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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Review of GridFlorida 
Regional Transmission 1 Docket No. 020233-E1 
Organization (RTO) Proposal 1 

COMMENTS OF SEMINOLE MEMBER COOPERATIVES 
REGARDING GMDFLORIDA COMPLIANCE FILING 

Pursuant to the “Order Establishing Procedure” issued by the Florida Public Service 

Commission (“FPSC” or “Commission”) in this docket on April 3,2002, the Seminole Member 

Cooperatives,l/ which have intervened separately in this proceeding, submit these comments for 

consideration by the Commission regarding the March 20,2002 compliance filing by the 

GridFlorida Applicants. 

Perspective 

The first point to be made is that the Seminole Member Cooperatives bring a different 

perspective to this proceeding. We are not primarily transmission or generation owners, each of 

which groups has motivations that are entirely understandable but not necessarily consistent with 

what should be the FPSC’s ultimate goal in this proceeding, namely the welfare of the retail 

electric consumer. The Seminole Member Cooperatives are distribution systems that are owned 

by their over 700,000 consumer-members, who use in excess of 12 billion kWh per year, and 

- 1 / The Seminole Member Cooperatives are Central Florida Electric Cooperative, Inc., Clay 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., Glades Electric Cooperative, Inc. , Lee County Electric 
Cooperative, Inc., Peace River Electric Cooperative, Inc., Sumter Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., Suwannee Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc., Talquin Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Withlacoochee River Electric Cooperative, 
Inc. 



hence our sole interest in this proceeding is that the outcome be one that ensures a reliable power 

supply at a reasonable price for those consumers. If an RTO does not improve the lot of the 

retail consumer, then it should not happen. Our conclusion is that an RTO, ifproperly 

constructed, will benefit the retail consumer in the state and hence bring value to elect& 

operations in the state. The purpose of these comments is to provide what we believe will be 

helpful input to the FPSC in achieving a common goal. 

Background 

The Seminole Member Cooperatives do not come to this exercise without relevant 

experience in addition to that gained from serving our retail consumer-owners. We have 

participated in the extended collaborative process which led to the GridFlorida filing at the 

FERC in Docket No. RTO1-67; we have filed extensive comments with the FERC on the 

GridFlorida proposal; we participated in the mediation proceeding for the Southeast conducted 

by the FERC; we are represented by one of our members on the GridFlorida Advisory 

Committee; and we have participated in the limited stakeholder process that preceded the March 

20,2002 compliance filing in this proceeding. We understand the issues and the objectives of 

the different participant classes. 

Governance 

This Commission’s December 20,2001 Order has resulted in the filing of a non-profit 

ISO. We support that outcome. The Seminole Member Cooperatives believe that a for-profit 

transco could well have resulted in unhealthy conflicts of interest between the RTO, which 

would have a vested interest in maximizing income from its transmission asset base, and the 

other stakeholders in the process. We have suffered for years at the hands of for-profit 

2 



transmission owners, and we welcome the end of that era. The FPSC will have to be vigilant to 

ensure that true independence is the watchword of GridFlorida and that real control of the 

transmission assets is turned over to the RTO. This Commission has taken an important first 

step in that process. A not-for-profit RTO should share the same goals as the FPSC and the 

Seminole Member Cooperatives, namely low-priced and reliable service to the ultimate 

consumer. 

Reliability 

One area in which the Seminole Member Cooperatives have suffered over the years from 

being served at wholesale by investor-owned utilities is that these utilities were incented to 

discriminate against the Seminole Member Cooperatives in order to gain a competitive 

advantage. The most obvious area in which such discrimination has occurred is service 

reliability. The transmission service to our systems is substantially inferior to that provided to 

the investor-owned utilities’ own retail load. We have chronicled the facts supporting this 

conclusion in testimony filed with the FERC. This situation must end. 

The Seminole Member Cooperatives attempted to resolve this very serious problem in the 

FERC collaborative process, but the outcome was a major disappointment. The GridFlorida 

applicants filed with the FERC an Operating Protocol that perpetuated the preferential service 

reliability that they have historically enjoyed. And the FERC did not care to get involved in a 

meaningfill fashion in what it may have perceived to be a predominantly local issue. We urge 

this Commission to exercise its legislative authority to address this issue, which the GridFlorida 
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applicants themselves argued was within this Commission’s purview,z/ so that all retail 

customers in the state enjoy comparably reliable transmission service. The specifics of the 

problem and what needs to be done to achieve this important objective are set forth in the 

attachment to this pleading. 

Transmission pricing 

Another area in which the Seminole Member Cooperatives have experienced detrimental 

discrimination is in the area of transmission pricing. One of the goals of an RTO is to eliminate 

pancaking so that a truly competitive wholesale generation market exists, which in turn should be 

the source of real savings to retail consumers in the state. But the GridFlorida applicants want to 

perpetuate for five years the discriminatory pricing under which the Seminole Electric 

Cooperatives, as transmission dependent utilities (“TDUs”), contribute our load ratio share of the 

transmission costs of the IOUs and in addition pay for the entire costs of comparable 

transmission to get power from their grid to our delivery points. Such pancaked rates mean that 

our retail consumers are treated unfairly vis-a-vis the retail consumers served by the IOUs. 

There never was a rational basis for such unduly discriminatory treatment, and it must end 

immediately, not over an extended period. The transmission facilities owned by the Seminole 

Member Cooperatives, and by their full requirements supplier, Seminole Electric Cooperative, 

Inc., are every bit as much of the integrated Florida grid as the facilities of comparable voltage 

( i e . ,  230 and 69 kV) owned by the IOUs. The Seminole Member Cooperatives trust that this 

Commission’s sense of fairness will dictate its support for the elimination now of this patent 

- 2/ See GridFlorida Applicants’ February 16,2001 Answer in Docket No. RTO1-67 at SO. 
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discrimination against retai1 consumers not served by the GridFlorida applicants. 

Market design and market power 

As this Commission has recognized in its December 20,2001 Order, there is 

unquestioned market power in the hands of the GridFlorida applicants. That fact alone makes the 

imposition of truly competitive markets an impossibility. Thus, it is important to have in place 

before any such markets are instituted the appropriate structural mechanisms and market 

monitoring procedures. The Seminole Member Cooperatives believe that the Commission has 

made a good start on the former issue in its December 20,2001 Order, and support the 

Commission in its continued vigilance to make sure that markets are only permitted to h c t i o n  

in a fashion that protects the ultimate consumers fiom the exercise of market power. Hopefully, 

this Commission, in addition to overseeing the structural reforms necessary to protect against 

market power abuses, will also play a proactive role in the market monitoring process. The 

benefits that justify the implementation of RTOs in this country will come from lower generation 

costs that result from open access, non-discriminatory transmission and markets that function to 

produce truly competitive outcomes. The number one enemy of competitive outcomes is the 

existence (and use) of market power. Unquestioned market power exists in Florida, and thus 

preventing its use must be a primary goal of this Commission. 

Planning 

Another key area requiring FPSC attention is regional planning. The Planning Protocol 

submitted to the FERC as part of the GridFlorida filing and to this Commission in the prudence 

phase of this case was the result of an extended collaborative effort. That Planning Protocol 

delegated real authority and control of the regional planning process to the RTO. The 
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GridFlorida applicants now want to turn back the clock. The revised Planning Protocol 

submitted on March 20,2002, once again puts the transmission owners in the planning driver’s 

seat. 

The GridFlorida applicants contend that this attempted coup is dictated by the change 

from a transco to an ISO. That argument is disingenuous in the extreme. There is nothing about 

an IS0 that makes it less competent to handle regional planning than a trmsco. In fact, the 

reverse is true. An I S 0  will not benefit financially fiom enhanced transmission rate base, 

whereas a transco would have, and thus an I S 0  has no financial incentive to favor a transmission 

solution over the viable altematives. An IS0 is financially neutral and therefore is the best 

equipped to engage in responsible regional transmission planning. The FPSC must not permit its 

December 20,2002 Order to be used as the launching pad for changes that were never intended 

by this Commission. This Commission did not address the Planning Protocol in its December 20 

Order, and the GridFlorida applicants’ attempt to use it to their own advantage as transmission 

owners must be thwarted. 

Conclusion 

The Seminole Member Cooperatives share this Commission’s view that an RTO must 

benefit the ultimate consumer if it is to take control of the transmission in the state. An RTO 

may cause transmission rates to rise somewhat in the near term, but the end result, lower 

generation costs, which constitute the bulk of our power costs, should be well worth the trade- 

off. However, that will only be the case if the FPSC is vigilant not to permit the GridFlorida 

applicants to thwart the process envisioned by this Commission’s December 20,2001 Order. 

Markets can only work if the appropriate market power protections are in place; planning can 
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only work if the I S 0  is put in charge of the process; open access, non-discriminatory 

transmission is meaningless unless all such facilities are treated the same for both rate and 

reliability purposes. This Commission has it within its control to ensure proper outcomes. The 

Seminole Member Cooperatives urge the Commission to follow the course set in its December 

20,2001 Order and to take whatever additional steps are necessary to ensure that retail 

consumers - all retail consumers - in the state benefit from the creation of an RTO that meets the 

laudable goaIs set forth in the FERC’s Order 2000. 

Respectfblly submitted, 

N. Wes Strickland 
Foley & Lardner Law Firm 
106 East College Avenue, Suite 900 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7732 
Phone: 850-222-6 100 

Email: tmaida@foleylaw.com 
Fax: 850-224-3101 

William T. Miller 
Miller, Balk & O’Neil, P.C. 
1 140 19* Street, N. W. 
Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Phone: 202-296-2960 

Email: wmiller@,mbolaw.com 
Fax: 202-296-0 166 

May 8,2002 

M:\Clients\l91 SOWPSCWember Comments FinaLwpd 

7 



Attachment 

The Seminole Member Systems and Seminole Electric Cooperative presented irrefutable 

evidence at the FERC in Docket No. RTO 1-67-000 that Florida Power & Light Company 

(“FPL”) and Florida Power Corporation (“FPC”) have historically provided substantially inferior 

service to the Member Systems vis-a-vis the service provided to themselvesJ The Member 

Systems’ testimony shows that in both absolute and relative terms, they are receiving delivery 

service from FPL and FPC that is unacceptably poor in terms of any measure of reliability that 

one chooses to use as the benchmark.z/ Despite this showing the FERC approved the inadequate 

and preferential reliability provisions of the GridFlorida applicants’ Operating Protocol, namely 

sections I.D.3 and 4 (Redline OATT Sheet Nos. 259-61). The Seminole Member Cooperatives 

will show below that the FERC’s acceptance in its March 28,2001 Order in Docket No. RTO1- 

67 of these sections of the Operating Protocol was error. In light of this Commission’s 

jurisdiction over such service reliability issues, it may opt to correct the FERC’s missteps, 

described below. 

Not surprisingly, the GridFlorida applicants chose not to try to rebut the evidence 

presented by the Seminole Member Cooperatives but to argue its irrelevance to the RTO 

- 1 / See testimony of witnesses High, Dyal, Hetherington, Brickhouse, Stallons, Wagner, and 
Welborn appended to the “Motion To Intervene and Protest of Seminole Member 
Systems” (“Member Protest”), filed in Docket No. RTO1-67 on January 30,2001. The 
Member Cooperatives have not been afforded an opportunity yet to file such testimony in 
this proceeding since the FPSC has only provided for comments and a workshop. 
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Attachment 

proceeding.l/ Such an argument is unavailing because the first (and most significant) reliability 

measure set forth in the Operating Protocol is that GridFlorida will provide LSEs with 

transmission service that is at least as reliable as that experienced over the past three years.41 

Since the evidence presented by the Member Systems demonstrates conclusively that the 

reliability experienced over the past three years by the Member Systems is patently worse than 

that experienced by FPL and FPC, the relevance of this evidence to the GridFlorida applicants’ 

proposal is self-evident. 

i. The findings made by the FERC in accepting the GridFlorida 
applicants’ proposal are contradicted by the unrebutted evidence of 
record and are without any support in the matters considered. 

The FERC’s first finding in its March 28,2001 Order (mimeo. at 41) on this issue is as 

follows: 

GridFlorida’s proposal requires that the level of service provided be at least 
equivalent to the reliability of the transmission system prior to GridFlorida 
assuming control. We agree that this is an appropriate standard for the formation 
of an RTO. 

This finding by itself, if meant to stand as an independent finding that the test set forth in 

Section I.D.3 of the Operating Protocol is supportable in isolation, makes no sense in light of the 

uncontroverted evidence that this test simply ensures that the GridFlorida applicants will 

continue to receive the same superior service that they have historically provided themselves and 

that the Member Cooperatives will continue to receive the same inferior service that the 

- 3/ 
- 4/ 

Applicants’ Answer at 44. 

OATT Attachment 0, Section I.D.3, Redline Sheets 258-59. 
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Attachment 

applicants have af5orded them./ Such discrimination is undue, and it is u n l a f i .  

The March 28 Order in the ensuing paragraph recognizes that the Member Cooperatives 

have presented evidence that shows that the three-year benchmark test will result in preferences 

for the GridFlorida applicants and discrimination against the Member Cooperatives, but states in 

apparent justification that “the GridFlorida proposal contains a plan to address the reliability of 

the poorest performing points of delivery.” (Mimeo. at 4 1 .) This assertion does not withstand 

scrutiny. 

Presumably what the FPSC has reference to in the above quote is Section I.D.4 of the 

Operating Protocol (Redline OATT Sheets 260-6 1). That section provides that GridFlorida will 

address the problems of the points of delivery (“PODS”) that ranked in the worst 3% in terms of 

SAIFI and the worst 3% in terms of CAIDI. But the same section mandates that in calculating 

SAIFI, “the denominator shall be the sum of all customers served from all of GridFlorida’s 

PODS (total number of customers served by GridFlorida).” (Redline OATT Sheets 260-61 . ) /  

Thus, as demonstrated in the Member System testimony, the SAIFI test is not, contrary to what 

the FERC states in the March 28 Order, aimed at addressing “the reliability of the poorest 

- 5 /  See testimony of witnesses High, Dyal, Hetherington, Brickhouse, Stallons, Wagner, and 
Welbom, passim, appended to the Member Protest in FERC Docket No. RTO 1-67. 

- 6/ In response to claims made by the GridFlorida applicants in their FERC Answer that their 
method of calculating SAIFI was consistent with IEEE standards, Seminole showed in its 
March 5,2001 Response (at 11-12) that this claim was false. The FERC arbitrarily 
rejected the March 5,2001 Member System Response (March 28 Order, mimeo. at 2), 
even though that was the only opportunity that the Member Cooperatives had to respond 
to the arguments of the applicants on the critical issue of reliability. 
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Attachment 

performing points of delivery.” (Mimeo. at 4 1 .) Rather, because of the population bias built into 

the SAIFI calculation, it addresses those larger delivery points with lesser reliability problems, as 

Seminole witness Welborn demonstrated: 

[I]f a delivery point serves 100,000 customers and experiences ten outages during 
a year, and assuming approximately 6,000,0000 GridFlorida customers, the SAIFI 
for the delivery point would be ,166 interruptions/customer. By contrast, a 
delivery point with 10,000 customers experiencing the same ten outages would 
result in a SAIFI of ,0166 interruptions/customer. This would require that the 
smaller delivery point have 100 outages during the year - i. e. , to experience ten 
times worse reliability - to have a SAIFI as high as the larger delivery point in the 
example. This population bias, of course, can be easily corrected by substituting 
in the denominator the number of customers at the affected delivery point for the 
total GridFlorida customers. [2/1 

’ 

Thus, only the CAIDI standard can be said to address the reliability of the poorest 

performing point of delivery, and in light of the limitation in Section I.D.4 that only the worst 

3% of PODS in terms of CAIDI be addressed, clearly no real headway will be made in attacking 

the severest reliability problems in the State if that paltry percentage remains intact. The FERC 

erroneously ignored this incontrovertible fact. 

The FERC in discussing the SAIFI and CAIDI tests, concluded as follows in its March 28 

Order (mimea. at 42): 

Over time, this program will reduce any disparity that may have existed in the 
reliability of certain points-of-delivery. We find that the GridFlorida proposal 
appropriately balances the utilization of resources to maintain and improve the 
reliability of the transmission system both at points-of-delivery serving large and 
small numbers of customers. 

7/ Welborn Testimony, appended to Member Protest in Docket No. RTO 1-67, at 1 1-1 2; 
emphasis in original. 
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Attachment 

This finding is patently erroneous. First, as to the statement that “[olver time, this 

program will reduce any disparity that may have existed in the reliability of certain points-of- 

delivery,” this ignores the fact that only the CAIDI test addresses the worst performing PODs, 

which means that the vast bulk of GridFIorida’s reliability budget will be spent maintaining the * 

GridFlorida applicants’ superior reliability built into the existing system. This is obviously so 

because the most significant reliability dollars will go into ensuring that the already superior 

reliability of the applicants, based on the three-year benchmark test in Section I.D.3 of the 

Operating Protocol, does not decline; likewise, the dollars spent on addressing the worst 3% of 

PODs under the SAIFI test will benefit not those PODs with the worst reliability but those with 

the largest populations experiencing lesser reliability issues. This leaves only the token dollars 

that will be spent on the worst 3% of PODS on the basis of CAIDI to fix the serious reliability 

problems that have been built into the system by the GridFlorida applicants. Thus, the 

suggestion that “over time” this program will “reduce the disparity” that exists today, while 

perhaps true if literally construed and if infinity is the time reference, ignores the reality of the 

situation, which is that it will take an absurdly long timeifor the GridFlorida applicants’ proposal 

to have any felt impact on the numerous PODs in the State with serious reliability problems. The 

program set forth in the Operating Protocol was designed by the applicants to preserve their own 

superior reliability, not to produce parity with the Member PODs within a reasonable period of 

time, and the FERC’s acceptance of that program as one that will timely address the 

demonstrated reliability issues in the State was error as it is contradicted by the uncontroverted 

evidence of record. 

, 
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Attachment 

Equally erroneous is the accompanying finding by the FERC in the March 28 Order that 

“the GridFlorida proposal appropriately balances the utilization of resources to maintain and 

improve the reliability of the transmission system both at points of delivery serving large and 

small numbers of customers.” (Mimeo. at 42.) This is glaringly false, unless by “balance[]” the 

FERC means that the vast bulk of the GridFlorida reliability budget will go toward maintaining 

the status quo ante, and not to addressing the serious reliability problems that are chronicled in 

the testimony of the Member Cooperatives. The FERC is sanctioning a one-sided program 

designed by the GridFlorida applicants to preserve their own superior reliability, to the 

competitive harm of the Member Cooperatives. The FERC’s failure to address this serious and 

obvious flaw in the Operating Protocol is error that should be corrected on rehearing. 

ii. The FERC’s failure either to adopt the Member Cooperatives’ 
Proposal or to amend the applicants’ proposal was error. 

The Member Cooperatives submitted for the FERC ’ s consideration an alternative 

proposal (“Member Proposal”), which is appended to Seminole witness Welbom’s testimony as 

Exhibit 4 in Docket No. RTO1-67. The Member Proposal, which is described in detail in the 

Member Protest in Docket No. RTO1-67 (at 34-37), requires that reliability data be calculated on 

a comparable basis so that the relevant information is available each month to compare reliability 

at PODs, at each LSE, and on a grid-wide (GridFlorida) basis; requires GridFlorida to use all of 

the significant reliability indices (SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, and MAIFI) to determine the PODs that 

are receiving the most unreliable service, without any bias for population; requires GridFlorida, 

based on its analysis of the relevant reliability indices, annually to present plans for corrective 
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Attachment 

action to those PODS in the bottom 6%; and sets forth what happens if GridFlorida does not meet 

its commitments. The Member Proposal, in a nutshell, (i) addresses in a non-discriminatory 

fashion the pressing reliability problems found by GridFlorida to exist in the State without regard 

to the size of the system serving the customers that are experiencing the inconvenience (and in e 

many instances financial harm) caused by the inferior service, whereas the GridFlorida 

applicants’ proposal is fundamentally concerned with preserving their own reliability superiority 

over entities like the Member Cooperatives, and (ii) it does so in conservative fashion (i .  e., it 

only requires that GridFlorida address the worst 6% in terms of reliability). 

The FERC, after reciting the GridFlorida applicants’ assertion that “their proposal more 

efficiently identifies those points-of-delivery that require rededication,”B/ concluded summarily 

as follows (mimeo. at 42): 

We agree and find that GridFlorida’s proposal provides an appropriate balance for 
improving transmission system reliability. We further find that the alternative 
proposal by Seminole is less desirable and will not require its implementation 

Only two points need be made. First, the finding that the GridFlorida applicants’ 

proposal “provides an appropriate balance for improving transmission system reliability” has 

been shown above (and in the prior pleadings and accompanying testimony in Docket No. RTOI - 

67) to be false, unless by balance the FERC means that the applicants have crafted a proposal 

that perpetuates the discriminatory and preferential practices in place prior to GridFlorida. The 

- 8/ This blanket (and false) assertion was made in the GridFlorida applicants’s Answer to the 
Member Cooperatives’ Protest, which (as noted above) the Member Cooperatives were in 
effect precluded from answering by the FERC’s rejection of all responses (March 28 
Order, mimeo. at 2). 
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Attachment 

Member Cooperatives had assumed that the FERC would favor an approach that attempted to 

level the playing field, rather than one that ensured that a level playing field would likely never 

occw. 

Second, as to the finding that “the alternative proposal by Seminole is less desirable and 

will not require implementation,” the FERC erroneously declined to address the specifics of the 

Member Cooperatives’ Proposal and discuss why a proposal that is the on2y proposal before it 

that addresses reliability on a non-discriminatory basis is “less desirable” than one that 

perpetuates favoritism by and on behalf of the historic transmission providers in the State. 

In addition to sponsoring a proposal intended to correct the most glaring flaws in the 

GridFlorida applicants’ filing, the Member Cooperatives also indicated an alternative approach 

that the FERC could take if it wanted to preserve the three-year benchmark test (which so 

demonstrably favors the incumbent utilities) and at the same time provide some teeth for curing 

existing serious reliability problems. That alternative would remove from Section I.D.4 the 

requirement that the SAIFI test be calculated using as the denominator the total number of 

customers served by GridFlorida; this change would mean that the SAIFI test, like the CAIDI 

test, would have addressed those PODs truZy experiencing serious reliability problems and would 

have meant that 6% of the PODs with the most dire reliability problems would have been 

addressed each year, rather than only 3%. The FERC did not comment on this proposal, much 

less explain why it failed to achieve the purposes that a just and reasonable, non-discriminatory 

and non-preferential reliability provision should strive to accomplish. 
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Attachment 

iii. The FPSC has the opportunity to rid the State of the historical 
reliability bias that is perpetuated in the Operating Protocol 

The Seminole Member Cooperatives have long suffered severe reliability discrimination 

at the hands of the two major IOUs in the state. The discrepancy in the reliability of service at 

Cooperative transmission delivery points versus FPL or FPC delivery points is patent and 

without basis. Why should Florida consumers located behind distribution cooperative be 

expected to endure outages that are measured in hours versus the minutes of outages experienced 

by consumers behind FPL and FPC? There is no plausible excuse for such a reliability disparity. 

Given the FERC’s disinterest in fixing this problem, the only question is whether the 

FPSC, which presumably wants all retail consumers in the state to be provided comparably 

reliable service, will step up to address this issue. As far as this Commission’s jurisdiction is 

concerned, it is noteworthy that the GridFlorida applicants themselves argued to FERC that ‘,it is 

not clear whether the [reliability] issues raised by the Cooperatives are within this [Federal 

Energy Regulatory] Commission’s purview” and that “much of the substance of the 

Cooperatives’ claims may properly lie within the jurisdiction of the FPSC.” (GridFlorida 

Applicants’ February 16,2001 Answer in Docket No. RT01-67 at 50.) Thus, the GridFlorida 

applicants are on record as stating their view that this Commission is the proper forum to address 

the Cooperatives’ concems. 
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Frederick M. Bryant 
2061-2 Delta Way 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
Phone: 850-297-201 1 
Fax: 297-201 4 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Mr. Bill Walker 
2 15 South Monroe Street, Suite 8 10 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1859 
Phone: (850) 521-3900 
Fax: 521-3939 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Mr. R. Wade Litchfield 
P.O. Box 1400 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 
Phone: (561) 691-7101 
Fax: (561)691-7 135 
Email: Wade Litchfield@,fbl.com 

Florida Power Corporation 
Mr. Paul Lewis, Jr. 
106 East College Avenue, Suite 800 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 -7740 
Phone: 850-222-873 8 
Fax: 222-9768 
Email: paul.lewisi r @ p m  ail.com 

Florida Retail Federation 
100 E. Jefferson St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 850-222-3461 

Gray, Hams & Robinson, P.A. (Orl) 
Thomas C1oudW.C. BrowderP. Antonacci 
301 East Pine Street, Suite 1400 
Orlando, FL 32801 
Phone: (407) 244-5624 
Fax: (407) 244-5690 

Greenberg, Traurig Law Firm (Tall) 
Ron LaFace/Seann M. Frazier 
101 E. College Ave. 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 
Phone: 850-222-6891 
F a :  681-0207 

Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
Bill Bryant, Jr./Natalie Futch 
12th Floor 
106 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 850-224-9634 
Fax: 222-01 03 
Email : natali e f@,katzl aw . com 
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Landers Law Firm 
Wright/LaVia 
3 10 West College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 850-681-031 1 
Fax: 224-5595 

Lakeland Electric 
Paul Elwing 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, Florida 33801-5079 

LeBoeuf Law Firm 
James Fama 
1875 Connecticut Ave., N W ,  Suite 1200 
Washington, DC 20009 
Phone: (202) 986-8053 

Email: j fma@,llgm.com 
Fax: (202) 986-8102 

Michael Wedner 
117 West Duval Street 
Suite 480 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 

Leslie J. Paugh, P.A. 
P.O. Box 16069 
Tallahassee,, FL 323 17-6069 
Phone: 877-5200 

Email: 1 paugh@,paugh-1aw.com 
Fax: 878-0900 

McWhirter Law Firm 
Joseph McGlothliflicki Kauhan 
117 S. Gadsden St. 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 
Phone: 850-222-2525 
Fax: 222-5606 

McWhirter Law Firm (Tampa) 
John McWhirter 
P.O. Box 3350 
Tampa, FL 33601-3350 
Phone: 8 13-224-0866 
Fax: 8 13-22 1- 1 854 

Michael Twomey, Esq. 
Post Office Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 323 14-5256 
Phone: 850-421-9530 
F a :  421-8543 

Mirant Americas Development, Inc. 
Beth Bradley 
1155 Perimeter Center West 
Atlanta, GA 30338-5416 
Phone: 678-579-3055 
Fax: 678-579-5819 

Moyle Law Firm (Tall) 
Jon Moyle/Cathy Sellers/Dan Doorakian 
The Perkins House 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 850-681-3828 
Fax: 681-8788 

Office of Public Counsel 
Jack ShrevelCharles Beck 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
11 1 W. Madison St., #812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 
Phone: 850-488-9330 

PG&E National Energy Group Company 
Melissa Lavinson 
7500 Old Georgetown Road 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Publix Super Markets, Inc. 
John Attaway 
P. 0. Box 32015 
Lakeland, FL 33802-201 8 

Reedy Creek Improvement District 
P.O. Box 10000 
Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830 
Phone: (407) 824-4892 
Fax: (407) 824-5396 
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Rutledge Law Firm * 
Kenneth Hofhan  
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 323 02 
Phone: 850-681-6788 
Fax: 68 1-65 15 
Email: Ken@reuphlaw.com 

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Jnc. 
Mr. Timothy Woodbury 
163 13 North Dale Mabry Highway 
Tampa, FL 33688-2000 
Phone: (813) 963-0994 
Fax: (813) 264-7906 
Email: TWOODBURY@,Seminole- 
Electric.com 

South Florida Hospital and Healthcare 
Association 
Linda Quick 
6363 Taft Street 
Hollywood, FL 33024 
Phone: 954-964- 1660 
Fax: 954-962- 1260 

Sutherland Asbill & Brennan LLP 
Russell S. Kent 
2282 Killearn Center Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32308-3561 
Phone: 850-894-0015 
Fax: 894-0030 

Sutherland Asbill & Brennan LLP (DC) 
Daniel Frank 
1275 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, DC 20004-24 15 
Phone: 202-383-0838 
Fax: 202-637-3593 

Tampa Electric Company 
Ms. Angela Llewellyn 
Reg u 1 atory Affairs 
P. 0. Box 111 
Tampa, FL 33601-01 11 
Phone: (8 13) 228- 1752 

Email: RegDep - -  t@,Tecoenergy. com 
Fax: (813) 228-1770 

Trans-Elect, Inc. 
c/o Alan J. Statman, General Counsel 
1200 G Street NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: (202) 393-1200 
Fax: (202) 393-1240 

Andrews & Kurth Law Firm 
Mark SundbackKemeth Wiseman 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Gainesville Regional UtiVCity of 
Gainesville 
Mr. Ed Regan 
P.O. Box 1471 17, State A136 
Gainesville, Florida 326 14-7 1 1 7 

Kissimmee Utility Authority 
Mr. Robert Miller 
1701 West Carroll Street 
Kissimmee, Florida 32746 

Suzanne Brownless, P.A. 
131 1-B Paul Russell Road 
Suite 201 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 1 
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