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Angela Charles

From: Ruth McHargue
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 1:12 PM
To: Consumer Correspondence
Cc: Diane Hood
Subject: FW: To CLK Docket 120015
Attachments: FPL BILLS.xlsx

Customer correspondence 
 
From: Consumer Contact  
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 8:28 AM 
To: Ruth McHargue 
Subject: To CLK Docket 120015 
 
Copy on file, see 1160050C.  DHood 
 
From: Mark Brown [mailto:erikschoen1@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 7:28 PM 
To: Consumer Contact 
Subject: Thank you for your help 
 
Dear PSC Commissioners: 
 
Thank you so much for your concern with Florida residents. I was just looking t my Florida power and Light 
bills.  It appears that FPL raised their pricers by 29.9198 percent.  
 
As a retired Registered Nurse living on Social Security, my SS benefit has not increased by 29.098%.  If my SS 
benefit had increased by 29.9080% I would be receiving  $474.51 more per month.   
I find it interesting that you can allow FLP to raise their prices when my income has not 
increased  commensurate with the cost of living. 
 
I find it most interesting that our Republican  state government has no concern for those of us on fixed income, 
as long as our corporation can continue to make a profit. 
 
Thank you for your compassion. 
Mark 
Sent from iCloud 

FPSC Commission Clerk
CORRESPONDENCE
SEP 19, 2014
DOCUMENT NO. 07156-13



DATE PAID Service Dates PAID CUSTO
MER 
CHAR
GE

NON-FUel <1000 
kWh

>1000 
kWh

FUEL < 1000 kWh > 1000 kWh SERVICE 
AMOUNT

STORM 
CHARGE

GROSS 
REC TAX

FRANCH
ISE 
CHARG
E

UTILITY 
TAX

TAXES & 
CHARGES

TOTAL kWh this 
year

kWh last 
year

$ last year Diff in 
kWh

Past 
Due

Diff in 
Price

Last 
Year / 
kWh

This 
Year / 
kWh

Sep 3, 2014 8/15-9-15 ###### $7.57 $112.76 $0.060770 $0.071590 $58.13 $0.029470 $0.039470 $178.46 $2.00 $4.63 $11.57 $15.01 $33.21 $211.96 1726 1617 $185.40 109 $26.56 $0.11466 $0.12280

Aug 5, 2014 7/16-8/15 ###### $7.57 $112.67 $0.060770 $0.071590 $58.09 $0.029470 $0.039470 $178.33 $2.38 $4.63 $11.58 $15.04 $33.63 $379.61 1725 1364 $154.89 361  $224.72 $0.11356 $0.22006

 6/15-7/16 $7.57 $103.01 $0.060770 $0.071590 $52.76 $0.029470 $0.039470 $163.34 $2.19 $4.24 $10.61 $13.93 $30.87  1590 1627 $187.60 -37 194.21 $0.11530

Jun 2, 2014 5/15-6/15 ###### $7.57 $95.49 $0.060770 $0.071590 $48.61 $0.029470 $0.039470 $151.67 $2.05 $3.94 $9.85 $12.89 $28.73 $157.23 1485 1219 $136.88 266 180.4 $20.35 $0.11229 $0.10588

May 5, 2014 4/15-5/15 $76.50 $7.57 $82.89 $0.060770 $0.071590 $41.67 $0.029470 $0.039470 $132.13 $1.78 $3.43 $8.58 $11.31 $25.10 $76.50 1309 1140 $127.06 169 -$50.56 $0.11146 $0.05844

 3/15-4/15 $7.57 $38.10 $0.060770 3.5260% $0.071590 3.6800% $18.48 $0.029470 -3.9120% $0.039470 -2.9500% $64.15 $0.85 $1.67 $4.14 $5.66 $12.35  627 687 $77.71 -60 $0.11311

Mar 26, 2014 2/15-3/15 $99.31 $7.24 $50.02 $0.058700 $0.069050 $26.13 $0.030670 $0.040670 $83.39 $1.15 $2.17 $5.42 $7.18 $15.92 $99.31 852 493 $58.13 359 $41.18 $0.11791 $0.11656

Mar 10, 2014 1/15-2/15 $76.67 $7.24 $37.80 $0.058700 $0.069050 $19.75 $0.030670 $0.040670 $64.79 $0.54 $1.68 $4.09 $5.57 $11.88 76.67 644 546 $62.73 98 13.94 $0.11489 $0.11905

 12/15-1/15 $7.24 $45.32 $0.058700 1.0500% $0.069050 0.891% $23.68 $0.030670 16.4300% $0.040670 11% $76.24 $0.65 $1.97 $4.81 $6.52 $13.95 $90.19 772 741 $81.92 31 $8.27 $0.11055 $0.11683

Jan 24, 2014 11/15-12/15 $90.19 $7.24 $46.13 $0.058090 $0.068440 $20.91 $0.026330 $0.036330 $74.28 $0.85 $1.93 $4.70 $6.63 $14.11 $93.39 794 559 $67.31 235 $26.08 $0.12041 $0.11762

Dec 31, 2013 10/15-11/15 ###### $7.24 $42.81 $0.058090 $0.068440 $19.41 $0.026330 $0.036330 $69.46 $0.79 $1.80 $4.40 $6.21 $13.20 $82.66 737 777 $85.22 -40 -$2.56 $0.10968 $0.11216

Nov 7, 2013 9/15-10/15 132.12          $132.12     

Oct 16, 2013 8/15-9/15 ###### $185.40

Sep 4, 2013 ###### $154.89

Aug 2, 2014 ###### $187.60

Jul 5, 2013 ###### $136.88

Jun 4, 2013 ###### $127.06

May 3, 2013 $77.71 $77.71

Apr 3, 2013 $58.13 $58.13

Mar 5, 2013 ###### $149.65

  

Jan 3, 2013 ###### $153.81

  

Nov 6, 2012 $95.48 $95.48

Oct 18, 2013 ###### $162.40

Sep 5, 2012 ###### $171.87

###### 5% 5% 13% 8% $3060.52

TOTAL % 
INCREASE

30%

FPL
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Angela Charles

From: Terry Holdnak
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:10 AM
To: Commissioner Correspondence
Subject: Docket No. 120015-EI
Attachments: FW Settlement Agreement  1st DCAAppeals Court Litigation  FW 11192012 Vol 39 after 

Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony Testimony that has been published online; FW 
Settlement Agreement  1st DCAAppeals Court Litigation  FW 11192012 Vol 39 after Vol 
38 with Lane Kollen Testimony Testimony that has been published online

Please place the attached correspondence in Docket Correspondence of Consumers and their Representatives, in Docket 
No. 120015-EI. 
 
Thank you, 
Terry 
 
Ms. Terry Holdnak 
Executive Assistant to Commissioner Julie I. Brown 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0850 
tholdnak@psc.state.fl.us 
(850) 413-6030 (Office) 
(850) 413-6031 (Fax) 
 
Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from state officials regarding state business are considered to be 
public records and will be made available to the public and the media upon request. Therefore, your e-mail message may be subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

FPSC Commission Clerk
CORRESPONDENCE
AUG 29, 2014
DOCUMENT NO. 07156-13



Angela Charles 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Kiser, 

rsmith <rsmith@myacc.net> 
Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:56 PM 
Curt Kiser 
'Robert H. Smith '; 'Governor Rick Scott'; Office of Commissioner Brise; Office of Commissioner Balbis; Office Of Commissioner Edgar; Office Of Commissioner Graham; Office of 

Commissioner Brown; 'Mcglothlin, Joseph'; 'Kelly, JR' 

FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

The email address below was incorrect. I resent to keep you in the loop by a concerned ratepayer/citizen of Florida. 

Have a good night! 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: rsmith [mailto:rsmith@myacc.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:53 PM 
To: 'Mcglothlin, Joseph'; 'Kelly, JR' 
Cc: 'Governor Rick Scott'; 'supremecourt@flcourts.org'; 'curtis.kiser@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Office of Commissioner Brise'; 'Robert H. Smith' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

Dear Florida Supreme Court Justices and Governor Scott, 

Please do not retaliate against me for writing this email but I think that this process has to be an impartial process that balances the interests of all ratepayer's and not just select ratepayers. 

I have been so busy at work and want to make sure that my involvement as a ratepayer, shareholder of FPL and concerned citizen of your state, that my current/future employment will not be impacted by my 

public service work. 

I have to take a look at the opinion but like I have indicated from inception this is going to have to be heard outside the State of Florida to receive a fair and impartial hearing regarding these type of ratecase 

proceedings. Remember the Judicial and Legislative branches are supposed to govern for the people in a fair and equitable manner. With all the press about connection to the special interest money with the 

Utilities, it appears that the way the nominating commission and the way the members of the PSC are being appointed does not serve the regular public very well. 

Remember I was out of work for almost 5 years working on this public service work and in all this time I have not received a technical response from anyone regarding my concerns with a non-cash give back of 

an amortization that was over recovered in cash rates. What is going on with this process? I will get back to everyone once I read the opinion. I did not see the opinion posted on the Supreme Court site. Is this 

available on the Supreme Court Site or is there a delay in the publishing of the opinion. I was able to obtain a copy from a link in a newspaper story about the recent decision. 

Please do not retaliate against me for asking if an appeal is going to be filed on behalf of the ratepayers/citizens of Florida. 

Once I am able to take a look at the Supreme Courts rationale to support the settlement agreement I will ask them to provide the accounting journal entries to support how over recoveries are being refunded 

in cash rates just like they have been collected in cash rates. Is this a two way street or a one way street? 

I think that the OPC should not keep a running ledger of any over recovery that is returned as a non-cash amortization by nature of not reducing rates and/or by nature of not requiring an excess/over earnings 

test. What a shame! 

Everyone have a good night but this just does not make sense. Stay tuned and I want to see if the opinion makes sense. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly and Mr. Mcglothlin, 

Will there be an appeal to the ruling by the Florida Supreme Court? 

The way I see this is since the nominating commission and PSC appears to be controlled by the legislative branch and the settlements are being approved in favor of special interests groups the only place that 

this can be heard to receive an impartial hearing would appear to be outside the State in a Federal Court. In my years experience with these rate proceedings I have never seen a disregard for looking at the 

details of the accounting transactions in a ratecase. It appears that just by the appointments that are being made there are people being put on the PSC commission without the Utility experience that would 
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be in a position to understand the issues with regulatory accounting versus GAAP accounting. I have indicated this with all my correspondence from the get go that I knew that this type of proceeding could not 
be heard within the State considering all the over turned cases at the Federal Level. Considering how over recovered real hard cash is being refunded to the ratepayers I think that the Florida ratepayers should 
be very concerned that the process might not be a fair and impartial process. 

What is going to happen to the OPC if there is a continued settlement agreement put in place without taking a look how over recoveries are being refunded to the citizens of Florida? 

I understand that a settlement agreement can be negotiated but in all the settlement decisions that I have seen in my experience with these types of rate cases I have never seen a situation in which a potential 
non-cash give back for over recoveries would be put into place and the expectation that the citizens would also pay for the a tax bill on the non-cash give backs. What about an over earnings test? This was 
totally disregarded with this settlement agreement. What is troubling is that even the CFO of the Company during the proceedings indicated that he would like to see cash earnings and not non cash earnings in 
their rate increases. This is a two way street therefore if there is a very large over recovery the Commission should rule to refund any over recovery with a cash refund and not a non cash amortization. No one 
responded from the Commission with regard to see if the company is recording an M-1 adjustment to make sure that as they amortize the over recovery without an adjustment in cash rates that the customer 
would not be expected to pay FIT on the non-cash amortization that is being refunded. The OPC should start with looking at these type of accounting details to bring some bite to the negotiation process so 
that continuity/balance can be maintained with any type of settlement agreement. This is what I remember happened when I modeled any type of adjudicated settlement agreement in our 5 year forecast 
models. When there was an over recovery in cash rates and there was an over earnings as a result the commission process would make sure that the customer received a cash refund in their rates and not just 
a non-cash amortization with the potential expectation that they would have to pay FIT on the non-cash income as result of the non-cash amortization. 

Please see email below. I would like to know what the future holds for OPC as the representative of the citizens of Florida with regard to Utility ratecases/increases. I see no issue with a negotiated settlement 
but a very large over recovery was quantified and if they give this back as a non-cash item will the ratepayers be expected to pay for the FIT related to this non-cash give back or will they record an M-1 
adjustment for this since the ratepayer should not have to pay for tax on non-cash income that they have already paid in their rates when they were paying for the over recovery? Remember that when they 
build their base rates it includes recovery for depreciation therefore in the cost of service this would be recorded as revenue which would flow through to the corporate tax return and the ratepayers would 
have to pay tax on this income. If they over recovered the depreciation then they should have been sitting on a pile of cash related to this over recovery. We all know that this is not the case therefore this has 
to be very alarming with the way the process is functioning. 

As ratepayers I think that the citizens of Florida deserve an explanation on how they will be able to make sure that the nominating commission and the PSC is not being controlled by special interest groups and 
they are receiving an impartial ratecase process. 

I am sorry to hear about this ruling and how this was unanimous but I will be looking at the brief to see their position on their ruling. It appears that based upon the unanimous ruling that the only avenue 
would be to take this to a Federal Venue. The only issue I see with this is that will a Federal Court defer this to the State Court since the way this is structured rates are set at the state level. 

If this continues what recourse with the ratepayers of Florida have to have fair representation at the Commission for their Utility rates and any other State regulated rate environment? 

Let me know if there will be an appeal or if this over? 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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+- C It D WW\AJ .. floridasupremecourt.org/pub_info/sunlmaries/briefs/13/13-144/index.html 

m Apps: :ft Plug-ins i1 Sign in to Yahoo! 0 Constitution 0 From Internet Explorer 0 Imported (1) flli Software&. driver d... u lrr 

Individual brie£s and otheJ· documents i.n Acrobat format : 

2013 
Filed 0?-08-1013 _Notice_ o±-:_ Appeal pdf 
Filed 02-08-7013 _Order. pdf 
Filed 0?-11-!013 _Appellee_:Niotion_Relinquish.pdf 

Filed 02-7 1-'0 U _Appellee _l\1otion_ Toll_ Time.pdf 
Filed 02-!7- '>0 13_ Saporito_ Motion.pdf 
Filed 01-2 7-7013 _Saporito _Motion2.pdf 
Filed 0 ~-0 1-'>0 13 _Nelson_ :~vfotiou.pdf 
Filed 0 i-10- 7013 _ 01·der _Denial pdf 
Filed 04-0?-7013 _Order_ Denying_ Saporito _:Nfotion_ as_ Moot pdf 
Filed 04-1 "i-'>0 13 _Notice_ of Appearance_ Appellee.pdf 
Filed 04-16-1013 _Notice_ of Appearance_ Appellee.pdf 
Filed 04-17 -'>0 13_ Initial_ Briefpdf 
Filed 04-17 _.-; 0 13 _ Ini hal_ Brief_ Appendix.pdf 
.Filed 04-24-7013 _ Motion_ToU_ Time.pdf (corrected) 

Filed 04-! 4-?0 13 _:Motion_ R"{teJlsion_ T nne_ Answer_ Briefs.pdf( corrected) 

Filed 04-29-70l3_:~v1otion_Pro_H.ac_ Vice_AARP.pdf 
Filed 04-29-'>0 13_1\tfotion_.A.micus _ AARP.pdf 
Filed 04-29-?0 13 _ Brief....:Amicus_ AARP .pdf 
F:iled 05-01-')0 13_ l\1otion_.<\micus _Sa}-10rito.pdf 
Filed 05-09-7013 _Order. pdf 
.Filed 05-10-?Q 13 _ Response_In_Opposition_pdf 
Filed 05-14-!013 _ On:ler_Am:icus_ Granted. pdf 
Filed 05-14-7013 _Order_ Counsel_ Granted.pdf 
Filed 05- H -'>0 13 _Answer_ Brief _FPC. pdf 
Filed 05-i 1-70 13_.A11svver _ Brief_Florida_Power.pdf 
Filed 05-41-')0 13 _Appendix _Florida _Pmver.pdf 
Filed 06-07--'013 _ ::v1ohon_ EA.1ension_ Time_ Reply_ Brief pdf 
Filed 06-07-' 013 _ ::v1otion_ Toll_ Time.pdf 
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From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 1, 2013 4:44PM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida.com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org>' 
Cc: 'Bill@billnelson .senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@whitehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 

I noticed a typo(s) below. Mr. Scott if you have any questions regarding the comments below feel free to contact me via email to discuss. This is very important and this is why I am taking a very hard line on 

the reconci liation of the cash. Accounting 101! 

I am looking forward to your response to the email(s) below. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Mr. Fasano, 

When you talk abo"ut the nuclear recovery clauses please make sure that if they continue this recovery under the current process that there is a full accounting of the cash to make sure that the costs that they 

have paid for are truly related to the nuclear plant construction. Be careful if they are receiving the money in rates and yet to spend the money on nuclear plant costs that the actual cash is not being utilized 

for other purposes. If they over recover any of the funds collected that is related to the nuclear recovery clause then the money should be in the bank. If they do over collect and they do not keep the cash 

around but just the over recovery as a regulatory liability on the company's books then when the time comes to pay for the nuclear plant expenditures the actual cash might not be available to pay for the 

actual nuclear plant expenditures. This is why I have been taking a hard line on making sure that all over recoveries are being refunded in cash to the ratepayers. This is accounting 101 and would require a 

quick reconciliation of the cash. 

This is a very important piece since the current ratepayers are paying for nuclear costs within the recovery clauses upfront on the anticipation that the plant will be completed. If they spend the cash 

somewhere else then they will probably ask for more money. This is sort of like pension accounting in that if you have a liability based upon the Net Present Value of the future liabilities and they are funding 

these liabilities based upon the NPV calculations it is imperative that the cash is on the side to adequately fund the current/future pension liabilities (the problem with uti lizing the standard 8% return versus 

the actual market returns). I used to forecast the pension liabilities when I prepared the ratecases up North. They are probably not utilizing a present value calculation on the nuclear recovery clause but it is 

very important to make sure that there is ample cash to fund the expenditures. The cash funding requirement would be the same. The cash should be on the side to pay for what it was collected for. This is 

probably why there is trouble with the pension across America. The assumptions of what the earned interest rates were going to be were not in line with the real market rates. I noticed the issues that have 

been brought up with some of the Pension legislation. 
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Of course as long as the costs are prudent and they keep the cash around to fund the current/future construction they should be OK for ratecase purposes. It is when they keep collecting the money in rates 

and if they realize that they over recover and then want the Commission to give them an ROE that would provide the cushion to keep the line on the excess earnings calculations (surveillance reports), amortize 

the over recovery as a non-cash amortization, expect the ratepayer to pay for and Federa l Income taxes based upon the non-cash amortization and do not refund the over recovery in cash. 

The cash should be kept (in the bank) to make sure that they have the adequate funding for the current/future nuclear cost expenditures. You have to remember that the possibility exists that the current 

ratepayers that are paying for the advanced recovery might not be around when the actual plant is built/ placed in service. If the commission upon audit finds that there is imprudent costs that should be 

refunded to the rate payer then a non-cash amortization would not work. The ratepayer would be due a refund of the over recovery in cash. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to ask. I am sorry that I have been talking about my issue with being out of work for 4 years but it is very important to keep your skill set up while you are trying 

to secure a position. I do not know if there is any type of coercion going on but based upon what I have shown the legislature with regard to some of the work I have been working on I would have thought that 

I would have secured a position by now. 

This totally does not make sense and this appears to be the difference between the GOP norm and the new right wing GOP. 

This has me extremely concerned. Hopefully there are no typo(s). 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 10:12 AM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida .com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org>' 
Cc: 'Bill@billnelson .senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@whitehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 
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Here is what I sent to the Commission today regarding the accounting needed to provide the proper level of transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement(s) . 

This is accounting 101 and there should be no reason why I have received a response from AHCA regarding the Medicaid expansion numbers versus the support of whether or not the ratepayers/shareholders 

of the Company received a fair deal and received any over recovery in cash and not a non-cash amortization. 

I used the example that I have sent to you in a previous email. 

I am looking forward to a response from your office. At this time the control of the appointment process for the Commission is being controlled in the Legislative Branch and by the nominating committee that 

your office directly appoints members to the committee to vote for the Commissioner's at the Florida Public Service Commission. 

The questions in the email below are simple audit procedures that would be required by the Companies accounting firms to ensure that there is proper compliance with Federal tax law. There should be no 

reason why a ratepayer should be required to pay additional Federal Income tax when they have not received the cash to pay for the increased tax liability. 

This is Accounting 101. Where is the response from the Commission, OPC and your office? 

I am looking forward to your response. 

There is no reason why this should have an impact on me securing an accounting position within the geographic area that I am seeking. As far as I am concerned based upon my Constitutional rights I should be 

able to work where I want based upon the experience on my resume. There should be no retaliation for this communication. I have just sent an email for a Controller position that is located in Coral Springs. 

am waiting to hear back regarding this posting. 

The experience required for the position as well as the experience on my resume supports that I would be a very good candidate for this position. If you would like a copy of the posting please let me know. 

It appears that based upon the 1000's of jobs that I have posted for within the geographic area that I want to work that I should have secured a position within the 4 year timeframe. It is not what the 

perception of the recruiters and/or anyone who might be coercively only providing me with positions that are outside the area in which I want to work. You have to remember my accounting, IT and legal 

experience provides me with the ability to work any where I want. There should be no geographic issue since I am utilizing my accounting knowledge base to secure a position where I want to work. This is why 

I went to college to obtain my accounting degree. Since my degree is in accounting there should be no reason why the state would not make sure that I am not being coerced into working in another location if 

I meet the qualifications to work close to my area. You are well aware of my situation and there is no reason why this coercion should continue. I would think that you are fully aware of any type of coercion 

issues since the State just took the lead in the ACA litigation for the Medicaid expansion in which the States position is that they felt that the legislation was coercive. This is my constitutional right. It is not 

anyone's right to coerce a person to work where they do not want to work. There really is no excuse since I have posted for 1000's of positions. One recruiter indicates that they do not want to work with me 

since I did not buy into their coercive approach to where they felt I should be working. When you utilize your knowledge base (mind) to work there is no reason why a person should be coerced into working in 

a location that they do not want to work. It is my Constitutional right to work where I want to therefore there should be no reason why after 4 years I have not secured a position. 

If there is nothing to hide your office would be forthright with the answers that I have been working on with the ACHA Medicaid expansion as well as this Utility rate case. Your position as Governor is that you 

are the Governor for the people not for special interests only. There really is no excuse and my situation should be corrected immediately. What did I do so wrong in that I am not working for over 4 years? 

I trust you fully understand my concerns. 
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These are accounting issues that should be very easy to be answered by the appropriate state agency that would have to support the settlement agreement(s) to make sure that the shareholders/ratepayers 

are receiving a fair deal. 

I am looking forward to your response. Hopefully there are no typo(s). I will check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the origina l. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rojrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 9:44AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner. Graham@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement /1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Here is an example of why any over recovered amounts must be refunded in cash and not through a non-cash amortization. 

How would you feel if you received interest in your bank account as a non-cash transaction yet when you fill out your tax return you would have to fill out your schedule B with the interest income and pay 

income tax on the interest without the cash in the bank to pay for the tax liability? 

This is accounting 101. You would need the cash from the interest to pay the tax bill on the interest. 

Just like the rate payers would need a cash reduction in their bill to pay for the increased federa l income taxes for the amortization of the over recovered depreciation surplus amortization as well as any other 

over recovered item that the company is going to amortize on a non-cash basis. The cash reduction in the bill would be just like receiving money for an overpayment and then they would be able to pay the 
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additional tax for the refund of the over recovery. I will be keeping track of this on a cumulative basis since this can add up to a lot of money. The manipulation of an ROE to provide for a non-cash amortization 
to shield the company from directly paying the ratepayer back in cash is not even proper accounting. They need the cash refund to pay the tax bill . This is very simple? Correct? Please answer Yes or No? 

Did they record a permanent difference to eliminate the non-cash income to make sure that the ratepayer does not pay Federal Income tax on the non-cash amortization? Please answer Yes or No? This is not 
a deferred income tax item like they record for the difference between their tax depreciation and book depreciation. This would have to be a permanent difference due to them recording the amortization as a 
non-cash amortization. If they never return any over recovery in cash then they would have to mitigate the increases tax liability to their ratepayers so that they are not being required to pay tax on non cash 
income/amortization. 

How does the IRS feel of the recording of non-cash amortization that is being closed out to retained earnings as non-cash equity? Will the IRS make sure that basis in not received for any of the non-cash 
amortization? Please answer Yes or No? 

Will the company remove the any non-cash amortization from the Equity balance when they calculate the company's earned returns to make sure that the ratepayer is not being charged on non-cash 
equity? Please answer Yes or No? 

Did they receive a ruling from the IRS with regard to the recording of this non-cash amortization to retained earnings? Over time if the Company continues to record non-cash amortizations to retained 
earnings it appears that there should be no basis for the recording of the non cash earnings. What is the Commissions/Staff's understanding of the basis implications of these transactions? 

This is not full transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement. 

What do you think? So far I have not heard a response. 

So far I have received a lot of read receipts without a response to all the emails below. A response should be in writing to support the settlement agreement{s). 

As a party with a full legal interest from a shareholder and ratepayer perspective it would be my legal right to receive an answer to these questions. This is supported by Federal/State law. What is your 
position on this? The response that you would have to be an intervening party is not a valid response for a party with a full legal interest in these proceedings. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned . In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rojrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 11:22 AM 
To: 'J .R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl .us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl .us'; 
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- -··------------------------------ -

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Where are we with the bank/cash reconciliation schedule that has to be completed below? 

How are the ratepayers going to pay for the increased tax liabi lit y if they do not receive a cash refund for most of the depreciation surplus amortization? 

How come I have not received a response? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the origina l. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:45 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Cc: 'Robert H. Smith ' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 
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- -------- - --··- - - ----------

I notice one quick typo below. I am looking forward to a response to my email in its entirety. The first request for this information has been made back in November 2012. 

I am looking forward to a response in order to track the actual cash bill reduction on a cumulative basis. 

Have a good night and let me know the eta. for a response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Records clerk, 

Please make this email part of the consumer correspondence file just like any other consumers correspondence that is being populated into the file. 

Thanks in advance for your help. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:18PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; JCommissioner. Brown@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 
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How come my email correspondence is not being made party of the consumer file just like other consumers with concerns in this case? I think that based upon the Sunshine laws and Federal E-Discovery laws 

this information would be very important to publish in the consumer file since if the trend continues and the company is not refunding over collections for items that have been prepaid by the ratepayer then 

we should keep track on a cumulative basis how much money has been returned in cash as a bill reduction versus a non-cash amortization to quantify this over time. This is very important and I think that this 

email should be answered without delay. 

What is there to hide? 

Can you assist OPC with the answer below? I have not heard back from the Commission regarding the completion of this schedule as well as the answers to the tax impacts by the recording of the non-cash 

amortization. Did this increase the tax provision to the customers without providing the actual refund in cash for them to pay for this additional tax liability? 

The ask for an answer to the completion of the cash flow reconciliation was asked in November 2012. To date I have not received an answer to the email. 

What is the hold up? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinket 

Does OPC have a completed copy of the schedule below? What is the hold up for the release of this information? In addition, has OPC determined if they are going to pursue this in the Florida Supreme 

Court? This is very important since if the schedule below yields a percentage of cash give back to the ratepayers that is very low then how can the deal be in the best interests of the ratepayers and/or 

shareholders if this trend continues. The new settlement is now potentially creating a non-cash give back for the dismantlement reserve based upon new life estimates in which they also collected the cash in 

advance. Is OPC going to take the position of swapping bill reductions in cash for prepaid amounts as non-cash amortization being absorbed by increased ROE's? 

What about the tax impacts of the company recording the amortization of any over collection as non-cash which is having a direct impact on the equity ratio as well as an impact on the tax liability that the 

ratepayer would pay for non-cash income that would be reflected in the tax provision of the company? 

I thought that a decision was going to be made by the weekend. Is the schedule below very difficult to provide in order to have a sign off by the Company, the Commission and OPC with regard to the actual bill 

reduction that has been recorded? 

I will send these emails on a daily basis since the schedule below and he answer to the email questions below should not be that difficult to answer. This is Accounting 101 and this is a very simple bank/cash 

reconciliation. Do you agree? Yes or No? 

I am looking forward to your response. 
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Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

{$millions) Bill Redudion 

As filed ReW5ed Ca5h 
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Confidentiality St atement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2013 12:27 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner .Brown@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

I noticed that the order has been populated in the Docket. Where is the answer to the bank/cash flow reconciliation below as well as a response to the earlier emails regarding the tax impacts of the non-cash 
amortization? Since it appears that the Commission is going to issue the order without OPC sign off the Commission should not have a problem with providing the appropriate completed schedule for any party 
with a legal interest. 
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I have not heard a response from the Commission with regard to whether or not this updated schedule will be made available. 

Please provide the reasoning why it appears that the Commission has not responded to numerous emails regarding whether or not this information is going to be made available. Willi receive a response from 

the Commission? 

If there is nothing to hide then the Commission would support the order with the appropriate information to support the decision by the Commission. There really is no reason why this schedule would not be 

made forthright without requiring a party with a legal interest to have to file a petition in the appropriate jurisdiction to make sure that this information is provided. Based upon Sunshine law and Federal E­

Discovery laws this information should be forthright to any party with a legal interest that would require the appropriate support to any decision that is being issued by the Commission. 

I trust you fully understand why I am looking for this information and why I have asked for this information with the prior settlement as well as this settlement. Without the full reconciliation of the cash it 

would be very difficult to determine if the ratepayers and/or shareholders have received a settlement that is fair, reasonable and just. Since I have a shareholder right to this information there should be no 

reason why there would be any impediment/barrier to receive this information to support the order that is being issued by the commission. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Since OPC is representing the public from a ratepayer perspective there should be no reason why this schedule would not be provided to any party with a legal interest from a ratepayer perspective. 

Why would there be a problem with releasing this information as backup support to the order that has been issued? These emails below are very specific and there should be no reason why the Commission 

and/or OPC would not support this type of required information to be made available in the record to support the order that is being issued by the Commission. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

0026·1>13 1/1-4 '201:J • 002&1·0 ll·002l ord. 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rojrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 9:35 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner. Gra ham@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: PN: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCAIAppeals Court Litigation? I PN: 1111912012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, M r. M cGlothlin, M r . Rehwinkel, Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

Has this bank/cash reconciliation been completed? 

($millions) 
As filed Re~ 

2IIlO (adual 4.0 lm.D (acto .. 4.0 

1III.l.(est) l:73..0 20ll (est) 1B7_0 

:m2(esij 526..0 lm2(est) 4811.0 
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&M.O 1191l0 

Thanks for your he lp in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Bill AedudiClll 
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Confident iality Statement 
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----------------------------------------

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2012 7:38 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles' 
Cc: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl .us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Records Clerk' 
Subject: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I have been ill for the past couple of days and I heard that they modified the settlement agreement and it was approved by the Commission. 

Did OPC receive the information below to support the actual cash refunds? I would like to know if this information has been made available. This information would be very pertinent to have as backup 
support to the refunds in actual bill reductions versus non-cash amortization. 

What impact does the Commission approval have on the District's court of appeal filing? Does OPC have the ability to file at the 1 st DCA level with regard to the Commission ruling? 

Who would check the current Commission appointment process that is primarily controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or the Nominating Committee? If I recall correctly, the court appointments have also 
been controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or Judicial Nominating Committee. 

The reason why I am asking this question is that based upon the former Governor of the State of Florida there was a proposed settlement agreement to refund the $894 million at $125 million per year. When 
the new Governor took over this proposal was not entertained and the new 4 year amortization was brought up. It is very important to approach these cases talking about cash/bill impacts versus just non­
cash amortization. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Commissioner's, 
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Does the Commission have a completed copy of the schedule request below? 

1 would like to see this information for my records on the actual cash/bill reductions versus non cash amortization. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 4:04 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk'; 'Keino Young' 
Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP- Texas)'; 'J. Peter Ripley (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 

(FIPUG)'; 'Ken Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President (SFHHA)'; 'Usa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield 

(FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

Below is an interrogatory response with regard to the current accounting for the amortization of the depreciation surplus reserve. 

Based upon this schedule please have the Commission and/or the Company sign off on the actual Cash refunds that have been reflected in the customers bills. 

Do these amortization amounts reflect cash refunds as a reduction to the customer's bills? 

Please provide each year's amortization and cash refund that has been reflected in rates as a reduction to the customer's bill? 

($millions) l!ill Redudion 

As filed ReWi.ed Cc!!b 

:m.o~l 4.0 ::zmo(actuO!I 4.0 ? 

1Dll(estt lB..O Jlll.l. (esij lJI7_0 ? 
MU(est:J SZii.O ~(est) 481l0 ? 

2m.3(estJ l91...0 1IDl.3 (est) Zl.S.O ? 

ID4..0 89l0 

Since the company is also moving to amortize the dismantlement surplus please have them provide a similar schedule that will show the amount of amortization give back as well as the actual cash refund that 
has been given back to the customer in their bill for the prepayment of the original accrual estimates that have since been revised due to the extended lives. 

Since there was a base rate freeze with the 2010 settlement agreement please explain how the customer received a cash refund for the amortization amounts reflected below. 

According to the testimony Mr. Dewhurst has indicated that the company would prefer cash profits versus non cash profits. I would think that any settlement deal would also make sure that the customer 
would receive a direct cash refund for any surplus amounts that they have prepaid in cash. This would be supported by Mr. Dewhurst's testimony that the company would like to see cash profits versus non­
cash profits to meet their allowed return on equity (ROE). 

Likewise, the customers would like to see that they are receiving a corresponding cash refund for any amounts that have been prepaid. These amounts should be refunded with in a short period of time to 
ensure that customers that are leaving the service territory are receiving a refund for amounts that have been prepaid in advance. 

I trust that this would be a very easy schedule for the Commission/Company to complete from a cash perspective. 

Can OPC provide the cash information based upon the schedule that has been put together in the interrogatory request? 

How much on a percentage basis of the original depreciation surplus was refunded as a non cash amortization versus a cash bill reduction . 
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A ratio can be added to the schedule below and above once we receive the information from the Commission and/or the Company regarding the cash bill impacts to the customers. 

1 trust that everyone fully understands my concerns from both a shareholder and ratepayer perspective. 

Has anyone taken a look at the impacts related to the close out to retained earnings for the non-cash amortization? These amortization amounts will directly be closed out to retained earnings. This will cause 

a change in the equity ratio due to the amortization of the full amount of the surplus depreciation. You have to remember that the company collected these amounts in cash therefore if these amounts are 

being amortized as a non-cash amortization the close out to retained earnings would represent a non-cash income which will impact the equity ratio of the company. 

Has anyone taken a look at the tax impacts of the non-cash amortization of the surplus depreciation as it relates to the tax basis in the Company? The close out of non-cash amortization would potentially 

create non-cash basis that would be reflected in the Company's retained earnings and equity ratio. How did the company address the non-cash amortization from a tax perspective? Based upon the 

amortization the customer of the company would potentially see increased tax liability for the non-cash amortization that they would be required to pay tax on at the Company effective tax rate. The customer 

would then have to pay for this cost when the company files their corporate tax return. If the customer has not received a cash refund of the surplus amortization, why should the customer potentially be 

expected to pay for tax liability that they have not received cash for to pay for the income tax bill? 

Has anyone taken a look at this issue? How did the company account for the income tax issues related to this non-cash amortization? 

This information would be needed to determine if the old settlement and new settlement are fair, reasonable and just for the ratepayers of the company and are in the public interest. 

1 am looking forward to your response. I will check in periodically with regard to an answer to this email. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:26PM 
To: 'Rehwinkel, Charles' 
Cc: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I forgot to add you to the email below. 

Let me know if a cash reconciliation schedule can be provided. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rojrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:23PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 
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Dear Mr. Kelley and Mr. McGlothlin, 

Is it very difficult to obtain a cash reconciliation of the actual cash bill impacts for the actual refunding of the over recoveries? 

Does this schedule exist? 

I think that this information should be forthright to support a fair, just and reasonable deal. 

I am looking forward to a response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Records Clerk'; 'Keino Young'; 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP - Texas)'; 'J . Peter Ripley (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 
(FIPUG)'; 'Ken Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President (SFHHA)'; 'Lisa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield 
(FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 
Subject: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kellen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioner's, 

Where is the transcript of Lane Kellen's testimony? I wanted to compare this testimony to Mr. Dewhurst's testimony regarding cash profits versus non cash profits. 
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This is very important to comparison/contrast since there has been no schedule that shows the actual return of cash for any of the over recoveries that are being utilized by the company. As per Mr. Dewhurst's 

testimony it talks about that the company would rather earn cash profits versus non cash profits. The customer's would like to see an actual cash reduction in their billing instead of a non-cash amortization 

based upon a rate freeze in a settlement agreement. This is very critical to this case since if the company feels that the cash profits is what is in the best interests of the company then likewise they should also 

want to afford the customer with an actual cash bill reduction for any of the over recoveries including the depreciation surplus over recovery. This is why the company should continue to prepare the 

depreciation study as due diligence to make sure that after 4 years there is not another large over recovery to deal with that might be returned as a non-cash amortization. They already reflected cash 

revenues when the money was collected in advance for the depreciation rates that were set to generate the large depreciation surplus. 

There was talk about the last depreciation study being completed in 2009. What about the depreciation study prior to this one. Did the previous study before the 2009 study create a large over recovery? If so, 

then it would be very important from a due diligence stand point to monitor the surplus accordingly. What was very alarming about some of the testimony was that there was testimony that there was no 

knowledge of extended lives as it relates to the depreciation study but when it came time to talk about the dismantlement over recovery surplus there was talk that since the lives of the plants have been 

extended the accruals for the recovery for the dismantlement reserves would be reduced therefore allowing the company to utilize the surplus in the dismantlement reserves. 

Again, is this just a non-cash amortization or an actual cash bill reduction? 

I want to formulate the actual testimony that has been given in writing to support that an actual cash reconciliation should be forthright to support the actual cash refunds that were given to the customer as a 

bill reduction as a cash refund versus a non cash refund which supports Mr. Dewhurst's testimony about the company rather having cash profits versus non-cash profits. 

Lane Kallen's testimony and Mr. Barrett's testimony is equally important as it relates to the extension of depreciable lives that could create another depreciation/dismantlement surplus in the future due to 

extended lives of the plants. 

Let me know when the Docket will be populated with the actual written transcripts of the rest of the 11/19/2012 testimony. 

Yes, they are talking about cash profits but I have not seen an actual schedule of the actual cash reduction to the customer's bills. 

Considering that the ruling as to be fair, reasonable and just, I think that this is an avenue to explore. I have asked to be part of the settlement talks as well and I have not been asked to negotiate as 

well. There is no reason why only intervening parties should have the right to participate. Any party with a legal interest should also reserve these rights as well. Any person with a legal interest as a 

shareholder and/or ratepayer should be able to fully participate without intervening. This appears to be supported by Federal law since it talks about parties and not just intervening parties. 

I am looking forward to seeing the rest of the transcripts. 

Let me know if the Vol 40 is not correct? 

Please do not allow this communication to have any impact on my current/future employment as well as the well being of my family . There should be no reason why a person who is utilizing their 

Constitutional rights as well as their legal rights to participate in these proceedings to be impacted by these communications. Any party with a legal interest would reserve their right to participate in these 

proceedings to see if they are receiving a fair deal. 

I trust that everyone fully understands my concerns. 
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Hopefully there are no typo(s). I will check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Please let me know if the Docket is accurate: 

The Volume that is showing up in the opened file does not match the VOL 39 as indicated on the Docket. Is the transcript for the hearing from 6:10PM when approximately the live feed went down until the 
close of the hearing of 11/19/2012 available in the same file or has it been populated yet? I am specifically looking for Mr. Kallen's transcript and testimony that talks about the treatment of the depreciation 
surplus over recovery. In addition, I would like to take a look at the testimony as it pertains to the extended lives testimony for the dismantlement surplus versus the depreciation surplus asset lives that have 
been extended to create the depreciation surplus. 

26 



.. II .. oo:oo:lS/10:26:48 ~>> ~ til 

Hearing - 120015-El - Day 11 

- Index ~ Share 

as through read. 

• EXhibitS 672-674. 

E. Sam Forrest (FPL) 

Exh1b1ts 714 and 715 1dent:Jfied . 

• E. Sam Forrest (FPL) 

FPL Exh•b•ts 672-674 moved tnto the 
record. 

OPC's Exh1b1ts 714 and 715 moved into 
the record, 

The hearing w1ll resume shortly. 

8. Lane Kollen (SFHHA) 

Mr. KoHen's prefiled testimony entered 
1nto the record as though read. 

B. Lane Kollen (SFHHA) 

Exhib1t Nos. 716, 717, and 718 Identified. 

B. Lane Kollen { SFHHA) 

Exh1b1t 716 entered tnto ev•dence. 

10. CONCLUDING MATTERS " 

Here is the last person that testified in the Vol 38 file that was made available on the Docket. 

BY MS . CHRISTENSEN : 

Q. Good evening , Mr. Forrest. 

A. Good evening . 
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16 come f rom the sale side of things . There a r e the same 

17 activities, the same personnel doing the same 

18 activities. This is just a reflection of maybe today ' s 

19 ma r ket real i ties that both savi ngs and gai ns f rom 

20 purchases and sales do provide significant benefits . 

21 MS. CHIU$TEN'SEN: 1 have no fut~ther questions. 

22 CHAIRMAN BRISE: Thank you . 

23 

24 

- Vol 39, pages 5728-5919 of 11/ 2.0/ 12. hearing in Tallahassee. 
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1. CALL HEARING TO ORDER. 

2. READ NOTICE 

3. TAKE APPEARANCES 

4. PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

5. OPENING STATEMENTS 

6. EXHIBITS 

7. TESTIMONY OF \\'JTNESSES (DIRECT) 
A. Terry Dea·son (FPL) 
B. Ryan M .. Allen (FEA) 
C. Renae Deaton (FPL) 
D. Jeffry Pollock (FIPUG) 
E. Sam Forrest (FPL) 
F. Lane Kollen (SFHHA) 
G. Robert E. Barrett (FPL) 
H. Moray Dewhurst (FPL) 
l. J .ames \V. Daniel (OPC) 
J .. Ke\'in W. O'Donnell (OPC) 
K. Jacob Pous (OPC) 
L Donna Ramas (OPC) 
M. John \V. Hendrick~ (Hendricks) 

8. TESTIMONY OF \\''ITNESSES (REBUTTAL) 
A. Jeffry Pollock (FlPUG) 
B. Lane KoHen (SFHHA) 
C. Terry Deason (FPL) 
D. Sam Forrest (FPL) 
E. Robert E. Barrett (FPL) 
F. Moray Dewhurst (FPL) 

9. POST -HEARING PROCEDURES 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 
should be returned . In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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Angela Charles 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

rsmith <rsmith@myacc.net> 
Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:53 PM 
'Mcglothlin, Joseph'; 'Kelly, JR' 
'Governor Rick Scott'; supremecourt@flcourts.org; curtis.kiser@psc.state.fl.us; Office of Commissioner Brown; Office Of Commissioner Graham; Office Of Commissioner Edgar; 

Office of Commissioner Balbis; Office of Commissioner Brise; 'Robert H. Smith · 

FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Florida Supreme Court Justices and Governor Scott, 

Please do not retaliate against me for writing this email but I think that this process has to be an impartial process that balances the interests of all ratepayer's and not just select ratepayers. 

I have been so busy at work and want to make sure that my involvement as a ratepayer, shareholder of FPL and concerned citizen of your state, that my current/future employment will not be impacted by my 

public service work. 

1 have to take a look at the opinion but like I have indicated from inception this is going to have to be heard outside the State of Florida to receive a fair and impartial hearing regarding these type of ratecase 

proceedings. Remember the Judicia l and Legislative branches are supposed to govern for the people in a fair and equitable manner. With all the press about connection to the special interest money with the 

Utilities, it appears that the way the nominating commission and the way the members of the PSC are being appointed does not serve the regular public very well. 

Remember I was out of work for almost 5 years working on this public service work and in all this time I have not received a technical response from anyone regarding my concerns with a non-cash give back of 

an amortization that was over recovered in cash rates. What is going on with this process? I will get back to everyone once I read the opinion. I did not see the opinion posted on the Supreme Court site. Is this 

available on the Supreme Court Site or is there a delay in the publishing of the opinion. I was able to obtain a copy from a link in a newspaper story about the recent decision. 

Please do not retaliate against me for asking if an appeal is going to be filed on behalf of the ratepayers/citizens of Florida. 

Once I am able to take a look at the Supreme Courts rationale to support the settlement agreement I will ask them to provide the accounting journal entries to support how over recoveries are being refunded 

in cash rates just like they have been collected in cash rates. Is this a two way street or a one way street? 

I think that the OPC should not keep a running ledger of any over recovery that is returned as a non-cash amortization by nature of not reducing rates and/or by nature of not requiring an excess/over earnings 

test. What a shame! 

Everyone have a good night but this just does not make sense. Stay tuned and I want to see if the opinion makes sense. 

Thanks, 
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Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly and Mr. Mcglothlin, 

Will there be an appeal to the ruling by the Florida Supreme Court? 

The way I see this is since the nominating commission and PSC appears to be controlled by the legislative branch and the settlements are being approved in favor of special interests groups the only place that 

this can be heard to receive an impartial hearing would appear to be outside the State in a Federal Court. In my years experience with these rate proceedings I have never seen a disregard for looking at the 

details of the accounting transactions in a ratecase. It appears that just by the appointments that are being made there are people being put on the PSC commission without the Utility experience that would 

be in a position to understand the issues with regulatory accounting versus GAAP accounting. I have indicated this with all my correspondence from the get go that I knew that this type of proceeding could not 

be heard within the State considering all the over turned cases at the Federal Level. Considering how over recovered real hard cash is being refunded to the ratepayers I think that the Florida ratepayers should 

be very concerned that the process might not be a fair and impartial process. 

What is going to happen to the OPC if there is a continued settlement agreement put in place without taking a look how over recoveries are being refunded to the citizens of Florida? 

I understand that a settlement agreement can be negotiated but in all the settlement decisions that I have seen in my experience with these types of rate cases I have never seen a situation in which a potential 

non-cash give back for over recoveries would be put into place and the expectation that the citizens would also pay for the a tax bill on the non-cash give backs. What about an over earnings test? This was 

totally disregarded with this settlement agreement. What is troubling is that even the CFO of the Company during the proceedings indicated that he would like to see cash earnings and not non cash earnings in 

their rate increases. This is a two way street therefore if there is a very large over recovery the Commission should rule to refund any over recovery with a cash refund and not a non cash amortization. No one 

responded from the Commission with regard to see if the company is recording an M-1 adjustment to make sure that as they amortize the over recovery without an adjustment in cash rates that the customer 

would not be expected to pay FIT on the non-cash amortization that is being refunded. The OPC should start with looking at these type of accounting details to bring some bite to the negotiation process so 

that continuity/balance can be maintained with any type of settlement agreement. This is what I remember happened when I modeled any type of adjudicated settlement agreement in our 5 year forecast 

models. When there was an over recovery in cash rates and there was an over earnings as a result the commission process would make sure that the customer received a cash refund in their rates and not just 

a non-cash amortization with the potential expectation that they would have to pay FIT on the non-cash income as result of the non-cash amortization. 

Please see email below. I would like to know what the future holds for OPC as the representative of the citizens of Florida with regard to Utility ratecases/increases. I see no issue with a negotiated settlement 

but a very large over recovery was quantified and if they give this back as a non-cash item will the ratepayers be expected to pay for the FIT related to this non-cash give back or will they record an M-1 

adjustment for this since the ratepayer should not have to pay for tax on non-cash income that they have already paid in their rates when they were paying for the over recovery? Remember that when they 

build their base rates it includes recovery for depreciation therefore in the cost of service this would be recorded as revenue which would flow through to the corporate tax return and the ratepayers would 

have to pay tax on this income. If they over recovered the depreciation then they should have been sitting on a pile of cash related to this over recovery. We all know that this is not the case therefore this has 

to be very alarming with the way the process is functioning. 

As ratepayers I think that the citizens of Florida deserve an explanation on how they will be able to make sure that the nominating commission and the PSC is not being controlled by special interest groups and 

they are receiving an impartial ratecase process. 

I am sorry to hear about this ruling and how this was unanimous but I will be looking at the brief to see their position on their ruling. It appears that based upon the unanimous ruling that the only avenue 

would be to take this to a Federal Venue. The only issue I see with this is that will a Federal Court defer this to the State Court since the way this is structured rates are set at the state level. 

If this continues what recourse with the ratepayers of Florida have to have fair representation at the Commission for their Utility rates and any other State regulated rate environment? 
2 



Let me know if t here will be an appeal or if t his over? 

I am looking forwa rd to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 1, 2013 4:44 PM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida.com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org>' 

Cc: 'Bill@billnelson .senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@whitehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCAIAppeals Court Litigation? I FW: 1111912012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 

I noticed a typo(s) below. Mr. Scott if you have any questions regarding the comments below feel free to contact me via email to discuss. This is very important and this is why I am taking a very hard line on 

the reconciliation of the cash. Accounting 101! 

I am looking forward to your response to the email{s) below. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Mr. Fasano, 

When you talk about the nuclear recovery clauses please make sure that if they continue this recovery under the current process that there is a full accounting of the cash to make sure that the costs that they 

have paid for are truly related to the nuclear plant construction. Be careful if they are receiving the money in rates and yet to spend the money on nuclear plant costs that the actual cash is not being utilized 

for other purposes. If they over recover any of the funds collected that is related to the nuclear recovery clause then the money should be in the bank. If they do over collect and they do not keep the cash 

around but just the over recovery as a regulatory liability on the company's books then when the time comes to pay for the nuclear plant expenditures the actual cash might not be available to pay for the 

actual nuclear plant expenditures. This is why I have been taking a hard line on making sure that all over recoveries are being refunded in cash to the ratepayers. This is accounting 101 and would require a 

quick reconciliation of the cash. 

This is a very important piece since the current ratepayers are paying for nuclear costs within the recovery clauses upfront on the anticipation that the plant will be completed. If they spend the cash 

somewhere else then they will probably ask for more money. This is sort of like pension accounting in that if you have a liability based upon the Net Present Value of the future liabilities and they are funding 

these liabilities based upon the NPV calculations it is imperative that the cash is on the side to adequately fund the current/future pension liabilities {the problem with utilizing the standard 8% return versus 

the actual market returns). I used to forecast the pension liabilities when I prepared the ratecases up North. They are probably not utilizing a present value calculation on the nuclear recovery clause but it is 

very important to make sure that there is ample cash to fund the expenditures. The cash funding requirement would be the same. The cash should be on the side to pay for what it was collected for. This is 

probably why there is trouble with the pension across America . The assumptions of what the earned interest rates were going to be were not in line with the real market rates. I noticed the issues that have 

been brought up with some of the Pension legislation. 
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Of course as long as the costs are prudent and they keep the cash around to fund the current/future construction they should be OK for ratecase purposes. It is when they keep collecting the money in rates 

and if they realize that they over recover and then want the Commission to give them an ROE that would provide the cushion to keep the line on the excess earnings calculations (surveillance reports), amortize 

the over recovery as a non-cash amortization, expect the ratepayer to pay for and Federal Income taxes based upon the non-cash amortization and do not refund the over recovery in cash. 

The cash should be kept (in the bank) to make sure that they have the adequate funding for the current/future nuclear cost expenditures. You have to remember that the possibility exists that the current 

ratepayers that are paying for the advanced recovery might not be around when the actual plant is built/placed in service. If the commission upon audit finds that there is imprudent costs that should be 

refunded to the rate payer then a non-cash amortization would not work. The ratepayer would be due a refund of the over recovery in cash. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to ask. I am sorry that I have been talking about my issue with being out of work for 4 years but it is very important to keep your skill set up while you are trying 

to secure a position. I do not know if there is any type of coercion going on but based upon what I have shown the legislature with regard to some of the work I have been working on I would have thought that 

I would have secured a position by now. 

This totally does not make sense and this appears to be the difference between the GOP norm and the new right wing GOP. 

This has me extremely concerned. Hopefully there are no typo(s). 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Stat ement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 10:12 AM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida.com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org> ' 

Cc: 'Bill@billnelson .senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@whitehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 
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Here is what I sent to the Commission today regarding the accounting needed to provide the proper level of transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement(s). 

This is accounting 101 and there should be no reason why I have received a response from AHCA regarding the Medicaid expansion numbers versus the support of whether or not the ratepayers/shareholders 

of the Company received a fair deal and received any over recovery in cash and not a non-cash amortization. 

I used the example that I have sent to you in a previous email. 

I am looking forward to a response from your office. At this time the control of the appointment process for the Commission is being controlled in the Legislative Branch and by the nominating committee that 

your office directly appoints members to the committee to vote for the Commissioner's at the Florida Public Service Commission. 

The questions in the email below are simple audit procedures that would be required by the Companies accounting firms to ensure that there is proper compliance with Federal tax law. There should be no 

reason why a ratepayer should be required to pay additional Federal Income tax when they have not received the cash to pay for the increased tax liability. 

This is Accounting 101. Where is the response from the Commission, OPC and your office? 

I am looking forward to your response. 

There is no reason why this should have an impact on me securing an accounting position within the geographic area that I am seeking. As far as I am concerned based upon my Constitutional rights I should be 

able to work where I want based upon the experience on my resume. There should be no retaliation for this communication. I have just sent an email for a Controller position that is located in Coral Springs. I 

am waiting to hear back regarding this posting. 

The experience required for the position as well as the experience on my resume supports that I would be a very good candidate for this position. If you would like a copy of the posting please let me know. 

It appears that based upon the 1000's of jobs that I have posted for within the geographic area that I want to work that I should have secured a position within the 4 year timeframe. It is not what the 

perception of the recruiters and/or anyone who might be coercively only providing me with positions that are outside the area in which I want to work. You have to remember my accounting, IT and legal 

experience provides me with the ability to work any where I want. There should be no geographic issue since I am utilizing my accounting knowledge base to secure a position where I want to work. This is why 

I went to college to obtain my accounting degree. Since my degree is in accounting there should be no reason why the state would not make sure that I am not being coerced into working in another location if 

I meet the qualifications to work close to my area. You are well aware of my situation and there is no reason why this coercion should continue. I would think that you are fully aware of any type of coercion 

issues since the State just took the lead in the ACA litigation for the Medicaid expansion in which the States position is that they felt that the legislation was coercive. This is my constitutional right. It is not 

anyone's right to coerce a person to work where they do not want to work. There really is no excuse since I have posted for 1000's of positions. One recruiter indicates that they do not want to work with me 

since I did not buy into their coercive approach to where they felt I should be working. When you utilize your knowledge base (mind) to work there is no reason why a person should be coerced into working in 

a location that they do not want to work. It is my Constitutional right to work where I want to therefore there should be no reason why after 4 years I have not secured a position. 

If there is nothing to hide your office would be forthright with the answers that I have been working on with the ACHA Medicaid expansion as well as this Utility rate case. Your position as Governor is that you 

are the Governor for the people not for special interests only. There really is no excuse and my situation should be corrected immediately. What did I do so wrong in that I am not working for over 4 years? 

I trust you fully understand my concerns. 
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These are accounting issues that should be very easy to be answered by the appropriate state agency that would have to support the settlement agreement(s) to make sure that the shareholders/ratepayers 

are receiving a fair deal. 

I am looking forward to your response. Hopefully there are no typo(s). I will check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 9:44 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? 1 FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Here is an example of why any over recovered amounts must be refunded in cash and not through a non-cash amortization. 

How would you feel if you received interest in your bank account as a non-cash transaction yet when you fill out your tax return you would have to fill out your schedule B with the interest income and pay 

income tax on the interest without the cash in the bank to pay for the tax liability? 

This is accounting 101. You would need the cash from the interest to pay the tax bill on the interest. 

Just like the rate payers would need a cash reduction in their bill to pay for the increased federal income taxes for the amortization of the over recovered depreciation surplus amortization as well as any other 

over recovered item that the company is going to amortize on a non-cash basis. The cash reduction in the bill would be just like receiving money for an overpayment and then they would be able to pay the 
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additional tax for the refund of the over recovery. I will be keeping track of this on a cumulative basis since this can add up to a lot of money. The manipulation of an ROE to provide for a non-cash amortization 

to shield the company from directly paying the ratepayer back in cash is not even proper accounting. They need the cash refund to pay the tax bill. This is very simple? Correct? Please answer Yes or No? 

Did they record a permanent difference to eliminate the non-cash income to make sure that the ratepayer does not pay Federal Income tax on the non-cash amortization? Please answer Yes or No? This is not 

a deferred income tax item like they record for the difference between their tax depreciation and book depreciation. This would have to be a permanent difference due to them recording the amortization as a 

non-cash amortization. If they never return any over recovery in cash then they would have to mitigate the increases tax liability to their ratepayers so that they are not being required to pay tax on non cash 

income/amortization. 

How does the IRS feel of the recording of non-cash amortization that is being closed out to retained earnings as non-cash equity? Will the IRS make sure that basis in not received for any of the non-cash 

amortization? Please answer Yes or No? 

Will the company remove the any non-cash amortization from the Equity balance when they calculate the company's earned returns to make sure that the ratepayer is not being charged on non-cash 

equity? Please answer Yes or No? 

Did they receive a ruling from the IRS with regard to the recording of this non-cash amortization to retained earnings? Over time if the Company continues to record non-cash amortizations to retained 

earnings it appears that there should be no basis for the recording of the non cash earnings. What is the Commissions/Staff's understanding of the basis implications of these transactions? 

This is not full transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement. 

What do you think? So far I have not heard a response. 

So far I have received a lot of read receipts without a response to all the emails below. A response should be in writing to support the settlement agreement(s). 

As a party with a full legal interest from a shareholder and ratepayer perspective it would be my legal right to receive an answer to these questions. This is supported by Federal/State law. What is your 

position on this? The response that you would have to be an intervening party is not a valid response for a party with a full legal interest in these proceedings. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto: rpjrb@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 11:22 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl .us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
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'Commissioner. Graham@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Where are we with the bank/cash reconciliation schedule that has to be completed below? 

How are the ratepayers going to pay for the increased tax liability if they do not receive a cash refund for most of the depreciation surplus amortization? 

How come I have not received a response? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:45 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Cc: 'Robert H. Smith ' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, M r. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel. 

11 



I notice one quick typo below. I am looking forward to a response to my email in its enti rety. The first request for this information has been made back in November 2012. 

I am looking forward to a response in order to track the actual cash bill reduction on a cumulative basis. 

Have a good night and let me know the eta. for a response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Records clerk, 

Please make this email part of the consumer correspondence file just like any other consumers correspondence that is being populated into the file. 

Thanks in advance for your help. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet . 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailtci:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:18 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner. Graham@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl . us'; 'Records Clerk' 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 
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How come my email correspondence is not being made party of the consumer file just like other consumers with concerns in this case? I think that based upon the Sunshine laws and Federal E-Discovery laws 

this information would be very important to publish in the consumer file since if the trend continues and the company is not refunding over collections for items that have been prepaid by the ratepayer then 

we should keep track on a cumulative basis how much money has been returned in cash as a bill reduction versus a non-cash amortization to quantify this over time. This is very important and I think that this 

email should be answered without delay. 

What is there to hide? 

Can you assist OPC with the answer below? I have not heard back from the Commission regarding the completion of this schedule as well as the answers to the tax impacts by the recording of the non-cash 

amortization. Did this increase the tax provision to the customers without providing the actual refund in cash for them to pay for this additional tax liability? 

The ask for an answer to the completion of the cash flow reconciliation was asked in November 2012. To date I have not received an answer to the email. 

What is the hold up? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Does OPC have a completed copy of the schedule below? What is the hold up for the release of this information? In addition, has OPC determined if they are going to pursue this in the Florida Supreme 

Court? This is very important since if the schedule below yields a percentage of cash give back to the ratepayers that is very low then how can the deal be in the best interests of the ratepayers and/or 

shareholders if this trend continues. The new settlement is now potentially creating a non-cash give back for the dismantlement reserve based upon new life estimates in which they also collected the cash in 

advance. Is OPC going to take the position of swapping bill reductions in cash for prepaid amounts as non-cash amortization being absorbed by increased ROE's? 

What about the tax impacts of the company recording the amortization of any over collection as non-cash which is having a direct impact on the equity ratio as well as an impact on the tax liability that the 

ratepayer would pay for non-cash income that would be reflected in the tax provision of the company? 

I thought that a decision was going to be made by the weekend. Is the schedule below very difficult to provide in order to have a sign off by the Company, the Commission and OPC with regard to the actual bill 

reduction that has been recorded? 

I will send these emails on a daily basis since the schedule below and he answer to the email questions below should not be that difficult to answer. This is Accounting 101 and this is a very simple bank/cash 

reconciliation. Do you agree? Yes or No? 

I am looking forward to your response. 
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Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

($millions) Bill Redudion 
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Confidentiality St atement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned . In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2013 12:27 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

I noticed that the order has been populated in the Docket. Where is the answer to the bank/cash flow reconciliation below as well as a response to the earlier emails regarding the tax impacts of the non-cash 

amortization? Since it appears that the Commission is going to issue the order without OPC sign off the Commission should not have a problem with providing the appropriate completed schedule for any party 

with a legal interest. 
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I have not heard a response from the Commission with regard to whether or not this updated schedule will be made available. 

Please provide the reasoning why it appears that the Commission has not responded to numerous emails regarding whether or not this information is going to be made available. Willi receive a response from 

the Commission? 

If there is nothing to hide then the Commission would support the order with the appropriate information to support the decision by the Commission. There really is no reason why this schedule would not be 

made forthright without requiring a party with a legal interest to have to file a petition in the appropriate jurisdiction to make sure that this information is provided. Based upon Sunshine law and Federal E­

Discovery laws this information should be forthright to any party with a legal interest that would require the appropriate support to any decision that is being issued by the Commission. 

I trust you fully understand why I am looking for this information and why I have asked for this information with the prior settlement as well as this settlement. Without the full reconciliation of the cash it 

would be very difficult to determine if the ratepayers and/or shareholders have received a settlement that is fair, reasonable and just. Since I have a shareholder right to this information there should be no 

reason why there would be any impediment/barrier to receive this information to support the order that is being issued by the commission. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Since OPC is representing the public from a ratepayer perspective there should be no reason why this schedule would not be provided to any party with a legal interest from a ratepayer perspective. 

Why would there be a problem with releasing this information as backup support to the order that has been issued? These emails below are very specific and there should be no reason why the Commission 

and/or OPC would not support this type of required information to be made available in the record to support the order that is being issued by the Commission. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

t / t4r:!ut:S • (W)261-!3 I H22l.e>rd. 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rojrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 9:35 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner. Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court lit igation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. M cGloth lin, M r. Rehwinkel, Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

Has this bank/cash reconciliation been completed? 

[$millions) 
A561e:d Revised 

1010 (aduill 4..0 201.0 (actuO!I 4.0 

1all(estj ln.O 1ml. (est) lJI7_0 

:m2(estj 52:6..0 n.2lesij 4811.0 

1DJ.3(e51) ln..O 2m3(est) zri.O 

HM..O B!M.O 

Thanks for your help in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 
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The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpirb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday/ December 131 2012 7:38 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel1 Charles' 
Cc: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Records Clerk' 
Subject: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I have been ill for the past couple of days and I heard that they modified the settlement agreement and it was approved by the Commission. 

Did OPC receive the information below to support the actual cash refunds? I would like to know if this information has been made available . This information would be very pertinent to have as backup 

support to the refunds in actual bill reductions versus non-cash amortization. 

What impact does the Commission approval have on the District's court of appeal filing? Does OPC have the ability to file at the 1st DCA level with regard to the Commission ruling? 

Who would check the current Commission appointment process that is primarily controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or the Nominating Committee? If I recall correctly, the court appointments have also 

been controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or Judicial Nominating Committee. 

The reason why I am asking this question is that based upon the former Governor of the State of Florida there was a proposed settlement agreement to refund the $894 million at $125 million per year. When 

the new Governor took over this proposal was not entertained and the new 4 year amortization was brought up. It is very important to approach these cases talking about cash/bill impacts versus just non­

cash amortization. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Commissioner's, 
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Does the Commission have a completed copy of the schedule request below? 

I would like to see this information for my records on the actual cash/bill reductions versus non cash amortization. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

shou ld be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 4:04PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk'; 'Keino Young' 

Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP- Texas)'; 'J. Peter Ripley (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 

(FIPUG)'; 'Ken Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President (SFHHA)'; 'Lisa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield 

(FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 

Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 
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Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

Below is an interrogatory response with regard to the current accounting for the amortization of the depreciation surplus reserve. 

Based upon this schedule please have the Commission and/or the Company sign off on the actual Cash refunds that have been reflected in the customers bills. 

Do these amortization amounts reflect cash refunds as a reduction to the customer's bills? 

Please provide each year's amortization and cash refund that has been reflected in rates as a reduction to the customer's bill? 

($ ... liens) &llledudicn 

As filed ReW5ed C4l5h 

2ID.O (iiiCtua I 4...0 2IIlO (actu;al 4..0 ? 

DJ..(esij lRO 1fill. (estj 1H7_0 ? 
2m2(es1J 526...0 2101.2(estJ 4811..0 ? 

1m.3(est) J91_0 :xn3(est) 215.0 ? 

B!M..O 89l0 

Since the company is also moving to amortize the dismantlement surplus please have them provide a similar schedule that will show the amount of amortization give back as well as the actual cash refund that 

has been given back to the customer in their bill for the prepayment of the original accrual estimates that have since been revised due to the extended lives. 

Since there was a base rate freeze with the 2010 settlement agreement please explain how the customer received a cash refund for the amortization amounts reflected below. 

According to the testimony Mr. Dewhurst has indicated that the company would prefer cash profits versus non cash profits. I would think that any settlement deal would also make sure that the customer 

would receive a direct cash refund for any surplus amounts that they have prepaid in cash. This would be supported by Mr. Dewhurst's testimony that the company would like to see cash profits versus non­

cash profits to meet their allowed return on equity (ROE). 

likewise, the customers would like to see that they are receiving a corresponding cash refund for any amounts that have been prepaid. These amounts should be refunded within a short period of time to 

ensure that customers that are leaving the service territory are receiving a refund for amounts that have been prepaid in advance. 

I trust that this would be a very easy schedule for the Commission/Company to complete from a cash perspective. 

Can OPC provide the cash information based upon the schedule that has been put together in the interrogatory request? 

How much on a percentage basis of the original depreciation surplus was refunded as a non cash amortization versus a cash bill reduction. 
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A ratio can be added to the schedule below and above once we receive the information from the Commission and/or the Company regarding the cash bill impacts to the customers. 

I trust that everyone fully understands my concerns from both a shareholder and ratepayer perspective. 

Has anyone taken a look at the impacts related to the close out to retained earnings for the non-cash amortization? These amortization amounts will directly be closed out to retained earnings. This will cause 

a change in the equity ratio due to the amortization of the full amount of the surplus depreciation. You have to remember that the company collected these amounts in cash therefore if these amounts are 

being amortized as a non-cash amortization the close out to retained earnings would represent a non-cash income which will impact the equity ratio of the company. 

Has anyone taken a look at the tax impacts of the non-cash amortization of the surplus depreciation as it relates to the tax basis in the Company? The close out of non-cash amortization would potentially 

create non-cash basis that would be reflected in the Company's retained earnings and equity ratio. How did the company address the non-cash amortization from a tax perspective? Based upon the 

amortization the customer of the company would potentially see increased tax liability for the non-cash amortization that they would be required to pay tax on at the Company effective tax rate. The customer 

would then have to pay for this cost when the company files their corporate tax return . If the customer has not received a cash refund of the surplus amortization, why should the customer potentially be 

expected to pay for tax liability that they have not received cash for to pay for the income tax bill? 

Has anyone taken a look at this issue? How did the company account for the income tax issues related to this non-cash amortization? 

This information would be needed to determine if the old settlement and new settlement are fair, reasonable and just for the ratepayers of the company and are in the public interest. 

I am looking forward to your response. I will check in periodically with regard to an answer to this email. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confident iality St atement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:26PM 
To: 'Rehwinkel, Charles' 
Cc: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

M r. Rehwinkel, 

I forgot to add you to the email below. 

Let me know if a cash reconciliation schedule can be provided. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smit h 

Confidentiality St at ement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [ rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:23 PM 
To: 'J .R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 
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Dear Mr. Kelley and Mr. McGlothlin, 

Is it very difficult to obtain a cash reconciliation of the actual cash bill impacts for the actual refunding of the over recoveries? 

Does this schedule exist? 

1 think that this information should be forthright to support a fair, just and reasonable deaf. 

I am looking forward to a response . 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. 

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents 

should be returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Records Clerk'; 'Keino Young'; 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP- Texas)'; 'J. Peter Ripley (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Mayle, Jr. 

(FIPUG)'; 'Ken Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President (SFHHA)'; 'Lisa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield 

(FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 

Subject: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioner's, 

Where is the transcript of Lane Kallen's testimony? I wanted to compare this testimony to Mr. Dewhurst's testimony regarding cash profits versus non cash profits. 
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This is very important to comparison/contrast since there has been no schedule that shows the actual return of cash for any of the over recoveries that are being utilized by the company. As per Mr. Dewhurst's 

testimony it talks about that the company would rather earn cash profits versus non cash profits. The customer's would like to see an actual cash reduction in their billing instead of a non-cash amortization 

based upon a rate freeze in a settlement agreement. This is very critical to this case since if the company feels that the cash profits is what is in the best interests of the company then likewise they should also 

want to afford the customer with an actual cash bill reduction for any of the over recoveries including the depreciation surplus over recovery. This is why the company should continue to prepare the 

depreciation study as due diligence to make sure that after 4 years there is not another large over recovery to deal with that might be returned as a non-cash amortization. They already reflected cash 

revenues when the money was collected in advance for the depreciation rates that were set to generate the large depreciation surplus. 

There was talk about the last depreciation study being completed in 2009. What about the depreciation study prior to this one. Did the previous study before the 2009 study create a large over recovery? If so, 

then it would be very important from a due diligence stand point to monitor the surplus accordingly. What was very alarming about some of the testimony was that there was testimony that there was no 

knowledge of extended lives as it relates to the depreciation study but when it came time to ta lk about the dismantlement over recovery surplus there was talk that since the lives of the plants have been 

extended the accruals for the recovery for the dismantlement reserves would be reduced therefore allowing the company to utilize the surplus in the dismantlement reserves. 

Again, is this just a non-cash amortization or an actual cash bill reduction? 

I want to formulate the actual testimony that has been given in writing to support that an actual cash reconciliation should be forthright to support the actual cash refunds that were given to the customer as a 

bill reduction as a cash refund versus a non cash refund which supports Mr. Dewhurst's testimony about the company rather having cash profits versus non-cash profits. 

lane Kallen's testimony and Mr. Barrett's testimony is equally important as it relates to the extension of depreciable lives that could create another depreciation/dismantlement surplus in the future due to 

extended lives of the plants . 

let me know when the Docket will be populated with the actual written transcripts of the rest of the 11/19/2012 testimony. 

Yes, they are talking about cash profits but I have not seen an actual schedule of the actual cash reduction to the customer's bills. 

Considering that the ruling as to be fair, reasonable and just, I think that this is an avenue to explore. I have asked to be part of the settlement talks as well and I have not been asked to negotiate as 

well. There is no reason why only intervening parties should have the right to participate. Any party with a legal interest should also reserve these rights as well. Any person with a legal interest as a 

shareholder and/or ratepayer should be able to fully participate without intervening. This appears to be supported by Federal law since it talks about parties and not just intervening parties. 

I am looking forward to seeing the rest of the transcripts. 

let me know if the Vol 40 is not correct? 

Please do not allow this communication to have any impact on my current/future employment as well as the well being of my family. There should be no reason why a person who is utilizing their 

Constitutional rights as well as their legal rights to participate in these proceedings to be impacted by these communications. Any party with a legal interest would reserve their right to participate in these 

proceedings to see if they are receiving a fair deal. 

I trust that everyone fully understands my concerns. 
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Hopefully there are no typo(s). I will check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

25 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Betty Leland 
Friday, August 29, 2014 8:20AM 
Commissioner Correspondence 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement /1st DCA/Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol39 after Vol38 with Lane Kellen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Good Morning: 

Please place the attached e-mail in docket co rrespondence consumers and their representatives in Docket No. 120015. 

Thanks. 

From: rsmith [mailto:rsmith@myacc.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:53 PM 
To: 'Mcglothlin, Joseph'; 'Kelly, JR' 
Cc: 'Governor Rick Scott'; supremecourt@flcourts.org; curtis.kiser@psc.state.fl.us; Office of Commissioner Brown; Office Of Commissioner Graham; Office Of Commissioner Edgar; Office of Commissioner Balbis; Office of 
Commissioner Brise; 'Robert H. Smith ' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Florida Supreme Court Justices and Governor Scott, 

Please do not retaliate against me for writing this email but I think that this process has to be an impartial process that balances the interests of all ratepayer's and not just select ratepayers. 

I have been so busy at work and want to make sure that my involvement as a ratepayer, shareholder of FPL and concerned citizen of your state, that my current/future employment will not be impacted by my public 
service work. 

I have to take a look at the opinion but like I have indicated from inception this is going to have to be heard outside the State of Florida to receive a fair and impartial hearing regarding these type of ratecase 
proceedings. Remember the Judicial and Legislative branches are supposed to govern for the people in a fair and equitable manner. With all the press about connection to the special interest money with the Utilities, 
it appears that the way the nominating commission and the way the members of the PSC are being appointed does not serve the regular public very well. 

Remember I was out of work for almost 5 years working on this public service work and in all this time I have not received a technical response from anyone regarding my concerns with a non-cash give back of an 
amortization that was over recovered in cash rates. What is going on with this process? I will get back to everyone once I read the opinion. I did not see the opinion posted on the Supreme Court site. Is this available 
on the Supreme Court Site or is there a delay in the publishing of the opinion. I was able to obtain a copy from a link in a newspaper story about the recent decision. 

Please do not retaliate against me for asking if an appeal is going to be filed on behalf of the ratepayers/cit izens of Florida. 

Once I am able to take a look at the Supreme Courts rationale to support the settlement agreement I will ask them to provide the accounting journal entries to support how over recoveries are being refunded in cash 
rates just like they have been collected in cash rates. Is this a two way street or a one way street? 
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I think that the OPC should not keep a running ledger of any over recovery that is returned as a non-cash amortization by nature of not reducing rates and/or by nature of not requiring an excess/over earnings 
test. What a shame! 

Everyone have a good night but this just does not make sense. Stay tuned and I want to see if the opinion makes sense. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly and Mr. Mcglothlin, 

Will there _be an appeal to the ruling by the Florida Supreme Court? 

The way I see this is since the nominating commission and PSC appears to be controlled by the legislative branch and the settlements are being approved in favor of special interests groups the only place that this can 
be heard to receive an impartial hearing would appear to be outside the State in a Federal Court. In my years experience with these rate proceedings I have never seen a disregard for looking at the detai ls of the 
accounting transact ions in a ratecase. It appears that just by the appointments that are being made there are people being put on the PSC commission without the Utility experience that would be in a position to 
understand t he issues with regulatory accounting versus GAAP accounting. I have indicated this with all my correspondence from the get go that I knew that this type of proceeding could not be heard within the State 
considering all the over turned cases at the Federal Level. Considering how over recovered real hard cash is being refu~ded to the ratepayers I think that the Florida ratepayers shou ld be very concerned that the 
process might not be a fair and impartial process. 

What is going to happen to the OPC if there is a continued settlement agreement put in place without taking a look how over recoveries are being refunded to the citizens of Florida? 

I understand that a settlement agreement can be negotiated but in all the settlement decisions that I have seen in my experience with these types of rate cases I have never seen a situation in which a potential non­
cash give back for over recoveries would be put into place and the expectation that the citizens would also pay for t he a tax bill on t he non-cash give backs. What about an over earnings test? This was totally 
disregarded with this settlement agreement. What is troubling is that even the CFO of the Company during the proceed ings indicated that he would like to see cash earnings and not non cash earnings in their rate 
increases. This is a two way street t herefore if there is a very large over recovery the Commission should rule to refund any over recovery with a cash refund and not a non cash amortization. No one responded from 
the Commission with regard to see if the company is recording an M-1 adjustment to make sure that as they amortize the over recovery without an adjustment in cash rates that the customer would not be expected to 
pay FIT on the non-cash amortization that is being refunded. The OPC should start with looking at these type of accounting details to bring some bite to the negotiation process so that continuity/balance can be 
maintained with any type of settlement agreement. This is what I remember happened when I modeled any type of adjudicated settlement agreement in our 5 year forecast models. When there was an over recovery 
in cash rates and there was an over earnings as a result the commission process would make sure that the customer received a cash refund in their rates and not just a non-cash amortization with the potential 
expectation that they would have to pay FIT on the non-cash income as result of the non-cash amortization. 

Please see email below. I would like to know what the future holds for OPC as the representative of the citizens of Florida with regard to Utility ratecases/increases. I see no issue with a negotiated settlement but a 
very large over recovery was quantified and if they give this back as a non-cash item will the ratepayers be expected to pay for the FIT related to this non-cash give back or will they record an M-1 adjustment for this 
since the ratepayer should not have to pay for tax on non-cash income that they have already paid in their rates when they were paying for the over recovery? Remember that when they bu ild their base rates it 
includes recovery for depreciation therefore in the cost of service this would be recorded as revenue which would f low through to the corporate tax return and the ratepayers wou ld have to pay tax on this income. If 
they over recovered the depreciation then they should have been sitting on a pile of cash related to th is over recovery. We all know that this is not the case therefore this has to be very alarming with the way the 
process is functioning. 

As ratepayers I think that the citizens of Florida deserve an explanation on how they will be able to make sure that the nominating commission and the PSC is not being controlled by special interest groups and they are 
receiving an impartial ratecase process. 
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I am sorry to hear about this ruling and how this was unanimous but I will be looking at the brief to see their position on their ruling. It appears that based upon the unanimous ruling that the only avenue would be to 
take this to a Federal Venue. The only issue I see with this is that will a Federal Court defer this to the State Court since the way this is structured rates are set at the state level. 

If this continues what recourse with the ratepayers of Florida have to have fair representation at the Commission for their Utility rates and any other State regulated rate environment? 

Let me know if there will be an appeal or if this over? 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 1, 2013 4:44 PM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida.com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org>' 
Cc: 'Bill@billnelson.senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@wh itehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 

1 noticed a typo(s) below. Mr. Scott if you have any questions regarding the comments below feel free to contact me via emai l to discuss. This is very important and this is why I am taking a very hard line on the 
reconciliation of the cash. Accounting 101! 

I am looking forward to your response to the email(s) below. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Mr. Fasano, 

When you talk about the nuclear recovery clauses please make sure that if they continue this recovery under the current process that there is a full accounting of the cash to make sure that the costs that they have 
paid for are truly related to the nuclear plant construction. Be careful if they are receiving the money in rates and yet to spend the money on nuclear plant costs that the actual cash is not being util ized for other 
purposes. If they over recover any of the funds collected that is related to the nuclear recovery clause then the money should be in the bank. If they do over collect and they do not keep the cash around but just the 
over recovery as a regulatory liability on the company's books then when the time comes to pay for the nuclear plant expenditures the actual cash might not be available to pay fo r the actua l nuclear plant 
expenditures. This is why I have been taking a hard line on making sure that all over recoveries are being refunded in cash to the ratepayers. This is accounting 101 and would require a quick reconciliation of the 

cash. 

This is a very important piece since the current ratepayers are paying for nuclear costs within the recovery clauses upfront on the anticipation that the plant will be completed. If they spend the cash somewhere else 
then they will probably ask for more money. This is sort of like pension accounting in that if you have a liability based upon the Net Present Value of the future liabilities and they are funding these liabilities based 
upon the NPV calculations it is imperative that the cash is on the side to adequately fund the current/future pension liabilities (the problem with utilizing the standard 8% return versus the actual market returns). I 
used to forecast the pension liabilities when I prepared the ratecases up North. They are probably not utilizing a present value calculation on the nuclear recovery clause but it is very important to make sure that there 
is ample cash to fund the expenditures. The cash fund ing requirement would be the same. The cash should be on the side to pay for what it was collected for. This is probably why there is trouble with the pension 
across America. The assumptions of what the earned interest rates were going to be were not in line with the real market rates. I noticed the issues that have been brought up with some of the Pension legislation. 

Of course as long as the costs are prudent and they keep the cash around to fund the current/future construction they should be OK for ratecase purposes. It is when they keep collecting the money in rates and if they 
realize that they over recover and then want the Commission to give them an ROE that would provide the cushion to keep the line on the excess earnings calculations (surveillance reportsL amortize the over recovery 
as a non-cash amortization, expect the ratepayer to pay for and Federal Income taxes based upon the non-cash amortization and do not refund the over recovery in cash. 
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The cash should be kept (in the bank) to make sure that they have the adequate funding for the current/future nuclear cost expenditures. You have to remember that the possibility exists that the current ratepayers 
that are paying for the advanced recovery might not be around when the actual plant is built/placed in service. If the commission upon audit finds that there is imprudent costs that should be refunded to the rate 
payer then a non-cash amortization would not work. The ratepayer would be due a refund of the over recovery in cash. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to ask. I am sorry that I have been talking about my issue with being out of work for 4 years but it is very important to keep your skill set up while you are trying to 
secure a position. I do not know if there is any type of coercion going on but based upon what I have shown the legislature with regard to some of the work I have been working on I would have thought that I would 
have secured a position by now. 

This totally does not make sense and this appears to be the difference between the GOP norm and the new right wing GOP. 

This has me extremely concerned. Hopefully there are no typo(s). 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentialit y Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 10:12 AM 
To: 'rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com'; 'jennifer.carroll@eog.myflorida.com'; 'Rehwinkei.Michelle'; 'Mike.Fasano@myfloridahouse.gov'; 'Florida Supreme Court Public Information <publicinfo@flcourts.org>' 
Cc: 'Bill@ bill nelson .senate.gov'; 'president@whitehouse.gov'; 'vice_president@whitehouse.gov'; 'chairmanoffice@sec.gov'; 'fellowsprogram@supremecourt.gov' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Scott and Ms. Carroll, 

Here is what I sent to the Commission today regard ing the accounting needed to provide the proper level of transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement(s). 

This is accounting 101 and there should be no reason why I have received a response from AHCA regarding the Medicaid expansion numbers versus the support of whether or not the ratepayers/shareho lders of the 
Company received a fair deal and received any over recovery in cash and not a non-cash amortization. 

I used the example that I have sent to you in a previous emai l. 
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I am looking forward to a response from your office. At this time the control of the appointment process for the Commission is being controlled in the Legislative Branch and by the nominating committee that your 
office directly appoints members to the committee to vote for the Commissioner's at the Florida Public Service Commission. 

The questions in the email below are simple audit procedures that would be required by the Companies accounting firms to ensure that there is proper compliance with Federal tax law. There shou ld be no reason why 
a ratepayer should be required to pay addit ional Federal Income tax when they have not received the cash to pay for the increased tax liability. 

This is Accounting 101. Where is the response from the Commission, OPC and your office? 

I am looking forward to your response. 

There is no reason why this should have an impact on me securing an accounting position within the geographic area that I am seeking. As far as I am concerned based upon my Constitutional rights I should be able to 
work where I want based upon the experience on my resume. There should be no retaliation for this communication . I have just sent an email for a Controller position that is located in Coral Springs. I am waiting to 
hear back regarding this posting. 

The experience required for the position as well as the experience on my resume supports that I would be a very good candidate for .this position. If you would like a copy oft he posting please let me know. 

It appears that based upon the 1000's of jobs that I have posted for within the geographic area that I want to work that I should have secured a position within the 4 year timeframe. It is not what the perception of the 
recruiters and/or anyone who might be coercively only providing me with positions that are outside the area in which I want to work. You have to remember my accounting, IT and legal experience provides me with 
the ability to work any where I want. There should be no geographic issue since I am utilizing my accounting knowledge base to secure a position where I want to work. This is why I went to college to obtain my 
accounting degree. Since my degree is in accounting there should be no reason why the state would not make sure that I am not being coerced into working in another location if I meet the qualifications to work close 
to my area. You are wel l aware of my situation and there is no reason why this coercion should cont inue. I would think that you are fu lly aware of any type of coercion issues since the State just took the lead in the 
ACA litigation for the Medicaid expansion in which the States position is that they felt that the legislation was coercive. This is my constitutional right. It is not anyone's right to coerce a person to work where they do 
not want to work. There really is no excuse since I have posted for 1000's of positions. One recruiter indicates that they do not want to work with me since I did not buy into their coercive approach to where they felt I 
should be working. When you utilize your knowledge base (mind) to work there is no reason why a person should be coerced into working in a location that they do not want to work. It is my Constitutional right to 
work where I want to therefore there should be no reason why after 4 years I have not secured a position. 

If there is nothing to hide your office would be forthright with the answers that I have been working on with the ACHA Medicaid expansion as well as this Util ity rate case. Your position as Governor is that you are the 
Governor for the people not for special interests only. There really is no excuse and my situation should be corrected immediately. What did I do so wrong in that I am not working for over 4 years? 

I trust you fully understand my concerns. 

These are accounting issues that should be very easy to be answered by the appropriate state agency that would have to support the settlement agreement(s) to make sure that the shareholders/ratepayers are 
receiving a fair deal. 

I am looking forward to your response. Hopefully there are no typo(s). I wil l check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality St atement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents shou ld be 
returned . In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:roirb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 9:44AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCAIAppeals Court Litigation? I FW: 1111912012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Here is an example of why any over recovered amounts must be refunded in cash and not through a non-cash amortization. 

How would you feel if you received interest in your bank account as a non-cash transaction yet when you fill out your tax return you would have to fill out your schedule B with the interest income and pay income tax 
on the interest without the cash in the bank to pay for the tax liability? 

This is accounting 101. You would need the cash from the interest to pay the t ax bill on the interest. 

Just like the rate payers would need a cash reduction in their bill to pay for the increased federal income taxes for the amortization of the over recovered depreciation surplus amortization as well as any other over 
recovered item that the company is going to amortize on a non-cash basis. The cash reduction in the bill would be just like receiving money for an overpayment and t hen they would be able to pay the additional tax for 
the refund of the over recovery. I w ill be keeping track of this on a cumulative basis since this can add up to a lot of money. The manipulation of an ROE to provide fo r a non-cash amortization to shield the company 
from directly paying the ratepayer back in cash is not even proper accounting. They need the cash refund to pay the tax bill. This is very simple? Correct? Please answer Yes or No? 

Did they record a permanent difference to eliminate the non-cash income to make sure that the ratepayer does not pay Federal Income tax on the non-cash amortization? Please answer Yes or No? This is not a 
deferred income tax item like they record for the difference between their tax depreciation and book depreciation. This would have to be a permanent difference due to them recording the amortization as a non-cash 
amortization. If they never return any over recovery in cash then they would have to mitigate the increases tax liability to their ratepayers so that they are not being required to pay tax on non cash 
income/amortization. 

How does the IRS feel of the record ing of non-cash amortization that is being closed out to retained earnings as non-cash equity? Will the IRS make sure tha t basis in not received for any of the non-cash 
amortization? Please answer Yes or No? 

Will the company remove the any non-cash amortization from the Equity ba lance when they calculate the company's earned returns to make sure that the ratepayer is not being charged on non-cash equity? Please 
answer Yes or No? 
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Did they receive a ruling from the IRS with regard to the recording of this non-cash amortization to retained earnings? Over time if the Company continues to record non-cash amortizations to retained earnings it 
appears that there shou ld be no basis for the recording of the non cash earnings. What is the Commissions/Staffs understanding of the basis implications of these transactions? 

This is not full transparency that would be needed to support the settlement agreement. 

What do you think? So far I have not heard a response. 

So far I have received a lot of read receipts without a response to all the emails below. A response should be in writing to support the settlement agreement(s). 

As a party with a full legal interest from a shareholder and ratepayer perspective it would be my legal right to receive an answer to these questions. This is supported by Federal/State law. What is your position on 
this? The response that you would have to be an intervening party is not a valid response for a party with a full legal interest in these proceedings. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality St atement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 11:22 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear M r. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Where are we with the bank/cash reconciliation schedule that has to be completed below? 

How are the ratepayers going to pay for the increased tax liability if they do not receive a cash refund for most of the depreciation surplus amortization? 

How come I have not received a response? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:45 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Cc: 'Robert H. Smith ' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement 1 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? 1 FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser, Commissioners, Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I notice one quick typo below. I am looking forward to a response to my email in its entirety. The first request for this information has been made back in November 2012. 

I am looking forward to a response in order to track the actual cash bill reduction on a cumulative basis. 

Have a good night and let me know the eta. for a response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Records clerk, 

Please make this email part of the consumer correspondence f ile just like any other consumers correspondence that is being populated into the fi le. 

Thanks in advance for your help. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 
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From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpirb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday/ January 231 2013 4:18 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel1 Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner. Graham@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Records Clerk' 

Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kellen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

How come my email correspondence is not being made party of the consumer file just like other consumers with concerns in this case? I think that based upon the Sunshine laws and Federal E-Discovery laws this 

information would be very important to publish in the consumer file since if the trend continues and the company is not refunding over collections for items that have been prepaid by the ratepayer then we should 

keep track on a cumulative basis how much money has been returned in cash as a bill reduction versus a non-cash amortization to quantify this over time. This is very important and I think that this email should be 

answered without delay. 

What is there to hide? 

Can you assist OPC with the answer below? I have not heard back from the Commission regarding the completion of this schedule as well as the answers to the tax impacts by the recording of the non-cash 

amortization. Did this increase the tax provision to the customers without providing the actual refund in cash for them to pay for this additional tax liability? 

The ask for an answer to the completion of the cash flow reconciliation was asked in November 2012. To date I have not received an answer to the email. 

What is the hold up? 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Does OPC have a completed copy of the schedule below? What is the hold up for the release of this information? In addition, has OPC determined if they are going to pursue this in the Florida Supreme Court? This is 

very important since if the schedule below yields a percentage of cash give back to the ratepayers that is very low then how can the deal be in the best interests of the ratepayers and/or shareholders if this trend 

continues. The new settlement is now potentially creating a non-cash give back for the dismantlement reserve based upon new life estimates in which they also collected the cash in advance. Is OPC going to take the 

position of swapping bill reductions in cash for prepaid amounts as non-cash amortization being absorbed by increased ROE's? 

What about the tax impacts of the company recording the amortization of any over collection as non-cash which is having a direct impact on the equity ratio as well as an impact on the tax liability that the ratepayer 

would pay for non-cash income that would be reflected in the tax provision of the company? 
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--------- -- ----

I thought that a decision was going to be made by the weekend. Is the schedule below very difficult to provide in order to have a sign off by the Company, the Commission and OPC with regard to the actual bill 

reduction that has been recorded? 

I will send these emai ls on a daily basis since the schedule below and he answer to the email questions below should not be that difficult to answer. This is Accounting 101 and this is a very simple bank/cash 

reconciliation. Do you agree? Yes or No? 

I am looking forward to your response . 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

($milians) Bill Redudicn 

A.s filed ReWsed Cash 
:mo (;K;1ual 4.0 ::lm.O(ac1u .. 4.0 ? 
10ll(est) l73.0 10ll (est) lJI7.0 ? 

~(est) 526.0 2m.2(est) 4&1.0 ? 
::m3(est) 191.0 ::m3 (est) ns.o ? 

184.0 119'l0 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2013 12:27 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl .us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 
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I noticed that the order has been populated in the Docket. Where is the answer to the bank/cash flow reconciliation below as well as a response to the earlier emails regarding the tax impacts of the non-cash 

amortization? Since it appears that the Commission is going to issue the order without OPC sign off the Commission should not have a problem with providing the appropriate completed schedule for any party with a 

legal interest. 

I have not heard a response from the Commission with regard to whether or not this updated schedule will be made available. 

Please provide the reasoning why it appears that the Commission has not responded to numerous emails regarding whether or not this information is going to be made available. Willi receive a response from the 

Commission? 

If there is nothing to hide then the Commission would support the order with the appropriate information to support the decision by the Commission. There really is no reason why this schedule would not be made 

forthright without requiring a party with a legal interest to have to file a petition in the appropriate jurisdiction to make sure that this information is provided. Based upon Sunshine law and Federal E-Discovery laws 

this information should be forthright to any party with a legal interest that would require the appropriate support to any decision that is being issued by the Commission. 

I trust you fully understand why I am looking for this information and why I have asked for this information with the prior settlement as well as this settlement. Without the full reconciliation of the cash it would be 

very difficult to determine if the ratepayers and/or shareholders have received a settlement that is fair, reasonable and just. Since I have a shareholder right to this information there should be no reason why there 

would be any impediment/barrier to receive this information to support the order that is being issued by the commission. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, 

Since OPC is representing the public from a ratepayer perspective there should be no reason why this schedule would not be provided to any party with a legal interest from a ratepayer perspective. 

Why would there be a problem with releasing this information as backup support to the order that has been issued? These emails below are very specific and there should be no reason why the Commission and/or 

OPC would not support this type of required information to be made available in the record to support the order that is being issued by the Commission. 

I am looking forward to your response . 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

00~ ll • M?M·ll !l-{W)23 C!\1 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 9:35 AM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 
'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk' 
Subject: FW: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, Mr. Kiser and Commissioners, 

Has this bank/cash reconci liation been completed? 

($mill ian sJ 
As filed Revhed 

JmO{aduill 4.0 :xno (:actu<!l 4.0 
Jall(f!St) l73.0 1all (est) l.JU_O 

101.2 (est) 526.0 1m2 (est) 481.0 

1013(f!St) 1910 1Dl3 (est) 215.0 

1184.0 II!M.O 

Thanks for your help in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

? 
? 

? 
? 

Confidentiality Statement 
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The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2012 7:38 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles' 
Cc: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records 
Clerk' 
Subject: Settlement Agreement I 1st DCA/ Appeals Court Litigation? I FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin and Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I have been ill for the past couple of days and I heard that they modified the settlement agreement and it was approved by the Commission. 

Did OPC receive the information below to support the actual cash refunds? I would like to know if this information has been made available. This information would be very pertinent to have as backup support to the 

refunds in actual bill reductions versus non-cash amortization. 

What impact does the Commission approval have on the District's court of appeal filing? Does OPC have the ability to file at the 151 DCA level with regard to the Commission ruling? 

Who would check the current Commission appointment process that is primarily controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or the Nominating Committee? If I recall correctly, the court appointments have also been 

controlled by the Legislative Branch and/or Judicial Nominating Committee. 

The reason why I am asking this question is that based upon the former Governor of the State of Florida there was a proposed settlement agreement to refund the $894 million at $125 million per year. When the new 

Governor took over this proposal was not entertained and the new 4 year amortization was brought up. It is very important to approach these cases talking about cash/bill impacts versus just non-cash amortization. 

I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Dear Commissioner's, 

Does the Commission have a completed copy of the schedule request below? 

I would like to see this information for my records on the actual cash/bill reductions versus non cash amortization. 
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I am looking forward to your response. 

Thanks in advance. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 

are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents shou ld be 

returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com) [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 4:04PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC}'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)'; 'Rehwinkel, Charles'; 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner.Balbis@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman.Brise@psc.state.fl.us'; 

'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Records Clerk'; 'Keino Young' 
Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP- Texas)'; 'J. Peter Ripley {Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Moyle, Jr. (FIPUG)'; 'Ken 

Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President {SFHHA)'; 'Lisa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield (FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel 
Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kollen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kelly, Mr. McGlothlin, Mr. Rehwinkel, Mr. Kise r and Commissioners, 

Below is an interrogatory response with regard to the current accounting for the amortization of the depreciation surplus reserve. 

Based upon this schedule please have the Commission and/or the Company sign off on the actual Cash refunds that have been reflected in the customers bills. 

Do these amortization amounts reflect cash refunds as a reduction to the customer's bills? 

17 



Please provide each year's amortization and cash refund that has been reflected in rates as a reduction to the customer's bill? 

($ mllionsJ llll Rrdudion 

As filed AeWsed cash 
1m.O (ac:1ulll 4.0 2m0(3Ctu31 4.0 ? 

1Dll(esft 173.0 1Dll (est) 187.0 ? 

1D12(estl 526.0 1Dl.2 (esft 4811.0 ? 

1m3(estl :1910 1m3 (esft 215.0 ? 

1&4.0 890l0 

Since the company is also moving to amortize the dismantlement surplus please have them provide a similar schedule that will show the amount of amortization give back as well as the actual cash refund that has 

been given back to the customer in their bill for the prepayment of the origina! accrual estimates that have since been revised due to the extended lives. 

Since there was a base rate freeze with the 2010 settlement agreement please explain how the customer received a cash refund for the amortization amounts reflected below. 

According to the testimony Mr. Dewhurst has indicated that the company would prefer cash profits versus non cash profits. I would think that any settlement deal would also make sure that the customer would 

receive a direct cash refund for any surplus amounts that they have prepaid in cash. This would be supported by Mr. Dewhurst's testimony that the company would like to see cash profits versus non-cash profits to 

meet their allowed return on equity (ROE). 

Likewise, the customers would like to see that they are receiving a corresponding cash refund for any amounts that have been prepaid. These amounts should be refunded within a short period of time to ensure that 

customers that are leaving the service territory are receiving a refund for amounts that have been prepaid in advance. 

I trust that this would be a very easy schedule for the Commission/Company to complete from a cash perspective. 

Can OPC provide the cash information based upon the schedule that has been put together in the interrogatory request? 

How much on a percentage basis of the original depreciation surplus was refunded as a non cash amortization versus a cash bill reduction. 

A ratio can be added to the schedule below and above once we receive the information from the Commission and/or the Company regarding the cash bill impacts to the customers. 

I trust that everyone fully understands my concerns from both a shareholder and ratepayer perspective. 

Has anyone taken a look at the impacts related to the close out to retained earnings for the non-cash amortization? These amortization amounts will directly be closed out to retained earnings. This wi ll cause a 

change in the equity ratio due to the amortization of the full amount of the surplus depreciation. You have to remember that the company collected these amounts in cash therefore if these amounts are being 

amortized as a non-cash amortization the close out to retained earnings would represent a non-cash income which will impact the equity ratio of the company. 

Has anyone taken a look at the tax impacts of the non-cash amortization of the surplus depreciation as it relates to the tax basis in the Company? The close out of non-cash amortization would potentially create non­

cash basis that would be reflected in the Company's retained earnings and equity ratio. How did the company address the non-cash amortization from a tax perspective? Based upon the amortization the customer of 

the company would potentially see increased tax liability for the non-cash amortization that they would be required to pay tax on at the Company effective tax rate. The customer would then have to pay for this cost 
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when the company files their corporate tax return. If the customer has not received a cash refund of the surplus amortization, why should the customer potentially be expected to pay for tax liability that they have not 

received cash for to pay for the income tax bill? 

Has anyone taken a look at this issue? How did the company account for the income tax issues related to this non-cash amortization? 

This information would be needed to determine if the old settlement and new settlement are fair, reasonable and just for the ratepayers of the company and are in the public interest. 

I am looking forward to your response. I will check in periodically with regard to an answer to this email. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of t he original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:26PM 
To: 'Rehwinkel, Charles' 
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Cc: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Mr. Rehwinkel, 

I forgot to add you to the email below. 

Let me know if a cash reconciliation schedule can be provided. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 1:23 PM 
To: 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Subject: FW: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear M r. Kelley and Mr. McGlothlin, 

Is it very difficult to obtain a cash reconciliation of the actual cash bill impacts for the actual refunding of the over recoveries? 

Does this schedule exist? 

I think that this information should be forthright to support a fair, just and reasonable deal. 

I am looking forward to a response. 

Thanks, 
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Robert H. Smith 

Confidentiality Statement 

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain information which is confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this transmission sheet. If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited, and the documents should be 
returned. In this regard, if you received this telecopy in error, please contact the sender by reply E-mail and destroy all copies of the original. 

From: RSmith [rpjrb@yahoo.com] [mailto:rpjrb@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday/ November 21, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: 'Curt Kiser'; 'Commissioner .Balbis@psc.state. fl. us'; 'Commissioner.Edgar@psc.state.fl.us'; 'Chairman. Brise@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner.Graham@psc.state.fl. us'; 'Commissioner. Brown@psc.state. fl.us'; 'Records 
Clerk'; 'Keino Young'; 'J.R. Kelly (OPC)'; 'Joseph A. McGlothlin (OPC)' 
Cc: 'Charles Milsted, Associate State Director'; 'George E. Humphrey (Andrews Kurth LLP- Texas)'; 'J. Peter Ripley (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'John T. Butler (FPL)'; 'John T. La Via, III (FRF)'; 'Jon C. Moyie, Jr. (FIPUG)'; 'Ken 
Hoffman (FPL)'; 'Kenneth L. Wiseman (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Linda S. Quick, President (SFHHA)'; 'Lisa M. Purdy (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'Mark F. Sundback (Andrews Kurth LLP)'; 'R. Wade Litchfield (FPL)'; 'Robert Scheffel 
Wright (FRF)'; 'Vicki G. Kaufman (FIPUG)'; 'William M. Rappolt (Andrews Kurth LLP)' 
Subject: 11/19/2012 Vol 39 after Vol 38 with Lane Kallen Testimony/ Testimony that has been published online 

Dear Mr. Kiser and Commissioner's, 

Where is the transcript of Lane Kallen's testimony? I wanted to compare this testimony to Mr. Dewhurst's testimony regarding cash profits versus non cash profits. 

This is very important to comparison/contrast since there has been no schedule that shows the actual return of cash for any of the over recoveries that are being utilized by the company. As per Mr. Dewhurst's 
testimony it talks about that the company would rather earn cash profits versus non cash profits. The customer's would like to see an actual cash reduction in their billing instead of a non-cash amortization based 
upon a rate freeze in a settlement agreement. This is very critical to this case since if the company feels that the cash profits is what is in the best interests of the company then likewise they should also want to afford 
the customer with an act ual cash bill reduction for any of the over recoveries including the depreciation surplus over recovery. This is why the company should continue to prepare the depreciation study as due 
diligence to make sure that after 4 years there is not another large over recovery to deal with that might be returned as a non-cash amortization. They already reflected cash revenues when the money was collected in 
advance for the depreciation rates that were set to generate the large depreciation surplus. 

There was talk about the last depreciation study being completed in 2009. What about the depreciation study prior to this one. Did the previous study before the 2009 study create a large over recovery? If so, then it 
would be very important from a due diligence stand point to monitor the surplus accordingly. What was very alarming about some of the testimony was that there was testimony that there was no knowledge of 
extended lives as it relates to the depreciation study but when it came time to talk about the dismantlement over recovery surplus there was talk that since the lives of the plants have been extended the accruals for 
the recovery for the dismantlement reserves would be reduced therefore allowing the company to utilize the surplus in the dismantlement reserves. 

Again, is this just a non-cash amortization or an actual cash bil l reduction? 

I want to formulate the actual testimony that has been given in writing to support that an actual cash reconciliation should be forthright to support the actual cash refunds that were given to the customer as a bill 
reduction as a cash refund versus a non cash refund which supports Mr. Dewhurst's testimony about the company rather having cash profits versus non-cash profits. 
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Lane Kellen's testimony and Mr. Barrett's testimony is equally important as it relates to the extension of depreciable lives that could create another depreciation/dismantlement surplus in the future due to extended 
lives of the plants. 

Let me know when the Docket will be populated with the actual written transcripts of the rest of the 11/19/2012 testimony. 

Yes, they are talking about cash profits but I have not seen an actual schedule of the actual cash reduction to the customer's bills. 

Considering that the ruling as to be fair, reasonable and just, I think that this is an avenue to explore. I have asked to be part of the settlement talks as well and I have not been asked to negotiate as well. There is no 
reason why only intervening parties should have the right to participate. Any party with a legal interest should also reserve these rights as well. Any person with a legal interest as a shareholder and/or ratepayer 
should be able to fully participate without intervening. This appears to be supported by Federal law since it talks about parties and not just intervening parties. 

I am looking forward to seeing the rest of the transcripts. 

Let me know if the Vol 40 is not correct? 

Please do not allow this communication to have any impact on my current/future employment as well as the well being of my family. There should be no reason why a person who is utilizing their Constitutional rights 
as well as their legal rights to participate in these proceedings to be impacted by these communications. Any party with a legal interest would reserve their right to participate in these proceedings to see if they are 
receiving a fair deal. 

I trust that everyone fully understands my concerns. 

Hopefully there are no typo(s). I will check. 

Thanks, 

Robert H. Smith 
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Q~ Good avaning, Mr ~ For rest. 

A. Good evening . 
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16 come from the sale side of things. The·re are he same 

11' ac _ivit'es, the same person~el doing the same 

lB activities. This 's just are· lection of maybe today~s 

191 mark~·t realities that hath savings and ga.ins from 

20 purchases and sales do provide significan benefi s. 

ll MS~ CBRI:tiJTENSEM; I bav·e no urther ques·tions. 

2::2 CHA I RMAN BRISE: Thank you. 

23 

24 



D www.psc.~re.fl.us/lbrary/f!UNGS/12!07785·12!07785-12.pdf 

005728 

1 BEFORE THB 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CO~lMISSION 

2 

3 DOCKET NO. 120015 · EI 

4 In Che Maccer oC: 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

PETITION FOR INCREASE IN RATES 
BY FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY. 

______ ! 

VOLUME 40 

Pages 5728 through 5919 

10 PROCEEDINGS: HEARING 

11 COMMISSIONERS 
PARTICIPATING: CHAIRMAN RONALD A. BRIS£ 

12 COMMISSIONER L~SA POLAK EDGAR 
COMMISSIONER ART GRAHAM .......... -- ... -............ ..................... ... _, . __ ,.. 

-~ 
:z: 
0 
< 

" r- N ,..,_ 
::10 ,.. 
:-;.~ :I: 

~ "' .. 
-til 



005728 

l BEFORE TH& 
PLOR!DA PUBLIC SeRVICE COMMtSSION 

DOCKET ~0. 1200!S·El 

4 In ~he M4tter oC: 

PETITION FOR INCRSASS IN RATES 
BY FLORIDA POWER ~ LICHT COMPANY. 

6 I 

7 VOLUM& 40 

8 l?agea 5128 Lhrough 5919 

9 

l 0 PROCEED INOS H £AR I N(l 

11 COMMISSIONSRS 
PARTICIPATINGo CHAIRMAN RONA~O A. BRIS~ 

12 COMMISSIONER LISA POLAK &OGAR 
COMMISSIONKR ART ORAKAM 

13 

OAT£: 
15 

T!MS: 
16 

CO~~ISSIONER EDUARDO E. B~BlS 
COMM!SS!ONER JULIE 1. BR~AN 

Tuesday, November 20. 2012 

Commenced 3L 9t06 a.m. 
Concluded a~ ll:SS a.m. 

-... :z: 
C> 
< 

~ "' ""· "'" ,... 
~~ :X ., 

V! ~ 

&-
Ul 

F.! . a .,., 

• (; 



l 

2 

] 

5 

7 

8 

10 

11 

2 

l] 

l· 

15 

16 

005 0 

BEFORE' TH 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMJ-IISSIOJ.l 

DOCKET NO. 120015-EI 

In the Mac er of: 

PETITION FOR INCREASE I RATES 
BY FLORIDA PC ER & LIGKT COMPANY-

----------------~------~~---' 

P OC tJ N 5 ~ 

C0~1 1 SS ONE;RS 
PARTICIPATING: 

DATE: 

T ME: 

VOLUME 3B 

Pag·s 5490 hrough 5589 

H ARING 

CHAim~ RO ALD A. BRlSE 
COMMISSIO,ER LISA POLAK EDGAR 
CCM~!SSIO~ER AT GRAHAM 
COt~r·~ ISS I or RR EDUARDO E . BAL B S 
COt .. , tr:SSIO ' .R' J"tJLl.E: . BROWN 

Mon ay. t,ovembe 19. 20 2 

CCY 111ence d 4 : ll p . m • 
Conclu d ac 6:55p.m. 

-N .. .I 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMIS$101'\ERS: OFFICE OF 
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November 25, 2013 

Mr. Len Smally 
Meadows Community Association, Inc. 
2004 Longmeadow 
Sarasota, FL 34235 

Dear Mr. Smally: 

(850) 413-6482 
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This is in response to your inquiry with the Florida Public Service Commission 
(FPSC) regarding Florida Power & Light Company (FPL). You expressed a concern about 
the rate increase for yow· neighborhood street lights. 

The FPSC reviewed FPL's request for an increase in rates with respect to Docket No. 
120015-EI. Each customer class was reviewed to ensure that each class was paying the 
appropriate proportionate share for services. The analysis revealed that the lighting class 
overall was under parity and not covering the cost to serve. As a result. the lighting class 
received an overall increase that was higher than the system average increase. The monthly 
bills Meadows Community Association received for sb·eet lights were directly impacted by 
the overall increase to bring parity to the lighting class. We will add your conunents to the 
correspondence side of Docket 120015-EI. 

If you have any questions or concerns please call Ellen Plendl at l-800-342-3552 or 
by fax at 1-800-511-0809. 

sf!jjl(/ 
Randy Roland 
Regulatory Program Administrator 
Office of Consumer Assistance & Outreach 

RR:mep 
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Meadows Community Association, Inc. Psc 

August 14, 2013 

Mr. Ronald A. Brise, Chairman 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Fl. 32399-0850 

Re: Case Ref. Number 1118531E 

Dear Mr. Brise: 

This is in regard to the above referenced case concerning an extreme rate 
increase, by FPL, for our not-for-profit homeowners association. Between 
December, 2012, and June, ofthis year, several factors in our street lighting 
bill went up over 60%, causing an increase in our bill of about 23%. For our 
3 76 streetlights, this caused an increase of about $1500 per month, or, 
$18,000 per year. Although we did budget for an annual increase, an 
increase of this magnitude has caused us to have to take funds from our 
reserves to make up the shortfall. 

I was under the impression that the function of the PSC was to protect the 
public from onerous, oppressive increases in utility rates, causing hardships. 
Increases of the magnitude we have experienced indicate that the PSC has 
not fulfilled its mission in this case. I wonder how many HOA's in Florida 
are affected by these excessive increases and will be hurt by it. 

A copy of our complaint to your agency and backup info was sent to Ruth 
McHargue, of your staff, on August 5111

• Another copy is attached. 

It should have been obvious to your staff that the "form letter'' they sent was 
inappropriate in our case. Did they think FPL was going to change their 
rate structure? You, and your staff, should know they are not permitted to 
do that for one entity. Your suggestion that we work this out with "the 
utility" has resulted in an offer by FPL to lower the wattage on some of our 
street lights, in order to lower our monthly bills. T hat has nothing 
whatsoever to do with our complaint! Nevertheless, we appreciate the 
response from Mike Sole and FPL; at least they are trying to help. 

2004 Longmeadow, Sarasota, Florida 34235, Ph: (941 ) 377-2300, Fax: (941) 377-2248 



Page 2: Meadows Community Association to PSC August 13, 2013 

I would appreciate it if someone would discuss with me how the PSC can 
allow such a large rate increase for a public utility; one that would result in 
hardships for many of the citizens of Florida. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

---;;:d 
Len Smally, P. E. anager 
The Meadows Qommunity Association 

C: Florida Governor Rick Scott 
Bob Friedlander, MCA President 
Jay Brady, AICP, CAM, MCA Ops. Mgr. 
Mike Sole, FPL, VP, State Gov. Affairs 
J. R. Kelly, Esq., Office ofPublic Council 



Len Smally, Manager 
Meadows Community Association 
2004 Longmeadow 
Sarasota, FL 34235 
Phone: (941) 377-2300 
Fax: (941) 377-2248 
Email: lensmally@mycomcaslcom 
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To: rz U.Tt+ tt c H A (2,cr- ()_ 6rom : Len Smally, Manager 

Fa., HoO- S!/- o£09 ••••" b (nJa, CO!I6_.1) 
Phone: Da t e: <6 - £ - j .3 
Re: // ( 3 i Q q c CC: 

0 Urgent 0 For Review 0 Please Comment 0 Please Reply 0 Please Recycle 

'II 

• Comments: 

(C(J-TJ-1 - Jtf;fJUf(_) FoiL GAUZJU {;- g~cj(, 

A- ' ;:0) P u? ;.v;t? F zy D !1 'I e- o Ml v t-z;JJ I 
oF ::nA-Ne /~ 1 20/3, , 

(]-) Evt:- C . & ~ LL ~ 1/-t)LAJ z:IV ?­
g~;:-ofl-t:-(o£c. 12- FA-0/Dft~ +--' 
c 0-- ().. fl t?tvl F !+:-vHJ rt S. o N 
P!trf-G'5>a 2-J--~. 

CA-~L r F- yoGL 
(1~/ ;j0!~ 

tfA-u~ QU!?S Tef);US, 

L&lf/ 5~L/ 
7 



Consumer Complaints Form 

The Public Service Commission no longer has the authority to accept as many of the consumer telecommunicauons complamtsliaiSs\,~IT:J1n::lm-----­the past. The PSC may still accept consumer complaints dealing with the Lifeline Program, Relay Service, and Pay Phone Service. Other consumer telecommunications complamts (excluding Slamming) should be filed with the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services. Complaints about Slamming should be filed with the Federal Communications Commission. 
For consumer telecornmumcations complaints, }OU may contact the 
Flonda Department of Agnculture. Division of Consumer Services at. 

For slamming complaints you may contact the Federal 
Communications Commission at: 

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
2005 Apalachcc Parkway 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-6500 
General telephone number: 1-850-410-3800 

Federal Communications CommissiOn 
445 12th Street SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-225-5322 
TTY: 1-888-835-5322 

~~ Toll-free Consumer Hotline (within !·lorida)· 1-800-435-7352 
Toll-free Spanish Haline. 1-800-352-9832 
"''' w.&OOhelplla.corn 

To learn about companu:s the PSC regulates. read When to Call the 
~(PDF Si7e 564 KO) 

ww" fcc.go, /cornplaints ~ 
goo )l1 l - )5 sz_ 

®Eiectnc 0 Delay in Service 
0 Natural Gas 0 Improper Oilling 
0 Telecommunications 0 Service Outage 
0 Water & Wastewater O Repairs 

®Other Complaint 

Contact lnfonnatton (* rcqu1red) 

Help- Instructions for usmg th1s limn 

Company lnfonn:1tion 
r.O~u~k-e~E~n-e-~-y~F~to-,~~~a-. l~n-c.-d~~~a~O~u~k-e~E~n-e-rg_y _______ _ 
E.loncle l"_.'t1gllfCompany 
Florida Public Ut1lities Company 
Gulf Power Company 
Tampa Electric Company 

Electric Con1panies Regula 

Cunsumc r lnfnnn:1tion 

Service Account lnfonnation 

*First -- ~ * Last 
N 

jThe Meadows Communi! N ' arne · arne 
Telephone§ 3772300 I Email 

[As~•allon I;;;- ] 
[l~@meadow~ 

• Accountrn;:=M d C J Account r35705_49778 Name ~ ea ows ommun•~ Number t 

ft r~A-RGiJ~ 

*Home 
Address 
•Cuy 

j2004 Longmeadow * Service~ 
Address (20041.0ngmeadow 

--------------, 
___; 

--1State *Zip (L34_23_~-----' 
- [FL v] 

!sarasota •cuy 

_] PSC was contacted prcv10usly regarding this complamt :i2iScrv1ce and ContactlniOnnation are the same 

Cumplaint l)etni ls 
-----~ We have J!!& ~treet dqhts, o"'ned hy FFl., for wh 1ch "'~' pay mon'hly charqes . Bet.,.Pen ~'"· of ~012 and t~ay o' thiS year . our riJtes for several item. s ~<ent up substantially. Co:-ponent code fMCOOl, Non- energy fixture:< , "'I w~nt f rom rate/unit 3 . ~5 to 5 . 96, an 1ncr case o f 54 . 8\ . Component code UNCP, No n-encrqy Maintenance . went up f r om tate/unl• . 0~1 to . 034 , and 1ncreas!' of 61.<l\ . Another s1milar factor , listed ust as Cc:nponent . ('ode . Non-enerq]' MHntenar.ce , '-'Cnt from . 0514 to . 083.3 , a rose o f 6:!, . Th1s has caused our monthly biii_J to go cp by iJbou• Sl ~OD/ronth. 1 t.ave till ked "'' th fPI..; they state tnut tnese 1ncr eas"s are approved hy the FSC . 

1 t houqht che r e were controls i n place , by the PS C, lo gove rn che ~ncrnases . We arc " tlot - for-Profll , v Homeowners Associa t ton , and we do not. have " budget 111 p l ace for t hese la rge 1ncreases. 

Suhmit Complaint 

Submission Options 

The company you have selected has agreed to ~rrt icip :llc in a pilot project designed to shor·tcn the length of lime it takes lo r~solve complaints from customers 

Option I. (This option may result in a qu1ckcr resolution of your complamt.) As a uttlity customer who 1S filing a complamt \\lth the Public Service Commission's we.b site. you may choose to send your online compl:1int direct ly 10 the company. "l11c company IS then required to contact you 10 acknowledge rcec1pt of your complaint by the next business day 
Option 2 You m:1y file a complamt wuh the PSC 1fyou dcs1re. or if the company's response to your complaint IS uns:JttsfactOI) 

Send complaint to: 

0 Florida Power & L1ght Compan} 
.!> Flonda Pubhc Service C:ornnussaon 

http:/ / 'vVW\V. psc. state. n. usil.:onsumers/comp Ia i nts/ i ndex2 .aspx ()117/? 1) n 



{I 
FPL I 27 

~ L( 

5611357054977848532080000 

Please request changes on the back. 
Notes on the front wi l l not be detected. 

The amount enclosed includes the fo11ow1ng donation: 
FPL Care To Share $ ____ _ 

A A 5 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#1819843BQ386538# 
THE MEADOWS COMMU NITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 

5611 4 

1 450036 

2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1844 

Make check payable to FPL tn U.S. funds 
and mail along w 1th this coupon to: 

FPL 
GENERAL MAIL FACILITY 
MIAMI FL 33188-0001 

Account number Amount enclosed 
35705-49778 $ 

Your electric statement Account number: 35705-49778 For: Apr 16 2013 to May 16 2013 (30 days) 
Customer name: THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
Service address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS 

Statement date: 
Next bill date: 

May 16 2013 
Jun 15 2013 

Amount 
of your 
last bill Payments 

(·) 

7,801.59 7,801.59 CR 

Total kWh used 14564 

Energy usage 
Last This 
Year Year 

kWh thts month 14564 14564 
Serv1ce days 29 30 
kWh per day 502 485 

.. The electric service amount 
•ncludes the following charges: 
'lon-ruel energy charge: 

JO 029840 per ~Wh 
=uel charge: J0.026960 per ~Wh 

Balance 
Additional before 

activity 
(+or-) 

new charges 
(=) 

0.00 0.00 

Amount of your last bill 
Payment received · Thank you 
Balance before new charges 

Total 
New amount 

char~es 
(+ 

you owe 
(=) 

8,023.58 $8,023.58 

New charges (Rate: SL-1 STREET LIGHTING SERVICE) 
Etectnc service amount 
Storm charge 
Gross receipts tax 
FranchiSe charge 
Flonda sales tax 
Discretionary sales surtax 
Total new charges 

Total amount you owe 

6,989.17" 
145.50 
24.93 

422.42 
391.56 
50.00 

New 
charges 
due by 

Jun 06 2013 

7,801.59 
7,801.59CR 

$0.00 

$8,023.58 

$8,023.58 

- Payments rece1ved alter June 06, 2013 are considered late; a late payment 
charge, the greater of $5.00 or 1.5% of your past due balance w111 apply. Your 
account may also be billed a deposit adjustment. 

- Charges and energy usage are based on the facilities contracted. Fac1hty, 
energy and fuel costs are ava1lable upon request. 

- The Florida Public Service Commission approved a quarterly storm charge 
adjustment, which w111 apply to your bill beginning June 1. V1s1t 
www.FPL.com/rates to learn more about the charges on your b1ll. 

Please have your account number ready when con tac11n9 FPL 
Customer service: 1-800-375-2434 
Outstde Flonda: 1-800-226-3545 
To report power outages: 1-800 40UTAGE (468-8243) 
Hearing/speech impa~red: 711 (Relay Serv•ce) 
Online at: www FPL.corn -- --- -
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2 450036 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNI TY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1 844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/ Day: 485 

Service Address : STREET LI GHTS # MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

COMPONENT OWNER/ RATE/ 
CODE WATTS LUMENS MAINT QUANTITY UNIT KWH USED AMOUNT 

29 KWH E 1 29 Energy .720000 .72 
60 KWH E 8 480 Energy 1.500000 12.00 
HPS0070 70 6300 F 332 9,628 Energy .720000 239.04 Non-energy 

Ftxtures 3.580000 1,188.56 Maintenance 1.680000 557.76 

HPS0100 100 9500 F 7 287 Energy 1.020000 7.14 Non-energy 
Fixtures 3.640000 25.48 Maintenance 1.690000 11.83 

HPS0150 150 16000 F 59 3,540 

MA'! 20 , I i '\ 

• F- FPL OWNS & MA INTAINS E ·CUSTOMER OWNS & MAINTAINS R- CUSTOMER OWNS. FPL RELAMPS 

RFMS43A/\.20130S 

Pnnl Dale: May 16, 2013 

Page 
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3 450036 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

COMPONENT OWNER/ 
CODE WATTS LUMENS MAI NT QUANTITY 

Energy 
Non-energy 

Fixtures 
Ma1ntenance 

HPS0150 150 16000 R 10 
Energy 
Non-energy 

Relamp 

PMC0001 386 
Non-energy 

~OJ-:550 
Fixtures 

UCNP 
Non-energy 

Maintenance 

UCUP 

• F. FPL OWNS 8 MAINTAINS E ·CUSTOMER OWNS 8 MAINTAINS 

~ 
PI 

RATE/ 
UNIT KWH USED AMOUNT 

1.500000 88.50 

3.760000 221.84 
1 72 ()()()() 101.48 

600 
1 .500000 15.00 

1.750000 17.50 

2,300.56 

1514.97 

R · CUSTOMER OWNS. FPL RELAMPS 

Print Date: May 16, 2013 

Page 2 
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FPL 4 450036 

' t• 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA Fl 34235-1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Ra te Schedule Charges for 
Street light s 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS, SARASOTA Fl 34230 

COMPONENT 
CODE 

Non-energy 

WATTS LUMENS 
OWNER/ 
MAINT QUANTITY 

RATE/ 
UNIT KWH USED AMOUNT 

Mai ntenance 222.49 

M/1., 2 0 

Energy sub total 362.40 
Non-energy sub total 6,162.47 

------------------- --·----·-------------;--------r-------_, 
Sub total 

Energy conservation cost recovery 

Capacity payment recovery charge 
Environmental cost recovery charge 

Storm charge 
Fuel charge 

Electric service amount 
Gross receipts tax 

Franchise charge 

Florida sales tax 
D•scretionary sales surtax 

Total 

14,564 

14,564 

6,524.87 

21 .70 

36.99 
12 96 

145.50 
392.65 

7,134.67 
24 93 

422.42 

391.56 
50.00 

8,023.58 

• F • FPL OWNS S. MAINTAINS E ·CUSTOM ER OWNS S. MAINTAINS R ·CUSTOM ER OWNS, FPL REL.AMPS 

Print Date: May 16. 2013 

Page 3 



Meadows Community Association, Inc. 

August 14, 2013 

Mr. Ronald A. Brise, Chairman 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Fl. 32399-0850 

Re: Case Ref. Number 1118531 E 

Dear Mr. Brise: 

AUG 1 6 2013 

F.P.S.C. , 
CHAIRMAN BAISE 

This is in regard to the above referenced case concerning an extreme rate 

increase, by FPL, for our not-for-profit homeowners association. Between 
December, 2012, and June, of this year, several factors in our street lighting 

bill went up over 60%, causing an increase in our bill of about 23%. For our 

376 streetlights, this caused an increase of about $1500 per month, or, 

$18,000 per year. Although we did budget for an annual increase, an 
increase of this magnitude has caused us to have to take funds from our 

reserves to make up the shortfall. 

I was under the impression that the function of the PSC was to protect the 
public from onerous, oppressive increases in utility rates, causing hardships. 

Increases of the magnitude we have experienced indicate that the PSC has 

not fulfilled its mission in this case. I wonder how many l lOA's in Florida 

are affected by these excessive increases and will be hurt by it. 

A copy of our complaint to your agency and backup info was sent to Ruth 

McHargue, of your staff, on August 5111
• Another copy is attached. 

It should have been obvious to your staff that the "form letter" they sent was 

inappropriate in our case. Did they think FPL was going to change their 
rate structure? You, and your staff, should know they are not permitted to 

do that for one entity. Your suggestion that we work this out with "the 

utility" has resulted in an offer by FPL to lower the wattage on some of our 

street lights, in order to lower our monthly bills. That has nothing 
whatsoever to do with our complaint! Nevertheless, we appreciate the 

response from Mike Sole and FPL; at least they are trying to help. 

2004 Longmeadow, Sarasota, Florida 34235, Ph: (941 ) 377-2300, Fax: (941) 377-2248 



Page 2: Meadows Community Association to PSC August 13,2013 

I would appreciate it if someone would discuss with me how the PSC can 
allow such a large rate increase for a public utility; one that would result in 
hardships for many of the citizens of Florida. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

;;;~ 
Len Smally, P. ~er 
The Meadows ~'::t Association 

C: Florida Governor Rick Scott 
Bob Friedlander, MCA President 
Jay Brady, AICP, CAM, MCA Ops. Mgr. 
Mike Sole, FPL, VP, State Gov. Affairs 
J. R. Kelly, Esq., Office ofPublic Council 



f.yvonne Estelle 

~~·om: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Maria_Gonzalez@fpl.com 
Thursday, August 08, 2013 4:16 PM 
PSCREPLY 
3-Day Response - #lll8531E- The Meadows Community Association Inc - Len Smally 

3-Day Response - #lll8531E - The Meadows Community Association Inc - Len 

Smally.pdf 

(See attached file: 3-Day Response- #1118531 E- The Meadows Community Association Inc- Len Sma/ly.pdj) 

Thank you, 

Distribution Customer Resolution Speciali st 
305-626-7509 

f'he information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential, 

proprietary, and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance 

upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact 

the sender and delete the material from all computers. 



• 3 Day Resolution Response 
I=PL 

Customer's First Name: 

Last I Business Name: TH""" 1NINC 

Alternate Name: 
Service Address: 

FPSC Log: 
Account#: 

Status of Account: 7-2300 

Brief description of custom 
streetlight billing 

crease in 

Item 
No. 
1. 

Date 
Date Pending 

Action 
Ms. Maria Gonzalez, FPL's Distribution Customer 
Resolution Specialist, made an unsuccessful attempt to 
contact Mr. Len Smally, to acknowledge receipt of his 
FPSC inquiry. A telephone message was left asking Mr. 
Smally to contact Ms. Gonzalez to further discuss his 
concern. Ms. Gonzalez provided her contact information 
should Mr. Smally have any additional concerns. 

Completed Completion 
08/05/13 

Prior to the receipt of his FPSC inquiry, Mr. Smally 
contacted Mr. Michael Sole, FPL's VP of State Government 
Affairs, and expressed concern that the street light costs for 
the Meadows Community Association had increased 
dramatically. Mr. Sole apologized and explained he would 
research the specifics of the increase and advise him of the '1 
findings . J~ • 

On July 15, 2013, Mr. Sole sent an email to Mr. Smally 
informing him that while the FPSC was reviewing FPL's 
request for a rate mcrease, ananalysis of each customer 
class was conducted to ensure that each class was paying 
their appropriate proportionate share for services. The 

~ ~~t 



analysis revealed that the lighting class overall was under 
parity, meaning it was not covering the cost to serve, and 
as a result the class received an overall increase that was 
higher than the system average increase when the FPSC 
approved the rate settlement. The email further explained 
that certain components within the lighting class were 
below cost and received more of an increase than other 
components, which had a direct impact on the amount of 
the monthly billing for the Meadows Community Association 
based on the makeup of the Association's account with 
FPL. Mr. Sole provided Mr. Smally with his contact 
information in the event he has additional concerns. 

2. Mr. Mike Purvis, FPL Engineer, contacted Mr. Smally and 08/06/13 
discussed the options available to lower the Association's 
lighting bill by changing the servicing of the lights and 
lowering the wattage of the existing lights. Mr. Smally 
indicated that he would review these options and contact 
Mr. Purvis if necessary. Mr. Purvis provided his contact 
information should Mr. Smally have further questions or 
concerns. 

3. On August 7, 2013, Ms. Gonzalez spoke with Mr. Smally 08/07/13 
who expressed satisfaction with the information provided by 
Mr. Sole and Mr. Purvis. 

Amount of Refund/Credit, if appropriate: 

Date FPSC received:08/05/13 3 Day Response Submitted: 

Company Contact Information : Roseanne Lucas, (305)552-3372, 
FPL_FPSC _ Complaints@fpl.com 

08/08/13 



•• 

Lao Smally, Manager 
MQadows Community Association 
2004 Longmeadow 
Sarasota, FL 3.4235 
Phone. (941) 377-2300 
Fax: (941} 377-2248 
Email: Jensmally@mycomcastcom 

Fax 
To: rz UTtf tt c If A (2.6:' (/ 6rom: Len Smally, Manager 

fa>G H 0 0 ~ 5' (/- 0 s 0 9 Pages' 6 (-nJ a' . (0() 13_/(_) 
Phone: Date: ~ - £- / 3 
Re: 11 ( 3 i Q 9 c CC: 

0 urgent 0 For Review 0 Please Com ment D Please Repty 0 Please Recycle 

• Comments: 

{Zt;--TH - ltf(/J/(J FoiL c,A;uoJ (;. gkC-/(, 

A-tr.0) p U? A<. I? F Z]J D /1 y C- 0 (v(jJi/tZ}) I 
0 F ~/Je jt-; 1 20lS , 

(].) Et£-c . {52: LL S' /rfDUJ .dJ ?- . 

g~ Port~ (o£c. JL FA-croll~ +-- --
Cc,A- !< f!r?NI F lt-vHJrtS o JJ 

AUG 05 2013 

p Jrf- f: >~ :s .j-~. 
C, ft;-& L- :C F- )lOLL tftf-U£?- Qu£$ Tz:();(} 5,, 

17{ lj0J k!» );. GAl 5/111-?L:_ L / 
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Consumer Complaints Form 

The Public Serv~ Commi$sion no longer has the authority to accept as many of tbo consumer tclecomrnunjc(ltions complaini.S;;~;s-.;VI!imoe-11rr-----­
lhe past. The PSC may still accept consumer complaints dealing with the L1fcline Program. Relay Service:, and Pay Pbone Service. Other 
consumer telecommunications complaints (excluding Slamming) ~houl<l be filed with the Depanment of Agriculture and Consvmer Services. 
Complaints about Slamming stlould be filed with the federal Communications Commission. 

For consUJTler telecommunications complaints, you may contact the 
Florida Depaflment of Agriculture, Division of Consumer Serv1cc:s at: 

Florida Oepartment of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
2005 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassc:c:, Fl.. 32399-Q500 
General telephone: number: 1-850-410·3800 
Toll-free Consumer Hotline: (within Florida): I -800-435-7352 
Toll-f~e Spanish Hooinc: 1-800-352·9832 
www.800belvfla com 

To leam about companies the PSC regulates, read When to Call.lh£ 
P')C (PDF S~c 564 KB) 

For slamming complaints you may cootect the Federal 
Communications Coounission at: 

Federal Communications Cornmission 
445 12th Street SW 
Washington, DC 20$54 
1"oiJ-free Telephone: 1-888-22.5-5322 
ITY: 1-888-835-5322 
www,tts; gov/comolaint~ 

Help - Instructions for using tlli~ turm 

Con•pany lnfonnHtion 

®Electric 0 Dell)y in Service 
O NaturaJ Ga~ 0 Improper Billing 
0 Telecommun icstions 0 Service Outage 
0 Water & Wastewater 0 Rcpairs 

®Other Co.IJlplaint 

Contact (nfurrnati01l (• ~qu in:d) 

Dukl! Ener!lY Florida, Inc. dltlls Duke Eneroy 
Florida Power & Llgllt CQmp;;~ny 
Florida Public UUlitiO$ Company 
Gulf Power Company 
Tampa ElectriC COmP""Y 

Consumer l nfu rmntion 

Servtce Account Information 

•First ;-- · - ·-- ·-.,, •Last . ··-·--- -·· 
Name . Th~~~~ CommunitJ Name 

Telephone ['941 3n£3~o··------J Email 
-· .... J 

• Account I Tho Me~ Commun~ Account [357os::..gns --, 
N3Jllc ·•• Num~r ·-···---·····-

•Horne 
Addrc:$6 §:o~ Long,i;eadow , ... ·-~---·- · ·::==__ __ . .J •service ~·-- · -·­

Address ! OOi Lor.gmeaaow -] 
.. ··------··---__J 

•City fsa"'sota -· --1 ~~are *Zip 1_34235 ·- --··-· ·1 *City *Zip 
-------., 
1.~~~~--.J --·--- -- · · ·-· ' FL ~ 

::1 PSC was conta~tcd previously regl)rding trus complaint ~Service &n<J Contact In !Ormation are the same 

Compluint Dctuil~ 

w;;·· ~~~-~-)iis···s t ;~etliqi;;~;~-;w-;,-;dby fPL: t.o1· wt~icr, -;;;-·pa~--;.,;,·; l. ; , iy ·;,;n-~;. l>e ~:.ween De <;. ot ~ ·~12- · ~-,:;d-May~!-- · 
this yea r . our fa l es !or severol it~m~ WM\. up substant.l~lly . <:001pon en~ .:ode PMCOOl. Non-10 n~:>rgy fixture$, "' 
w" nt ~rom r~ l. e /ulllt ~ . (•5 to 5 - 9~. a n l ncreoee of 54 . 8 \. Cornpnnosnt. r.od11 UNC f'. Non- enerqy Mainte nan.:e , "'enl 
nt rr.o"' cal e / l!nH .Ocl to .o;H , end incre~se of 61. 9\. Ancthe r aim! Ja t fil Cto<·, l bte<l ;u=r. "" C:ompnnijn t 
C<XJs, N<.>;, - en~r\IY Haint.eMn::!l. -...ent nom . 0:.>14 Lo .06 33, a t bu u f 6 ~ t. 1hi~ h,, s Cii iJ t' ad our mcn ~ l•"v l:ius 
r.o qo •>r \:!y aovu t :.1';00/:n<ml.!.. I h e '"" t ~:~l lu•d w: r.h r n ; they &tatu th:Jt r.nPse ~ncr~ as ~<a ate io!)pc<Jv t.<.l by 
th" ~sr:. 

v IJ th<>~;~ht ~. he re we re r.or:t rol.s lJ' p l a c:e, by lh" PSC, t u qov<>ru t.h" i m:r"''"""· w.., ""'1 ;• No( - f(>r - !'n>f.\ t. 
Hcr.".\~OWf•\! t' ~ Ae$..:..ClOL.i.u~; , um.! w\-: t1u out. !iav.: n hudy~ 1. jH pl~c;" for t.lu~:se ! o t'Q1? in~raaSilt'· ..... -........... . ... ·-· ··-.. - . ·-----···----- .. ·· .... . . - -~ -......... -· -··--- ----~----

Submit Cnmplnint 

Submission Options 

Tht comp~any you have ~elected hll.\ agretd to (lll rticipstc in 11 pilot projc(t designed to shorten tb~ length of time it 11\kes to re.<Jolve 
complalnb from customers 

• Option I: (This option may result in a quicker resolution of your complaint.) As n utility customer who is tiling a complaint with the 
Public Service COfllf\11$Sion's web site, you may choose to sen<:! yotJr online compl~inl directly to t)'lc compl)ny The company· ~ then 
required to contact you to acknowledge n:cc:ipt of your complaint by the next busint:Ss da y. 
Option 2: You may file a complaint with the PSC if you desire. or if the compa11y's response to your complaint is unS»tisfactory 

Send complaint to: 

O Fiorida Power & Li&ht Company 

®Flori<:!~ Pubhc Service Commission 

httn :/ lv.:ww _nsc.state. fl . us/consumers/comnlaints/index2.asnx 

.,..------------ .. ··""" ..... ·~ 
, _, .... ... ·-·- ····-··-· .. ~·--· · .. ·- . 

6/ 17/2013 



; t : 1 .t r • • ~·.-.· • ,:, . ··t• :• . • · 1, •• ~· ".' 

')l( 

56113570549778 4853208 00 00 

; '~; H'oY. ·~ : :·.:· /:;. 

"~ " . i ~ .c ~ · .. :.,~ 
I 27 

Please request changes on the 1>8Ck. 
Noles on the front w1tl not be oetecteo. 

Ttle amount enclosed includes ttle rouowlng oonatton: 

FPL care To Share s -----

A A 5 

NBWNOJNQ *** 
#1819843BQ386538I 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOC IATION INC 

56 11 4 

1 450036 

2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1844 

Make check P<'Y~ble to FPL In u.s. funds 
ana mall along with this coupon to: 

FPL 
GENERAL MAIL FACILITY 
MIAMI FL 331 88-0001 

Account number Amount enclosed 

35705-49778 $ 

four electric statement Account number: 35705-49778 
:or: Apr 16 2013 to May 16 2013 (30 days) 
:ustomer name: THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
iervlce address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS 

Statement aate: 
Next bi ll date: 

May 16 2013 
Jun 15 2013 

Amount 
of your 
laS1 1>111 Payments 

(·) 

7.801.59 7,801.59 CR T---- ---·· 
otal lo:Wh u:~oo 

nergy usage 
L.lst 
Ye~ r 

Wh ti"IIS month 14564 
·er vtce days 29 
VVh per day 502 

·The ~lectric nrvice amount 
•eludes the fo llowing charges: 
on-ruel energy ctlarge: 

14664 

This 

Ye~ r 

14564 
30 

485 

W .029840 per lt.Wh 
uel charge: 10.026900 par I<Wh 

MJ.!'- 2 (I ·, ;:; · 

Balance 
Additional befOre 

aCtiVIty 
(+or -l 

new charges 
( - ) 

0.00 0.00 -··· · . ,. 

Amount of your last bill 
Payment received - Thank you 
Balance before new charges 

New 
cneroes 

(+") 

8,023.58 
·-

Total New 
amount charges 
you owe 

( - ) 
due by 

$8,023.58 Jun 06 2013 -·· --· -·- --··----

7,801 .59 
7,801 .59CR 

$0 .00 -

Haw !:Nrges (Rate: SL-1 STREET LIGHTING SERVICE) 

Electric sen11ce amount 
Storm charge 
Gross receipts tax 
Franch•se charge 
Florida sales tax 
Discretionary sales surtax 
Total new charges 

Total amount you owe 

6,989.17•• 
145.50 
24.93 
422 .4~ 

391.56 
50.00 

$8,0'23.56 

$8,023.58 

- Payments received after June 00, 2013 are cons1dered late; a tate payment 
charge, the greater of SS.OO or 1.5% or your wst due balance will apply. Your 
account may also be billed a oeposlt adjustment 

-Charges and anergy usage are based on the facilities contracteo. F.ac1hty, 
energy and fuel costs are available upon request. 

- The Florida Public Servtce COmmission approveo a quarterly storm charge 
adjustment, which will apply to your bi ll beginning June 1. VIsit 
www.FPLconvrates to le<~rn more atx>ut the charges on your bill. 

Please have your ~c~ount num~r rea<ly Wilen con tac11n9 FPL. 
customer service: 1·800·375-2434 

~!c ·• · Outside Flortaa: 1-800-226-3545 
W To report power outages: 1-800-40UTAGE (4~·6243) 
::;pL Hearingtspeecn Impaired: 711 (Relay Service) 
___ • ___ - - ---·- · ·- ---·- ·---- - __E.nllne at: ·- -- www.FPl.eom __ • -·· ·-· .. 

AUG 05 2013 
I 
! 
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~ 4.50036 

IBWNDJ~Q *•* 
176805RFMS472345K 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235- 1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05·16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS # MEADOWS. SARASOTA FL 34230 

. 
COMPONENT OWNER/ RAT[/ 

CODE WATTS LUMENS MAIHT CIUAHTITY UNIT KW.H USEO AMOUNT 

29 KWH E 1 29 Energy .720000 .72 

60 KWH E 8 4a0 
Energy 1.50000() 12.00 

HPS0070 70 6300 F 332 9 ,628 Energy .noooo 239.04 Non-energy 
Fixtures 3 .580000 1,188.56 
Maintenance 1.680000 557.76 

HPS0100 100 9500 F 7 287 
Energy 1.()20000 7.14 
Non-energy 

Fixtures 3.640000 25.48 
Maintenance 1.690000 11 .83 

HPS0150 150 16000 F 59 3,540 

t 

AUG 05 2( 

MA)' 2 0 ·1
'" • ' I 

• F. FPL OWNS & MAINTAINS E -CUSTOMER OWNS 8o MAINTAINS R ·CUSTOMER OWNS, I'Pl RELAMPS 

: I ' II : • ! • • I 0 ,•f' I. t •,; I .' ~ '' •I ~ ' 11'1 •, 

: . . 
RFMS43AA.201305 

Print Date: May 16. 2013 

Page 1 
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3 450036 

#BWNOJNQ *** 
176805R fMS472345H 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOC IATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235- 1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Sch9dulo Charges for 
Street Ughts 

Account Number: 3570$-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

COMPOH(HT 
COO£ WATTS 

Energy 
Non-energy 

Fixtures 
Maintenance 

HPS0150 
Energy 
Non-energy 

Relamp 

PMC0001 
Non-energy 

Fixtures 

UCNP 
Non-energy 

Maintenanc;e 

UCUP 

1$0 

LUMENS 

16000 

OWHfR/ 
MAIHT 

R 

QUANTITY 

10 

386 

~0~558 
2.671 

?~ 

RATE/ 
UNIT 

1.500000 

3.760000 
1.720000 

1.500000 

1.750000 

KWH USED 

600 

A MOUNT 

88.50 

221.84 
101.48 

15.00 

17.50 

2.300.56 

1514.97 

'F • FPL OWNS&. MAINTAINS E • CUS"TOMER OWNS S. MAINTAINS R • CUSTOMER OWNS. FPL RELAMPS 

; 
:pL, 

' • . 0.. ,t• • -.•; .~ \ •• ,-.-: ... f' Print Date : M ay 16, 2013 

Page 2 
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4 4.50036 

#BWNOJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
TH£ M(AOOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA Fl 34235-1844 

.5611 000099 

Derail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: OS- 16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS, SARASOTA Fl34230 

COMPONENT 
COOP: WATTS 

Non-energy 
Maintenance 

LUMENS 
OWNER/ 
MAJNT OUAHTITY 

Energy sub total 
Non-energy sub total 

RAT£/ 
UHIT K.WH USED AMOUNT 

222.49 

3$:2.40 
6,162.47 

- ·-·- - - - --· -----• ------••••v'~------·----1-----+----
Sub total 

Energy conservation cost recovery 

capaclly payment recovery charge 
l:nvlronmental cost recovery cl'large 

Storm charge 
Fuel charge 

Electric service amount 
Gross receipts tax 

Franchise charge 

Florida sales tax 
Discretionary sales surtax 

Total 

14,564 

14,564 

6,524.67 

21.70 

36.99 
12.96 

145.50 
392.65 

7,134.67 
:?4.93 

422.42 

391.56 
50.00 

8,023.S8 

·F. FPL OWNS & MAII-ITAINS E • CUSTOMIOI~ OWNS & MAINTAINS R ·CUSTOMER OWNS, FPL RELAMPS 

' ' ·, • I ; • !' . .' 

Print Date: May 16, 2013 

Page 3 



.Diane Hood 

From: 
·sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

*New Fax Received!* 

PSC Fax Server <Fax@ psc.state.fl.us > 
Monday, August OS, 2013 2:26 PM 
Consumer Contact 

FPSC , 6 page(s) 
FAX-2013-08-05 14_25_57.tif 

You have received a 6 page fax from FPSC (). 

It was sent to 8504136362. The fax is attached to this emai l, open the attachment to view your fax. 

,_ 
.r--)----
1 1 . ~-

:/ r--.. ... ,, 

f~Ju: AUG 05 2013 
I 

r , ' ' l.... __ _ 

-.........._ -··-

1 



.Angie Calhoun 

From: 
·sent: 
Cc: 

consu merComplaint@ psc.state.fl.us 

Monday, June 17, 2013 9:30 AM 
Consumer Contact 

Subject: E-Form Other Complaint TRACKING NUMBER: 33798 

CUSTOMER INFORMATION 

Name: The Meadows Community Association Inc 
Telephone: 941 3772300 
Email: lensmally@meadowsca.com 
Address: 2004 Longmeadow Sarasota FL 34235 

BUSINESS INFORMATION 

Business Account Name: The Meadows Community Association Inc Account Number: 35705-49778 
Address: 2004 Longmeadow Sarasota Florida 34235 

COMPLAINT INFORMATION 

Complaint: Other Complaint against Florida Power & Light Company 
Details: 
We have 386 streetlights, owned by FPL, for which we pay monthly charges. Between Dec. of20l2 and May 
of this year, our rates for several items went up substantially. Component code PM COO 1, Non-energy fixtures, 
went from rate/unit 3.85 to 5.96, an increase of 54.8%. Component code UNCP, Non-energy Maintenance, 
went up from rate/unit .021 to .034, and increase of 61.9%. Another similar factor, listed just as Component 
Code, Non-energy Maintenance, went from .0514 to .0833, a rise of 62%. This has caused our monthly bills to 
go up by about $1500/month. I have talked with FPL; they state that these increases are approved by the PSC. 
I thought there were controls in place, by the PSC, to govern the increases. We are a Not-for-Profit, 
Homeowners Association, and we do not have a budget in place for these large increases. 

1 



TRANSMISSION VERIFICATION REPORT 

Re: 

DATE, TIME 
FAX NO. /NAME 
DURATION 
PAGE(S) 
RESULT 
MODE 

. .STATE OF FLORIDA . 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
T .<'\LLAHASSEE, FL -32399·085Q 

Inquiry #---.!/____:,..../__:__/..I..L,_f_S~3_/. _C __ 

08/07 14: 14 
FPL 
00: 05:09 
12 
OK 
STANDARD 

TIME 08/07/2013 14: 20 
NAtv1E FPSC 
FAX 8507170116 
TEL 8507170115 
SER . ff L8J825925 

To: Roseanne Lucas 

Office/Business: Floii·d~ Power & Light 

Fax: 305'~552-4592 
From: Division of Regulatory 
Compliance and Consumer Assistance 

Voice; 850-413-6100 
Fax: 850-413-7168 
No. of Pages (Including Cover): 

Notes: If you have. any questions, please contact Ruth McHargue at 850~413-6117. 



Len Smally, Manager 
Meadows Community Association 
2004 Longmeadow 
Sarasota. FL 34235 
Phone: (941) 377-2300 
Fax: (941) 377-2248 
Email: lensmally@mycomcaslcom 

Fax 

Meadows 
Community 
Association 

FaxoH OO- S(/-oSO~ •••• ., (; (rNu, COV6-_-f) 
Phone: Date: q -£- / .3 
Re: // { 3 i () C[ C CC: 

0 Urgent 0 For Review 0 Please Comment 0 Please Reply 0 Please Recycle 

~ 

• Comments: 

{2~771 - /t-f!JU)(.5 FoiL GAlLZJU c- g~cj( 
49 

A-tr:(') Pu?f)0,~ FZJJD !"' '/ 0 o;vtfJV"rvJI 
oF ~Ne ;t-; 1 2o(~, 

CJ) £ vr:;- C . g & LL S' ffD vu .D{J 1-'­

b~RJflr:--(o;;c. , ;z_ F-+CJD/15) v--
c 0-- !< f! t?NI F lrvHJ fl S o A) 

p ;t-u:-C 3>a 2 +-~. 
C _AruL r F- you_ 

{!~/ ffvU~ 

tf A-U~ Q u£<; Tz;t) ;US, 

L GAl 5/111-iL L I 
7 



Consumer Complaints Form 

The Public Service Comrn1ssion no longer has the authority to accept as many of the consumer telecommunications complaints~aiSs\',I"C"'h':l1~in-----­the past The PSC may sull accept consumer complaints dealing wuh the Lifeline Program, Relay Service, and Pay Phone Service Other consumer telecommunlcauons complamts (excluding Slamming) should be filed with the Department of Agncuhure and Consumer Services Complaints about Slammmg should be filed wuh the Federal Communications Commission. 
For consumer tclecommunicauons complaints. you may contact the 
Flonda Department of 1\gncuhure. D1v1sion of Consumer Services at 

For slamming complaints you may contact the Federal 
Communications CommiSSIOn at: 

Florida Department of Agnculture and Consumer Services 
2005 Apalachce Park" a) 
Tallahassee. FL 32399.()500 
General telephone number 1-850-410-3800 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 121h Street SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-225-5322 
TTY· 1-888-835-5322 

~~ Toll-free Consumer llothne (within Florida)· 1-800-435-7352 
Toll-free Span1sh Haline 1-800-352-9832 
""" .800helplla ~om 

To !cam about compann:s the PSC regulates, read When to Call the 
PSC (PDF Sl7e 56-l KB) 

www. fcc .ll.ov/complamts -------:-:­
gou5~('[ - )55l 

®Electric 
0 Natural Gas 

0 Delay in Service 
0 Improper Billing 

0 Telecommunications 0 Service Outage 
0 Water & Wastewater 0 Repairs 
~------------·---

®Other Complamt 

Contact lnfonnauon (• requ11-cd) 

llelp- lnstrut:llons li1r USIIII\ tlus limn 

Compan~· lnfonualion 
r.o=-u-:-k-e-:E:-n-e-rg-y-:F::-:Io_r_td,..a-. ,..In-c-. d"'lb::-/:-a-:o=-u-=k-e-:E=-n-e-rg_y _______ _ 
Sot ide Powert.-t:lght Company 
Florida Public Utilities Company 
Gulf Power Company 
Tampa Electnc Company 

Electric Compamcs Regula c 

CtHlSutncr Information 

Serv1ec Account lnformauon 

'First 
Name 

r.:::-::::- - • Last 
J!heMeadows Communt) Name AssociatiOn Inc 

Telcphonc~1 3772300 - ] Email 
*I lome 
Address 
*C'II) ' sarasota 

=--] 

- PSC was contacted pre' Joust~ rcgardmg thiS complaint 

• Account iThe Meadows Commun•9 Account 35705-49778 Name · Number ' ---
*Service - ---------12004 Longmeadow Address 

Sarasota ____ --:J 

tl Scrv1ce and Contact lnf0m1ation arc the same 

Cnmplaint Deta il~ 

we have J~6 !'tr t:-e 11qnt.s, o,..rjc.d by f'FL , f o r "-hich ··•P pay :ncnth 'I chdrq(~. Ben ... ·~en L'er. of ~01. .. ,nJ :~ar 4!: 

ftc (-J-!tR 6-U, 

UllS year , our tales ~or •pv.,ral Hems "ent up substanllallr . Compone11t code ! MCOOl , Ncn-enor')y !ix t'.Jr'!s , "I went frorn rate/ JnJt ~ - !'\~ t ' . 96 , an Jncre a sP. of 54. 8\ . Component cod«: UNCP, Non-e nerf1Y l·1i1 lfltPti .. "Hu.':~ , wont lur from t a t e/ur.Jt . 0~1 to .014, and I nc rease o f 61. 9\ . Another Sl mll<>r factot , lls t ed lUSt as r:ornponqrn Code. r-;~n-'!n~rg~· ~1 .. ' ;.enu ... c , ·.,ent ftcm . 01: ' to . 0833" , a r1se of 0:'\. Th1s h.s causc{J our n'on • hly b1!ls tO qo u;: b) i~bou• ••',00/t:l(>r' •· 1 h.,·,~ tall<ecJ w: th fFL : t:.ey state ~t.ar th<'Se :n l ~dS<•S ar<> df•rrcv<:>u by •h~ PSC . 
p t hcuqht t h e n ! ~<er<? conuols l n pliH'e, by t he PSC. t o govern the 1 ncr~>ases . WI' a r " ' ' IJ :.L-l or- f" tl•f:t , jHomeo••ne r s ~t.:_on • .1r1d "'"" do not have a budget i:1 place fo r t hese larg~ Hocr.,asP~ . ____ _ 

Submit Cumplaint 

Submission Options 

The company you have selected has agrcrd to J"lrticip:lle in a pilot project M signctl to sho•·tcnthc length of lime it tai(CS to resolve complaints from customers 

Option I (This option may result in a qu1cker resolution of your complamt ) As a uuht~ customer" ho JS lihn~ a complamt "tth the Public Service Conumssion's \\Cb site. )'OU may choose 10 send your online complaint directly to the company. ·n,c company IS then required to contact you to acknowledge receipt of your complmnt by the next business day. 
Opuon 2 You may file a complamt w1th the PSC 1fyou dcs~rc. or if the compan)'s response to )OUr eomplamtJs uns:ltlsfactof) 

Send complaull to · 

..., Florida Po"er & L1ght Compan\ 
.!) Florida Public Sef\' ICt: Comlll i S~ I Ui l 

hll p :/ /www. psc.stntc. n .us/consumers/com pia i nts/ i ndex2 .asp:-; ()/ 17 ?()I~ 
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56113570549778 4853 2080000 

Please request cnanges on tl'le back. 
Notes on the front w111 not be detected. 

The amount enclosed 1ncludes the follow mg donat1on: 

FPL Care To Share $ ------

A A 5 

#BWNDJ NQ *** 
#18198~3BQ386538# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNI TY 
ASSOCI ATION INC 

5611 4 

1 450036 

200~ LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1844 

Make check payable to FPL in U.S. funds 
and mail along w 1th th1s coupon to: 

FPL 
GENERAL MAIL FACILITY 
MIAMI FL 33188-0001 

Accounl number Amount enclosed 

35705-49778 $ 

Your electric statement Account number: 35705-49778 
For: Apr 16 2013 to May 16 2013 (30 days) 
Customer name: THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
Service address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS 

Statement date: 
Next b1ll date: 

May 16 2013 
Jun 15 2013 

Amount 
or your 
last b1ll Payments 

(·) 

7,801.59 7,801 .59 CR 

Total kWh used 14564 

Energy usage 
Lasl ThiS 
Year Year 

kWh thiS month 14564 14564 
Service days 29 30 
KWh per day 502 485 

.. The etecrric service amounr 
•nctudes the following charges: 
'lon- fuet energy charge: 

$0.029840 per hWh 
=uet charge: so 026960 per kWh 

Balance 
AddiiJOnat before 

aCtiVIty 
(+ or-) 

new charges 
(=) 

0.00 0.00 

Amount of your last bill 
Payment rece1ved - Thank you 

Balance before new charges 

Total 
New amount 

char~es 
(+ 

you owe 
(=) 

8,023.58 $8,023.58 

New charges (Rate: SL-1 STREET LIGHTING SERVICE) 

Electnc serv1ce amount 6,989.17 ·' 
Storm charge 145.50 
Gross receipts tax 24.93 
FranchiSe charge 422.42 
Florida sates tax 391.56 
Discretionary sates surtax 50.00 

Total new charges 

Total amount you owe 

New 
charges 
due by 

Jun 06 2013 

7,801.59 
7,801.59CR 

$0.00 

$8,023.58 

$8,023.58 

- Payments rece1ved after June 06, 2013 are conSidered tate: a ta te payment 
charge, the greater o f $5.00 or 1.5% ol your past due balance w 111 apply. Your 
account may also be billed a deposit adJustment. 

- Charges and energy usage are based on the fac1llt1es contracted. Fac111ty, 
energy and fuel costs are ava1labte upon request . 

- The Florida Public Service Commiss1on approved a quar1erty storm charge 
adjustment, which w ill apply to your bill begrnnrng June 1. V1s1t 
www.FPL.com/rates to learn more about the charges on your bill. 

Please have your accounl number ready when conlacHng FPL 
Customer serv1ce: 1-800-375-2434 
Outs1de Florida: 1-800-226·3545 
To repor1 power outages· 1 800 40UTAGE (468-8243) 
Heanng/speech lmpa~red: 711 (Relay Serv1ce) 
Online at: www FP L com 
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2 450036 

/IBWNDJNQ *** 
/176805RFMS472345/I 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235- 1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/ Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS #MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

. 
COMPONENT OWNER/ RATE/ CODE WATTS LU MENS MAINT QUANTITY UNIT KWH USED AMOUNT 

29 KWH E 1 29 Energy 
.720000 .72 

60 KWH E 8 480 Energy 1.500000 12.00 

HPS0070 70 6300 F 332 9,628 Energy .720000 239.04 Non-energy 
Fixtures 

3.580000 1,188.56 Maintenance 1.680000 557.76 

HPS0100 100 9500 F 7 287 Energy 1.020000 7.1 4 Non-energy 
Fixtures 3.640000 25.48 Marntenance 1.690000 11.83 

HPS0150 150 16000 F 59 3,540 

Ml-'' 20 I 11. 

·F. FPL OWNS & MAINTAINS E ·CUSTOMER OWNS & MAINTAINS R ·CUSTOMER OWNS FPL RELAMPS 

RFM S43A/\ 201305 

Print Date : May 16. 2013 

Page 
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3 450036 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNI TY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235- 1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number : 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service A ddress: STREET LIGHTS # MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

COMPONENT OWNER/ RATE/ 
CODE WATTS LUMENS MAINT OUANTITY UNIT KWH USED AMOUNT 

Energy 1.500000 88.50 Non-energy 
Fixtures 3.760000 221.84 Maintenance 1.720000 101.48 

HPS0150 150 16000 R 10 600 Energy 1.500000 15.00 Non-energy 
Retamp 1.750000 17.50 

PMC0001 386 
Non-energy 

~0~>58 
F1xtures 

2,300.56 
UCNP 

Non-energy 
Maintenance 

1514.97 

UCUP 

• F • FPL OWNS 8. MAINTAINS E ·CUSTOMER OWNS 8. MAINTAINS R · CUSTOMER OWNS, FPL RELAMPS 

Print Date · May 16, 2013 

Page 2 
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1 •c ;oda Pc.. .ver & L1gnt Comp.;ny 
'i't:" t"<O:t 02596 

l·!i ?.m' Fl 33102 

4 450036 

#BWNDJNQ *** 
#76805RFMS472345# 
THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 
2004 LONGMEADOW 
SARASOTA FL 34235-1844 

5611 000099 

Detail of Rate Schedule Charges for 
Street Lights 

Account Number: 35705-49778 
Service From: 04-16-2013 

Service To: 05-16-2013 
Service Days: 30 

KWH/Day: 485 

Service Address: STREET LIGHTS # MEADOWS, SARASOTA FL 34230 

COMPONENT 
CODE WATTS 

Non-energy 
Maintenance 

~AAY 2 0 

LUMENS 
OWNER/ 
MAINT QUANTITY 

~~ 0 
/ .. 
c,ftltt.. 

Energy sub total 
Non-energy sub total 

Sub Ictal 

Energy conservation cost recovery 

Capacity payment recovery charge 
Environmental cost recovery charge 

Storm charge 
Fuel charge 

Electric service amount 
Gross receipts tax 
Franchise charge 

Florida sales tax 
Discretionary sales surtax 

Total 

RATE/ 
UNIT KWH USED 

14,564 

14,564 

AMOUNT 

222.49 

362.40 
6 ,162.47 

6 ,524.£;7 

21.70 

36.99 
12.96 

145.50 
392.65 

7,134.67 
24.93 

422.42 

391.56 
50.00 

8,023.58 

·F . FPL OWNS & MAINTAINS E ·CUSTOMER OWNS & MAINTAINS R ·CUSTOMER OWNS. FPL RELAMPS 

.,;:-' li• !i'lt' ("" ·~tl ,,r•, Print Date: M ay 16, 2013 
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Meadows Community Association, Inc. 
2004 Longmeadow 

Sarasota, Florida 34235 

AUG 1 6 2013 

F.P.S.C. / 
CHAIRMAN BAISE 

.. , 

DISTRIBUT/:J~J CENTER 

13 AL'G 16 ;,;'! ?: r)D 

Mr. Ronald A. Brise, Chairman 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

I' I II• 1111•1• 111lw 1 Jl 11n111 '11 • l111lr• • •1l1
1

11' ·I' •
111 

• 
111 ·I 'I 



Request No. 1113409C Name Business: THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 
-------------------

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

CONSUMER REQUEST 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FL. 32399-850 
850-413-6100 

Name 

,Jublit ~trbitt ~ommtssion 
Company FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

Business Name THE MEADOWS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION Company Code EI802 

Address 2004 LONGMEADOW County Sarasota 
By AC 

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM 
WITH REPORT OF ACTION TO: 

ANGIE CALHOUN 

Request No. 1113409C -------
Time 09:52 Date 06/17/2013 

Consumer's 
Telephone # (941) -377-2300 Type GI-14 Phone E-FORM 

City/Zip Sarasota 

Account Number 

34235-
Can be 
Reached 

E-Mail Addresslensmally@meadowsca.com Outreach 

Public Official N 

Customer email regarding increase in rates. Forwarding to supervisor for review. ACalhoun 
"-----Original Message-----
From: consumerComplaint@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:consumerComplaint@psc.state.fl.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:30AM 
Cc: Consumer Contact 
Subject: E-Form Other Complaint TRACKING NUMBER: 33798 

CUSTOMER INFORMATION 

Name: The Meadows Community Association Inc 
Telephone: 941 3772300 
Email: lensmally@meadowsca.com 
Address: 2004 Longmeadow Sarasota FL 34235 

BUSINESS INFORMATION 

Business Account Name: The Meadows Community Association Inc Account Number: 35705-49778 
Address: 2004 Longmeadow Sarasota Florida 34235 

PAGE NO : 1 

Date 06/17/2013 



------------------------------------------------------------------

COMPLAINT INFORMATION 

Complaint: Other Complaint against Florida Power & Light Company 

Details: 
We have 386 streetlights, owned by FPL, for which we pay monthly charges. Between Dec. of 2012 and May of this year, our 
rates for several items went up substantially. Component code PMC001, Non-energy fixtures, went from rate/unit 3.85 to 5.96, 
an increase of 54.8%. Component code UNCP, Non-energy Maintenance, went up from rate/unit .021 to .034, and increase of 
61.9%. Another similar factor, listed just as Component Code, Non-energy Maintenance, went from .0514 to .0833, a rise of 

62%. This has caused our monthly bills to go up by about $1500/month. I have talked with FPL; they state that these 
increases are approved by the PSC. 
I thought there were controls in place, by the PSC, to govern the increases. We are a Not-for-Profit, Homeowners 
Association, and we do not have a budget in place for these large increases." 

08/05/2013 - Caller states he's wondering about status of this complaint because he hasn't heard anything from the PSC or 
from the Company since the complaint was filed. Advised caller that he will receive a call back once the file is pulled. 
Caller ' s name is Len Smally and his best contact is 941-377- 2300. MBermudez 

8/5/2013 - I called Len Smally and left a message that we needed a copy of the bill in dispute to verify what he is being 
billed. Also advised we were contacting FPL regarding his billing concerns. 

08/05/2013 - Caller request to speak with RMcHargue. Sup not available at time of call. Caller states he received a call 
from Sup requesting that he send a bill copy to the PSC and he was wondering what address or fax he could send that 
information too. Provided address and fax number. MBermudez 

08/05/13 Customer correspondence received via fax; forwarded to RMcHargue. /ewe 

08/05/2013 See complaint 1118531E. ACalhoun 

8/5/2013 - bill copy added to file. rmchargue 
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