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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(4)—(6), F.S., at least every three years we
are required to determine whether it is in the public interest to approve, approve with
modification, or deny each utility’s transmission and distribution SPP filed in accordance with
Commission Rule 25-6.030, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). Our decision must be made
no later than 180 days from the utility’s filing date.

On January 15, 2025, Florida Public Utilities Company (FPUC or Utility) filed Petition
for Approval of Storm Protection Plan. Shortly thereafter, the Office of Public Counsel (OPC),
representing the utility customers, intervened in this docket. FPUC’s originally proposed SPP
included the following seven programs:

Overhead Feeder Hardening;

Overhead Lateral Hardening;

Overhead Lateral Undergrounding;

Distribution Pole Inspections and Replacements;
Transmission System Inspection and Hardening;
Transmission & Distribution Vegetation Management; and
Distribution Connectivity and Automation.

All of these programs, except for the Distribution Connectivity and Automation program,
are programs that were approved in the prior SPP.> On May 15, 2025, FPUC and OPC filed a
joint motion for approval of stipulations.> Those stipulations are reflected in Attachment A of
this Order. A hearing to fully address the petition was held on May 20, 2025.* We have
jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Section 366.96, F.S., and Chapter 120, F.S.

!'In a SPP proceeding, the term “public utility” has the same meaning as set forth in Section 366.02(8), F.S., except
that it does not include gas utilities. Section 366.96(2)(a), F.S.

2 See Order No. PSC-2022-0387-FOF-EI, issued November 10, 2022, in Docket No. 20220049-EI, In re: Review ¢f
Storm Protection Plan, pursuant fo Rule 25-6.030, F.4.C., Florida Public Utilities Comipany.

3 Document No. 03642-2025, filed May 15, 2025, in Docket No. 20250017-EI, Joint Stipulations ¢f FPUC and the
OPC.

* Docket Nos. 20250014-EI, 20250015-EI, 20250016-EI, and 20250017-El were consolidated for purpose of the
hearing by Order No. PSC-2025-0029-PCO-EI.
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Legal Standard

When reviewing each transmission and distribution SPP filed pursuant to Section 366.96,
F.S., we must consider the following factors in order to make a public interest determination:

(1) The extent to which the plan is expected to reduce restoration costs and outage
times associated with extreme weather events and enhance reliability,
including whether the plan prioritizes areas of lower reliability performance;

(2) The extent to which storm protection of transmission and distribution
infrastructure is feasible, reasonable, or practical in certain areas of the
utility’s service territory, including, but not limited to, flood zones and rural
areas;

(3) The estimated costs and benefits to the utility and its customers of making the
improvements proposed in the plan; and

(4) The estimated annual rate impact resulting from implementation of the plan
during the first 3 years addressed in the plan.’

Utility storm protection or hardening is an activity that goes above and beyond the basic
standard of service to strengthen a utility’s existing infrastructure to withstand the potential for
extreme weather. Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C., implements the statute, provides definitions (such as
what an SPP is comprised of), and requires the utilities to provide certain information to support
their SPPs.

Decision

1. Should the proposed Distribution Connectivity and Automation Program be included
in FPUC’s proposed 2026—2035 Storm Protection Plan?

Stipulation: A ruling on FPUC’s proposed Distribution Connectivity and Automation
Program should be deferred until a subsequent proceeding to address FPUC’s next
update to its SPP.

A. Analysis and Conclusion

FPUC and OPC stipulate that we should defer ruling on the newly proposed Distribution
Connectivity and Automation program until a subsequent proceeding that addresses FPUC’s next
SPP, which is due to be filed in 2028. We accept this stipulation and interpret it to mean FPUC
has voluntarily withdrawn its request to include the Distribution Connectivity and Automation
program in this year’s proposed SPP. FPUC is not precluded from requesting for that program’s
inclusion in a future SPP proceeding. We therefore make no findings on the merits as to the
proposed Distribution Connectivity and Automation program.®

3 Section 366.96(4)—(5), F.S.

¢ Attachment 1, contained within Attachment A, contains costs for the Distribution Connectivity and Automation
program. However, this was a scrivener’s error and FPUC is expected to update this table to remove this program
and any associated costs from its updated SPP.
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11. Should the Commission approve, approve with modification, or deny FPUC’s Storm
Protection Plan?

Stipulation: The Commission should defer a ruling on FPUC’s Distribution
Connectivity and Automation Program consistent with the Parties’ Stipulation of
Issue 1 but should otherwise approve FPUC’s 2026-2035 SPP subject to the
modifications set forth in Attachment 1 to the Stipulations filed by FPUC and OPC on

May 15, 2025.
A. Analysis

The agreed upon stipulations are the result of a robust discovery process. The stipulations
will result in a modification to the proposed SPP that FPUC filed. As such, what is left for us to
analyze in this proceeding are the six remaining programs that comprise the proposed SPP:

e Overhead Feeder Hardening — This program will systematically upgrade all 141
miles of overhead feeder backbone lines across 29 feeders to National Electric
Safety Code (NESC) 250C extreme wind standards. The backbone of a feeder
resembles the major arteries of the distribution circuit that services a particular
community. When a fault occurs on a backbone, upwards of 2,500 customers can
be immediately impacted.

e Overhead Lateral Hardening — This program will systematically upgrade key
lateral lines off distribution feeders to withstand extreme wind standards outlined
in NESC 250C. A typical overhead lateral can have upwards of 200 to 300
customers.

¢ Overhead Lateral Undergrounding — This program will address the systematic
undergrounding in place, or relocation and undergrounding, of the single phase
overhead electric facilities, many of which are located in heavily vegetated areas,
environmentally sensitive areas, or in areas where upgrading the overhead
construction to NESC extreme wind standards is not practical or consistent with
industry design standards.

¢ Distribution Pole Inspections and Replacements — This program continues to
follow the eight year wood pole inspection program currently in place. Poles are
replaced as needed following their cyclical, multi-step inspection. Replacement
poles will comply with NESC 250C extreme wind standards.

e Transmission System Inspection and Hardening — This program will address
the inspection of transmission facilities (six-year cycle) and substation equipment
(annual cycle). The inspections ensure that all transmission towers and other
transmission line supporting equipment are structurally sound and firmly attached.
This program also includes the inspection and full replacement of 69kV wood
poles with concrete poles that are compliant with NESC code requirements.
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e Transmission and Distribution Vegetation Management — This program uses a
four-year, cyclical vegetation management plan to identify and perform necessary
trimming and address trees found outside the normal trim zone that pose a danger
to main feeders. Each circuit will have its own designated cycle and be prioritized
based on customer count, critical infrastructure, and vegetation-related customer
interruptions.

All six of these programs are continuations of programs we previously approved in
FPUC’s last SPP.” We are nonetheless charged with evaluating and making a determination that
the proposed SPP meets the statutory criteria set forth in Section 366.96, F.S. The evidentiary
record before us, comprised of the testimonies of FPUC witness Cutshaw and OPC witness
Mara, as well as Exhibit Nos. 1, 9, 22-26, 61-69, and 73, permit our informed review of the
proposed SPP consistent with the parties’ stipulations, including with regard to implementation
timeframes and costs. As explained in the analysis below, we accept the stipulations in
Attachment A because we find they are supported by evidence and lead to a reasonable outcome
consistent with the requirements of Section 366.96, F.S., and Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C. Specifically,
the testimony and exhibits establish that the six programs are expected to result in reduced
restoration costs and outage times, prioritize areas of lower reliability performance, are feasible,
reasonable, and practical, have explained costs and benefits, demonstrate rate impact on
customers, and are in the public interest.

1. FPUC’s SPP is expected to result in reduced restoration costs and outage
times associated with extreme weather events and enhance reliability as
well as prioritize areas of lower reliability performance

Section 366.96(4)(a), F.S., states that when reviewing a utility’s transmission and
distribution SPP, we shall consider “[t]he extent to which the plan is expected to reduce
restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather events and enhance
reliability.” FPUC presented testimony that its Overhead Feeder Hardening program, Overhead
Lateral Hardening program, Overhead Lateral Undergrounding program, Distribution Pole
Inspection and Replacements program, and the Transmission System Inspection and Hardening
program, would reduce outages and overall restoration times.

FPUC’s service territory contains approximately 141 miles of overhead feeder backbone
and 575 miles of overhead lateral lines across 29 feeders. FPUC witness Cutshaw analogizes the
backbone of a feeder to the major arteries of a distribution circuit that services a community.
When a fault occurs on the backbone of a feeder, upwards of 2,500 FPUC customers can be
immediately impacted. Meanwhile, a typical overhead lateral can serve upwards of 200 to 300
customers. To help mitigate damage and outage times caused by storm damage, FPUC witness
Cutshaw testified that a key aspect of the SPP includes activities like the hardening of overhead
electrical facilities.

7 Order No. PSC-2022-0387-FOF-EI.
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Because some overhead electric facilities in FPUC’s service territory are located in
heavily vegetated areas, environmentally sensitive areas, or areas where upgrading the overhead
construction to NESC extreme wind standards may not be practical or consistent with industry
design standards, FPUC witness Cutshaw testified that undergrounding primary and secondary
overhead facilities would reduce roadway obstructions and allow restoration crews to quickly
restore power to customers. Thus, by strengthening these critical sections of the electric
distribution grid to withstand damage during extreme weather conditions, through the Overhead
Feeder Hardening program, Overhead Lateral Hardening program, and Overhead Lateral
Undergrounding program, outages that may have occurred can be prevented and overall
restoration times reduced.

In addition, FPUC presented testimony that the Distribution Pole Inspection and
Replacements program and the Transmission System Inspection and Hardening program are also
expected to contribute to reduced restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme
weather events. For example, by proactively inspecting wood poles through the Distribution Pole
Inspection and Replacements program, FPUC can preemptively replace poles that fail inspection
criteria with NESC-compliant poles before an area experiences extreme weather conditions. The
data demonstrates that hardened structures perform significantly better than non-hardened
structures in the face of extreme weather. Because these replacement poles are better able to
withstand extreme winds, the likelihood of damage or outage times from storm damage is
reduced by comparison. This same rationale and benefit is also applicable to the Transmission
System Inspection and Hardening program.

Finally, the Florida Legislature has found that high winds can cause vegetation to “blow
into and damage electrical transmission and distribution facilities, resulting in power outages.”
“A majority of the power outages that occur during extreme weather conditions in the state are
caused by vegetation blown by the wind.”® In order to address this problem in its SPP, FPUC
offered testimony that the Transmission & Distribution Vegetation Management program, which
consists of trimming trees outside the normal trim zone that are located near main feeders, would
prevent branches from falling on the electrical system, and thus, would reduce the likelihood of
outage events.

Furthermore, FPUC offered testimony on its Risk Resiliency Model to assess system risk
and determine project prioritization for its SPP programs based on probability, response, and
impact. The model performed an analysis of FPUC’s historical reliability performance, both
during extreme and non-extreme weather conditions, using quantitative data from available
public sources as well as FPUC-specific data. Model inputs included data such as wind
probability, flood/storm surge potential, past performance, accessibility, critical load, and
interruption cost estimates. FPUC took into consideration the model’s prioritization portfolio
along with other factors, such as external influences and resource availability, when determining
the prioritization of its SPP. For example, key programs for FPUC such as the Overhead Lateral
Hardening Program and the Overhead Lateral Undergrounding Program focus on prioritizing

& Section 366.96(1)(a), F.S.
9 Section 366.96(1)(b), F.S.
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feeders with the highest risk score and statistically worse performance. Thus, the SPP prioritizes
areas of lower reliability based on its use of the Risk Resiliency Model and resulting criteria
descriptions for each program. We find this satisfies the prioritization requirement of Section
366.96(4)(a), F.S.

Because there was testimony and evidence from FPUC supporting that the SPP is
expected to reduce restoration costs and outage times associated with extreme weather events
and enhance reliability, we find that it meets the statutory criteria of Section 366.96(4)(a), F.S.
Furthermore, we find that FPUC’s use of the Risk Resiliency Model is expected to result in the
prioritization of areas of lower reliability performance for these programs, which meets the
statutory directive of Section 366.96(4)(a), F.S.

1. FPUC’s SPP is feasible, reasonable, or practical within the Utility’s
service territory

Section 366.96(4)(b), F.S., requires us to consider the extent to which storm protection of
transmission and distribution infrastructure is feasible, reasonable, or practical in certain areas of
the utility’s service territory, including, but not limited to flood zones and rural areas. FPUC
offered evidence from witness Cutshaw who testified regarding the feasibility and practicality of
the SPP. Witness Cutshaw testified that although implementation strategies may differ between
projects due to geographical or other concerns, all six of FPUC’s SPP programs remain feasible
and practical across FPUC’s entire service territory. Witness Cutshaw explained that any project-
to-project variations may include combining multiple programs to achieve statutory objectives.
In addition, there is evidence before us that the six SPP programs continue to be reasonable at
this time for FPUC’s service territory.

Additionally, FPUC offered evidence explaining that it used the Risk Resiliency Model
to integrate the analysis of geographic location and population information in order to meet the
criteria of Section 366.96(4)(b), F.S. FPUC’s use of the model included data specific to FPUC’s
geographic location, customer population, rural areas, and flood zones. This information allowed
the Utility to assess the resiliency and risks for each of the unique divisions of its system and
develop its comprehensive SPP to address any issues.

Because there was testimony and evidence from FPUC demonstrating that the SPP is
feasible, reasonable, and practical in the Utility’s service territory (including in its flood zones

and rural areas), we find that the SPP meets the statutory criteria in Section 366.96(4)(b), F.S.

1il. The estimated costs and benefits of FPUC’s SPP programs

Section 366.96(4)(c), F.S., requires us to also consider the estimated costs and benefits to
the utility and its customers from making the improvements proposed in the SPP. Rule 25-
6.030(3)(d)(4.), F.A.C., requires a utility to provide a comparison of the estimated program costs,
including capital and operating expenses, and the benefits. Notably, at the planning stage,
utilities provide their best estimates of program costs. These costs must be reasonable and



ORDER NO. PSC-2025-0216-FOF-EI
DOCKET NO. 20250017-EI
PAGE 8

supported by the evidence. Estimates of costs and expenses are reviewed and trued-up later in the
annual Storm Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause (SPPCRC) proceeding.

FPUC presented testimony and evidence regarding the myriad of benefits that the
proposed SPP will generate. These anticipated benefits include reductions of storm restoration
costs, increases in service reliability, and reductions of outage events during both extreme and
non-extreme weather conditions. FPUC reviewed its project timelines, work schedules, and
inventory, and believes it can still maintain the intended benefits to the public while
implementing the stipulated modifications.

For each of the six SPP programs, FPUC provided the estimated capital costs and
operating expenses for 2026 through 2028 which are summarized in Table 1 below. The
stipulations resulted in reduced program costs for several of the proposed programs.

Table 1
FPUC’s 2026-2028 SPP Program Cost Estimate
Program 2026 2027 2028
(millions) (millions) | (millions)
Overhead Feeder Hardening $5.78 $5.84* $5.71
Overhead Lateral Hardening $6.89 $7.39 $6.43
Overhead Lateral Undergrounding $4.22 $4.97 $4.21
Distribution Pole Inspection and Replacements $0.69 $0.69 $0.69
Transmission System Inspection and Hardening $1.22 $1.22 $1.22
Transmission & Distribution Vegetation Management $2.50 $2.50 $2.50
Total $21.30 $22.62* $20.76

* Number totals do not add up due to rounding.

FPUC provided adequate descriptions of the benefits that will result from implementing
these SPP programs. The Utility also provided estimated program costs, including capital and
operating expenses, required by our rule. Because the estimated costs and description of benefits
to FPUC customers are supported by the evidence, we find that the SPP meets the statutory
criteria in Section 366.96(4)(c), F.S.

v. The estimated annual rate impact resulting from implementation of the
FPUC’s SPP for the first three years

Section 366.96(4)(d), F.S., requires us to consider the estimated annual rate impact
resulting from implementation of the plan during the first three years addressed in the plan.
Notably, these rate impacts are estimates. The estimated annual Storm Protection Plan spending
amounts shall not be considered specific targets or hard caps. The actual costs will be trued up
in the SPPCRC. That said, the statute requires the utilities to provide their best cost estimates of
their SPPs so that we can consider that information.

FPUC originally estimated SPP rate impacts per 1,000 kwh for residential customers of
$17.30 in 2026, $21.82 in 2027, and $26.77 in 2028. However, FPUC estimates that the
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stipulations will reduce the SPP rate impact on customers. To use but one example, FPUC
projects a reduction of $2.22 in the SPPCRC factor for customers in 2026. Though the Utility
notes that value may be impacted by any true-up. Because FPUC addresses changes to rate
impact, we find it meets that statutory criteria.

V. Is FPUC’s SPP in the public interest?

Finally, Section 366.96(5)—(6), F.S., requires us to determine whether it is in the public
interest to approve, approve with modification, or deny a proposed SPP within 180 days of filing.
In reaching this decision we are guided by the factors in Section 366.96(4), the Florida
Legislature’s intent, and Rule 25-6.030, F.A.C.

FPUC and OPC stipulate that a modified SPP is in the public interest and should be
approved by us. We agree that the joint proposal leads to a reasonable outcome consistent with
the law and supported by evidence. Based on the foregoing analysis and record support that the
statutory criteria was met, we find that approving an SPP with the stipulated modifications is in
the public interest.

B. Conclusion

Based on the above discussion, we approve the proposed SPP with modifications because
it is in the public interest and meets the statutory criteria set forth in Section 366.96, F.S.
Therefore, FPUC’s SPP shall be approved with the following modifications: (1) the Distribution
Connectivity and Automation program shall be removed because a ruling on that program is
deferred to the next SPP proceeding by agreement of the parties and (2) the modifications
outlined in Attachment A shall be implemented.

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 Florida Public Utilities Company’s Storm Protection Plan is approved
with modifications as set forth herein and described in Attachment A of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that Florida Public Utilities Company shall file a modified Storm Protection
Plan reflecting our ordered modifications within thirty (30) days of the issuance of this Order for
administrative approval by Commission staff. It is further

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open for Commission staff’s verification that the
modified Storm Protection Plan was filed and fully complies with our Order. Once these actions
are complete, this docket shall be closed administratively.
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Docket No. 20250017-EI

a. Overhead Feeder Hardening

b. Overhead Lateral Ilardening

c. Overhead Lateral Undergrounding

d. Distribution Pole Inspections and Replacements

e. Transmission System Inspection and Iardening

f. Transmission and Distribution Vegetation Management Program
5. The Parties agree that a ruling should be deferred on FPUC’s proposed Distribution
Connectivity and Automation Program until a subsequent proceeding pursuant to Section
366.96(6), Florida Statutes, to address the Company’s next Storm Protection Plan update.
6. The Parties agree that the targeted amount of annual spending included with FPUC’s
proposed 2026-2035 Storm Protection Plan will be modified as set forth on Attachment 1, which
is attached and incorporated herein.
7. The Parties further agree that the amounts set forth in Attachment 1 will not be
considered specific targets or hard caps. FPUC will explain deviations in its annual Storm
Protection Plan Cost Recovery Clause filings.
8. The Parties agree that the stipulations set forth herein and reflected in Attachment 1
reflect a reasonable compromise of competing positions, testimony, and evidence put forth by
the Parties.
9. Subject to the modification to FPUC’s 2026-2035 SPP reflected by Attachment 1, the

Parties stipulate to the following positions on the issues identified for Docket No. 20250017-E!:
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Docket No. 20250017-LCI

C. ~ Stipulated Positions on the Issues

ISSUE 1: Should the propesed Distribution Connectivity and Automation Program be

included in FPUC’s proposed 2026-2035 SPP?

Stipulation: A ruling on FPUC’s proposed Distribution Connectivity and Automation
Program should be deferred until a subsequent proceeding to address FPUC’s next update
to its SPP.

ISSUE 2: Should the Commission approve, approve with modification, or deny FPUC’s

Storm Protection Plan?

Stipulation:  The Commission should defer a ruling on FPUC’s Distribution
Connectivity and Automation Program consistent with the Parties’ Stipulation of Issue 1
but should otherwise approve FPUC’s 2026-2035 SPP subject to the modifications set
forth in Attachment ] to the Stipulations filed by FPUC and OPC on May 15, 2025.

ISSUE 3: Should this docket be closed?

Stipulation:  Yes. The Parties agree that this docket should be closed upon issuance of
an Order approving FPUC"s 2026-2035 Storm Protection Plan as modified by the

Stipulations filed by FPUC and OPC on May 15, 2025.

10.  The Parties stipulate and agree that FPUC’s 2026-2035, as modified by the Stipulations
reflected herein, is a reasonable approach to meeting the requirements of Section 366.96, Florida
Statutes, and Rule 25-6.030, Florida Administrative Code.

1. The Parties further stipulate and agree that the positions and agreements reflected herein
apply only to FPUC’s 2026-2035 SPP addressed in this Docket No. 20250017-EI, as modified by

the Stipulations set forth herein, and in no way impact or impair the Parties’ ability to take
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Docket No. 20250017-E1

different positions in any other current or future proceedings before the Commission, including,
but not limited to, any other SPP or SPPCRC dockets.
12. The Parties stipulate and agree that these Stipulations fully resolve their respective issues

in this proceeding and request that they be approved by the Commission.

[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE]






