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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
c 

In rc‘: Progrcss Energy Florida, Inc.’s ) 
petition forspproval of storm cost 1 
recovery clause for extraordinary 1 

) 

expenditurrs related to Hurricanes ) 
Charley, Frances, Jeanne, and Ivan, ) 

Docket No.: 041272 

Submitted for Filing: 
March 1 ,  2005 

PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC’S PREHEARlNG STATEMENT 

Florida I’owcr Corporation d/b/a Progrcss Encrgy Florida, Inc. (,‘PEF’’ or the 

“Company”), pursuaiit to Order No. PSC-04-115 1 -PCO-El, hereby submits its Prehearing 

Statcmcnt in this matter, and states as fbllows: 

A. APPEAHANCES 

K. Alexander Glenii 
James A. McGcc 
I’rogrcss Energy Service Company, LLC 
Post Office Box 14042 (33733) 
100 Central Avenue (3370 1) 
St. Petersburp, Florida 
Telephone: 727-820-5 184 
Facsimile: 727-820-55 19 

Gary L, Sasso 
J a mc s M i chae 1 W a I 1s 
John ’r. Burnett 
Carlton Fields 
Post Office Box 3239 
4221 West Boy Scout Boulcvard 
Tampa, Florida 32607-5736 

B. WITNESSES AND EXHIBITS 

PEF rcsc‘rvcs the right to call such othcr witnesses and to usc such other exhibits as may 

bc idcntificd in the coursc ofdiscovcry and preparation for the final hearing in this mattcr. 



I .  WITNESSES 

Direct Testimony. 

Witness 

JclT Lyash 

David McDonald 

Sarah S. Rogers 

Javier Portuondo 

Subiect Matter 

General description of the Company and the 
Company’s performance during the 2004 hurricane 
season; summary ofthe impact of the storms on the 
Company; and the introduction of other witnesses 
for the Company. 

The Company’s storm plan for the distribution 
system; a description of the intensity, path, and 
destructive impact of each hurricane on PEF’s 
d is t ri but ion sys tein ; the s uc cess fu 1 execution 
and implementation of the storm plan for each 
hurricane to respond to the storms and restore 
electric service to PEF’s customers; and the type of 
work done during and following the storms to 
restore power, as well as the work that remains to 
be done to restore the distribution system to its 
condition prior to thc storms. 

The Company’s storm plan for the transmission 
system; a description of the intensity, path, and 
destructive impact of each hurricane on PEF’s 
transmission system; the successful execution 
and implementation of the storm plan for each 
hurricane to respond to the storms and restore 
electric service to PEF’s customers; and the type of 
work done during and following the storms to 
restore power, as well as the work that remains to 
be done to restore the transmission system to its 
condition prior to the storms. 

‘The background of YEF’s current Storm Damage 
Reserve, how the Reserve operates, and the costs 
properly charged to the Reserve under the self- 
insurance mechanism as approved by the 
Commission; the Storm Cost Recovery Clause 
proposed by the Company and how it will function; 
the Company’s current estimate of storm costs as a 
result of the 2004 hurricanes; and how recovery of 
the storm-related costs will affect customer bills. 
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Mark Wiinberly 

Rebuttal Testimony. 

W itiiess 

J av ie r Port u o ndo 

Mark W im bcrly 

2. EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Nuinber Witness 

JL- I 

J L-2 

DM- 1 

DM-2 

DM-3 

DM-4 

Jcf’f’ Lyash 

Jeff Lyash 

David McDonald 

David McDonald 

David McDonald 

David McDonald 

Description of 2004 hurricane season and 
its cost impact 011 PEF; a general description of the 
storm-related costs; an explanation of how 
storm-related costs were accounted for before, 
during, and after the hurricanes; and the process 
used by the Company to verify that costs assigned 
to the hurricanes were in fact related to the 
hurricanes. 

Subject Matter 

Rcbuttal to testimony by Office of Public Counsel 
Witnesses James A. Rothschild and Michael J .  
Majoros, Jr.; rebuttal to testimony of Florida 
lndustrial Power Users Group (‘‘FIPUG”) witness 
Shcree L. Brown; rebuttal to testimony of Buddy L. 
I-lansen and the Sugarmill Woods Civic 
Association, Inc. (collectively “Sugarmill Woods”) 
witness Stephen A. Stewart; and rebuttal to 
testimony of Staff witness Jocelyn Y. Stephens. 

Rebuttal to testimony of OPC witness Michael J .  
Majoros, Jr.; rebuttal to testimony of FIPUG 
witness Sheree L. Brown; and rebuttal to testimony 
of Staff witness Jocelyn Y. Stephens. 

Description 

Map of2004 Hurricane Tracks. 

2004 Hurricane Summary Impacts. 

YEF’s Distribution Storm Plan. 

Sample ETRs for Hurricane Frances. 

Example of Daily Goals for Each Hurricane. 

Wind Field Map of Hurricane Charley’s 
Impact on PEF’s Service Territory. 
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Wind Field Map of‘ Hurricane Frances’ 
Impact on PEF’s Service Territory. 

Wind Field Map of Hurricane Ivan’s 
Impact on PEF’s Service Territory. 

b 

DM-5 David McDonald 

DM-6 David McDonald 

DM-7 David McDonald Wind Field Map of Hurricane Jeanne’s 
Impact on PEF’s Service Territory. 

Composite Exhibit of Pictures of 
Distribution Storm Damage. 

DM-8 David McDonald 

Map of the Company’s Transmission Areas. Sarah S. Rogers 

Sarah S. Rogers 

Sarah S. Rogers 

SSK-1 

SSR-2 

SSR-3 

Transmission Department Storm Plan. 

Map of’ Path of Hurricane Charley over 
PEF’s Transmission System. 

Map of Path of Hurricane Frances over 
PEF’s Transmission System. 

Sarah S. Rogers SSR-4 

Map of Path of Hurricane Jeanne over 
PEF’s Transmission System. 

Sarah S. Rogers SSR-5 

Composite Map of Hurricane Paths on 
PEF’s Transmission System. 

Sarah S. Rogers SSR-6 

Composite Exhibit of Pictures of 
Transmission Storm Damage. 

Sarah S. Rogers SSR-7 

Summary of Storm Damage Rescwc. J av i e r Port Lion do 

J av icr Portuondo 

SI’- 1 

JP-2 Storm Cost Recovery Clause Levclized 
Factors Schedule. 

Florida Power Corporation Evaluation of 
Currently Approved Storm Damage Accrual 
filed February 28, 1994 in Docket No. 
930867-El. 

JP-3 (rebuttal) Javier Portuondo 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Transmission and Distribution lnsurancc 
Replacement Study dated October 1, 1993 in 
Docket No. 930405-El. 

51)-4 (rebuttal) Javier Portuondo 

4 



J1’-5 (rebuttal) 

JP-6 (rebuttal) 

JP-7 (rebuttal) 

MVW-I 

C. 

Javicr Port uorido 

J au ier Portuondo 

J av i e r Port u o 11 do 

Mark Wiiiiberly 

Schedule Showing Timing Difference of 
Alleged Tax Benefit. 

PEF Response to Staff Audit of Storm 
Recovery Costs Charged to the Storm 
Insurance Property Reserve dated February 
11,2005. 

Direct Testimony of Illiana H, Piedra on 
behalf of Commission Staff in Docket No. 
041291-E1 and page 18 of Exhibit - (IHP- 
l ) ,  the Commission audit report of Florida 
Power arid Light Company’s storin cost 
recovery costs. 

1’EF’S STATEMENT OF BASIC POSlTlON 

Major Storm Cost Estimate Summary. 

PEF requests the Comrnissioii to establish a Storm Cost Recovery Clause that wi l l  allow 
PEF to recover from its ratepayers over two years its reasonable storin costs in excess of the 
balance in its storm reserve. The clause should provide for the recovery of the Company’s 
storm-related Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs, including in part its costs in excess of 
typical charges under normal operating conditions for capital expenditures. As allocated to the 
Company’s retail jurisdiction, based on estimates, tlie total amount to be recovered is $25 1.9 
million. The $251.9 million plus interest will be recovered over two years in equal amounts, 
resulting in the recovery of $ 1  32.2 million in 2005 and $128 million in 2006, based on a January 
1, 2005 start date. I’EF’s storm-related costs classificd as capital expenditures will not be 
recovered directly from customers under the Storm Cost Recovery CIause. Rather, the estimated 
$50 inillion in storm-related capital expenditures allocated to the Company’s retail jurisdiction 
will be reported in surveillance reports and absorbed in current rates until the Company’s next 
base rate adjustment. 

The Storm Cost Recovery Clause should further incorporate the same procedural and 
substantive mechanisms as other cost recovery clauses implemented by the Commission, 
iiicliidhg, lor cxainplc, the truc-up of estimates of costs and sales to actual costs and sales, with 
interest providcd for any amounts carried forward that are under or over the actual costs, and the 
determination that tlie costs were reasonable and ptudently incurred. Storm costs recovered 
undcr the clause will be recovcred from all retail customers and will be allocated among 
customers i n  thc various rate classes in the same manner that costs were allocated among the rate 
classcs in thc Conipany’s last base rate proceeding. The impact to thc average residential 
customer bill (1,000 KWI-I per month) is expected to be $3.8 1 for 2005 and $3.59 for 2006. 
These estimates are based on a start date of January 1 ,  2005 and would change if that date 
117oved. 
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A Storm Cost Recovery Clause will serve the public interest. Coiiiinercial insurance 
coverage is no longer available for serious storms, and the annual accruals to the storm reserves 
established by the Commission were not designed to cover them. All parties benefit from the 
Storm Cost Recovery Clause. PEF can fulfill its statutory obligation to serve by safely and 
expeditiously restoring power for its customers with the understanding that PEE‘ will be timely 
reiinbursed,just as PEF was before with replacement cost insurance coverage, for all of its 
reasonable and prudently incurred direct costs to prepare for, respond to, and recover from 
catastrophic storins. Customers certainly benefit from the continued assurance that their electric 
service will promptly and safely be restored following such ma-jor storms. The Company and its 
customers benefit froin this reasonable, effective, and lower-cost alternative to more expensive 
and inadcquatc third-party insurance. 

I). PEF’S STATEMENT OF FACTUAL ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

ISSUE 1: Did PEF act reasonably and prudently prior to the storms to minimize storm- 
related costs? If not, to what extent should the proposed recovery amount be 
adj us te d? 

PEF: Yes. 

Wit ne s sc s ; L y a s h, M c Do n a 1 d (D i s t r i but i on), Ro g e rs (Trans rn i s s ion) . 

ISSUE 2: Has PEF quantified the appropriate amount of non-management empIoyee labor 
payroll expense that should be charged to the storm reserve? If not, what 
adjustments should be made? 

PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including Company personnel expenses, 
incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimberly. 

lSSUE 3: Has I’EF properly treated payroll expense associated with managerial employecs 
when determining the costs that should be charged to the storm reserve? If not, 
what adjustments should be made? 

PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to rccover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including Company personnel expenses, 
incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent wilh the Coinmission-approved self insurance plan, 



W i t lies ses : Portuondo, Wimberly. 

ISSUE 4: . At what point in time should PEF stop charging costs related+to the 2004 storm 
season to the storm damage reserve? 

- PEF: PEF should stop charging costs related to the 2004 storm season to the 
storm damage reserve when PEF has completed all of its storm-related work 
necessitated by Hurricanes Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

. 

Witnesses: 
Portuondo. 

McDonald (Distribution), Rogers (Transmission), Wimberly, 

ISSUE 5: 

ISSUE 6: 

ISSUE 7: 

Has PEF charged to the storm reserve appropriate amounts relating to employee 
training for storm restoration work? If'not, what adjustments should be made? 

PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including the Company's expenses to train employees 
for storm rcstoration work, incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from 
Hurricanes Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 

W i t nc s se s : Portuondo, Wim berly . 

Has PEF properly quantified the costs of tree trimming that should be charged to 
the storm reserve? Jf not, what adjustments should be made? 

PEF: 
Coinmission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to recover at1 of its 
direct storm-related costs, including the costs of tree trimming 
incurred to respond to and recover from Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 

Wit ne sses: Portuondo, Wiinberly. 

Has PEF properly quantified the costs of company-owned fleet vehicles that 
should be charged to the storm reserve? If not, what adjustments should be 
made? 

PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including expenses related to company-owned fleet 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 
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vehicles, incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes 
Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimberly. 

ISSUE 8: Has PEF properly determined the costs of call center activities that should be 
charged to the storin damage reserve? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

_I PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PET: is entitled to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including the costs of call center activities, 
incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimberly. 

ISSUE 9: Has PEF appropriately charged to the storm reserve any amounts related to 
advertising expense or public relations expense for the storins? If not, what 
adjustments should be made? 

- PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Cominission orders and policy, PEF is cntitlcd to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including the Company's storm-related advertising and 
media cxpenses, incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes 
Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved self insurance plan, 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimbcrly. 

ISSUE 10: Has uncollectible expense been appropriately charged to the storm damage 
reserve? If not, what adjustments should be made? 

PEF: 
Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Commission orders and policy, PEF is entitied to recover all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including uncollectible expenses incurred as a result of 
Hurricanes Charley, Frances, Ivan. and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Coinmission-approved self insurance plan, 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimberly. 
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ISSUE 1 1 : Should PEF be required to offset its storm damage recovery claim by revenues it 
has received from other utilities for providing assistance in their storm restoration 

’ activities? If so, what amount should be offset? 

PEF: 
hurricane restorati.on work for the Company; revenues received from other 
utilities offset the costs of deploying workers to those utilities. When they 
complete the assignments, they return to their work at PEF at I’EF’s expense. 
There are no excess revenues that can be used to offset PEF’s unrelated storm 
damage recovery. 

No. Hurricane restoration work for other utilities is no different than 

Witnesses: Portuondo, W imberly, McDonald (Distribution), Rogers 
(Trans m i s s i o 11). 

ISSUE 12: Has PEE‘ appropriately removed from the costs it seeks in its pctition all costs that 
shouId be booked its capital costs associated with its retirement (including cost of 
removal) and replacement of plant items affected by the 2004 storms? If not, 
what adjustments should be made? 

PEF: Yes. No adjustments should be made. 

witnesses: Portuondo. 

1SSUE 13: Has PEF appropriately quantified the costs of materials and supplies used during 
storm restoration that should be charged to the storm reserve? If not, what 
adjustments should be made‘? 

PEF: 
Coinmission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in accordance 
with Coniinission orders and policy, PEF is entitled to recuver all of its 
direct storm-related costs, including the Company’s storm-related materials and 
supplies, incurred to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes 
Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. 

Yes, consistent with the Commission-approved sell‘ insurance plan, 

Witnesses: Portuondo, Wimberly. 

ISSUF, 14: Taking into account any adjustments identified in the preceding issues, what is the 
appropriate amount of storm-related costs to be charged against the storm damage 
reserve? 

PEF: 
entitled to recover all of its storm-related costs that i t  is seeking in this matter, 
$25 I .9 million, based on its estimates. 

No adjustments are warranted based on the preceding issues, and PEF is 
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Witnesses: Lyash, Portuondo, W iinberly, McDonald (Distribution), Rogers 
(Transmission). 

ISSUE 15: Does the stipulation of the parties that the Commission approved in Order No. 
PSC-02-0655-AS-El afrect the amount or timing of storm-related costs that PEF 
can collect from customers? If so, what is the impact? (Legal issue). 

PEF: No, the Settlement has no bearing on PEF’s Petition under the Cornmission- 
approved self-insurance plan, the Commission’s orders and policy, and utility 
practice consistent with the Commission’s orders and policy. 

Witnesses: Portuondo 

ISSUE 16: In the event that the Commission determines the stipulation approved in Order 
No. PSC-02-0655-AS-E1 does not affect the amount of costs that PEF can recover 
from ratcpaycrs, should the responsibility for those costs be apportioned between 
PEF and retail ratepayers? If so, how should the costs be apportioned? 
(Contingent issue). 

PEF: 
incurred storm costs, in accordance with Commission-approved procedures for 
accounting for these costs. 

No, the Company is entitled to recover all reasonable and prudcntly 

Witnesses: Portuondo. 

ISSUE 17: What is the appropriate amount of storm-related costs to be recovered from the 
customers? (Fallout issue). 

PEF: 
Company to prepare for, respond to, and recover from Hurricanes Charley, 
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne, consistent with the Commission-approved self 
insurance plan, Commission orders and policy, and prior utility practice in 
accordance with Commission orders and policy. The Company’s direct storrn- 
related O&M costs, including in part its costs in excess of typical charges under 
nonnal operating conditions for capital expenditures, as allocated to the 
Company’s retail jurisdiction, is, based on its estimates, $25 1.9 million. 

The appropriatc m o u n t  is a11 direct storm-related costs incurred by the 

Witnesses: Lyash, McDonald (Distribution), Rogers (Transmission), 
Portuondo, Wirnberly. 

ISSUE 18: I f  recovery is allowed, what is the appropriate accouriting treatment for the 
unamortized balance of the storm-related costs subject to future recovery? 

PEF: 
with that provided for in any other cost recovery mechanisms approved 
by the Commission, 

The appropriate accounting treatment would be treatment that is consistent 



Witnesses: Portuondo. 

ISSUE 19: Should PEF be authorized to accrue and collect interest on the amount of storm- 
- related costs permitted to be recovered from customers? If so, how should it  be 

c a 1 c u 1 at ed? 

PEF: Yes, allowing the accrual and collection of interest on the amount of 
storm-related costs in excess of the storm damage reserve is consistent with 
practice under other cost recovery clauses and reimburses PEF for its carrying 
costs on those amounts. Interest should be calculated at the current commercial 
paper rate. 

Witnesses: Portoundo 

ISSUE 20: What mechanism should be used to collect the amount of- the storm-related costs 
authorized for recovery? 

PEF: The proper mechanism for the recovery of all of PEF’s direct storm- 
related costs arising from Hurricancs Charley, Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne is a 
Storm Cost Recovery Clause. 

Witnesses: Portuondo. 

ISSUE 21 : If the Commission approves recovery of any storm-related costs, how should they 
be allocated to the rate classes? 

PEF: All storm-related costs above the storm damagc rescrve should be 
recovered from all retail custoiners and allocated among customers in the various 
rate classcs in the same manner that costs were allocated among the rate classes in 
the Company’s last base rate proceeding. 

Witnesses: Portuondo 

ISSUE 22: What is the proper rate design to be used for PEF to recovery storm-related costs? 

PEF: Under the proposed Storm Cost Recovery Clause, the Company proposes 
that thesc costs be allocated among the various rate classes in the same manner as 
the Company’s last approved cost of service study, Le., production demand- 
related costs would be allocated using the 12 Coincident Peak (“CP”) and 1/13’” 
Average Demand (“AD”) method, production energy-related costs would be 
allocated based on energy usagc, transmission costs would be allocated using the 
12 CP method, and distribution costs would be allocated using the Non- 
Coincident Peak method. In this manner, the allocation and calculation of the 
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charges to customers under the Storm Cost Recovery Clause would mirror the 
allocation and calculation of costs under PEF’s Commission-approved cost of 
service study and other cost recovery clauses established by the  Commission. 
The billing factors for each custoiner class based on the costs and allocation 
factors discussed above are shown in Exhibit (JP-2). 

witnesses: Portuondo 

What is the appropriate recovery period? ISSUE 23: 

PEF: Two years is a reasonable recovery period that allows PEF to recover 
its dircct storm-related costs in a reasonable amount of time after they were 
incurred thereby reducing the financial impact on customers from additional 
financing costs and the return on working capital and further reducing the 
potential for the additional financial impact on customers from other severe 
storms if thc period of recovery is extended. The requested Storm Cost Rccovcry 
Clause also inore closely matches the recovery of thc costs to the time they were 
incurred so that it is inore likely that the ratepayers paying such costs are the same 
ones who benefited from the hurricanc restoration process. 

Witnesses: Portuondo. 

ISSUE 24: If the Commission approves a mechanism for the recovery of storm-related costs 
from the ratepayers, on what date should it become effective? 

- PEF; 
Petition, with recovery beginning on the first billing cycle of the next month. 

Thirty days following the Commission’s approval of the Company’s 

Witnesses: Portuondo 

ISSUE 25: 

ISSUE 26: 

Should PEF be required to file tariffs reflecting the establishment of any 
Commission-approved mechanism for the recovery of storm-related costs from 
the ratepayers? 

1 I’EF: Yes 

Witncsses: Portuondo 

Should the docket be closed‘! 

PEF: Yes. 

Witnesses: Lyash, McDonald (Distribution), Rogers (‘I’ransrnission), 
Portuondo, Wimberly. 
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E. PEF’S STATEMENT OF LEGAL ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

See Issues 15 through 17 above, which are mixed issues of law and fact, and PEF’s 
Stateincn~ of‘ Position on Issues 15 through 17. 

F. PEF’-S STATEMENT 0 - F  POLICY ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

See Issues 2 through 1 1 ,  13, 14,20,21, and 23 above? which are mixed issues of policy 
and fact and PEF’s Statement of Position on Issues 2 through 1 I ,  13, I4 ,20,2 1, and 23. 

G. STIPULATED ISSUES 

‘There are no stipulated issucs at this time. 

H, PENDING MATTERS 

Mot i on 

PEF’s Second Motion for ‘I’ernporary Protective Order 
PEF’s Amended Second Motion fbr Temporary Protective Order 
PEF’s Third Motion for Temporary Protective Order 
PEF‘s Fourth Motion for Temporary Protective Order 

I .  PENDING REQUESTS FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT 

Request or Notice of I ntent to Seek Confidential Classification 

PEF’s Second Request for Confidential Classification 
1’ E F ’ s Th i rd R eq ues t C o n fi den t i a1 C I ass i fi c at i on 
P EF ’ s F o u rt 11 Request C on fi dent i a1 C 1 ass i fi cation 
PEF‘s Fiiih Request Confidential Classification 

Filing Date 

01/11/2005 
0111 1/2005 

0 1 / 19/2005 
o i i i  moo5 

Filing Date 

12/29/2004 
02/2 1 /2005 
02/2 1 /2005 
02/2 1 /2005 

In addition, pursuant to the Order Establishing Procedurc, Order No. PSC-04415 1-PCO- 
El, any party intending to use confidential information obtained from PET: during the course of 
discovery i n  the proceeding must notify PEF of its intention no later than seven (7) days prior to 
thc beginning of the hearing. If such designations are made by any party to this proceeding, PEF 
will be requesting confidential treatment of such materials. 

J. REQUIREMENTS OF THE PREHEARING ORDER THAT CANNOT BE MET 

Because discovery is continuing in lhis matter, PEF must reserve the right to use 
witnesses and exhibits other than or different from those identified hereinabove, in order to 
rcspond to ongoing developments in the case. 

K. OBJECTIONS TO WITNESSES’ QUALIFICATIONS 



PEF may object to the qualifications of the following witnesses to offer the testimony in 
whole or in part that they have presently filed: 

I .  Sugarmill Woods witness Stephen Stewart. 

RcspectfJly submitted: /’ 

R. ALEXANDER GLENN 
Deputy General Counsel - Florida 
PROGRESS ENERGY SERVlCE 
COMPANY, LLC 
100 Central Avenue, Ste. ID 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
Telcphone: (727) 820-5587 
Facsimilc: (727) 820-55 19 

/ARY L. S A S S 0  ’ 
Florida Bar No. 622575 
JAMES MICHAEL WALLS 
Florida Bar No. 0706272 
JOHN T. BURNETT 
Florida Bar No. 173304 
CARLTON FIELDS, P.A. 
Post Office Box 3239 
Tampa, FL 3360 1-3239 
Telephone: (8 13) 223-7000 
Facsimile: (8  1 3) 229-4 1 33 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been furnished to the 

fblluwing individuaIs as indicatcd in the servicc list on this /'"' day of March, 2005. 

Via electronic and U.S. Mail 
Jennifer Brubakcr, Esquire 
Office of the General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Via electronic and U.S. Mail 
Vicki Gordon Kaufinan, Esquire 
Mc Whirter Reeves McGlothlin Davidson 
Kaufman & Arnold, P.A. 
1 17 South Gadsden Strcet 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 

Via Electronic and U.S. Mail Via Electronic and U.S. Mail 
John W. Me Whirter, Esquire Patricia A. Christensen, Esquire 
Mc Whirter Rccves McGlothlin Davidsori Office of' the Public Counsel 
Kauftnan & Arnold, P.A. c/o The Florida Legisiaturc 
400 North Tampa St,  1 1 1  West Madison St., Room 812 
Tampa, FL 33602 Tallahassee, FL 32399- 1400 

Via electronic and U.S. Mail 
Michael B. Twomey 
Post O f k x  Box 5256 
8903 Crawfordvillc Road (32305) 
?'allahassee, FL 323 14-5256 
Attorneys for Buddy L. Harisen and 
Sugarmil I Woods Civic 
Association, Inc. 


