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January 30, 2013 

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk 
Florida Supreme Court 
500 South Duval Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927 

Re: Edward McDonald vs. Florida Public Service Commission 

PSC Docket No. 110305-EI 


Dear Mr. Hall: 

Enclosed please find a certified copy of a Notice of Appeal, which was filed with the 
Public Service Commission on January 30, 2013, along with its attachment, Order No. 
PSC-12-0668-FOF-EI. This appeal was filed on behalf of the Edward McDonald. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Commission Clerk 
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IN TNE EME COURT OF FLORIDA rz 0 
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EDUARD MCDONALD, 

APPELLANT in the FLORIDA 

V. CASE NO. PUBLIC SERVICE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC S CE CO}HlISSION, COMMISSION Order 

DEFENDANT 	 No. PSC-12-0668-EI 

PEAL .is to REVIEWED 

~Edward McDonald ,APPELLANT, a als toNotice is 

the Florida reme Court, the order of t FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMMISSION RENDERED 31, 2012 (atta hereto)) order 

denies appellant t right to:.:a ar before 8n a istrative 

law ge appointed the Division of Aministrative Hearin 

llant!s stantial interest were at issue and th~ materia~ 

cts were disputed. 

A copy of this NOTICE OF AP was forwa ed U.S. 

this 28th d of January 2013 to FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE 

, Office of Cle & General Counsel, FP ,2540 Shuma 

Talla ssee, FL 32399-0850. 
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d of this matter: 

A. Chairman 
POLAK EDGAR 

A GRAHAM 
EDUA 

JULIE 1. BROW'N 


BY COMMI 

nst Tampa 
as 

Mr. McDonald a 
TECO's 

I 

)iovember 4, 2011, Mr. Edward 
Company (TECO) 

outstanding balance 
and $5,000 in incurred in circuit court. 0 

1 and McDonald refused 
settlement. On February 7, 12, Proposed Agency Action (PAA) Order 

3-PAA-El denied Mr. McDonald's 

On 12, 2012, McDonald tiled an amended 
response to the order dismi On 

5-rO I dismissed Mr. 
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October 1:1, 12, Mr. A 
and a Malian to Stay the 11,20; 2, 

response to the Motion for TECO did not request Oral 
On October 17, 

In He alleged that 
service was without the required five discormection notice in violation 

He that his bill was inaccurate 
were were disconnected the docket file was closed. 

October 22, 2012, TTCO filed a letter in response to McDonald's complaint 
interruption 01' asserted that it was not a the 

complaint but stated the was in compl with the Commission's rules, 
Mr. McDonald's were reconnected that same after he paid the outstanding 

balance on (Jccount. 

On October 
Mr. McDonald that the the disconnection of 

be severed from docket as it impermissible conduct by and disputed billing 
amounts. On November 6, 2012, Mr. McDonald another letter ng that TI:::CO's 

ve acknowledged that the bi II was inaccurate and the disconnection notice did not 
conform to the 's rules as alleged in October 16,2012 complaint. 

12, TECO filed its response to Mr. McDonald's November 6, 2012 
letter. its did not acknowledge anything to Mr. McDonald. 
Instead, its s contact with Mr. McDonald was to explain payment obligations. 
On November 16,2012, Mr. McDonald a filing 

We are with jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to and 366, 
Florida Statures .), and 28-1 I, F.A.C. 

the motion identifies a 
failed to 

or law must be such that if it was , 

for reconsideration, it is not 

I 	 ( F la I =",;",:;..~~.~-=,-=~-,-,-"c.."" I 46 So. 2d 
)s: DCA )981) 



Judgment. 
therefore moot. 

to prevent the 
the Comm' the 

because 

to every 
merel y 10 

not 
that he provided su 

of his compliant with 
the "fraudulent 

and fact rat 

In 

cases, statutes, and rules in his 
fore, that 

hi 

the 

Mr. McDonald 

no 
() 

In complaint interruption did not request any 
relicf. He asserted that billing and interruption or service violated the Florida 

he was nol given five the 
not meet the 

McDonald that 
the amount listed restoration of serv 

McDonald asserted 
statement. 

In its response to Mr. Me 
of a motion 

points that were 
Ie 

201 I. 



response 
the' 

were 

not his Renewed Motion for Continuance 
I issued 

any 
find it appropriate to these Motions. 

ground 
21, 2012, or the 
the Mr. 

as Mr. 
were reconnected after he paid the past due amount." 

to Mr McDonald's 	 interruption 
was non-payment and was In with the 

TECO maintained that a representative spoke Mr. McDonald 
and the process Mr McDonald's 

;ECO stated that the disconnection was I'or a new pas! due amount 
over and above the disputed amount in Mr. McDonald's oal complaint thaI gave to the 

afnrmed that its did not any inaccuracies 
al in November 6, 2012 letter, and Mr. McDonald's 

A. 	 McDonald's klation Reconsideration. /violion to Slay the Proceedings, and 
Malian 10 

A Motion for Reconsideration must demonstrate any omission in facts or which if 
considered would an opposite \0 McDonald's 
Motion for Reconsideration did not demonstrate any omission of fact or law that would have 
resulted in a different ruling than that in Order No. I issued on September 
21, 2012. we the Motion. Mr. McDonald also alleged that this Commission did 

his Motion Summary Judgment. 
on 21, 2012 Mr. 

his Renewed Motion for Continuance, and Motion 
McDonald's Motions to Stay the and to 

the proceeding or TECO's responses. 

B. 	 Mr. '5 Disconnection 0/ 

Mr. McDonald a reI' In 	 of 
services. were disconnected for an outstanding the 


file closed. The disconnection Mr. McDonald's is directly related to 

resolved in this docket since the disconnection is a result the outstanding balance on 


to PetitiOner's Motion ror Reconsideration and Motion ror Stay, 1-2. 
TECO letters dated October 22, 2012, I and daled November 7, I Page I. 

Order No. PSC 11·0224.FOF·EI, issued on 16,20 11. in Docket No. I 
and Order No. PSC·09-0J56·rOr·TP, issued on 1'v1arch 16.2009. In Docket No. 070736·TP, 

Reconsideration) 

---------------------------------~----~-.-.~~ 



I 

No. 
denying Mr. 's request for relief ns! II 
the requirements of its t,Hi IT with to the outstanding 0:1 :lccounl. 
consummating order on September 12, made the PAA order fi and effective, 

time for appeal Therefore, Mr McDonald's by the Doct 
of 

paid 
regarding interruption 

we find it appropriate 
as being moot 

Administrative ty. 

We it 
fy any errors or 

or of 
Motion to Strike as 
striking TECO's 
of services with 

111 

We also deny Mr. 
Motions fail to 

noc 

Administrative Finality. 

to 

Based on ing, it is 

Florida 
is hereby 

that Edward 's 

ORDERED Mr. Edward Motion to 

denied. [t is further 

that Mr. Edward McDonald's Motion to Strike is hereby denied. It is 

is 

s complaint mterruption of IS 

docket when an run. 



o tthe ic this 

furnished: A 
provided to the 
Issuance if 

at the time 
persons. 

IS 

The Section 
Statutes, to notify of any administrative heari or judicial review of 
that is lable under Sections 1 or 120.68, florida as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply. notice not construed to mean requests an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the reI ieC sought. 

120.569(l), 

I) 

Rules 
9. 

Any party adversely affected 
of the decision 

the Commi final action in this matler may 
on with the 


