW-Month of Supplemental Billing Demand (Supplemental Billing

Demand Charge)

Energy Charge:
1.589¢ per Supplemental kWh

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and

vice-versa.)

April 1 - October 31 November 1 - March 31
Peak Hours: 12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 6:00 AM - 10:00 AM
(Monday-Friday) and

6:00 PM - 10:00 PM

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas
Day shall be off-peak.

BILLING UNITS:
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW demand
served by the company during the month.

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by
the company less deliveries to the Company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month.

Normal Generation - The generation level equaled or exceeded by the
Customer's generation 10% of the metered intervals during the previous
twelve months.

Supplemental Billing Demand - The amount, if any, by which the highest

Site Load during any 30-minute interval in the month exceeds Normal
Generation, but no greater than Metered Demand.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.602
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SHEET NO. 6.605
SHEET NO. 6.605

A TECO THIRTEENTH REVISED
& a . CANCELS TWELFTH REVISED
TAMPA ELECTRIC
‘ AN EMERA COMPANY
TIME-OF-DAY
FIRM STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
(OPTIONAL)

SCHEDULE: SBFT

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating Customers whose generating capacity in
kilowatts (exclusive of emergency generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in
kilowatts and who take firm service from the utility. Also available to self-generating
Customers whose generating capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in
kilowatts, but who agree to all the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. Resale not
permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: A-C; 60 cycles; 3 phase; at any standard company voltage.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A Customer taking service under this tariff must sign a Tariff

Agreement for the Purchase of Firm Standby and Supplemental Service.
7.600)

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:

Secondary Metering Voltage $ 5518
Primary Metering Voltage $ 15551
Subtransmission Metering Voltage  $1,018.36

CHARGES FOR STANDBY SERVICE:
Demand Charge:
$ 1.68 per kW-Month of Standby Demand
(Local Facilities Reservation Charge)
plus the greater of:
$ 1.55 per kW-Month of Standby Demand
(Power Supply Reservation Charge) or
$ 0.62 per kW-Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand
(Power Supply Demand Charge)
Eneray Charge:
0.917¢ per Standby kWh

Continued to Sheet No. 6.606

(See Sheet No.
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A TECO FIFTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.606

, CANCELS FOURTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.606
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.605

CHARGES FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE

Demand Charge:

$3.44 per KW-Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Billing Demand
Charge), plus
$7.04 per kKW-Month of Supplemental Peak Demand (Supplemental Peak Billing

Demand Charge)
Energy Charge:
2.908¢ per Supplemental kWh during peak hours
1.049¢ per Supplemental KWh during off-peak hours

DEFINITIONS OF THE USE PERIODS: All time periods stated in clock time. (Meters are
programmed to automatically adjust for changes from standard to daylight saving time and

vice-versa.)

April 1 - October 31 November 1 - March 31
Peak Hours: 12:00 Noon - 9:00 PM 6:00 AM - 10:00 AM
(Monday-Friday) and

6:00 PM - 10:00 PM

Off-Peak Hours: All other weekday hours, and all hours on Saturdays, Sundays, New
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas
Day shall be off-peak.

BILLING UNITS:
Demand Units: Metered Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval KW demand
served by the Company during the month.

Metered Peak Demand - The highest measured 30-minute interval kW
demand served by the Company during the peak hours.

Site Load - The highest kW total of Customer generation plus deliveries by

the company less deliveries to the company, occurring in the same 30-
minute interval, during the month.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.607
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AR THIRTEENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.700
, IMEEE(Q;“B CANCELS TWELFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.700

AM EMERA COMPANY

INTERRUPTIBLE STANDBY AND SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE
(CLOSED TO NEW BUSINESS AS OF MAY 7, 2009)

SCHEDULE: SBI

AVAILABLE: Entire service area.

APPLICABLE: Required for all self-generating customers eligible for service under rate
schedules IS or IST whose generating capacity in kilowatts (exclusive of emergency
generation equipment) exceeds 20% of their site load in kilowatts. Also available to self-
generating customers eligible for service under rate schedules IS or IST whose generating
capacity in kilowatts does not exceed 20% of their site load in kilowatts, but who agree to all
the terms and conditions of this rate schedule. To be eligible for service under this rate
schedule, a customer must have been taking interruptible service under rate schedules I1S-1,
IST-1, 1S-3, IST-3, SBI-1, or SBI-3 on May 6, 2009 and have signed the Supplemental Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Industrial Standby and Supplemental Load Management Rider
Service. Resale not permitted.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE: The electric energy supplied under this schedule is three phase
primary voltage or higher

LIMITATION OF SERVICE: A customer taking service under this tariff must sign the Tariff
Agreement for the Purchase of Standby and Supplemental Service

MONTHLY RATE:

Basic Service Charge:
Primary Metering Voltage $649.14
Subtransmission Metering Voltage $2,404.93

Demand Charge:
$3.90 per KW-Month of Supplemental Demand (Supplemental Demand Charge)

$1.39 per KW-Month of Standby Demand (Local Facilities Reservation Charge)

plus the greater of:

$1.20 per KW-Month of Standby Demand (Power Supply Reservation
Charge); or

$0.48 per KW-Day of Actual Standby Billing Demand (Power Supply
Demand Charge)

Continued to Sheet No. 6.705
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A TECO. ELEVENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805

, CANCELS TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.805
‘ TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.800

MONTHLY RATE:

High Pressure Sodium Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:

Lamp Size Charges per Unit ($)
Rate Code KWh Base Energy™
Dusk Dusk Dusk
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed
Dawn | Svc. Description Lumens® | Wattage® | Dawn | Svc. Fixture | Maint. | Dawn | Swvc.
800 860 | Cobra® 4,000 S0 20 10 3.16 2.48 0.47 0.24
802 862 | Cobra/Nema? 6,300 70 29 14 3.20 21 0.69 0.33
803 863 | Cobra/Nema? 9,500 100 44 22 3.63 2.33 1.04 0.52
804 864 | Cobra® 16,000 150 66 33 418 2.02 1.56 0.78
805 865 Cobra™ 28,900 250 105 92 4.87 2.60 2.49 1.23
806 866 | Cobra® 50,000 400 163 81 5.08 299 3.86 1.92
468 454 | Flood™ 28,500 250 105 52 5.37 2.60 2.49 1.23
478 484 | Flood™ 50,000 400 163 81 5.71 3.00 3.86 1.92
809 869 Mongoose' 50,000 400 163 81 6.50 3.02 3.86 1.92
509 508 | Post Top (FT)™ 4,000 S0 20 10 3.98 2.48 0.47 0.24
570 530 | Classic PT™M 9,500 100 44 22 11.85 1.89 1.04 0.52
810 870 | Coach PT™V 6,300 70 29 14 4,71 21 0.69 0.33
572 532 Colonial PT™ 9,500 100 44 22 11.75 1.89 1.04 0.52
573 533 | salem PTO 9,500 100 44 22 9.03 1.89 1.04 0.52
550 534 | Shoebox™ 9,500 100 44 22 8.0 1.89 1.04 0.52
566 536 | Shoebox™ 28,500 250 105 52 8.69 3.18 2,49 1.23
592 938 | Shoebox!™ 50,000 400 163 81 9.52 2.44 3.86 1.92

M Closed to new business

@ Lumen output may vary by lamp configuration and age.

3 \Wattage ratings do not include ballast losses.

) The Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 2.369¢ per kWh for
each fixture.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.806
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AR TECO. NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.806

, CANCELS EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.806
‘ TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.805
MONTHLY RATE:

Metal Halide Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:

Lamp Size Charges per Unit (3)
Rate Code KwWh Base Energy®
Dusk Dusk Dusk
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed
Dawn | Svc. Description Lumens® | Wattage®® | Dawn | Sve. Fixture Maint. | Dawn | Svc.
704 724 Caobra™ 29,700 350 138 69 7.53 499 3.27 1.63
520 522 Caobra™ 32,000 400 158 79 6.03 401 3.77 1.87
705 725 Flood™ 29,700 350 138 69 855 504 3.27 1.63
556 541 Flood™ 32,000 400 158 79 8.36 402 3.77 1.87
558 578 Flood™ 107,800 1,000 383 191 10.50 817 9.07 452
701 721 General PT(M 12,000 150 67 34 10.60 3.92 1.59 0.81
574 548 General PT™M 14,400 175 74 37 10.89 3.73 1.75 0.88
700 720 Salem PT( 12,000 150 67 34 933 392 1.59 0.81
575 568 Salem PTM 14,400 175 74 37 938 3.74 1.75 0.88
702 722 Shoebox™ 12,000 150 67 34 7.22 392 1.59 0.81
564 549 Shoebox™ 12,800 175 74 37 7.95 3.70 1.75 0.88
703 723 Shoebox™ 29,700 350 138 69 955 493 3.27 1.63
554 540 Shoebox™ 32,000 400 158 79 10.02 3.97 3.77 1.87
576 577 Shoebox" 107,800 1,000 383 191 16.50 8.17 9.07 452

M Closed to new business

@ Lumen output may vary by lamp configuration and age.

) \Wattage ratings do not include ballast losses.

) The Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 2.369¢ per kWh for
each fixture.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.808
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A, TECO. TENTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808

, CANCELS NINTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.808
TAMPA ELECTRIC

AM EMERA COMPANY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.806
MONTHLY RATE:

LED Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:

Size Charges per Unit (3)

Rate Code KR! Base Energy'
Dusk Dusk Dusk

to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed
Dawn | Svc. Description Lumens'® | Wattage®® | Dawn | Svc. Fixture | Maintenance | Dawn Sve.
828 848 | Roadway!" 5,155 56 20 10 7.27 1.74 0.47 0.24
820 840 | Roadway (" 7,577 103 36 18 11.15 1.19 0.85 0.43
821 841 | Roadway" 8,300 108 37 18 11.15 1.20 0.88 0.45
829 849 | Roadway!" 15,285 157 55 27 11.10 226 1.30 0.64
822 842 | Roadway!" 15,300 196 69 34 14.58 1.26 1.83 0.81
823 843 | Roadway!" 14,831 208 72 36 16.80 1.38 1.71 0.85
835 855 | Post Top!® 5176 60 21 11 16.53 228 0.50 0.26
824 844 | Post Top!® 3974 67 24 12 19.67 1.54 057 0.28
825 845 | Post Top!® 6,030 99 35 17 20.51 1.56 0.83 0.40
836 856 | Post Top® 7,360 100 35 18 16.70 228 0.83 0.43
830 850 | Area-Lighter® 14,100 152 53 27 14.85 251 1.26 0.64
826 846 | Area-Lighter® 13,620 202 71 35 19.10 1.41 1.68 0.83
827 847 | Area-Lighter® 21,197 309 108 54 20.60 1.55 256 1.28
831 851 Flood™ 22122 238 a3 42 15.90 3.45 1.97 099
832 852 | Flood™ 32,087 359 126 63 19.16 410 298 1.49
833 853 Mongoose! 24140 243 86 43 14.71 3.04 204 1.02
834 854 Mongooset 32,093 328 115 57 16.31 3.60 272 1.35

" Closed to new business

2 Average

B Average wattage. Actual wattage may vary by up to +/- 5 watts.

“IThe Base Energy charges are calculated by multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 2.369¢ per kWh for each fixture,

Continued to Sheet No. 6.810
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FIFTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809
CANCELS FOURTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.809

Continued from Sheet No. 6.808
MONTHLY RATE:
LED Fixture, Maintenance, and Base Energy Charges:
Size Charges per Unit ($)
Rate Code KWh(» Base Energy™®
Dusk Dusk Dusk
to Timed Initial Lamp to Timed to Timed
Dawn | Swvc. Description Lumens® | Wattage'® | Dawn | Swve. | Fixture | Maint. | Dawn Swve,
912 981 Roadway 2,600 27 el 5 4.83 1.74 021 012
914 Roadway 5,392 47 16 5.97 1.74 0.38
921 Roadway/Area 8,500 88 31 8.97 1.74 0.73
926 982 | Roadway 12,414 105 37 18 6.83 1.19 0.88 0.43
932 Roadway/Area 15,742 133 a7 1415 1.38 111
935 Area-Lighter 16,113 143 50 11.74 1.41 1.18
937 Roadway 16,251 145 51 8.61 2.26 1.21
941 983 | Roadway 22,233 182 64 32 11.81 251 1.52 0.76
945 Area-Lighter 29,533 247 86 16.07 251 204
947 984 | Area-Lighter 33,600 330 116 58 2013 1.56 275 1.37
951 985 | Flood 23,067 199 70 35 MA2 3.45 1.66 0.83
953 986 | Flood 33,113 255 89 45 21.48 410 211 1.07
956 987 | Mongoose 23,563 225 79 39 11.78 3.04 1.87 0.92
958 Mongoose 34,937 333 117 17.84 3.60 277
965 Granville Post Top (PT) 3,024 26 el 5.80 2.28 021
967 988 | Granville PT 4,990 39 14 7 13.35 2.28 0.33 017
968 989 | Granville PT Enh® 4476 39 14 ' 16.35 2.28 0.33 017
971 Salem PT 5,240 55 19 10.95 1.54 0.45
972 Granville PT 7,076 60 21 14.62 2.28 0.50
973 Granville PT Enh® 6,347 60 21 16.62 2.28 0.50
975 990 | SalemPT 7,188 76 2F 13 1317 1.54 0.64 0.31
U Average
71 Average wattage. Actual wattage may vary by up to +/- 10 %.
'f" The Base Energy charges are calculated by_' multiplying the kWh times the lighting base energy rate of 2.369¢ per kWh for each fixture.
I Enhanced Post Top. Customizable decorative options
Continued to Sheet No. 6.810
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A NINTHREVISED SHEET NO. 6.815
, IEEQ&IB CANCELS EIGHTH REVISED SHEET NO. 6.815
Continued from Sheet No. 6.810
Miscellaneous Facilities Charges:
Monthly Maonthly
Rate o Facility Maintenance
Code Description Charge Charge
563 Timer $7.54 $1.43
569 PT Bracket (accommodates two post top fixtures) $4.27 30.06

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES:

The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are
not considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following:

relays;
distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service;
protective shields;
bird deterrent devices;
light trespass shields;
light rotations;
light pole relocations;
devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including
associated planning and engineering costs;
9. removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting cable; and
10.  directional boring.

N RAWON =

MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge.
FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021
ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.021
FRANCHISE FEE: See Sheet No. 6.021

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

On customer-owned public street and highway lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the
monthly rate for energy served at primary or secondary voltage, at the company’'s option, shall be
2.369¢ per kWh of metered usage, plus a Basic Service Charge of $10.52 per month and the
applicable additional charges as specified on Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

Continued to Sheet No. 6.820

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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AM EMERA COMPANY

CUSTOMER SPECIFIED LIGHTING SERVICE

SCHEDULE: LS-2
AVAILABLE: Entire service area

APPLICABLE:
Customer Specified Lighting Service is applicable to any customer for the sole purpose of
lighting roadways or other outdoor areas. Service hereunder is provided for the sole and
exclusive benefit of the customer, and nothing herein or in the contract executed
hereunder is intended to benefit any third party or to impose any obligation on the
Company to any such third party. At the Company's option, a deposit amount of up to a
two (2) month's average bill may be required at anytime.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE:

Service is provided during the hours of darkness normally on a dusk-to-dawn basis. At the
Company's option and at the customer's request, the company may permit a timer to
control a lighting system provided under this rate schedule that is not used for dedicated
street or highway lighting. The Company shall install and maintain the timer at the
customer's expense. The Company shall program the timer to the customer’s
specifications as long as such service does not exceed 2,100 hours each year. Access to
the timer is restricted to company personnel.

LIMITATION OF SERVICE:
Installation shall be made only when, in the judgment of the Company, location of the
proposed lights are, and will continue to be, feasible and accessible to Company personnel
and equipment for both construction and maintenance and such installation is not
appropriate as a public offering under LS-1.

TERM OF SERVICE:
Service under this rate schedule shall, at the option of the customer, be for an initial term
of twenty (20) years beginning on the date one or more of the lighting equipment is
installed, energized, and ready for use and shall continue after the initial term for
successive one-year terms until terminated by either party upon providing ninety (90) days
prior written notice.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
On lighting systems not subject to other rate schedules, the monthly rate for energy served
at primary or secondary voltage, at the company's option, shall be 2.369¢ per kKWh of
metered usage, plus a Basic Service Charge of $10.52 per month and the applicable
additional_charges as specified on Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

Continued to Sheet No. 6.835

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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AM EMERA COMPAMY

Continued from Sheet No. 6.830

MONTHLY RATE: The monthly charge shall be calculated by applying the monthly rate of 1.19% to
the In-Place Value of the customer specific lighting facilities identified in the Outdoor Lighting
Agreement entered into between the customer and the Company for service under this schedule.

The In-Place Value may change over time as new lights are added to the service provided under this
Rate Schedule to a customer taking service, the monthly rate shall be applied to the In-Place Value in
effect that billing month.

NON-STANDARD FACILITIES AND SERVICES:

The customer shall pay all costs associated with additional company facilities and services that are
not considered standard for providing lighting service, including but not limited to, the following:

1. relays;
2. distribution transformers installed solely for lighting service;
3.  protective shields;
4. bird deterrent devices;
5. light trespass shields;
6. light rotations;
7.  light pole relocations;
8. devices required by local regulations to control the levels or duration of illumination including
associated planning and engineering costs;
9. removal and replacement of pavement required to install underground lighting cable;
10.  directional boring;
11.  specialized permitting that is incremental to a standard construction permit; and
12.  specialized engineering scope required by either the customer or by local code or ordinance

that is unique to the requested work.
Payment may be made in a lump sum at the time the agreement is entered into, or at the customer’s
option these non-standard costs may be included in the In-Place Value to which the monthly rate will be
applied.
MINIMUM CHARGE: The monthly charge.
ENERGY CHARGE: For monthly energy served under this rate schedule, 2.369< per kWh.
FUEL CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

ENERGY CONSERVATION CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021.

CAPACITY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

ENVIRONMENTAL COST RECOVERY CHARGE: See Sheet Nos. 6.020 and 6.021

FLORIDA GROSS RECEIPTS TAX: See Sheet No. 6.022
FRANCHISE FEE: See Sheet No. 6.022

PAYMENT OF BILLS: See Sheet No. 6.022

ISSUED BY: N. G. Tower, President DATE EFFECTIVE:
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Projection Year 2021
[ Calculation of GSDO Portion RS (Tier 1. Tier 2, RSVP) G5 & (5
| Distribustion Factors 105| 53 1830% 5 6700%
|Transmission Factors 117 55.4154% £ 0803
| Factors to be used RS [Ther 1, Ther 2, RSVP) G5 & C5
| Distribustion Factors 59.1870% 5.6709%
| Transmission Factors 55.4154% 6.0E893%
Load Forecast Data at Mater for Projected Year IMWh
RS [Tior 1, Ther 2, ASVP)|

RS (Tier 1, Tier 2, RSVP) GERCS
MWh MWh
Billing determinants for Projected Yoar 0,684,803 802,048

Tranamission Demand Separation Factor ' 1L LF RAYY Trom (P
FPSC lurndictional Factor 92.5292%

FERC Jurisdictional Factar 74T08%
Total| 1.000

Revenue Requirernents from Regulatory Accounting
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Distribution Lateral Undergrounding 50.00

Transmission Asset Upgrades 50.00

Substation Extreme Weather Protection 50.00

Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening 50.00
Transmission Access Enhancements S100,000.00

D&M Requirements from Regulatory Accounting
Distribution Vegetation Management - planned S1, D00, 00000
Transmission Vegetation Management - planned 51, 200, D00, 00
Transmission Asset Upgrades 50,00
Substation Extreme Weather Protection 50,00
Distribution Overhead Feeder Hardening 500
Distribution Infrastructure Inspections 51.200,000.00
Transmission Infrastructure Inspections S5O0, 000.00
SPP Planning & Comman 50,00
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GE0, SBF GE0 Optional i5 LS1, L52 LTG-FALC
33.1831% L5122% 0 5405% LAI85% D000
581425 LEIZIN 2. 5863% [l Y 0.0
G50, 5BF G50 Optional 15 L51, L52 LTG-FaL
IL6NTN L5122% O.5405% LA185% 00000 1000000 Check
3.1821% L&3I21% 1.5863% D048 000003 10000005
GSD, SBF GSD Optional IS LS1, Ls2 LTG-FAC
kW MWh kw MWh Mwh
17,528,483 360,212 1,986,004 134,246 0
%
92.53%
7.47%
100.00% Check
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Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery

Reduction of 15 million from Base Rates

Current Rate/Tariff sheet 5PP Reduction New Rate

RS Energy T1 5.271 ¢fkWh 0.0903 ¢/kWh 5.181 ¢/kWh

T2 6.271 ¢fkwh 0.0903 ¢/kWh 6.181 ¢/kWh
RSVP Energy 5.585 ¢/kWh 0.0903 ¢/kWh 5.495 ¢/kWh
G5 & CS Energy 5.542 ¢fkWh 0.0943 ¢/kWh 5.448 ¢/kWh
GST
ON Peak Energy 12.465 ¢/kWh 0.0943 ¢/kWh 12.371 ¢/kWh
OFF Pcak Energy 3.147 ¢fkwh 0.0943 ¢/kWh 3.053 ¢/kWh
GSD Demand 11.03 5/kW 0.27 5/kW 10.76 S/kwW
SBF Supplement Demand 11.03 5/kwW 0.27 5/kW 10.76 S5/kw
SBF Standby Demand 1.95 5/kwW 0.27 S/kW 1.68 5/kwW
GSDT Demand
On Peak 3.71 $/kwW 0.27 S/kW 3.44 S/kW
Off Peak 7.31 5/kW 0.27 §/kw 7.04 5/kwW
SBFT Demand
SBFT Standby Demand 1.95 5/kwW 0.27 S/kwW 1.68 5/kwW
On Peak 3.71 5/kwW 0.27 S/kW 3.44 5/kW
Off Peak 7.31 $/kW 0.27 S/kW 7.04 /KW
GSD Optional Energy 6.648 C¢fkwh 0.0630 ¢/kWh 6.585 ¢/kWh
I5,I5T SBI
IS, IST Billing Demand 3.96 S/kW 0.06 5/kW 3.90 5/kW
SBI Supplemental Demand 3.96 5/kW 0.06 5/kW 3.90 S5/kwW
5Bl Standby Demand 1.45 5/kW 0.06 5/kW 1.39 5/kw

151,152 Energy 2.510 ¢/kwh 0.1408 ¢/kWh 2.369 ¢/kWh
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Florida Power & Light Company

Docket No. 20220051-El

OPC'sFifth Request For Production of Documents
Request No. 33

Pagelof 1

QUESTION:
Please provide all documents identified in Late Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 8 (and the related

discussion) from the May 24, 20022 deposition of FPL employee Eduard DeVarona, relating to
the "2010 report".

RESPONSE:
Please see the attached responsive document.
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Executive Summary (slide 1 of 2)

During January 9 -11, 2010, the entire state faced record
temperatures impacting customer usage — roughly, a once in thirty-
five year event

Customers affected = 171,134 (Distribution outages = 130,592)

Transformers accounted for the most Customer Minutes
Interrupted (CMI) and second most Customers Interrupted (ClI)

Analysis shows:
— Transformer loading was the most significant factor
— FPL service region was the second most significant factor
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Executive Summary (slide 2 of 2)

Follow-up Actions based upon analysis results:

Develop risk-factored prioritization list of East Region transformers by using
transformer load %, number of customers/transformer, average KVA-Demand per
customer, and transformer KVA size. Expand to entire system.

Revise Asset Management System (AMS) load calculations to incorporate
available Automated Metering Infrastructure (AMI) data to improve accuracy of
peak load calculations.

Options for pursuing transformer replacements:

— Based upon current information, up to 22,000 padmount transformer replacements
may be required over time to address indicated overload conditions - estimated
data limiting accuracy of plans (i.e. estimated transformer loading)

— Incorporate AMI data as it becomes available to determine necessity for replacing
overloaded transformer conditions based on risk evaluation - more accurate data
insures appropriate corrective actions over time (i.e. AMI data deriving accurate
transformer loading)

7
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Overview & Facts

Event Summary

 Weather — During this event, the
entire state faced record
temperatures impacting
customer usage

— West Palm Beach Airport —
Average 12-day temperature, 49.9
degrees, was the lowest on record
for any 12-day period

— Miami International Airport —
Average 12-day temperature, 52.7
degrees, 10th lowest on record for
any 12-day period and the coldest
such period since 1940

 Customers Affected — 171,134
— Substation Outages 40,542 Customer Out by Day
— Distribution Outages 130,592

North 17,739| |East 41,889

9-Jan 61,606 . 10-Jan 80,683 . 11-Jan 28,845

Customers Out By Region

West 48,078

Broward 42,364| |Dade 21,064

Total 171,134

Unprecedented record temperatures forced an event

that we had not previously faced.

7
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What device impacted our indicators the most during the event?

Sat 1/9 3pm — Mon 1/11 11:59pm
CI by Interruption type CMI by Interruption type
Sat 1/9 3pm - Mon 1/11 11:59pm Sat 1/9 3pm - Mon 1/11 11:59pm
35000000
120000 - 100
30000000 - 100
1000001 L 80
25000000 L 80
80000 - o .
g . - § o 20000000 - o §
60000 5 (o] g
L0 2 15000000 K
40000- - 40
//‘\\ 10000000~
- 20 L
20000 / \\ 5000000 I 28
0 : . . 0 0 . . . I—‘ . 0
Int Type CI LAT OTH OCR Int Type CMI X LAT FDR OTH OCR
CI 20041 1572 1 CMI 20617094 $781565 3553630 823244 600
Percent 16.5 1.3 0.0 Percent 18.8 11.5 2.7 0.0
Cum % 98.7 100.0 100.0 Cum % 85.8 97.3 100.0  100.0
TwWo PI'OPOI'tiOﬂS Test of TX % contribution to Cl| E“‘
Saumple X N
Event 33917 12leZel 0.278863
A, Jan 05&09 53065 988761\ 0.084009
Difference = p (1) - p (2]
Estimate for difference: 0.194554
95% CI for difference: (0.1%2275, 0.197433)
Test for difference = 0 (ws not = 0): Z = 145.09\ P-Value = 0.000
Fisher's exact test: P-Value = D.DDD|
Transformers accounted for the most CMI during the event.
They also accounted for the second most CI, which is not
typical compared to an average day in January.
5 Source: Data Warehouse FPL.
FPL 000672
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What type of Transformers impacted Cl the most?

CI by Interruption type TX CI by Type
Sat 1/9 3pm - Mon 1/11 11:59pm Sat 1/9 3pm - Mon 1/11 11:59pm
120000+ - 100 350001 - 100
30000
100000+ L 80 - 80
25000 -
80000 - .
- r60 ¢ = 20000 -60 £
e 1%} Q
¢ em : 15000- K
L 40 L 40
40000 ‘ 10000
L 20 - 20
20000 5000
0 : : ; . 0 0 . . 0
Int Type CI FDR LAT OTH OCR Type OH Unknown
cI 66095 20041 1572 1 cI 8899 195
Percent 54.3 16.5 1.3 0.0 Percent 26.2 0.6
Cum % 54.3 98.7 100.0 100.0 cum % 99.4 1 100.0
UG Tx Int by Phase
2000
Single-phase Underground . . F 100
(Padmount) Transformers 15001 .
accounted for the majority of N .
c L 60 Q
the Transformer g 1000
' ] -9
interruptions 40
500+
L 20
0 . 0
Phasel 3ph
Count 14
Percent 0.8
cum % 100.0
6 Source: Data Warehouse FPL.
FPL 000673
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Overview & Facts

Padmount Transformer Failures Summary

Incoming padmount transformer tickets during given hour

60 70
50 1 60
~~ Y
* . Lol
Y ’ ‘e . -
= 40 ) . S - : 50 ‘¢
- / . 3
g - ~ l' » -
o . ~ 4 ~ L 2
o — P i 403
] o
= 20 1= 30§
=
10 M 20
0 ‘j\\M/\\D‘\m

01/09 01/09 01/09 01/09 110 1/106am  1/10  1/106pm  1/11 111 6am  1/11 1116pm 112 1/126am 1/12  1/126pm

12am 6am 12pm 6pm 12am 12pm 12am 12pm 12am 12pm
‘ Broward East West - - - -Broward Temp EastTemp - - - -WestTemp‘

North and Dade regions were minimally impacted. Broward, East, and West
regions accounted for 78% of the transformer tickets for this event.

As temperatures dipped below 40 degrees, padmount
transformer interruptions began to increase, accounting

for 41% of the Customer Minutes Interrupted (CMI) and

20% of the Customers Interrupted (ClI).
7 FPL.
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What failed inside the transformers?

Forensic Analysis Results

Hot spot between primary_and Flash point on E]in 2‘0I|e btu.rnbcauizd by
secondary coils compromised orimary winding e dielectric breakdown

dielectric strength of insulation \

9

Overloading of transformers will deteriorate, over time, the dielectric strength
of the insulation. The voltage between the primary and secondary windings

creates an arc perforating the insulation and shorting the two windings. %
FPL.
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Impact Summary

System Wide
UG XFR Failures a7
Percentage of Load

° < 100% 277 .
? 100-150% 893 A
? 150-200% 488 N
» >200% __79 e
1737
? 9 7;;T
né%

West Region
Total UG TX - 68,666
Total OH TX - 132,286

"
Affected UG TX Load
? < 100% 129
? 100-150% 194
? 150 - 200% 58 1

? > 200% k|

Breakdown of All Transformers by Load
Cat OH UG Grand Total
100% 263,778 187,885 451,663
100-150% 171,594 91,145 262,739
150-200% 58,430 18,763 77,193
>200 18,017 2,669 20,686
Grand Total 511,819 300,462 812,281

North Region
Total UG TX - 41,653
Total OH TX - 140,255
Affected UG TX Load

? < 100% 17

? 100 - 150% 34

? 150 - 200% 22

? > 200% 1
74

East Region
Total UG TX- 75,883
Total OH TX - 108,220

Affected UG TX Load
? < 100% 95
? 100-150% 354
? 150-200% 204
? > 200%

35

688

Broward Region
Total UG TX - 58,408
Total OH TX - 50,312

Affected UG TX Load
? < 100% 23
? 100 - 150% 272
? 150 - 200% 128
? > 200%

22

445

Dade Region
Total UG TX - 55,852
Total OH TX - 80,746

Affected UG TX Load
? < 100% 13
? 100-150% 39
? 150-200% 76
? > 200%

ﬁopynghl 2010 All Rights Reserved Region

m Cold Front Event Broward
of ny and all loss. aries are approximate. January 9_1 1 ) 201 o ::(e
015 30 s Single Phase UG XFR Outages North

West

What was the impact of the cold
weather event on transformers?

* 0.38% of all transformers were
interrupted

— Out of population size of
812,281

— 99.6% were not affected which
translates to a sigma level of 2.7

* 0.78% of all underground pad
mounted transformers were
interrupted

— 1,737 affected out of population
size of 222,511

—  99.2% were not affected which
translates to a sigma level of 2.4

How often to these cold weather
events occur?

* In the period from 1940 to present,
extended cold event periods
comparable to the recent one have
occurred roughly every 35 years

— 37 years from 1940 to 1977 and
33 years from 1977 to 2010

@
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Logistic Regression Table

Predictor
Constant
EVh =ize
38
L0
75
100
Phaze
E
C
Fegion
DADE
EAST
NOETH
WEST
Jummer Load %
1l00%-150%
150%-200%
200+
Type
Liwve Front
Customers
cE-8
da-15
el6-50
£51-100
g=100

Primary Voltage

22.9
4,16
Tnknow

Coef
-8.63753

0. 587377
l.86192
2.33022
1.36547

-0.0086861
-0.0737269

-0.986537
0.556199
-1.03793
0.337313

Z.00645
3.42808
4.19360

-1.:24346

0.185856
0.53589:29
0.135744
-Z20.6175
-21.7593

0.416369
-15.7a96
-15.1531

3E Coef
0.192389

178791
.168157
1768295
201108

[ s e o }

0.05584501
0.0595559

0.0957967
0.0839701

0.127356
0.0724947

0.0743520
0.0910338
0.146133

0.227795

0.0758334
0.07658543
0.121321
051,30
51351.5

0.0515143
50345.2
28704.85

-44,

a0

21
.G
22
28

.15
23

.79
.69
.15
-1

.99
=l
.70

. A6

.45
.01
12
.00
.00

.04
-0.
-0.

oo
oo

[ s e o }

[ ]

= o oo [ o } L R s o e }

= O

0dd=
P Ratio
0ol 1.76
.aon 5.27
.aoo 10028
.aon 6. 46
. 882 0.99
219 0.93
.aon 0.3a8
.aon 1.74
.aon 0.35
.aoan l.4DR\
.aoan 7.44
000 30082
000 86,26
.aoan 0.29
.0l4 1.20
.ano 1.71
L 263 1.15
L9038 0.a0
.aon 0.a0
.aon 1.52
.aon 0.a0
L9949 0.a0

What factors are the most statistically significant?

Tests for terms with more than 1 degree
Term Chi-3quare DF P
EVh szize 346,18 4 0.000
Phase l.048 2 0.581
Begion 367.67 4 40,000
sunmer Load % l4a:z1.258 3/ 0.000
Customers 53,25 0.000
Primary Voltage 54,34 3 0.o0o0o0
In=tall Year .62 4 0.230
i

Phase & Install Year not significant

50-100 KVA Tx had the highest
interruption rates

East region had the highest
interruption rate out of all regions
followed by the West

TX’s loaded 150% or greater were
30-66 times more likely to have
interruptions than those loaded
below 100%

Logistic regression shows Load was the most statistically significant factor

(Issue #1) followed by Region (Issue #2) and KVA size (combined with Issue #1)
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Issue #1

: : o
How is transformer loading calculated™ Advanced Metering

-
Meter-reading Data (current) Infrastructure Data (future)
DBl 2
PRADO Time Series Plot of UG TLN 8678824240
. - CIR M.
;:::em”“ BUTTS ‘;::::“’my Construrted | PPD Address || WiO TT 2712 created (Action: Refused)
S0LIMAR 100+
CIR #
ENTR. 901
Service BEOD - Boca . i
Conter Rt Last Updated  [(017/2202001 || Ref Drawing CO20K1 80
Mgmt drea || Boca Rafon Last Updaied By ||swiedin gff’“’”“’"‘“ s 707
B50 a 60
Summer Peak
. T yt prm— ‘
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» AMI captures load information on an

» AMS currently estimates demand hourly basis.

based on monthly meter department

kWh readings  Approximately 100K AMI meters in

place primarily in Broward

AMI technology will improve load data accuracy and

resolution in the near future Qzl '
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Issue #1
Why are transformers overloaded?

Measurement ‘Personnel (Man)‘

Upgrades or replacements based

Different design

Load Data " on customer complaints
Resolution practices on
# of Sves/Tx
o periodic repo! Transformer Custs not making FPL aware of upgrades

prioritizing overloadg manufacture design

Load Data

Load Data Tracking

Accuracy

TCMS screen
improper follow-up

Exceeding loading
recommendations
when adding load to
existing tx

Load Data
Resolution

Load Data
Accuracy

Improper Fuse Size

Timely work request
follow-up

Using outdated DCS
Standards (TX fusing
tables revised in 2008)

Design Tools no
using proper
referencing

Changes of service

association during restoration Field using separate

fusing tables
(TX fusing tables
revised for 2008 version)

There are approximately
100K transformers
loaded at greater
than 150% at
summer peak

Developers don’t want
many TXs on their lots

v

Lack of proper fuse
sizes for RSs and
crews in field
Locn, Geography

Custs not making FPL
aware of upgrades

Improper Tx sizing

Temperature to serve loads

Bad connections /

Low Qil / Qil Spills

) Availability of .
Services proper KVA Size More TXs mstalled_ . (overheat)
creates higher probability
of overloaded TXs Optimize Cost
Terminations Load Growth

kNo. of Phases
3ph

Size of homes Effort to maximize custs/tx

Elbows

Age of TX Risk ranking of addressing

No periodic report overloaded transformers for reliability is lo

prioritizing overloads

Improper Fuse Size

TX Style /
Regular

Low Style

Pad Mtd TXs serve
larger sq footage homes % load coincidence table
based on mean summer pea

loading estimate,

Wrong Coincidence
Developers don’t want Factor

many TXs on their lots

Duration of low
temperatures

m Environment (Mother Nature)‘

@
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Issue #1

What causes are contributing the most to the problem?

FMEA

Process . . Potential Effects S Potential Cause(s)/ o Current D R
; Potential Failure Mode . E . . (] Process E P
Function of Failure Mechanism(s) of Failure
\" (o] Controls T N
No periodic report Areas are not aware of Addressing overloaded We have Distribution Transformer
priortizing overloads magnitude of overloaded transformers not a high priortity. Loading Guidelines in the Service
transformer population. 8 |Overloaded transformers have 8 |Planning Quick Reference Guide 8 | 512
low reliability impact. for designers.
AMS Reports
Load Data Accuracy Overloaded transformers not Customer transformer No formal process to correct
recognized or overloaded 5 misassociation and AMS to 5 inaccurate associations or data s | 200
transformers incorrectly TCMS link could be inaccurate. transfer issues.
identified.
Design Tools not using Transformer size to load match Tool references to transformer Review triggered by change in
proper referencing is incorrect. 7 |design needs to be reviewed 2 |product characteristics or design. 9| 126
and revised if necessary.
Risk ranking of addressing |Overloaded transformers get Addressing overloaded We have Distribution Transformer
Design overloaded transformers is |neglected due to low priority transformers not a high priortity. Loading Guidelines in the Service
Reference low and are only addressed on an 9 |Overloaded transformers have 8 |Planning Quick Reference Guide 8 | 576
individual basis. low reliability impact. for designers.
% load coincidence table Undersized transformer; actual Coincidence table is designed Review triggered by change in
based on mean summer peak load could be higher than 8 |to estimate the mean peak load.] 8 |customer demand patterns. 9 576
peak loading estimate. estimated.
Exceeding loading Overloaded transformers and Mis-application or not referring No process control to review all
recommendations when Power Quality issues with to transformer loading load additons to existing
. - ) 8 SO 7 9 | 504
adding load to existing services. guidelines. transformers.
transformers.
Existing Upgrades or replacements |Not addressing all overloaded Overloaded transformers have Customer generated only. Many
Customer based on customer transformer cases. 5 low reliability impact. Resources 2 overloaded transformers are 8 80
Upgrades complaints. allocated to high CI projects. missed under this process.
Custs not making FPL Potential overloaded Communication of cust upgrade No process for the "hidden"
aware of upgrades. transformers not identified 5 |not required in all cases. 7 Jcustomer load increases. 8 | 280
during customer upgrades.
TCMS screen improper Backlog of overloaded Volume of tickets too high to Review of transformer related
Customer follow-up. transformers that may not be 7 |address and screen to prioritize.] 3 [tickets by area personnel. 3 63
Complaint - replaced. -
Process Timely work request follow- |Backlog of overloaded Volume of work requests too Review of transformer related work
up. transformers that may not be 7 |high to address and screen to 3 [|requests by area personnel. 3 63
replaced. prioritize.
13 FPL.
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Issue #1

Padmount Transformer Load

14

Load was the most statistically
significant factor in transformer-
related outages, followed by
region and kVA size.

— Transformers loaded 150% or
greater were 30 to 66 times more
likely to have interruptions than
those loaded below 100%.

Correction Plan

— Develop prioritization list for
transformers based on load %,
customer count, kVAD per
customer, and kVA size

— Develop ability to detect and track
overloaded conditions at a
transformer level

— Incorporate AMI data to improve
accuracy of peak load data

Load accounted for the most statistically significant factor,

AMI data shows that we are not predicting peaks well.

Pad Mounted TXs

Number ofPad Mounted TXs by Load Category

2000001

150000

100000

50000 1

187885

91145

18763

2669
.

100-150% 150-200% > 200%
Load Category

< 100%

Scatter Plot of AMS % Loaded (Winter Peak) vs. AMI % Loaded at Failure

%o Loaded from AMI

300.00%-

250.00%-

200.00%-

150.00%

100.00%

50.00%,

60.00% 80.00% 100.00% 120.00% 140.00% 160.00% 180.00% 200.00%

% Loaded from AMS

(\Y

87 Jo G a8eq

FPL.

FPL 000681
20220051-El

€€ 'ON dOd WI$ DO 03 asuodsay TdA

[4-1S002T0T ‘ON 120

G-I NqIyxyg



Issue #2

What Regions had the most Transformer interruptions?

50 KVA Tx'’s loaded between 150% and 200% is the largest population of transformers
within the high interruption-rate category highlighted in the regression model. Within this
category:

East has 3 lowest population of 50 KVA, 150%-200% loaded transformers but had the
highest transformer interruption rate during the event

b Interruption Rate for 50KVA 150%-200% Loaded Tx's
10.00%

15

8.00%

Int. Rate

6.00% -

4.00%

2.00%-

(9.08% )

0.00%

\e!
postio
5.14%
4.22%
2.58%
2.10%
Ealst Brov:/ard Welzst Dalde Nolrth
Region.

So what drove the high interruption rates in the East Region??

Source: Data Warehouse / AMS
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Issue #2

Do customer load characteristics differ in the East Region?

Non-normal data

Region N Median
Analyzing population | BRWD 2230 8L.00
, DADE 2151 £0o. oo
of 50 KVA TX'’s EAST 1609  80.00
loaded 150%-200% WORTH 971 B0.00
WEST 790 §0.00

Owerall 775l
H=3.20 DF =4 P =
H=3.92 DF =4 P =

Kruskal-Wallis Test: Summer Peak versus Region

KEruskal-Wallis Test on Summer Peak

Azre Rank Z
3927.4 1.29
3908.0 0.74a
3800.4 -1.52
3837.2 -0.58
3845.3 - (ged ‘e‘e““e
35876.% ““\‘
0.4z20
0.417 [adjusted for ties)

@

Customers/ TX

Kruskal-Wallis Test: Cust Served versus Region

KEruskal-Wallizs Test on Cust Jerved

Fegion N Median A4we Rank z

BRIID 2230 g.000 38536.4 -0.99

DADE 2151 9.000 4121.3 5.98

EAST 1509 g.00a0 31858.4 -13.85

NOETH 971 10.000 4671.3 11.584 \
WEST 790 5.000 3742.7 -1.77

Owerall 7751 3876.0 “%‘ Q\\S\“\‘\%‘s.
H= 303.93 DF =4 P = 0.000 ‘%

H=308.75 DF =4 P = 0.000 (adjusted for ties)

Summer peak KVAD / TX

Summer peak KVAD / Customer

Kruskal-Wallis Test: KVAD per Cus versus Region
Kruskal-Wallis Test on EVAD per Cus

Region N HMedian Ave Rank z

BERUD 2230  9.625 3945.0 1.80

DADE 2151  9.22Z 3634.3  -5.89

EAST 1609 10.125 4532.6  13.:22

NORTH 971  8.ls2 3075.5 -11.92

WEST 790 9,556 3977.5 1.35 “s\_
Overall 7751 3876.0 ‘ge‘ 102
H=291.84 DF =4 P = 0.000 \'

H=291.88 DF =4 P = 0.000 ({adjusted for ties)

Within the high interruption-rate category, the East tends to have fewer customers
per TX with larger loads per customer. This increases the probability of all

customers in TX simultaneously experiencing peak demand (Coincidence Factor).
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Issue #2
Why do the East Region customers have larger loads?

Mean Sq Feet by County (single-family homes)

Source: Shimberg Center - Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse 2008 Preliminary

Mean Sq Feet by Region

Mean Square Feet by Region
Source: Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse - 2008 Preliminary

23004

2200+

2100+

2000+

Mean Sq Feet

19004

18004

1700

T )
East & West have

larger homes

T T T T T
\ East West / Broward Dade North

Region.

Single Family
County RGO Mean Sq Feet RESEHIEINOI
Palm Beach |East 2,400 609,135 56,295
Broward Broward 2,014 761,796 52,311
Miami-Dade |Dade 1,923 867,413 46,316
Lee West 3,038 202,844 19,884
Manatee West 2,560 148,451 13,447
Sarasota West 1,796 220,496 18,043
Collier* West 2,017 158,937 15,000
Brevard North 1,717 253,131 16,460
Martin East 1,979 83,501 8,826
Volusia North 1,636 151,237 10,273
St. Johns North 2,480 62,159 6,511
St. Lucie East 1,718 99,382 6,815
Indian River |East 2,107 45,881 4,394
Charlotte West 1,680 89,328 5,263
Seminole North 1,945 43,079 4,136
Flagler North 2,267 44,961 2,965
Nassau North 2,238 15,668 1,611
Okeechobee |East 1,725 17,552 908
Columbia North 1,921 10,653 715
DeSoto West 1,757 12,888 762
Hendry West 1,705 8,446 704
Putnam North 2,042 16,840 368
Baker North 1,807 4,182 158
Suwannee North 1,670 4,101 145
Bradford North 1,716 3,986 49
Union North 1,801 1,311 37
Clay North 2,187 703 23
Highlands East 1,799 624 14
Florida FPL 2,017 3,938,685 292,433
17 Collier county data not available; using Florida mean

The East & West regions tend to
have larger homes which

typically have larger loads.
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Issue #2 Coincidence Factor

Most end use appliances are turned on and off randomly. Because of this, the probability of all customers
simultaneously experiencing peak demand is small and decreases as the number of customers increases.

Because of this, our Distribution system is designed to supply less power than the sum of individual
customer peak demands.

The ratio of peak system demand to the sum of individual customer peak demands is called Coincidence
Factor.

Significant factor during this event since the probability of all customers simultaneously
experiencing peak demand is high during cold temperatures and increases as the number of
customers decreases. Consequently, equipment becomes less reliable as they become more
heavily loaded.

Avg. Total Coinc. Adj
Custs KVAD KVAD Factor KVAD TX Size

DISTRIBUTION ENGINEERING REFERENCE MANUAL

OVERHEAD LINE DESIGN
TRANSFORMERS, SECONDARY, SERVICES

WIMTIOSNCA 0 AMmICE

L Y L

100
AVERAGE CUSTOMER KWD
3 4 5 3 7 8 % 10 11 12 13 14 1% 1€ 17 18 19 20 5
510 6]6 715 F:T "::3 .91? ;B 9IB ;B .‘;9 9“? 919 9]9 .919 919 919 919 9]9 . . 6 133 80 0'80 640 75
47| e4| 74| 82|87 90| 93] 95]| 57| 98| 98| o8| 58| 98| 56| 96| 9898 CO|nC|dence factor' 7 11.4 80 0.73 58.4 75
44| 60| 69|75 B0 B4 | 86| BE| 50| 51| 53|95 95| 95| 96| 57| 97|97 . ‘ 8 100 80 0_68 544 75
CeTaeTesloaT ool 2T rs sel sal raTeel o tont soTesToe o3 o5 example using 80 _ ) 89 80 062 196 50
B e e e e KVAD as the baseline 10 | 80 | 80 | 057 456 50
e o o Tt eaT soT seTe7 [ ea] ee] eal es shown below 11 7.3 | 80 0.51 40.8 50
23| 3442 47|51 [54) 56| 58|.59] 61| 62| 62|63 64 64]65)65) 66 12 6.7 80 0.49 392 50
I E I I EA EHE T E S ] B E e Depending on # of 12 6.3 gg 83? ggg 58
afesfael oottt sl sl iyl ool customers and size of S. ' : >
eo| 25| 32| 37| 41| 44| c6| 48 49| 50| 51 | S2|.53|53]|54)].54|55]|55 . 15 5-3 80 0-34 272 50
20 23] 31].36] 40| 42| 42| 6] 47| a5] 50| 50| 5 [52]52|53]53]5e |Oad’ proper TX Size 16 5.0 80 0.32 25.6 50
19 | 22|.301.351.36) 41| .43 | .45 | 46| a7 | 48| 45| 50| S0 .51 51|52 52
19 .21 |28 .33 (.37 40| 42| 43| 45| 46| 47| 48| 48| .49 |49 | 50| S0 51 Vanes 17 4.7 80 031 248 25
15 20| e7| 32 3i 38| 41 42|43 45| 46| 46| .47 |48 ] 4849 ].45] 50 18 4.4 80 0.22 17.6 25
20 CUSTOMERS WITH AN AVERAGE LDAD OF 7 KWD 19 4'2 80 0'21 168 25
COINCIDENCE FACTOR CHART 20 4 0 80 O 20 16 0 25
LWhAWD Conversion Chart (Residential) (contd) . . -
Proper application of the Coincidence Factor is very 0@,
8 important in selecting the correct transformer size EPL
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Issue #2

East Region
UG XFR Failures
Percentage of Load
? < 100% 95
? 100 - 150% 354
? 150 - 200% 204

688

? > 200% 35

Subdivisions with more
than 1 UG Transformer
Interruptions

. MARINER SAND

. IBIS GOLF & COUNTRY CLUB

— BINKS FOREST OF THE LANDINGS

- BAY POINTE OF UNIVERSITY PARK

Copyright 2010 All Rights Reserved

No expressed or Implied warranties.

The materials contained herein may contain
inaccuracies. The user is wamed to utilize

at histher own risk and the user assumes risk

of any and all loss. All Boundaries are approximate

0 4.5 9 18
T \liles
10

Cold Front Event
January 9-11, 2010

Single Phase UG XFR Outages

7

FPL.

7

FPL 000686
20220051-El

€€ 'ON dOd WI$ DO 03 asuodsay TdA
[4-1S002T0T ‘ON 120

87 J0 (0 98ed
S-INI Mqryxg



Issue #2

Transformer interruptions: Stuart — Martin County
(East Region)

D 100 kva

75 kva 63%
91% load 5 customers

7 customers

50 kva
118% load

6 customers 50 kva

152%
4 customers

50 kva D
82% load

6 customers 37 kva

160% load
5 customers

Interrupted UG transformers
MARINER SANDS %
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Issue #2

Transformer interruptions: West Palm Beach — Palm Beach County
(East Region)

50 kva
50 kva 156% load
242% load 8 customers
6 customers
100 kva
152% load
6 customers
75 kva
115% 75 kva
7 customers 115%

7 customers

Interrupted UG transformers
IBIS GOLF & COUNTRY CLUB %
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Issue #2

Transformer interruptions: Wellington Area — Palm Beach County
(East Region)

50 kva
144% load
5 customers

75 kva
138% load
8 customers

50 kva
112%
3 customers

50 kva
138% load
6 customers

75 kva
107%
8 customers

Interrupted UG transformers

BINKS FOREST OF THE LANDINGS %
22 ~PL.
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Issue #2

Transformer interruptions.: Boca Raton Area — Palm Beach County

(East Region)

75 kva

108%
6 customers

75 kva
103% load
6 customers

75 kva
95%
6 customers

75 kva
104% load
7 customers

Interrupted UG transformers
BAY POINTE OF UNIVERSITY PARK
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Root Cause — Padmount Transformer Failures

Issue 2

East region had the highest interruption rate of all
the regions.

Our findings show that pad mounted transformers between 50-
100kva loaded at > 150% had the highest interruption rate.

-- Within this category the 50kva transformers loaded
between 150-200% were the largest population.

Analyzed population of 50kVA transformers loaded 150-200%.
In the East, these transformers had:

- An interruption rate of 9.08%; approximately double that
of the remaining regions

-- Fewer customers per transformer on average than each
of the other regions

-- Customers with larger loads on average than each of the
other regions

-- Based on mean square footage, the East and West
regions tend to have larger homes.

Due to these factors, the probability of multiple/all customers on
a transformer simultaneously experiencing peak demand
increases (coincidence factor)

Int. Rate

Interruption Rate for 50KVA 150%-200% Loaded Tx's

10.00%

8.00%

6.00%

4.00%

2.00%

0.00%

(9.08% ) \ \
(]
5.14%
4.22%
2.58%
2.10%
Ealst Brov:lard Wést Dalde Nolrth
Region.

Customers/ TX

Eruskal-Wallis
Fegion i)
ERIL Z230
DADE 2151
EALST lao9
NOETH 271
WEST 790
Owerall 7751
H = 303.95 DF
H = 308.75 DF

Test on Cust Serwved

Median Awve Rank
.gao
.ooo
.goo
.ooo
.goo

g
E
g
10
g

4
4

P
P

-0.
S,
-13.
11.
-1.

38368,
4121,
3183,
4671,
3742,
3876,

(= R N

0.000

Kruskal-Wallis Test: Cust Served versus Region

Z
249
98
g5
g4
7

ruet

0.000 (adijusted for ties)

st

East Region had the highest interruption rate.
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Actions - Summary

Developing prioritization list for East Region Transformers by using Load %,
number of customers, average KVAD per customer, and KVA size and evaluate
against risk. Expand to entire system.

Investigate options to track and determine how long Transformers experience
overloaded conditions.

— This characteristic can be included in the regression model to determine significance
and impact to interruptions.

Revising AMS load calculations to incorporate available AMI data to improve
accuracy of peak load calculations.

Determining if Coincidence Factor is being properly applied by all Project
Designers in all Regions.

Confirmed auto-plat/automated engineering design applications provide correct
transformer sizing in accordance to current standards.

Researching comparison of original developer designs submitted versus actual
homes built — determine if origination of under- or over-sizing transformers
exist.
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APPENDIX

Docket No, 20220051-EI

FPL Response to OPC 5th POD No. 33
Exhibit KIM-5

Page 27 of 28
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Replacement Cost Scenarios

Underground transformers Loaded >200%

Population Load % Tx Size Cost per Tx Capital % O&M Capital Total Cost
40 >200% 75 kVA $ 5,147 65% $ 72,058 | $ 133,822 | $ 205,880
135 >200% 75-100 KVA [ § 5,147 65% $ 243,196 | $ 451,649 | $ 694,845
381 >200% 50 kVA $ 5,147 65% $ 686,352 | § 1,274,655 | $ 1,961,007
516 >200% 50-100 KVA | § 5,147 65% $ 929548 | § 1,726,304 | $ 2,655,852

2,669 >200% All sizes $ 5,147 65% $ 4808070 | % 8929273 (% 13,737,343

Underground transformers Loaded >150%

Population Load % Tx Size Cost per Tx Capital % O&M Capital Total Cost
315 >150% 75 kVA $ 5,147 65% $ 567,457 | § 1,053,848 | $ 1,621,305
793 >150% 75-100 KVA | § 5,147 65% $ 1428550 |9% 2,653,021] $ 4,081,571

8,132 >150% 50 kVA $ 5,147 65% $ 14,649,391 | $ 27,206,013 $§ 41,855,404
8,925 >150% 50-100 KVA | § 5,147 65% $ 16,077,941 | $ 29,859,034 [ § 45,936,975
21,432 >150% All sizes $ 5,147 65% $ 38,608,676 |% 71,701,828 $ 110,310,504

Average costs based on upgrading a 50 kVA transformer with a 75 kVA

27
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