








9. Talquin’s Petition does not include an estimated cost for providing a distribution
system for the proposed residential development. Without this data, the Commission cannot
adequately evaluate the economic feasibility or comparative costs of service expansion by either
utility.

10. Furthermore, because the planning process for the development is still ongoing,
including the pending lot reconfiguration, Quincy reserves the right to supplement this
opposition with additional materials as the parameters of the development are finalized.

11. Talquin’s Petition inaccurately portrays the division of territory within the new
development by neglecting to include the 75 homes planned for Phase 4, which are in Quincy’s
undisputed territory. When accounted for, the development is nearly evenly split between the two
existing service territories, further reinforcing Quincy’s claim to serve the entirety of the Bostick
property.

12. Talquin asserts that it has invested in service to the Bostick property but does not
specify when this investment was made or whether it was in anticipation of a 155-home
residential development. Additionally, Talquin states that it previously served a nursery on the
property but provides no specifications for the existing line and distribution facility that served
this customer. Unlike the facts in Okefenoke v. JEA (referred to in the Petition §10), there is no
history of QE “skimming” economically advantageous customers from Talquin. To the contrary,
the Petition describes an ongoing cooperative relationship between the utilities (Petition 30).
Also unlike Okefenoke, Talquin does not currently serve a customer on the Bostick property
(much less 155 customers), and the service to the prior nursery is unlikely to be reusable as the

sole distribution facility to the planned development.




13. Moreover, Talquin fails to include details of the intermediate distribution facilities
necessary to serve the new development. Quincy is confident that once these costs are
determined, it will be demonstrated that both QE and Talquin will incur approximately the same
cost to extend service: Quincy has the distribution substation in place, but will have to extend a
new line, while Talquin has an existing distribution line to the previous nursery customer that
will almost certainly require further investment in intermediate step-down equipment. This
comparison further supports Quincy’s claim to serve the development given its location within
the City limits.

II. Expanding Talquin’s Territory Would Result in Hazardous Duplication
of Utility Infrastructure

14. If the Commission grants Talquin’s Petition, it would result in Quincy’s distribution
system coming into unavoidable proximity with Talquin’s system. The duplication of electric
utility facilities in close residential quarters can lead to hazardous conditions, including electrical
hazards, congestion and conflicts over distribution paths, operational confusion for utility
workers, and increased risks of accidental damage to infrastructure such as transformers.
15. Talquin’s Exhibit B, while 30 years old, still accurately reflects the relative density of
development on both sides of the territorial boundary. The map demonstrates that nearly the
entire boundary consists of sparsely developed land on the Talquin side, with only one small area
in the southeast corner indicating relatively dense development on both sides. Allowing a split-
service model in the Bostick development would introduce new and unnecessary risks.
16. The Commission has three primary options in response to Talquin’s Petition:

(Option #1) Grant the Petition, expanding Talquin’s service territory to

include the Bostick property. This would not, however, account for the 75

homes planed for “Phase 4”.




(Option #2) Take no action, reaffirming the 1995 boundaries, resulting in a

division of service laterals on the annexed land of 125 homes to Talquin

and 30 homes to Quincy, with the 75 Phase 4 lots serviced by QE.

(Option #3) Expand Quincy’s territory to include the entire Bostick

property, ensuring a single-service provider for the entire 225 parcel

development, including Phase 4.
17. The Commission is charged with prescribing “uniform systems and classifications of
accounts”, Fla. Stat. § 366(2)(a). Only Option #3 prevents unnecessary duplication of
distribution systems, thereby eliminating potential safety hazards.
18. Additionally, this option is consistent with Quincy’s limited sovereign right (subject to
PSC oversight) to maintain a municipal utility monopoly within its incorporated limits. It is also
consistent with Talquin’s founding purpose of serving areas for which urban electrification is
unavailable, as well as the nature of its customer base.
19. A fourth option—expanding Talquin’s service territory to include Phase 4—would
violate Quincy’s sovereign rights while also exacerbating the hazards of proximate distribution
systems.

III. The Central Factors are Equal, the Remaining Factors Favor Expanding
Quincy’s Territory

20. QE will deliver market-priced power to the customers in the new development,
sourced, in part from FPL. This factor favors expanding Quincy’s territory. See Choctawhatchee
Elec. Coop., Inc. v. Graham, 132 So0.3d 208, 211 (Fla. 2014)("The Commission also determined
that Gulf Power was entitled to a preference as an investor-owned utility"). See also Tampa Elec.

Co. v. Withlacoochee River Elec. Co-op., Inc., 122 So0.2d 471 (Fla. 1960), footnote 6. To the




extent that power is purchased from SEPA, multiple public policy concerns, including, e.g.,

sourcing renewable hydroelectric power, would be advanced by favoring QE.

21.

a.

The defining factors of this dispute are as follows:

“[TThe ability of the utilities to expand services within their own capabilities and the
nature of the area involved, including population, the degree of urbanization of the
area, its proximity to other urban areas”, Fla. Stat. § 366(2)(e), see also Fla. Admin.
Rule §§ 25-60441(2)(a),(b). The new development is a contiguous expansion of the
Quincy City limits. Quincy is late to the party of the expanding population of the
State of Florida, but her arrival was inevitable. As detailed herein above, Talquin has
not established an existing superior capability to deliver the intermediate distribution
line necessary to serve the new homes.

“The cost of each utility to provide distribution and subtransmission facilities to the
disputed area presently and in the future”, Fla. Admin. Rule § 25-60441(2)(c). As
detailed herein above, neither party has provided a detailed cost estimate. The Petition
describes Talquin’s relevant transmission topology in detail, but provides no detail
with respect to distribution other than the fact of a prior service drop. Talquin’s
nearest transmission interchange is located only one half mile closer to Bostick than
QE’s, and QE has a substantial existing intermediate distribution system within a mile
that feeds a 12kV line.

“Any other factor the Commission finds relevant in reaching a determination that the
resolution of the territorial dispute is in the public interest,” Fla. Admin. Rule § 25-

60441(2)(d). QE will deliver market-priced power, and expanding its territory will







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished
electronically to Malcolm N. Means and Kevin A. Forsthoefel counsel for Talquin Electric
Cooperative, Inc. on this _30" day of March 2025.

/s/ Gary 4 Roberts
GARY A. ROBERTS, ESQUIRE




