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MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
OF OBD£8 ESTAIUSHING PRQCEDU.8£ 

·~ . 

On Augu~ 28, 1997, the Prebcaring Officer in this docket issued an Order Estabtishing 

Pr:x:cdure wbich aeu fonh the schedule, procedural matt en and the ICOpe of issues to be addreucd 

in this doclcet. Ord~ No. PSC-97-1 035-PCO·BI ("ORDER"). Pursuant to the temu of this 

ORDER a.od Rule 25-22.0376, lnterveoor, Arnc:riSted Corporation (" AmeriSted"), by its 

undersigned attomeyl. ICdts reconsideration of this ORDER by the Florida Public SetVlce 

Commission ("Commission") with respect to several matters u funher let ronh below u follows 

The subject matt~ of this docket iJ 1 propoSII to allo" Florida Power & Light 

Company ("FPL ")to record cetlain expaues for the yell'S 1998 and 1999 The docket does not 
-g=--

Wiilain any petition setting fonh the reasonableneu and necessity for the Plan, nor does it contain 

- -'ADYIMI.Lin depth explanalioo of the Plan The N!COrd cont.&ins a one-page Jheet with six points on at (Soc 

Anadunau ~Staff Recommendation to Proposed Agency Action (uPAA") dated Apnl 14. 1997-
---

c.f.:;; ) ~ePlan"). 

ll I 
L • 5-_ 2. Reconsideration iJ requested of the following marten which the pro-hearing officer 

- may have overlooked or failed to consider in the ORDER 

w.· --
"llH --
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(a) The rcquinment t.lw inte:rveoor file its direct testimony 
aimultaneouSiy with the utility's direct testimony Such a 
requirement is unfair and unreuonable aa AmeriStcel would 
have to file its latimony before the disclosure of the basiJ and 
details of llHI Plan by its advocates. 

(b) The hearing s.cbedule denies AmeriStcel the opponunity to 
do nwningful diJcovery of the Plan's proponenu. 

(c) The bearing schec!u~ in the ORDER violat.es AmenStcel's 
procedural due proceas safeguards The schedule is intended 
to ensure final Corrurussio n action in calendar year 1997. 
howevet, there iJ no baait in the record mandating this 
arbitrary timetable. Adopting 1 truncated IChcdule to avoid 
recogninng excess FPL earninas in 1998 is contrary to the 
public interest and denies AmeriStcd tbe ability to conduct 
meaningful discovery to find out the necessity for the Plait 

(c) The List of Issues forthc proceeding. The issues u SCI fonh 
in the ORDER are unreuonably narrow, particularly in view 
of the I'CUOilS lllltcd by SWI'for irbtiating this docket, and the 
laclc of any clear enunclatio n for the necessity for the Plan 

SUMMARY 

3. The ecbedl•le esaablished in the ORDER unfairly aims toward 1 ruJh to judgment on 

the Plan, which entaila more than $200 miUion ln additional FPL charges per year for no purpose 

other than to prevent PPL from Cltcceding the top of iu authorized return ThiJ $Chedule 

unreuonably forc:a AsncriStcelto file iu CltPetl testimony before the diJclosure of the testimony of 

either the de jocto ~ (FPL) or the Plan initia1or (Stall) AmeriStcd, therefore, is placed in the 

impossible, and fundamentally unfair, position of having to anticipate the reasons the proponents 

"might" ofter in suppon of the Plan. AmeriSteel abo is afforded no meaningful opponunity to 

conduct discovery once the proponenu dUclose their juatifkarion of the Plan in testimony and 

exhibiu. Funher, the ORDER c!i.sreganb the iuucs proposed by AmeriStcd for exploration in this 
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doclcet, particularly wbcn these proposed ilsuea directly relate co the reuons advanced by Scaff and 

appro~ by the Commluion in adopting the PAA AmcriStccl requests a fair tnd proper sc.hedule 

be establ:isbcd inducfirw the issuct lilled oo Att.lc:hiDOil A to this mo:ion be incorporated in the scope 

of this doclcet. If a f'NIOO'Ne lleasiJl8 ~e does not result in Commission action until ~mctime 

in 1998, AmeriStccl UfBCS the Commission to talcc the actions needed to safeguard ratepayer 

BACKGRQUND 

4. ln 1996, in response to a FPL petition to ac..elerate recovery or iu nuclear plant 

investment that could potentially be "~" in a competitive power market, the Commission 

approved a plan authorizing rccord.ins of cecuin ulditional expenses 1 This Order. issued m April, 

1996, authorized additional expcmes for the previous year (1995) and the current year (1996) 

5 In 1997, the Staff of the Florida Public Service Commiuion \St.alf') initiated the 

instaDI doc:kd by 6q a Requelt to Elllablish Docket whicl1 contains nothing more than a SU88esled 

Docket Title. The Staff explained iu action in this docket by stating: 

Unlike most proccedlngs before the Commission, there was no 
peti1ioo filed in this doclc.c!t. Very early in 1997, Staff rccogniz.ed thai 

bued oo bdtoric and ~ data, FPL would excad the maximum 
of ita IIJthorized return on equity (ROE) in 1998 Staff, on its own 
initiltive, mel with the Company, the Office of Public Counsel, and all 
other lcnown interested persons to address this [the expec;ted e.~te5S 
earninp] aitualion. ~ a result, the Plan was presented co the 
Commiulon in a recommendation 

(See Stafi'R.CII.ommeodati Memorandum to the ConYniuion dated Auguscl4, 1997. for the August 

18, 1997 !.send• Coofueoce, p. 17). 

' Docket No 950359-El, Order No PSC-96-0461-FOF-EJ. issued April2, 1996 
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11w, this doclccc was initiated by the Stalf for the JlWPO'C of addressing an identified ex.;es, earnings 

sinunioo for FPL tqiming in 1998. By Meddressing lhe situation" through the terms of the Plan, i e 

avoid exceu eaminp by increasing expemes charged in 1998 and 1999, the Plan benefits FPL 

investors at lhc expeme of FPL conJUtnefl. Customers hAve a reasonable cxpcctatior thAt the 

CollUilWion will roduco elect.ric rates if a utilit:y baa excess earnings 

6. As DOted in prior p!cwtings. AmeriStcd bocllme ~ of the proposed plan exteruion. 

and rcqueaed and received a briefins from Staff on lhc Plan and itt components Staff did not 

describe the Plan u a solution to the excess earning• "situation," although AnoeriSteel repeatedly 

suggested thAI that was preciJdy the c:ffca of the Plan Through iu statc:ment.s at thAt moecing. 

subsequeol ~and on! argument and discussion before the Commiuion, AmeriSteel hu left 

no doubt that it dld not concur with FPL and Staff rtgarding the Plan. that it does not advocate or 

support any r.cct oftbc Plan. and thal lo lhc comruy, il believes the Plan is C?nU'Il)' to the public 

interest 

7. FollowingtbeCommilsioo's ddennination on Augusl 18, 1997 10 grant Amen Steel'• 

protest and 10 IChcdule bearingJ in thil matter, Staff scheduled a meeting and conference call with 

the puties to difcuss tehoc'•ling and iuues In raporue 10 a tentative hst oriuues cirrulated by the 

Staff; AmeriSteel provided a proposed liJt of i.uues to all parties for diJCU&sion purposes FPL did 

not circulate any requested issues. During the telephone conference, Staff indicated thAt, 

notWitbstandi.n AmeriSteel'a objections, the hearing schedule would be aet ILl a fashion thAI would 

provide for final Coll'lllliJaion a.ctioo in 1997. Tbe parties diJCUitcd the propotcd issue~ hst. and 

ba,cd on that diJCUialon, AmeriStocl subsequently modilled and circulated another propotcd fill of 

issues 10 the parties<- Attadunen1 A) The ORDER ultimalely iuued adopted the abbrevt~ted 



schedule Staff outlined during the telephone conference call without change, and it addressed only 

the issues auggested by Staff 

ARGUMENT 

L TH Beanaa Sdledlle Vlol•ta AmmSted'• Procedural 

Due Procaa BJpb. 

8. The oombi!lltioo of the abJence of"' utility petition or tny l.'thcr statcmcnl letting forth 

the buis and neceuity for the relief provided by t.be Plan. the requirement that AmeriSteel file its 

direct testimony prior to tny diacloture by the Plan's proponenu, and the unreuonably tnulcated 

sc.hcdule effectively denies AmeriStcclany tcmblance or proc:edural due process in this docltel 

A. Ameri.Sted Should Not Be Required To File Dim:l Tatlmony At 

The Same Time AI FPL 

9. AmeriSted I8J'CCI with the Staffs conclusion that FPL carries the burden or proving 

the reaJOO&bleoesa of the Plan by a pepoudcnnoe of the eviclenoe In ablence of a petition. however, 

the Stall: u the~ of this docket, hu an obligation to come forward with reuons showmg why 

it believes the Plan axtcosion is rc:uooable and in the public intef'esl Tl'.e only party in thJs docket 

wbo is not advocating the Plan is AmeriSted. Thus, it does not carry the holfden of proving the 

reuonableoc:ss and no: 'ry of the Plan. In fact. it is irnpouible for AmeriStcclto addreu the Plan 

in its expert testimony until there hu been a more detailed explanation n:garding the need for rt by 

FPL or the Sta.ft 

I 0 The~ ICbedule in the ORDER r.res AmeriSteel to file direct testrmony at the 

same time u FPL (Octobef 10, 1997), and before Staff fila itt testimony. AmeriStccl 's witneues 

would need tu spcculae rcprd.ias the p opo~cu' buis for 1UJ1P0f1ina the adoption of the Plan For 
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example, the P AA indicates that writcdowns of regulatory assets relies solely upon an apresscd 

d~ire to establiJb 1 wlevel accounting playing tield between FPL and possible non-regulated 

competitors." (Sec Staff Recommendation to Propoaed Agency Action dated April 14, 1997 at p 

3). AmeriSted hu no way of knowing whether Staff will continue to advocate that policy 

AmeriSted abo requites JOme sr•tement from Staff aplainina the buis for us novel concept of a 

"level a(XX)Imtirg playina field" before AmeriSted can be expcc:ted to form a position and present 

testimony on whether such a policy, 11 lcut u applied to FPL. justifies approval of the Plan 

ArneriSteei posed that Vfii'J question u an issue to be addreucd in this docket The ORDER does 

not contain it u 111 iaue for the parties to address 

II. FPL bu yet to file auy justificalion for the edopcioo of the Plan In gencnl, the burden 

of proof is on the pttty asserting the •ftlllDI!M of an iswe before an administrative tribunal Yml.og 

y, I>epa!lment of Community Affajn, 625 So 2d 831 (Fla. I~ DCA 1993Xemplwis added). At a 

minim.un, FPL lhould be reqWred to file its testunony prior to AmeriSteel 

12. It is ICer1y wlfair to require AmeriSteel, which is DOll Plan proponent and does not 

carry the burden of proof, to Ole testimony before seeing the proponeut's alleged facts. reasons and 

supporting rnaurials. The ORDER, however, eteales this Vt;ty dj)ernma and compounds this problem 

by allowing DO meaningful opportunity for diteovcry before rebuttal testimony ts due Thus, the 

ORDER provide& AmenSICd no cffeajye oppommity to tespwd to the re&.!Ons ~Plan's advocates 

aaually will give in IUpport of the Plan, but must offct direct testimony regarding lhe merit1 of the 

Plan by guessins what its proponents may say. This process could not be more fundamentally unfair. 
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B. The Bearilla Sdl.edule Afronb AmeriSted No Meaningful 
Opportaalty For DIJeovery 

13 AJ Staff rec:ognizcd. most proceedings before the Commission begin with a petition. 

application, compl&int or other request for relief. The (' OIT'miJsion • s rules require a pany seeking 

relief to stile its fllds in suppon and the reasons the relief requested should be granted See. e.g .. 25-

22.036 PAC. Wbco matters are act for hearing, the petitioner til~ its test.imoni.IJ suppon and 

intervenors, thctcaftcr, ronduc:t discovery based on the assertions contained in the testimony and 

exhibits. In fact, the vcry purpose of cliJc:overy is to explore the faaual unpiMings of the proponents' 

claims for relief. 

14. In thU cue, no aucb documcnu exist and no cl&im of 1 need for rellef has been 

asserted. AmcriStcd will not tee FPL's testimony until its dircM testimony must be filed. and the 

abbreviated case schedule does not allow even one round of discovery r~ucsts between the time 

Staff's testimony is filed and rebuttal testimony mwt be submitted.1 

IS. Am.criStcd lw ICMld 1 act of discovery requesu to FPL and Staff based on the 

skelet~ infom.atioo in the record (Stalrs Recommendation Memos and the PAA) However, 

meaningful discovery cannot be initiated until AmcriSteel ~ had an opponunil)' to ex.amine the 

testimooy and cd1ibiu oftbc Plan's pcopooenu It is. problemAtic at best to propound interrogatories 

for reasons 1101 yet siven and facts not yet alleged Once the proponents' reasons are given and the 

supporting facts are Slated, the JChcdule allows no time for AmeriStcd to conduct discovery needed 

to explore thole positions revealed by proponent& for the first time before 11 must file r .J.u:tal The 

' The discovery rules provide for a twcnl)' (20) day turnaround on requests for information. but 

only ten (10) daya are allowed between the filing of Staffs testimony and the d&te for filing 
rebuual testimony. 
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scbedule is 1101 limply inetlicient. It is llbitrary, diJcriminatory and patently unfair for any meaningful 

diJCOvety in this docket. 

C. Tbe Unneeessaril]' Abbrnl.lttd Scbedu~ Suiowly lmpain 
AmtriSted'• RJgbl To A Fair Burin& On The luuet. 

16. WliJe not spcc:ifically mentioned in the ORDER, the doclcet schedule is designed to 

facilitate a final Commission decilion no later than l.be end of 1997 (On or before December 16th) 

The n:ason for requiring a beering schedule to meet that deadline ia undisputed absent Commission 

approval of the Plan, the Commission must confront directly FPL's excess earnings in 1998 To its 

CRdit, Staff openly acknowledged tha1 it would need to recommend action of some kind to protect 

ratepayer interests if the final decision in this docket wen: to slip into 1998 (See Memorandum dated 

August 14, 1997, regarding August 18, 1997 Regular Agenda- Decision Prior to Hearing pages 2 

and 3). Such action, of coune, would be ncceswy in any event 1f the added expense finally 

authorized in this docket is not big enough to avoid an excess earnings situauon 

17 T1U docket wu initiated by the Staff without a utibty peution, on Apnl 2, 1997 On 

the same dly, the Staff filed its recornmendanon to approve proposed agency action adopting the 

Plan. Only tight (8) days after the opening of thiJ docket. AmcriSteel filed its Petition for Leave to 

Intervene [in this docket) and Objcaion to the Proposed Agency Action It took the Commiuion 

approximately four (4) months (from April 10, 1997to August 18, 1997) to rule on AmenStceJ's 

Petition 10 Intervene ArneriStcel is now being told it must complete discovcrv. prepare tcstimony 

(before any proponent of the Plan has filed their testimony) and be prepared to meaningfully 

participate in a full hearing in less than two (2) months without an adequate opponunity to conduct 

discovery. 
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18. A beuer approach under these arcumstances is to initiate a new docket investigating 

FPL's over~ or take other appropriate steps to protect consumer interests against excessive 

rates. Any such docket could be closed if the resolution of this docket offsets any funhet need to 

review excess earnings and excessive rates. The path chosen in the ORDER, to shoehorn this 

pf'IV'J'!I'Iiing into the fowth quarter of 1997, tramples on AmcriSt.ed's right to mCilllingfully participate 

in this docket. 

IL Tile Scope Of The Prweedlag Ia Uoreuonably Narrow 

19 Parties whose IUbsuntial interests are affected by a prop<~scd agency action are 

entitled to a flit hearing on material issues in dispute The CoiTill'ission has deterrruned tlut 

AmeriSteel's substantial interesu are affected by the outcome of this docket. The Commission may 

no« oanow iu scope ofinquhy in the docltcs in order to avoid a full hearing O!' iSJUes affect ins those 

subswllial Wl.les. The courts have collSistently held that the intent of adnunistrative processes is to 

encourage public participation and protect the public interest. Su. Fairbanks Inc y Florida 

[)cpamnem ~fTIJIISPOaation. 63S So. 2d SB (Fla. t• DCA 1994) 

Six tubstantive issues are lisled on Attachment A to the ORDER Five address specific 

aspccu of the Plan, presuming that the Plan should be approved in lOme form The saxth poses the 

ultimate question of whether the Plan should be mended for 1998 and 1999 as proposed The last 

issue appears to encompass any factor~ that are germane to (1Clermin1Jl8 if the Pll.n •• reasonable and 

in the public interest. AmeriSteel, however, raiJed specific issues relating to the reasonablenc:.u of 

the Plan which were coccluded from the issues list These additional iuue:. stem from conclusions 

stated in the PAA for approving the Plan, reasons for the Plan set forti• in Staffs recommendation 
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memorar.da, and matters diJCUssed in consldcnblc detail during the oral arguments in this docket 

Specifically, thete &s.Jea oooc:au wbether this Plan is being justified as an action in contemplation of 

competition in the electric indU5Uy, and considcntion of the effccu that approving or denying the 

Plan will have on excess FPL earnings. AJ shown on Attachment A. AmeriSteel has proposed tlle.SC 

iSSJcs u foUoM: 

• Should Tho Commission considtr the impaaa that the "Plan for Recording Certain Expenses 

for 1998 and 1999: (the Plan) lw on FPL's capitalltnlcture. rcqwred return, and earnings? 

• What are FPL • 1 expected earnings if the Plan is not approved for 1998 and 1999? 

• Should the Commission take action to fadlitate establishing a be! accounting playing field 

between FPL and possible noo-regulated competition? 

• 1a it appropiate or necesary for FPL to take ldditional expa~.x for any of the purposes listed 

in the PAA? 

AmeriSted believes theec dales are arguably eooompasscd within i.uue No 6 in the ORDER's lssuCt 

List, however, because they are core concerns relating to the effect of the Plan on consumers 

interests, AmeriSteel requests they be specified in the scope of the issues. 

A. Tbe PAA Coodudel11ut Compc.tldveneu Concenu Justify Tbt 

[arty Writedowu Proposed Ill The Plan. Tbe Bub For TbiJ 

CoadUJioa b Disputed And Mtut Be An bsue Addrustd In Tht 

Hearinp If It b To Be UJed To Justify Any FIIUI Action 

Rtprel ilia The Plan 

20. The Plln is the continuation of a tettlc:mc:nt rc:achcd between Staff and FPL in 1996 

to resolve the utility' a petition aec:lcing protection against nuclear plant atrandcd mvcstment in light 

of incrc:asina compc:citlon in the electric indUJUy Stairs reasoning in reconunendtng that the: Plan 

be extended to 1998 and 1999, witJ1 some accounting modifications (i e , to add accounts where 

additional dlalges may be taken), no longer u.sens the Lhrc:at of stran:lcd costs as a JUstification for 
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the Plan. Instead, it touu the need to establish a Hlevd ICCOW!ling playmg field ~~ FPL and 

possible IIOIH"egiJIIlcd compctiton" u the IOie IUIOD justifying the early writedowns of regulatoty 

usets. (Sta.tfMemorandum dated April 14, 199711 p. 3; #t PM at p 2). AmeriSteel's Protest 

questioocd wbetbcr thiJ considention justi6es of any pat1 of the Plan (Protest 11 p 8) It is, 

therefore, in every respect a material iAue in dispute that llho.lld be addressed in this cue In iu 

testimony, the Stalf may C!ICplnd or abandon that line of reuoning. but 11 remains an issrte in the case 

beca••se the PM rebes on that justific:alioo. 

B. 1be RealoubJttleu or E1teedill& Tbt P'laa For 1998 And 1999 
Is Dlred.ty Uaked To Projfd.ed FPL £1tet Earalap 

21. By permitting additional charBes either to r:pecific accounts or the unspecified 

depreciation reserve, the PiaD wiD have the ulldiJputed effect of reducing rcgulatoty earnings in 1998 

and 1999. Tbe amounu charged under the Pl&n arc likely to be well irt excess of$200 nul!ton per 

year. TWa. the impact on ee.mings will be substantial AmeriSteel has maintained consistently that 

FPL is facing an exccsa earnings situ&lion that the Commission should address to protect ratcpayc:n 

against exct1livc l'1lel a.od that the CommisJion's approval of the Plan would greatly reduce the level 

of excess eaminsJ or actually prevent FPL from exceed in~ the top of its wtboriz.cd re1um range 

22 Staff hu confirmed that absem approval of the Plan, FPL is "'CJ)CCted to be in an 

exoess earnings situation in 1998. Staff furthel' hu at a ted candidly that 11 initiated discussions with 

FPL to extend tho Plan to 1998 and 19999 ~ae it needed to addreu this (expcclcd execs• 

earnings) ;ituation. (Sta1rs August 14, 1997 Rccommer.dation Memo, J: 17) Consequently. the 

etrect of tho Plan on PPL • • exoeu earninga situation, and the more fundamental i5$Ue of whether it 

is reasonable and in the public interest for the Commiuioo to tppfth'C this ce1ion to avoid exCC$1 

II 



earnings from oc:c:urri113 in the first place are core iJSUa to be: addressed in the hearings Ccnamly 

the Commission sboWd c:oosider whether the public interest iJ bc:ucr served by den}1ng the Plan a.nd 

insle6.i taking tbc appropriate steps to proteCt CONW1lCfl from cccessive and unrusonable FPL rates 

23 ln lllQUCSiills tllll this dockel coosidcr the ownll occd, if any. for thiJ accounting plan 

for FPL and tbc ••nihtioo oftbc Plan with rapca to c:xccss FPL camill{!S. AmeriSted " not ultang 

the Commission to ClOilYCr1 this case into a reverse r.nake whole ratt maucr While acceletated uset 

recovery ia plalnly a c:cntral dematt of FPL'' preparation for a competitive environment, 

cocnpeti!Mness iaaaes arise in this procoeding only u a result of the conclusion in the P AA relying 

on auch concerns u tho rcuon for early writedoWI\J of regulatory USC~s AmcriSttel is not 

requ~ng that this docket address generic policy i~ It doa. however, request that 

co!I5U11lCt'llcustomen interests in thiJ accounting scheme be: fully and fairly eumined to detennine 

if thiJ Plan iJ m the public interest 

CONCLUSION 

For the reuons awed above, AmeriStcd requests that the Commi$Sion reconsider and clarifY 

the ORDER ar.d dRCl ~in the IICIIrins ldmtle that are required for a fair heanng a.nd revise 

the llit of l.aues to ensure tllll coosumcr irlttnsu are considered, a.nd W:e such additional measura 

u the ConuniJSion doemJ appropriate 

Dated· September 8, 1997 

chad B Twomey, 
Florida Bar No 2JOS4 
Poll OITICC Box S256 
Tal!abmce, FL 32314-S256 

Phone. 850-421-9530 
Fu 850-421-8543 
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Richard J Salem, Esquire 
florida Bar No. 152$24 
Marian B. Rush 
Florida Bar No. 3 73 S83 
Salem, Saxon&. Nielsen, P.A 
Suite 3200, One Barnell Piau 
101 E. Kennedy Boulevard 
P 0 . Box 3399 
Tampa, Florida 33602 
Pbon.e: (813) 224-9000 
Fax: (813) 221-8811 

Peter J.P. Bricldield, Esquire 
James W. Brew, Etquirc 
Brickfaeld, Burchette&. Ritts, P.C 
102S. Thomu Jefferson Street, N.W. 
Eighth floor- West Towef' 
Wurungton, DC 20007 
Phone: (202) ) 42-0800 
Fax: (202) 342-0807 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
(PSC DOCKET NO. 9704l ().£n 

I HEREBY CtJ(I iFV that a true and corrcc:t copy of AmcriStcel Corporation's Motion for 

Reconsideration of Order Eltlblishing Procedure as corrected herein has been fum1shed via facsimile 

to tho following: 

Robert Elias, Esq. 
Florida Public: Service Commission 

Gerald L. Gunter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd 

Room 301 
Talldwsce, FL 32399-0850 

Fac:aimile· 904-413-6250 

Matthew M Child'- Etq 
Steel, Hec:tor & DaviJ 

21 S South Monroe 
Suite 601 

Tallatwsee, Fl.. 32301-1804 
Facsimile: 904-222-7510 

William Fcutcr 
Florida Power & Light Company 

215 S Monroe 
Suite 810 

Tallahusee, FL 32301-1859 
Facaimile. 904-224-7197 

Jaclc Shreve, E&q 
Roger Howe, Esq 

Office of Public Couruel 
Ill WCII Madiaon St.roel 

Room 812 
Tallahwec, FL 32399 

Fac:simile 904-488-4491 
~ 
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JSS\TE 1: 

ISSUE~: 

ISSUE 3: 

ISS\JE4: 

ISSU'E 5: 

1SSU$ 6: 

~UE7: 

AM!'Bl.'TJj£V1! PROPOSIJ) 1SS1JJS 

Wbu u 1lic appopdilt m'al1llllllliCIQnt to be I13Cd co dmnnil)l u.e ltvd of 

~ODal ~ allocmd ID tlzis 1'1111? 

Sbollld th 0 • 1 i ~ dcfa • ct.riskCIID allow Cl:/ wdc!ldooll ~mis:sioclna 

or di 1rleroclt ~ 1111111 Ibm hN bMi a til~ otFPL'a =Ia: 

~ md fcss!l plml cfi11T!t!111ot:lll stD&fir:s? 

Sbollld lb. Cnl!!!!!igim coDiidc% ~ Fl'L "-,_.,.. 4epcu:brioa S~Up!UJ 

._'mea tr. ey of Its~ 8I:COIIIItJ :o om:.t ~ fCMn'W d.fidadC3? 

Sbould FPL be ..... ind to '""lena lbc .....n.otr of Ur.amw d1ed Lou oo 

R-quind Dcb(7 

Sboul4 m be llllbcNI:d 110 ~&«d. u. 111 """P"if*' ~ racrv.:, IU1 

expciJM DOQDI pate bo-amDIWb to~ cy de;x«Wtiou ~ 

dc&ICDCY. Mite otrdl: UIMWII:iad Lou OD , ....... cd 0.. Cllltnd aay fwail 
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