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Division of -Recor.d$ and Rcpocting 
Plorida Public Service Commission 
101 east Gnlnes Street 
'f..illahass~e, Ft, 32399-9863 

Re: Docket No.: 890252-PU 
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Post-Hearing Comments of Gulf Power Company 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Enclosed you will find th~ original and 15 copies of 
Gulf Power Company's Post-Hearing Comments in the above docket. 
Thank you very much for your assistance. Should you have any 
questions or .:::oncerns , please do not h~?sitate to contact me. 
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Teresa E. Liles 
For the I:'irm 
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Dor.::},e,:. No. 890?.'::i2-'PU 
Filed: 

Gulf Po.,,.cr.- Co1,:ipa.ny ( 11Cu Lf 1', 11 Cul f Powcr 11 , or "t:he 

r.:o::ipany 11 ), by n:1<:i t.hrougn i tG 1..mdcr~ i gncd coun.scl , submit::;. tho 

tha Oltica ot Public Counsel and other pactio~ nt tnc hearing in 

the bbovc docket on November 17, 1989. For convenience , Gulf's 

t:o:nmc:rts rognrdi ng Pt~blic counsel ' s proposals wil 1 be grouped 

~nder the numbered issues as described during the hearing. 

T.1.mJ.i.lll ll.!ARL}ITb.It.11.fJJ.T 

Dudng t.hc , November. 17 , 1989 hc,1ring in this docket , 

Public Counsel mi:idn tin apcni ng statcmont cxtolli ng the Pllblic 

Records ~ct and government in the sunshine in general . Similar 

rcfe:rcncc$ 1.o:orc made thr<.)Ughout:: the heariny. Gult Power Company 

believes that it is beyond dispute that this state h~s a . very 

~; tronq and sound pol icy favoring cpen government . However , Gulf 

a1Go believe•; that tho confl~cntiality provisions of Sections · 

JG 4, J66 ~nd 367 Florida Statutes, applicable to regulated 

utilit.ics , uvid(mc;e the Legisln turc's recognition that utilities 

:J ?~e not con•;ortc<l into public Rgc-ncias by virtue or state? 

nigulation >'-tnd, as f)t"i·~·,'1tc b\mincsscs, have a lngitir:atc and 

$ ..lb~:;tantial lntcro:;t. in mainta.ining their trade sC?crcts , 



..;cC:u!·it..-Y ,t: .t: aunit. int:<.n:-r.iat:i.on, cu~~tmnc..-~r ll:,,ts, etc. c>.empt from 

i"Jui,lic d ... :-1clo~u::e . .'.;i mi.l.arJy 1 \,1!lih~ i::tot:c cmp1oyeus should no 

,i .. 'LH~P t..i:u t tl1,·ir.· official po~:;it.i.on i;ubject,.; t:t,crn to :;;om(; dc:g1·cc? 

t • ptmlh: .;c1· ~iny, U10 {:.:11pioyce!; or :, .regulated ut.j l H:y .'1n! 

f'l:1t.iLh't1 t:n •J;;.p,•,;t lhd olbcrwiH11 p::ivnt.:o n11LbJr~i wi.!J i ·r~ ir,td n 

i>ri.1.· ti! , lu : w~1uJd be tr.c cHsc in an, othnr non-qov,:rnment:al 

l 'U'f~ir.t.:f:::~; . '!"ht.!::;, Gt.111 ur(J(W, tho Coznmi:::;;,;ion t:o ut.;ceµt St~1fL ' s 

v~rsion at propo~cd Nulc 25-22,006 , which strikes the delicate 

b ... lnr1c(~ bt?twccri t:nc pui.Jlic's 1·i9ht tc know with respect to 

public u~cncivu s ucn us the commls$ion and Public coun~el, while 

ma in u tn ing the cor.tpar.1 c~" d!.1ll i ty t..o presnrvc pro pr ietar.y and 

contidcnt.:ial .i nfonnaticn ir. or-dor to do business in the private 

l . .tv..b.._U.Q_Q2.Y.ll.§.9J,:JLJJiS.Yg_NQ...__l_: Whether the Proposed 

Ru lo !-;hou1d Have a 'l'imo Certain Within Which the Commh;sion is 

RcquJrcd to RLlc on any Request for a Finding of 

confidontlality? lf ~o , What should the time be? 

Gulf supports staff ' s revision to Rule 25-22.006, 

F lorida Admini s trative Code, in i ts pre~cnt form, und opposes 

!•JJb1ic Counsel ' s r-cqur.:ist fo.r imposition c[ any speciilc t:i:nc 

ll ~ i ca~lon ! 01· ruling on confidentiality ~cquasts, especially a 

tlmit so severely inadequate as ths seven-day requirement 

c,ci<ircsscd ln P,1bl ic Counsel's Request for Hearing. rn many 

c ses , ~he Commission is requJred to review and evaluate 



·otui~i not.t' clor:wncnt.; for whic;n contiu1~ntiality is. t~q1.JCt,t.-:1d , and 

1.0 a11 d y ,:,,• fi ll i ru n upon llY nu!lll->"'r ot l cqu l ,\l1d t.1.;.;t:u. l 

:.. :· mni~nt:t> ttG3(J! t; '<i by tl10 utility ;_n :1upport. of the n ' qta~!;t. ,\i:;; 

lubli c: cou~~0l ccpontadly noted during the November 11 nearing, 

< >-:c 1'pt. i o~1:.:. t.:o t Im Publ :c Record~~ t,ct, s ui;r" as th0 :.~tatutor;r 

ontidc:,tia1 it'~ pr·ovis.ions for- f(Jqulri t~1d i.:tiJit:. 'i c ~ cod iri<'d in 

Ch~pters J~4, 60 and 307 , FlJ . Jt~t ., drc not to be t~ken 

1l(;5ht.1} ; thus , .. he Comml.ssior. i:.:. oblig;,ite:d to be thorough irnd 

,:omprchcns'i 1c i n clctcnni:,:ing whet.her the confidentiality 

~tntu~~s apply in a given caso. such 1 thorough an<l 

comprc.hr-r,G; v ! (!'J j cw· take::; time~ 

Moreover, it i~ unclear what the result would be if any 

.;1c. nd tory t. ~ me 1 i r.i i t were c >:cr-cctcd. !>.!.., even P-ut..l ic Counsel 

recogni%0S, it would b~ incquit~blc to punish the utility and 

i t~ ratt.pnyccs by rclcucing confidential informfttion such as 

t.:-;100 sr~crct~. (,.1\Je to the CornrniGs.ion;s fnilurc to r.iakc a tir:ely 

! u 1 i ng. In adaltion , the addition of paragraph (5)(c) 

;"<!coqnizcs Pub: lc counr-e .. ' s ability to review materi a l for which 

con ti1cntinlity has been requested pending the request, thus 

nmcliorn ting ~a ny of the adver~c effects resulting from any 

dcla1 in rul i ng. currently , those dissatiDficd ~ith the 

ti~uli nccs of C0~niscion action reay ~eek an expedited ruling, oc 

1·u·1 rc~;ort t o r.iat~Ciilmus. t\ccordingly, Gulf would :,ot support any 

?·c·;i:c.ion~; to Statf's propo!;ed Rule which would interfere with a 



c o r.s.:u i .J:;.,hm it: t; rcquh, ib• f1cxi.l>.i1ity by imposing an arbltrury 

two u ! turnativeG in order to shorten the appeal process, but 

dppca~cd to mbdify its position at the Uovcrnbc~ 11 hearing . 

rirs t, Public Counsel had roc~~nendcd that the Prahearing 

Offic er' t; ntl inq on rcquof::ts tor confi.dcntia.:.i ty be ccnsidc1·cd 

r l md for. purposes of ,.!ppeal. ,~ wa~ pointed out at the 

he rlnq, however, tho Commission may not delegate final decision 

m tk.inq uuthori ty t.o a Pn-hear.i..ng Officer, whose recommendation 

e~mnot. be 11 l' im,l ;:,gcncy actionu for purposes of appeal under . 

i981) ( he~rl~ry 6ftlc cr's orders are not ttagency actio~"). 

Alternatively, Public Counsel hod Auggastcd in its Request for 

l!car!ng that ~he Prehcaring Officer he bypassed entirely , and 

that t:hc Coml'llini;ion Panel make thr.: initial , and final, dccisi.on 

in contidcntiall~y proceedings . This alternative, h?wever, 



•,.pul(: qt11101~a ti , ".Jt:?.'1 m~re <lu lay s i net; the C:omm is~ i or. '\tJ<.Hl ld be 

:nq u 1r1' •J t.u n.ltc on sJll r.;onfidQntiulity requests, oot m0roly 

t:}h.i:.;<~ ir. 1.:h :c11 t"'..ho Prchcarinq GLficcr's rr:c..:ommended order i:;; 

c-_11 .: Po•.Je!..· ns~~ort~ thut the dc.:.:ision making und appeal 

i>!''.>cc: :1;; under the curt:ont i·ul_, ns ~·cl 1. as undr..1r Staff's 

proposed. ru l c, ~crvcs tl.e !:;ubsto?1tial int~rc~1ts oL n l l parties, 

nnd f; c t:uully void~~ umwccssary dc1uy. Ai; currently ·...rr-ittcn, 

~he ·ulc ~nuld only require that the Co~mission panel become 

.nd when a protest is filcct us to ~he Prchcaring 

Otficer'G initial ruling. Many rcque$tS will he disposed ot a~ 

tr11.'.! rirst stnge, ~rnd thus it i!.; impracticable to impose upon the 

z.:uU comrnis~,ion panel, ln add,itlon to the Comr.1issi.on ' s ot:her 

obli~atlons, tho responsibility of hearing each and every 

:onJidcntiality request without~ prior opportunity for the 

Prchc<.1 d ng 01 t iccr. to enter what may very wall become a t inal 

rul!.nq ror wnich no appeal is necessary and at least to make 

proli~inary findings which may narrow the scope of subseguent 

eon:;id(}ration by the panel. conver,sely, even if the Prehearing 

Officer's ruling could be considered final for purposes of 

;.1ppo!lntc review,, if tho Prehenring Officer is authorized to 

~okc o final ruling which is not subjecc ~o appeal to the full 

Cocrnl~sionr th, logJslatlve policy of exhaustion of 

Hl~ini!;trnt.i V(! remadics prior to the invocation of judicial 
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At th~ hr~:-1r.inq on HrJV(.hTlbCl; ·17, l 1ublic Coun1:;cl. /; ppcored 

t..) ::·,,c:oqn 'f ~~n th;1t t:t1c abovu t,JO c1 L tcrn.i ti vcw were unf easi bl~, 

but propounded :., third c;oun;c: th,;1t the RU] a prohib • t parties 

r::·om r6quosting t'{1consirio:r.,1tion ot· modification by the 

P;.•,,tif..!aring Ot'1. icer, thut:; limiting tho Prelwaring 01 ficer. to one 

~ul!ng, rolici t~om which would have to be roqu0~tod from the 

Co:iunis·,lon pimel. Gu !f t-clieve!:i that th.is , too , is an 

unwor)rnble solution sir,cc in many cases the option t.o soek 

reconsJderation or modificat:on from· the P~chearing Ofticer will 

o~viutc the need to resort to the panel . For instance , if the 

Pn~hcadng 01fiecr 1 s order contains a factual erro::- which is not 

disputed, the Prrhearlng Officer is in tho best position to 

a1<,.)<..ii fy h.i ~; c,r her r:-ul ing than the panel . 

Thus, the proposal mode by Public Counsel would either 

n?su1 t ln an undue:~ burden on tl1e Conanis$ion, since :it would be 

rnquir<.;d 1.0 rule ·,m all confidentiality results, and not merely 

those whi~h dro challenged; or , in the alternative, would 

1Jl ir11:i rn.itc tho importcmt function currently served by the 

Prehqoring Crficcr and impose an undue burden on the judicial 

~y~tam, contrary to the policies codified in Chapter 120 , 

:·1ori0n Stututes, providing for administrative oxhaustion and 

,Fffr-t-,\Ji r.g of fssuos pr lor to rt!sort to judicial action. Gulf 



n fiaquo~t Within 21 onys After St<llf Tdkc~ Possession? 

ot mutoriul obtained by statt in tho course of an ilUdit under 

p)( ti), as rcquu!;;ted by Puul.i.c c oum,c,?1. In general, cont:rury to 

PublJ..C counsel ' !_, c,;on1~1cnt:., i.n its Rcquost 1-or Hcadng , the 

approprjata pcnoltlcs for non- compliance with the proposed 

Rule . G lf believe~ that ·.:he Commission shoul.c be per.:nlttcd to 

c;ontinuo. tc uti. l.izc itt: diGcretion , und s!'iould not be bound to 

ir.rpo~;o spccitic ponalt.1as in ull cases . 

N .. ; 1,:us noted at tha _ November 1 '7 hearing, " Comm i ss icn 

"~dit is tundnmcnta!ly different from a formal proceeding where 

iHsueo ot relevancy are involved , and once a u t ility gives 

noti~c that it iritends to request confidentiality tor certain 

informution , ~ s nction as harsh a waiver should not ~esult from 

-:h~ uti .l it·1 ' s men.?, perhaps inadvertent , tailu'c"C to follow up 

wlth n su~soguent request wi~hin 21 days. Certainly if the 

i.,[or:;;at.ion were sought out, by t:he public, the utlli.ty would 

t\,n:n·tho hcr.(lcn to make i:l formal tihowing ju::.tifyi;1g i.1 finding of 

confidcn~lality, but unless on1 until such u Public Records 
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r,~~t:'()::;.t. 1:~ uh1{l e the 1 i.i'orni,.ltim1 ::;hould be kept cont' .idcntinl tor 

tne intc : n~l u~o of thn Commission ~tdff nudJt6rs. 

W!:il<J Cull. objccb; to the imHJction of f.U!Y. wa.i.ver of. 

!~p~c provisio~ in StDtf •c current proposed Rule , it the 

Gom~,i ;~ion deems such u provision necessary tnen Gulf woul~ 

~;uppm: t. longuage ir1 ~ubtrnction (3)(a) to tho e!fm:t. ·cJrnt " Absent 

qooct c ~use show11, failure to file such req~est within the 21 

21y~~ rm.:t constitut~ i1 waiver o! trc t"aqucst for cont idcntia1 

1·J ,1.::,sifi.catior:. 11 Gulf teels thnt it: fr; essential that the 

~ommlssion be allowed to ~akc a case-by-case determination where 

a harsh sanc~ion such as waiver is involved, and a mandatory 

wn.iv-er provision would dcprlve tho Commi~sion of it.,; discretion 

and perhaps it-r~parably harm the utility or its ratepayers by 

rcl.N1sc of bona flue proprietary confidential business 

information. ln most cases , the utility will act within the 

;;l-clny period , or wil 1 demanstr-ate wl thin that time why it has 

good cciusc for tniling to act 1 but. in those rare instances where 

i t cannot comply it should not be forced to suffer the 

,:;cnsequ.<mce of having its confidential trade secrets , security 

measures , internal audits , cu~tomer lists and the like disclosed 

t o t:he publie at large . Gulf supports Staff ' s proposed Rule in 

i ts current form . 

4. J:tJ..bl...k..£9..!JfilLEU.~......tJill..YQ No • ..1 ~ Should Paragraph 

( 3)(b) Allo~ Any Person to Object to a Confidentiality Request? 

-8-



;.;c: tn n~iibility ut rcp1·C'!scnting tnc general public ot Florida 

bf.!t• on~ tl1e Public.: Sorv ice Com!!li s~ ion 1.lnder: sec ti on::: ' j ~o. Ou 1 and 

J~0.0611, r1oriJa Statutes {19a7). Thu:, cont1ury to the 

cc:r.mt.mt:::; in Public Counsel's Request tor lienring, the public is 

alrcudy represented in all confidentiality proceedings to which 

Public counsel iu a pctrty. To require additional notice to and 

p,1rt.ici p.!tion fi-oni members of the gcnocal J::Ublic would only 

turt.hcr complicat~ and dolay confidentiality dcterroinntions, 

exacc~bating Pubiic counsel's repeated complaints that the 

pr:ocess is nlrcady overly -encumbered by del<.'.lY· In addii::ion, all 

confidcntiuli~y requests and associated documentation (o~her 

thun the c:ontider.tiaJ information itself)
1
are available to the 

public; for review ond inspection under the Public Records Law, 

which provide$ a more than adequate mechanism for the public to 

be made ~ware or pending confidentiality proceedings. 
It is 

unclenr exactly what n.!:.firmative changes Public counsel 

recommends to Staff's current proposed Rule in order to further 

public involvement in cont':dentiality proc~edings. Clearly, 

------------------------
1Guli strcnuouGly would oppose ~ny proviston 

r~q~iring or permitting discl~aucc ot the con[idcntial 
in!orrnat3on to the public or press during confidentiality 
proc~ndirg~, cinco such uisclosura woul ,1 tot~lly defeat the 
purpooo of the confidentiality ~tatutes. 

-9-



ruling i~ made or 

in i tt<1t.ivc "o drai,: t::1e public.: into <..:onti<lcntial1ty procc~dings. 

G~: l f woul d ccrt~iin!y or)jcct tc, p1at.:ing any further burden on the 

uti li ty requ~s:ing ccnt!dcntiality to provide notice to the 

The company i~ aware that the Division of Records and 

Ro port: i ng c ur rnntly maintains a list· o1 n 11 confidentiality 

rcqua MtS :·or easy pub!ic acce~s , and Gulf opposes placing any 

burdens on the commlssion or Staff to 

mdke the incormation available. 

Been riled Under Paragraph (6){a), who Has the Burden of Proof? 

'the sit.uation wi.t:h which Gui! is concerned arises where 

n utility hai submitted the rcquislte number of highlighted and 

c,litod copies ot chc material for which confidcnti.ality is 

r•quost~d, has offorad 
line-by-line justification for the 

request, and has supported its request by a legal showing of 

-10-



< i1r it: tnment t.o c,H~fl.dcm: i al i t·y, al.tor which :tw Commi.}JfJ ion ·roako.;:., 

! t:nding b,u,;>.!c1 upcn tlH~ utility':; :;;howjng -1no enters an order 

qr,.1nt'i.11tJ cont i,wnti<1J t.ru;~tmcmt. Und,;u- Pubt it· Count:ol ' s 

2·1,comn-cmlc! lion lh~1t: th<.: utl li t:y cont.i rrno to bear the burdc.n Cit 

rwov1ng £rntitle,r,1(lHt to conUdi:•ntiaUty when .i request t-or the 

r.:dt-u iul ts rn,;b:,rnqucntly m.:tdc arte:i-- a finding under (6)(a) , .i t 

~ould appeur that chis cttort would have to be repc~ted, 

rc~ultinq in needless du~lication of effort and expense. 

Add.itiona1ly, tho opportuniti~?s ror hQrassmcnt are enormous. 

Due to tho utilJtius ' much more stringent burden o~ 

~nkinq a showing of confidentiality under the new Rule , Gulf 

str.orH3ly oppo~:cs any rcquirnmcnt th.lt: the same effort be 

undcrtakon each ti.lne ,1 person contests a f indin~ of 

conf i.donti~li ty. Cle.irl y th~rc may be some lnstanccs wh~re 

pnn,,on~;; not partjeI, to tl10 cont.identiality proceedings will 

1:c..1 is~ drt i sm..1e which was no-.:: conslae·rcd dur lng tho~c 

proceedings, and the utility could be required to make an 

,1tidit.1onal c.ihowing a::. to thnt isirne ; however , it i:::: only logical 

to placu the burde~ upon the person contesting confidential 

treat~ont to dcmon~trate to the commission ' s satisfaction that 

the issue is subscantive and wacrants a shifting of the burden 

bac}.: to thr:- u tility. Public Counsel ' s proposal would require 

substantial af(ort, oxpcnse and duplication if the utility is 

required to make an additional showing upon eoc;h and every 



o r <kn. l}y p l ac.inq tht:? 1nitial t,,..trden on tno pcn:on contcst:irig a 

At. the ?lovr:imbor 17 h~1.-.1rin9 1 it r..1as pointed out chat 

whlJ o ~nccr iol is l~mpor~rily cxcn~ccd from the Public Records 

Gul 's p~irn9ry concern n~ to Public counsel's proposed 

clhif~<F'G t.<.i ( 6 }(c} pertains tc> t.ho effect: on tne utility once a 

~ !n:Hnq ho::; been made . Howcvc.i:·, c,11t is aware that situations 

m,w uri:~o whe~·[• n putidon undc.r (G}{c) is brought pcndin9 a 

t·ul i nC1, and th..:t the i:;suc(~ .• ) raitlcd tn nny such pot:it.ion coulu 

~tfcc t the ut1licy ' s burden of showing entitlement to 

cont i oonti l ~rcntment in that proceeding. Gulf recognizes that 

it n.11.:aim; the uunfon of proof prlor to a tinding of 

confitlanriulity by ~h~ Commission, bu~ would point out chat the 

time or oncry into pending confidentiality proceedings under 

(G} (u) should never~hel~ss be a factor. For instance, should 

the ru~rc filing of a (6)(a) rc~uest late Ln the procccdi~gs, 

;l.! te.c pan . .i m; hnve m"dc arguments and have provided €di tcd and 

h1ghllghtecl copi~"' and a !ine-by-lihc jcstificatior., but prior 
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Cult ~:i.~g<; .. ist'!-J ttrnt, in qcnar:,ll , t i!~ t' <:lmonnblc to 

r r.::qu i ro th·t u pc 1:son making u (C)(a) requct~t aLtcH· ,: iindlng ot 

con l ldanciJllty by the Commission should cnrry the ir1itial 

~ardcn of proot. P~i0~ ~o ~he ~ntry ot' dn order , however, the 

Coml"i.,:;,fl.i n !,hc:ndd .rct:,dti t°lh! dh;c rot.ion to ev,ciluat,.: tho 

!: il:,t::1irw 1;s. ,)r riiqnlfi,~,mc;c of a (1.; )(a) requ~Gt and to app(.)rt:ion 

t1~ uurd~n ut Froof appro0rlcttcl1. Accordingly , Cult objeuts to 

Hn:1• t::: ,,1:itic language in thn Rule wt'i'l.ch would r'csult. in 

i nd f i ..: .i.cmt d.upl ic•·tion <>t cf fo:rt n!' ter a 1 i ndir,g, or deny the 

CO:""i:!,i~;i.; i on t:.ho t.1c:;:ibllity to cxcl·cis.c it~, ·}udgrncnt before a 

f i n.ting is mad~. 

6. .I: }J.li¼ ~Q.Y.:.L!l.ll.:.~...ll~.IJ.C_.1{9~•. t•1ha t. is the Ne<;lnl.nq 

o f ::ho Phrnse t"!'o Be Used In u Proceeding" in P;u-aqraph (S){c)? 

Culf !.iUpport$ St.:ift ' 8 proposed adaition of puragraph 

(~)(c} to the revh:cd .:."'ulc wnich provides for a tcmp,.:n:ary 

prot:c,::: t. i vr., ord,;;r oxeroptinq coni idcnt taJ in!.ormation i rn.,pqct.cd b:; 

Publlc counsel in order to determine whac information Public 

Couns~l m~1.y wi~h to utilize in u proceeding before the 

c omm!s~lon . Cult also bcliov0s that paragraph (6)(b) provides 

,n: in! orrna t r.wi:;han i r:ro for: the same purpose, whcrci n the Company 

··:uy u1 l.cw <ln'r' p,n.on, .including Pub1 ic Counsel, to inspect or 

C -~- ;.j no ~ont id.:mtia.1. i.ntormution by mutual agrccn:ent:. Gulf 
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un :;;:J:..._.t: .. i:l'..!::. tl~~lt Wh..J.t~1''•ff .i 1~!onn,lt ion J1ubl tG CouM;el t'akc:1 i nt:o 

iL~ r~ss1 salon Jfter $UCh 3n~pcction ~nd toviuw is ~nu 

lntorn.i<tt:lm. i 1 int:emh; t:.o Ut;e ;1r'h.i for wl1iGh n rcqufa-;;. for 

1:on:·tuonti~:UtJ w<.1Uld bf, roguircd. 

ho,..1Q~:or. Publ h~ C'c>unsul n,!!; nl.::;o ass'1rte'.l ~ general 

OD}e~-::ic-r, in lt;s Rcq1....c::;;'C fen· H"arjng to 11 ,.rny c!ffor~~:; by the 

Cu:71!':li!,;:;ion t(.J rc.·trict i'ublic Counsel's oc.;us:,; to, ,ind full 

~tt~ctiva usr of , into~rn,tion necessary to nls rcpre~ent~tion 01 

,1:iljcy cu~loners pursu.nt o J ection l~0.0611, Pl3 . Stat." 

·:'his Stdtc:nu:-nt !ail$ to cec<;gni?.c tlu:it the Legislatui-o htw 

~pccitically restricted Public Counsel ' s access to confidcn~ial 

intot~~tlon , as well as chc access ot any party other than the 

cori!!!-issie-m or it::; staff to eonfidentia t i nformotior. , under 

section 3&6. 093(1) , r1a . Stat. an omendod by Chapter 89- 292, 

r.,.1ws of f'lodda. ;i'hu$ , Gulf points out that: the Commission is 

,i ut:rwdzeu t:o .implem~nt thi~-; rcstrictjori by proscribing the 

circumstances undQr which Public Counsel , or nny other party, 

may ucquiro t.tcr'."!m,s to conf-ident ia l inform,ition . 

7. i.~~!.1.e&....E.rLl.ti.c.m...hY. SmnJ, L....fil.l$ine~~uncil .JU1£LE.l.9...t:.i9iL 

i:9.¼'t.~_c__-lJl'i_Ugb t_. 

Gu li has no olJjcction to the request by Lynette Brown , 

counsel for tho Small M.inority Business Advisory Counsel, thnt 

chc Co~mist;on bo entitled to waive or modify the Rule ' s 

-oqu lrcmonts tor qualifying small businassos. Gu l f also 



simplify contidcn~iuli~f proceedings, vhil~ prot"c~lng the 

sut~;tantial incorcst~ of the various parties involved . The 

propo~uls Publlc Counsel raino~ ar~ unnecessary, anJ in many 

Jnfitances inappropriuto ii not oxprcs~ly contrary to cxi6ting 

I"lo::.--id,1 ln"', as -described ~lbovc . Gulf Power Company would urge 

the Corn~ission to adopt the revisions co Rule 25-22.006 ~s 

,,urrentl y r.ccomrn.cndcd by the Commis~ion ' s Stuff , except as 

stipulated during the November 17 hearing in this docket. 

Respeccfully submitted, 

~si)i.n::::iu E ~ ·-
'rt:REs.i\ E. LI LES 
Florida Bar No. ~10998 
Beggs & Lane 
700 Blount Building 
Post Ofiice Box 12950 
Pensacola, FL 37576-2950 
(9Cli} <132-245) 



Hu!'.'iS :). }.t~t.hony 
L. 11udow Keener 

r.:eH'l'!F!CAT!-; or• SI:.EVlCl; 
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101 East Caines Streat 
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~Ji,c.k Shr-evc 
Charles Rchwinkcl 
Puhl tc cotmscl 
o ficc ot ~ho Public counsel 

c/o Florida Hou~c ~t Representatives 
'1'110 c.ipitol 
''l'Ul l!thc.1sse12 , FL ]2'399-1100 

committee on ut.i1i•:·1 Regulation 
A'I'Tt{ : Stu;nn Hilsterson 
s~nuto Building, Suite 111 
Tallahassee, FLJ J2301 

L(!C i·Jil lls 
,John P . Femi; 
Ausley , McMullen , McGehee, 

Carothers & Proctor 
Pose Office uox 3~1 
Tallohas~ae , FL 32102 

I<~ . cr,mc.lal 1 McDougal 
Pose C ticc Box 029100 
Miami , lL lJ102-9lOO 
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