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JSB.POJUl 'l'Hll PLOR:IDA POIIL:IC SERV1:Cll COIOIISS:ION 

IN RE : Proposal to Ex tend Plan for 
the Recording o f certa1n Expenses 
for the Years 1998 and 1999 for 
Florida Power & Light Company 

DOCKET NO. 97041 0-EI 
FILED: JUNE 10. !997 

MOT:ION TO DENY AND DISNISS 

Florida Power & Light Company ( "FPL" l. pursuant to Rule 2~ -

22.037, Fla. Admin. Code. hereby files this Houon to Deny and 

Dismiss the Petition and Prot~::st of AmeriSteel Corporat 1011 

( "Protest • ) . The Protest should be denied because, contrary t o the 

requirements of Rule 25-22. 036 , Fla . Admin. Code. 1t fails to 

adequately state a substantial tnt~ r est in the Comm1:;s1 on .JL'll<JO 111 

this Doc~et. The Protest should also be dismissed because tt seeks 

to expand the scope of any Comrm ss ion proceed1 ng beyond '-hat 

permitted by Section 120.80!131 !bl. Fla . St:1ts. and seeks to havt: 

the Conmission hold · section 120.5711 l • type hearings despite tlw 

failure of AmeriSteel to ident1.!y any · disputed rssue of materral 

fact • as required by Rule 25-22.036. Fla. Ad~'~ ~0u~ 

In support of this Motton r o Dismiss. FPL stat~s: 

l.. SuliiJl.arv of • Prooosed Agency ArL1on • Procedut P 

Subsequent t o the taking of Proposed Aqency ACLion (and 

reflected in either an order or notice). one who!ie · substanl idl 

interests may or will be affected · by the proposed act1on may t11e 

OOCIJ" '•. ' .. I l: ATE 
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a petition for a §120.57 hearing. Rule 25 -22 .• 9.' 

Commission Rule (25-22.0291 requires thut cJ Pet1t1m on 

Proposed Agency Action be in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.J36. 

Fla. Admin . Code, whi ch form. arrong other matt • r s. reQutr•"· • hilt 

this Petition contain: 

2. .. .an explanation o( ho·"' his 0 1 her 
substantial interests will be o r arc .t l(ected 
by the Commission determination; 

3. A statement of all known disputed tssues o l 
matenal fact . If there are nonu. the 
petition must so indicat e ; 

4 . A concise statement of the ultimau: facts 
alleged, as well as the rules ar.d statutes 
which entitle the petitioner to relief. 

Rule 25-22 . 036(7) lal 121 (3Jand 141. Fla. Admin. Code . 

Section (9J (bl sets fo rth a l ternatives the Commiss i on tld:; 1n 

disposing of a Protest such as AmeriSteel' s. F'uzt. tht: Prvt •'st 

may be denied if it does not adequately srate a substantial 

interest. Second, the Protest may be granted and the CommiSSIOn is 

tc. determine whether a Secuon 120 . 57111 hea11ng o r " Sect ton 

120.57(2) hearing is required.· 

Florida Statutes Section 120.80!131 (bl has !':ltlllt fl catll urp .. n 

on the procedure to be followed atter a Protest to c1 Pl 'lposed 

'O f course, it is the · affectlng • o f a person 's substonllul 
interests that gives rise t o the opportunity t o request a heating 
under Sections 120 . 569 and 120. 57, Fla. Stats. See. [J.S. So!l!lt 
Coupnunications Co . y . Nichpls, 534 So . 2d 696 , C99 !Fla . 1988!. 

2Under Section 120 . 509. Fla. Slats .. ·un less wa1ved by al! 
parties. Section 120.57 (11 applied whenever the proceedtng Involves 
a di~puted issue of mater1al fact. 
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Agency Action. This section pr~vides : 

(b) Notwithstanding §!0120.569 and 120.57, .1 

hearing on an objection to proposed agency 
action of the Flo~1da Publ1c ServlCP 
Corrmission may only address the issues in 
dispute. I ssues in the proposed act1on which 
are not in dispute are deemed stipulated . 

Secti~n 120 . 80(13) (bl prevenLs a de novo hear tng or a de novo 

proceeding addressing the actiou now protest ed by AmcriStecl. 

Indeed . this c lear result was intended by th1s r ev1S1on to 1 h .. 

AdnUnistrative Procedures Act which was o r iginally enacted in 1995 

as Section 120 . 57(51 (bl. Mr. vandiver, General Counsel to th~ 

Commission explained this to the Senate CommltLee on Commerce and 

Economic Opportunities on April 24, 1995 . 1 

My understanding is there's a cesc J , \t ,C. 
Transport ation ye rsys QOT (sic) and t.h<IL 
basica lly says when an lndividual protests a 
proposed agency action all bet s art! o ff and 
you go back to square ze r o . And we have be~n 
f ollowing that case law. Now we would li ke t o 
have only those issues that nre in diuput~ go 
to hearing rather than going back to square 
one . We think it makes more sense from a 
policy s tandpolnt only tv fight about those 
things that are 1n dispute. This makes mo1c 
sense from an efficiency standpo int to only 
fight about those rather than putting all 
issues back on the table and having a de novo 
hearing on all issues . And it Just makes 1 

lot more sense to us and that ' s why w~ 

proposed i t . 

Ms . Masterson, Staff Di r ect.0r of the Senate Contnittee •m 

Corrmerce and Economic Opportunll u~s in expl ,Jllllii<J Lht• lull that 

'Transcribed from audl o Lape prepared by utd fn t Lit•• Senal t: 
Colllnittee on Corrmerce and Econom1 c Opportunlt II'S. 
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contained the subject revision to Chapter 120. Fla. Stats. stated :' 

The provisions restrict the issues that may b ... 
considered in a challenge of a PSC Proposed 
Agency Action to those issues that are 1n 
dispute only. 

The decision of the Court in Fla . Department o f Tt ansportat 1011 

y . J.W .C. Cqmpany 396 So.2d 778 (Fla . 1st IXA 19811 LJ whtch Mr. 

Vandiver ~eferred had been followed by thJs Commiss1on ~s 

establishing the proposition that a protest of au agency· !J proposPd 

action conmenced a de oqyo proceeding. See . .. . n ,. In re: Remw•;r 

fqr Apprqyal qf 1994 pepreciatiqo Study by Uruted T!'l . Co. o t 

florida and Central Tel. Cq . qt florida, 95 f'PSC' 5 :421 Jlld. In r••: 

Ljmjted Investigation 1nto Rate Sgtttnq Procedures and blternatly~-''1 

fqr Water and Sewer Utilities. 89-5 EPSC 174. 

f'PL respectfully submits there are several tmportant 

conclusions that may be drawn concerning the procedure to be 

followed with respect to ArneriSteel·s Protest oC Order No. PSC-97 

0~99-FOF-EI . 

1. A protest of · proposed agency action · by tlw lmrvntsstcm 
aP.e.a .a.ot. commence a de WlYO proceedtnq. 

2. The Commission is to determ1ne whether the prott•stant h<1S 
adeQuately St}lted a substantia 1 1 nterest 1 n the 
Commission action. 

3 . If a protest 1s granted. the Corrmtsston 1s r o d"?ctde 
whether a sect1on l20.57 Cll or a Sectton !'-0.57121 
hearing 1 s reQuired . · 

'April 24, 1995 meeting of Committee on Commerce <~Dd Economlc 
Opportunities. 

~In deciding whether the Protr->ot meets tlw rPqurr .. m••rlt s for .r 

Section 120.57 (1) hearing this Corrrnission !11\JSl f'Otll'ludt• th.Jt 
AmeriSteel's Protest demonstrates that there at" du;puL••tl i!;sues ot 
(material] fact requiring such a hear1ng by identifying the ~reds of 



4. The scope of any hearing held. i! a protest 1s grilnt ed. 
is restricted to issues. in the proposed act1on. that are 
placed in dispute b¥ the Protest. 

5. Issues in the proposed action that are not d!SpuLt:"d by 
the Protest are deemed stipulated . 

Because a de novo proceedlng 1s not commenced by the f1l1ng ot 

a protest to a PAA and because the permissible scope ot any further 

proceeding is restricted to the issues. if any. d1sputed by 

AmeriSteel's Protest, focus shou ld be given to compleung the 

preliminary steps called for by Rule 25-22.036. Fla. Admin. Code. 

Stated differently, the filing of a Protest does not givP r1se to 

a procedure of offering potential new i ssues to be addres sf!d. 

II. AmeriSteel ' s Miscbaracterizatioos 

AmeriSteel 's Protest is based on m1scharactetl zat 10 11 <~nd 

sparring with fictitious consequences constructed from such 

mischaracteri7ation. For instance. AmenSteel co1ns the tenn 

'Accelerated Deoreciauon Plan· in the very first p .. ragraph ot lts 

twelve page Protest to describe the act1ons lUthorizf!d by the PAA. 

Then. AmeriSteel uses the coined tenn • Accelerated Depree idt ton 

Plan • to explain and justify its arguments and that its substantial 

interests are affected. (See Protest paragraphs 12. 14. 15 and 

23 l . AmeriSteel knows full well that the PAA .lut hot 1 Zl'<l no 

· accelerated depreciation.· 

Nel<t. AmeriSteel fabr 1ca•. es f 1 ct i uous conot•quent:es. Tn do 

coot rovers:• and alleging a factua 1 basis for its .:ontent i 011. .1::J...a..... 
pept of Transoortatioo y , J.W ,C. Co . Inc . . 396 So .2d '1'18, 789 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1981; Woodholly Associates y . pem , of HaLural 
Resources, 451 So.2d 1002. 1004 (Fla. 1st DCA 1984 ) . 
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this. AmeriSteel coins the term · Stranded Inv~stmenr Docket. · 

alleges that meetings w~r~ held to discuss ·a ' continuation o t the 

Plan · approved in the Stranded Investment Docket. · t Protest at 

paragraph 7) and asserts that it has evidence !the so-c~lled RDl 

Report) tha t FPL has no stranded investment. !Protes: at patagraph 

61 . AmeriSteel thus fabricates the fictitious consequence that Li.e 

PM continues a "Plan · . the "Acc.:lerat€'d Depreciauon Plan · . 

approved in the "Stranded I nvestment Docket • to address stranded 

investment when l n fact. it further al leges. independent evtdence 

shows there is no stranded investmPnt for PPL. 

Although PPL strongly disagrees with AmeriSteel · s assert1ons 

concerning the potential for stranded investment, AmenStt>€'l's 

assertion and its fictitious conclusion are irrelevant be~ause th~ 

PAA deals with •past deficiencies with Commission prescr1bed 

depreciatlon. dismantlement and nuclear deco11111issioning accruals · 

not accelerated depreciJtion and stranded Lnvestment.' 

An.eri Steel continues its theme of mischaracterizat 1011 and 

fictitious consequences in its argument that its substanllal 

1nterests are adversely affected by the PM. Once ag .. n n. 

AmerlSteel relies on its mischaracter1zation ot Docket No. 950359 -

EI and the action taken there. stating that the PAA (what tt ~olls 

the ·instant proposal to modify and extend the Acceletatec 

Depreciation Plan · ) • similarly affe.::ts AmenSt'-'el' s subst<> nttal 

•AmeriSteel is not ignorant of this dH(erence. l'.meriStt'el 
had no trouble stating in its April 10. 1997 pleading seeklng 
intervention that: "The Staff proposal is geared primarily t~·ard 
increased funding to correct theoretical reserve de! ic H•nL'i ••(; 
Pleadino at paragraph 10. 
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interests. • (Protest at paragraph 14). The object of AmenSteel 'r. 

• similarly affects · refer ence is the preced1rg paragraph 13 of the 

Protest . There, AmeriSteel provides the following quote tt·om Orde1 

No. PSC-95-1035-PCO-EI : 

• ... the Conmi~s1on would benefit from full 
explor3tion of the pol1cy issues t c be 
addressed in this docket ... [AmeriSteel 's) 
participation will proVlde a balance to the 
concerns of FPL . Having th1s inf"!"matlOn w1ll 
permit the Commission to better assess how the 
public interest will be served in this 
docket. • 

I~tciguingly, AmeriSteel excised the following sentence from Jls 

quote a nd substituted an ellips1s. Th1s excised sentence re~ds: 

FPL has asked the Commission to change lts 
traditional approach to depreciation policy 
and practice because ot the Company's concern 
about the adverse constoquences of stra11ded 
investment to its customers . 

Order No . PSC-95-1035-PCO-EI at p.2. 

Certainly. the sentence ArneriSLef'l omitted pt ovided 1mpouant 

in f onnation about the Commission's observation that lt ··..,ould 

benefit from a full exploration o t the policy issues to be 

addressed' because the policy 1ssues related to u change to IFPL'sl 

traditional approach to depreciation pol ley and ptactlce ... · Tha• 

is not the case here and 1uner1Stee1 knows it. 

Amer iSteel's argument that a JUStification l ot L"hcnqe:-; to 

other FPL accounts is similarly based on mischaranerization; but 

also. specious l o9i c (See paragi<~Ph 19 of Prote<lt). In address1nq 

these so-called •additional charges· for nuclear decormusston1nq 

and fossil dismdntlement (Protest at p, 10). Arnt!riSt~e1 

., 



r . ' 
characterizes them as •targeted" !when they are not) and then 

dSSert :J that the "PAA targets a\JcJj l iuual chat<)e:; l o) lht::H" I e:;cr-vcs 

es a pr iori ty• {emphasis), when Jt does not. In fact, Attachment 

A to the PAA shows that they are 1tems 4 and 5 of a 6 1tem l1sc . 

1~en , AmeriSteel says that because rhe PAA " targets • the add1t1onal 

decommissioning and dismantlement reserve charges · as a pr1or1ty " 

bt• t author i zes placing any •unused charges · 1n an unspcc1t1ed 

depreciation reserve: 

. . . t he PAA e f fectively approves significant ac ... elet·aced 
amor tization of FPL generati on assets in advance ot a 
necessary revieow oC the actual needs for added wntl' 
downs . 

Protest at paragraph 19. 

This argument is a complete fabri cation laced with Amen St Pel's 

i ncorrect cha r acterizations such as •a.;celerated amortlzotion. • 

•generation asset • and · added wr1te downs. · 

First, it is obvious that the decomm1ss1o:nng and 

dismantlement expenses are expre!Osly stated to be for reserve 

dPficiencies. Second, it is obv1ous that nuclear decomm1ssioning 

and fossil cHsmant len.ent are ~::xp~::nses and thus ther<" 1. no 

•accelerated amortizatiOn" or "added write-down,· Mo lt' >Vt·r 1 h•· 

terr11 • reserve defi c1enc:y· reflects that less than <Jdequate ch,lrQes 

t:o a particular reserve have been made in the past. Ot course. 

this is precisely what the CommissJon sa1d 1n the PAA (Otdei No. 

PSC-97-0499-FOF-EII when lt stated: 

We believe this plan is appropnate because 1 t 

mitigates past deficiencies with Commis•;aon 
prescribed depreciation, d1smantlemen~ and 
nucl~ar decommissioning accruals. 



• 

AmeriStee l then makes the following start! ing and, unde1 the 

~i rcumstances rather cynical assertion : 

Regulatory t reatment that allows cos ts that 
have not been incurred, and costs that are 
appropriately attributable to future periods, 
to be charges against current earnings removes 
the incentives for efficiency associated with 
generally accepted public utility ratemaking 
procedures. 

Protest at paragraph 19 . 

Neither the nuclear 1ecommdssioning nor the fossil dismantlement 

charges for reserve deficiencies are for · costs that haye not been 

i ncurred ' or are •cost s that a re attributable to fyture periods. · 

Clearly, the actual oayment of the cost of deco11111issio01ng and 

dismantlement wil l occur at some future date but the appropttate 

accrual of those costs occurs ove r the usetul llfe of those •1111tS . 

And by definition, a depreciaticn reserve deti clency reflect s costs 

that have already beeu incurred. Of course. AmenSteel knows thts 

all too w~ll bet has chosen the other approach. 

The cynical aspect of AmeriStee l' s assertion relates to 1ts 

comments concerning • incentlv~s for efficiency. · first o f .111. the 

decomm!ss1oning reserve is a funded reserve. second . it is b~cause 

of FPL '~ significant efforts to 1mprove eff1c1ency and reduce costs 

that it is able to agree to take the action called for by the PAA 

wi ~bout increasing rates . AmeriSteel's tact 1cs should be 

recognized and the cyn1cism of AmerlSteel teachlng about •generally 

acceptLd utility ra temaking procedures · should be tho1 NIQhly 

apprec1ated. 
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III . bmeriSteel Fails To Adeqyately Allege Irs Substant ial Intergst 
Will Be Affected. 

AmeriSteel's Protest does not comp ly wittl Rul es 25-

22 . 036(?1 Cal (21 and 25 22. 039 and adequate ly alleqe h..., It~ 

substantial interests will be a ttected by the PAA. As d 

consequence, this Commission must deny the Protest under Sect1on 

(91 (bJ of Rule 25-22.0 36 . 

FPL i ncor-porates and adopts herein lts Apn 1 25 . 1997 Responsf• 

to Petit ion of Ameri Steel Cor-porauon for LPav£• to I nt~>r v"r1e. 

Because o f this ndoption FPL will not here restate HS full 

arg~~ent concerning AmeriSteel' s !allure to adequately allPqe how 

its substantial interests wil l be affected. 

The Conrnission is well aware of rhe two-prono test Cr arnetl by 

the Court in Agrico' for detei min 1 no whe ther a t>et son 1 s erat a 1 ed 

to intervene in an agency proceed1ng on the bas1s o t an alleqat1on 

that i~s substantlal interest w1ll be affec•en by th•• <~ <wnry·r-

action. 

The first p rong of that test 1s that the person tws s hown 

• that he will suffer injurv 1n fact which 1s o f sut t lf'!Pot 

lmmediacy to entitle h1m to a Secti on 120 57 helrlng.· 406 So.ld ~t 

482. Other than the argument based on its misrepresentat 1011 o r 

Order No. PSC-95-1035 -PCO- El wluch hus .dready IJe11n ddd J•··;:;eu . 

AmenSteel makes but two concluscry stabs at addr•'!;slng tins ll'!'t . 

These are presented in paragraph!; II o~nd 12 o { th•• Protest. They 

'&u.:.ico Chemical Company y . The Dept , pt Envaoumcotal 
Regylation 406 So.2d 478,482 (Fla. 2d DCA 1981 1, ~ dPo1 cd 41 5 
so . 2d 1359, 1361 (Fla. 19821. 
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read: 

l. ' As a large customer o f FPL. Amen StPfd has 
substantial interest in regul atory a ccount1ng 
charges that affect recovery o! investmer:ts 
charged to ratepayers and FPL repottcd 
earnings .• 

2. AmeriSteel has a Sl9DI f 1cant tnt•·rest 10 

ensuring that FPL does not take unnecessary o r 
unwarranted charges. The proposal to ext end 
the ' Added Expense Pl.:~n • described 1n thiS 
docket creates a huge amount of adell u ond 1 
depreciation and o ther charges that w1l l 
o ffset FPL'S revenue unc! earnings 91owth 111 
the years 1998 and 1999 . [The last t ... ·o 
sentences of this paragraph are omitt ed- -tlwy 
address asserted issues). 

!11 effect, AmeriSteel simply offers ... concll!sory s tatement makin<J 

no attempt to identify an · injury 1n fact • that 1-all be sufter .-d. 

The second pro ng o f the Agri co test is that "hls r.ubr,tantlal 

iniyry is of a type or natyre whi ch the p roceeding 10 dPs 1goed t o 

protect. • 406 So. 2d at 482. Amen Steel makes no appdr erll Pi fort 

to even atidress this requiremen t 1n the secuon o! t hP ProtPsr 

identified as address ing substantial tntereDt. lost t-.H I. llowevt' r . 

1n paragraph 20 of the P otest . AmenStt:el establtsh~s tlldt 1 l 11 

has no direct, non -speculat lve substonual lntere::.t 1 hat wdl b,. 

affected in this proceeding and 2) l\meuSteel ' a 1nt~ 1 L• r.: r t~; no t r) t 

a type which this proceeding 1s des1un~d to ptotect. l'ur 1graph 20 

reads: 

20. ll the ..uan were not exr anded. Lite 
depressing effect of cheoe added cha r ges 0 11 
PPL's reported earnings would be lifted. 
thereby raising the prpa pPct pC PX<'t?5!: Fll 
[,rotits r]Dd comnission hctJrl nus tg can •t ttl~tt 11 

refunds to consumers are warranted. llea t1ngs 
are needed on the impa ct this Plan is likely 
to hav~ on FPL's cust omers. lemphas1s aoded) 

ll 



FPL respectfully subm1ts that a person has r.o nyht to a 

Comnission proceeding to manufacLuxe the basi s lo r~ a cornenL1on 1n 

a future proceeding. Neverthele!>s. AmeriSt.eel · s. acknowl edgPmt·nr 

that a "double if• logic chain lS requir~d as 1s a t1Hut" 

additional Corrrnission proceeding to reach ltl•· r ttsu 1 t 11 !;<>eb·, 

establishes its lack o[ substantial tnterest here. 

It might also be helpful Lo remove some o t t.he manulactuted 

gloss--such as the t erm "Accelerated Deprecxau on Plan· trom 

AmeriSteel • s argument and pos~ the quest ion: .Just how 1s 

luneriSteel•s substantial wreresr adyersely a([pct ... d by correcting 

the reserve deficiencies, if any, for the cost of nyc!e,a 

deCpD]DiSSioning by funding the res erye? 

A.meriSteel's Protest identifHw no disputed issue ol nl..l!crral 

fact associated with addressing the decormn ss • orung 'estr ve 

deficiency. Moreover. AtneriSteel ·s Protest tdentxttes no drsputed 

issue of policy or law concerning Lhe decommxss1c..ning reserve 

deficiency. The same is true fo r r lw ot her act ions aut hot 1 Z•!d by 

the Commission in the PAA. 

Significantly, nowhere does the AmenSteel Protest dtspute tlw 

factual or policy basis for the commxss 1on·s conrtus1on r!l .• t: 

"This Plan is appropriate because 1t miLigates 
past defi cienc1es with Conmiss ion prescrtbed 
depreciation, dismantlement. and nuclear 
decommissioning accruals.· 

The closest one can come ~o conclud1ng uw· Amer 1St eel· s 

Protest has identified an issue in dtspute i s t o posH r ht1t 

AmeriSteel has identified as an 1ssue o f polk)• whotlht'r 11 rs 

appropriate to fail to address a reserve def1 c1ency when the 

11 
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opportunity arises to do so without Increasing rat~s and charg~s to 

customers and instead to defer address1ng those deficiencies to « 

later date. Were this an appropriate issue of policy then. thl!> 

Commission should recognize t.he past opportunity to argue by 

AmeriSteel and that AmeriSteel has alleged no substanttal \nterest 

that need to be addressed 1n th1s proceeding. 

WHEREFORE, FPL hereby fil~s thi s Motion to Deny and Dism1ss 

the Petition and Protest of AmenSLeel pursuant to Rule 25 -22 .037. 

Fla . Admin. Code. The Protest should be denied b~cause. contrary 

to the requirements of Rule 25-22 . 036, Fla. Adm1n. Code, it fa1l s 

to adequateJ.y state a substantial interest in the COITII1 i ssion act 1on 

in this Docket. The Protest should also be d1Sm1ssed because It 

seeks to expand the scope of any Com111ission proceeding beyond th<lt 

permdtted by Section l20 .80Cl3l (bl . Fla . Stats. an~ seeks to have 

the Commisoion hold · section 120 . 57C l l • type hear1ngs despite the 

failure o: AmeriSteel to identity any " disput~d 1ssue o f matetldl 

fact• as required by Rule 25-22.0 36 . Fla. Admtn. Code . 

DATED this lOth day of Junl', 1997 . 

Respect fully submltL~d. 

STEEL. HECTOR & DAVIS L.LP 
SUllP 601 
21S South Monroe StrPet 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Attorneys f or Flori da Power 

& Ligh~ Company~-. ; 

By:~.?~ 
Mrat t hew M. Ch1lds, ~.A. 
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CB.RTII'I CATE 01' SB.RVZCB 
DOCKET NO. 970410-BI 

x KBRBBY CKRTXFY that a true and correct copy o f FlotldA Power 
& Light Company's Motion to Deny and Dismiss has been tu rn1shed uy 

Hand Delivery ( • ) , or U.S. Mail thi s lOth day of June. 1997 , to the 
following : 

Robert v. Elias, Esq .• 
Division o f Legal Services 
FPSC 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.l370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

John Roger Howe. Esq. 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Rvom 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Richard J . Salem. Esq. 
Ma r ian B. Rush. Esq. 
Salem, Gaxon & Nielsen , P.A. 
P.O . Box 3399 
Tampa . Florida 33601 

Peter J.P. Br1ck f1~id, ~sq. 

James W. Brew, Esq . 
Brickf ield, Bu r cheLLe & Ritts 
1025 Thomas Jefferson St. rr,, 
Eighth Floor-West Tower 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
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