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Ruth Nettles 

From: Tibbetts, Arlene [Arlene.Tibbetts@pgnmail.com] 

Sent: 
To: Filings@psc.state.fl.us 

cc:  

Subject: 
Attachments: Objections to OPC's 4th ROGs (24-31).pdf 

Monday, December 15,2008 10:30 AM 

mcglothlin.joseph@leg.state.fl.us; Kelly.JR@leg.state.fl.us; Lisa Bennett; Keino Young 

Docket 070703 Filings: PEF Objections to OPC's 4th Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 24-31) 

This electronic filing is made by: 

John Burnett 
P.O. Box 14042 
St. Petersburg, FL 33733 
727-820-5184 
John.8urnett~@pgnmail.co.m 

Docket: 070703-El 

In re: Review of coal costs for Progress Energy Florida's Crystal River Units 4 and 5 for 2006 and 2007 

On behalf of Progress Energy Florida 

Consisting of 4 pages 

The attached document for filing is PEF's Objections to OPC's Fourth Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 24-31) 
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BEFORE THE FLORDDA PUBLIC SERVICE C D W S I O N  

Inre: Review0 S 

&#it& Nn. 070703-E1 

R-k 15,2008 

PEF’S OBJECTIONS TO OW’S FOURTH 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES ”0s. 24-31) 

Pursuant to Fla. Admin. Code R. 28-106.206, Rule 1.340 of the Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure, and the Order Establishing Procedure in this matter, Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 

(“PEP’) hereby serves its objections to the Office of Public Counsel’s (“OPC’s’’) Fourth Set of 

Interrogatories (Nos. 24-31) and states as follows: 

GENERAL 0” ONS 

With respeet to the “Detinitions” and ‘TnspyCtions” in OPC% Fourth Set of 

InterrogatarieS, PEF objects to any definitions or instmctions that are h”sistent with P W s  

discovery obligations under appliceble rules. If some question asses as to PEF’s discovery 

obligations, PEF will comply with applicable rules and not with any of OPC‘s definitions or 

instructions that m inconsistent with th6se rules. Furthermore, PEF objecpi to any interrogatory 

thaf calls for PEF to create data or infQnnation that it otherwse d w  not have because there is no 

such requirement under tke applicable ruIm and law. 

PEF objects to any definition or interrogatwy that seeks to enwmpss persons OF esltisies 

who are not parties to this action or that are not subject to dismery d e - r  applicable des. 

PEE also objects tu any Intemgatory or R-est for productian that pnrpcnts to require 



PEF or its experts to prepare M a ,  analyses, or to do work for OPC that has 

PEF, prmmably at PW’s cast. 

Additionally, PEF generally objects to OPC’s intmgatories to the actent that they d l  

for data or information profected by the attomey-client privilege;, the work product dbctrine, the 

muntant-dimit ptivilege, the trade secret privilege, or any other applicable privilege or 

protection afforded by law. 

PEP also objects to any attempt by OPC to ev& the numerical limitatiw set on 

ones in the Order Estabiishing Procedure by asking multiple independent questions in 

within single individual questions and subparts. 

Finally, PEF reserve$ the right to supplemat any of its responses to OPC’s 

Interrogatories if PEP cannot locate the answers immediately due to their magniaufe and the 

work mquired to aggregate thm, or if PEF later discovas additional respoosive infomution in 

the cowse of this proceeding. 

By making these general objections at this time, PEF bes not waive or relinquish its 

ections to OPC‘s discovery at the h e  PEF’s right to assert additional general and specific 

response is due. 

SPECIFIC OWE. GIloNS 

hterroeatmv 24: PEF objects to this intenogato to the extent it attempts to elicit 

information regarding any telephone ons that PEF may have had with producers or 

vendors of Powder River Basin subbituminous coal other than any such conversations that would 

have been related to coal for Cryskd River units 4 and 5 for 006 and 2007, since such 

infomation is not relevant or material to any issue in this proceeding. Subject to and without 

waiving this objaction or any of PEF’s general objections, PEF will answer the question as it 
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felatas to any telephone mnvers&ms dat  PEF may have had with 

Powder River Basin subbiWnous coal 

or vendors of 

River Units 4 and 5 in 2ao6 and 2097. 

Ieterroeatorv 2% PEF objeets to this inkrogatory to the extmt it a&mpts to elicit 

information regarding any type of d m c e s  attended by PEF employees or anyone acting on 

PEF’s behalf k the purpose of dismsing aspects of Power Rim Basha subbitumbw mal for 

possible usage prior to the year 2006, since such infomation i want or materiel to my 

issue in tbis proceeding, Subject to and without this objection or any of PEF’s general 

objections, FEF will answ~ the question as it relates to any ces that may have been 

attended by PEF employees or anyone acting on PEF’s behalf for the purpose of discussing 

aspects of Power River Basin subbitw&ous eoal for possible usage for Crystal River Units 4 

and 5 in 2006 and 2007. 

In%erropatorv 26: PEF objects to this interrogatory to the extent it attempts to elicit 

information regarding any type of informational materials acquired by PEF that relate to any 

asp& of Power River Basin subbituminous coal for possible usage prior to the year 2006, since 

such information is not relevant or material to any issue in this p r o d n g .  Subjed to rmd 

witbut waiving this objection or any of PEF’s general objections, FEF wiIl answer the qu&tion 

relates to any informational materials that may have kn acquired by PEF that relate to any 

aspect of Power River Basin subbituminous coal for possible asage far Crystal River Units 4 and 

5 in 2006 and 2007. 

Interro~ntorv 27: PEF objects to this interrogatory to d e  extent it attempts to elicit 

infomation regardii any consultants or experts engaged by PEF for the purpose of advising 

PEF personnel on any aspect of Power River Basin subbituminous coal for possible usage prior 

to the year 2006, since such information is not relevant or mataial to any issue in this 

plpcseding, Subject to and without waiving this objection or any of PEF’s general objedions 
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(and notwithstanding Rod Halt’s mgapent in Docket which ;1u sa& information 

has been produced), PEF will mw(a  the qwstion as it rei* to any experts or w”ts that 

PEF may have engaged pwpose of advising PEF personnel on any wpect of Power River 

Basin subbituminous cod for possible usage for t?tystal Ever Units 4 and 5 in 2066 and 2007. 

haterromtow 29: PEP objects to this intmgatory as vague and aatbiguous, Snbjwt to 

this objection and without waiving any of PEF’s general Objecticws, PEF ti%wmes that OPC 

me- page 4 line I3 of I&. Heller*s testimony rather than page 5 line 14 and will respond 

ersburg, FL 33733-4042 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Progress Energy Florida, Inc.’s 
Objections to Citizens Fourth Set of Lnterrogatories (Nos. 24- I), in Docket No. 070703-El has 
been furnished by regular U.S. mail to the following this - &y of December, 2008. 

0 Young, Esq. 
Bennett, Esq, 

Florida public Service Commission 
2540 Shurnard Oak Blvd. 
TWassee, FL 323994850 

11 1 W. Madison St. Room 812 
l[lilirihassee,FL 3 
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