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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate increase by 
Tampa Electric Company 

) 
) 
) 

Docket No.: 130040-EI 

Dated: August 23, 2013 

WCF HOSPITAL UfiLITY ALLIANCE'S 
RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO 

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S MOTION TO COMPEL 

Pursuant to Rule 28-106.204, Florida Administrative Code, the WCF Hospital Utility 

Alliance ("HUA'') respectfully submits the following Response in Opposition to Tampa Electric 

Company's ("Tampa Electric") August 19, 2013 Motion to Compel Responses to Tampa 

Electric's First Request for Admissions (Nos. 1-10), Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 3-21) 

and Second Request for Production of Documents (Nos. 9-15). In support hereof, HUA states as 

follows: 

Response in Opposition to Discovery Motion 

Tampa Electric's Motion to Compel asserts that "HUA has stonewalled Tampa Electric's 

legitimate efforts to obtain information with which to demonstrate that HUA's witnesses have 

criticized Tampa Electric for conducting its business in ways very similar to those utilized by 

HUA's member hospitals." As a baseline premise, Tampa Electric's logic is seriously flawed. 

The hospitals that are members of HUA are not public utilities. Thus, the hospitals costs are not 

at issue in this case, nor do the hospitals put their costs at issue by their witnesses challenging the 

costs Tampa Electric claims as support for its request to increase rates. It is Tampa Electric that 

bears the burden to prove that its proposed rates are fair, just and reasonable under Aorida law. 

It is Tampa Electric's expenses, as the regulated entity, that are at issue, not the expenses of its 

customers. 
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Moreover, Tampa Electric's insistence in support of its motion, that the discovery it seeks 

is appropriate because the hospitals and Tampa Electric allegedly conduct their business · in 

similar ways, could not be farther from the truth. Hospital operations and regulated electric 

utility operations are completely disparate, and the reasons for which hospitals incur expenses, 

and the pattern under which they incur expenses, bear no relation to the reasons for, or manner in 

which, expenses arise for an electric utility. Thus, discovery of the hospitals' expenses will 

provide no assistance to the Commission in determining the legitimacy ' of the expenses Tampa 

Electric claims as support for its requested rate increase. Accordingly, no basis exists for Tampa 

Electric to request, let alone be provided, information about wholly irrelevant business expenses 

from the hospitals. 

Tampa Electric's requests for information from HUA's member hospitals about their 

compensation systems also miss the mark. In the case of compensation expenses, the implicit 

predicate for Tampa Electric's discovery requests appears to be a position that HUA's witness, 

Mr. Kollen, has challenged the concept of paying bonuses and having incentive compensation 

plans. That is incorrect. Mr. Kollen has not challenged Tampa Electric's right to establish bonus 

and incentive compensation programs. Rather, he has asserted that: (1) Tampa Electric's historic 

spending is not in line with the costs it seeks to include in its revenue requirement in this case; 

and (2) the cost of stock compensation expenses related to fmancial performance should be borne 

by the fmancial shareholder TECO Energy, Inc., not by the ratepayers of Tampa Electric. 

Information about the compensation systems of the hospitals is not probative of those issues and 

will not assist the Commission in its determination of the level of compensation related costs that 

should be included in the determination of Tampa Electric's rates. 
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Production of the requested information also poses an overly broad and undue burden on 

the members of HUA in certain instances in which Tampa Electric would have the hospitals 

gather years of data back to the year 2000. In addition, Tampa Electric has requested attorney-

client privileged information such as agreements and communications between HUA's members 

and its attorneys. There can be no justifiable basis for such a request 

· What seems clear is that Tampa Electric's discovery requests that are at issue, and its 

motion to compel, reflect a strategy of harassment designed to discourage customers from 

I 

challenging Tampa Electric's claimed revenue requirement. That is not a justifiable basis for 

discovery. Nor is Tampa Electric's claim "that HUA has pushed discovery in Commission 

proceedings to new limits." Such an accusation would be laughable if it were not offensive and 

demonstrably false. Each party . to the proceeding was allowed three hundred (300) 

interrogatories, 300 requests for production of documents and 300 requests for admission. HU A 

has served a total of 443 discovery requests, i.e., less than half of the 900 limit set by the 

Commission. Further, Tampa Electric has not claimed, nor could it, that any information HUA 

has sought is irrelevant. Accordingly, the Commission should, as HUA is sure it will, decide 

Tampa Electric's motion based on the substance of the information it is seeking and disregard 

Tampa Electric's histrionics. 

Viewed in that context, there clearly is no merit to Tampa Electric's motion. Viewed in 

that contest, the legal standard upon which Tampa Electric itself relies for its motion requires 

denial of the motion. 

Tampa Electric has asked the Commission to "recognize that under the Florida Rules of 

Civil Procedure, the information Tampa Electric has requested does not need to be admissible 

evidence, but instead, only needs to be reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence. (Rule 1.280(b)(l), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure).'' However, the issue 

of any future discovery is moot because the procedural deadline for discovery has passed. 

Therefore, while Tampa Electric is correct in identifying the baseline standard for requesting 

information, even if the requested information could lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence, which it doesn't as the requested information is immaterial to any issue in this case, it 

cannot lead to the discovery of admissible evidence for the reason that no additional discovery 

opportunity exists in this case. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's Motion to Compel should be 

denied. 

HUA responds below to each of the specific assertions from Tampa Electric's August 19, 

2013 Motion to Compel. 1 

. Requests for Admission 

1. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No. I which reads 

as follows: 

1. Admit that Hospital A uses Towers Watson as its compensation advisors, 
the same as Tampa Electric. 

Tampa Electric argues that HUA placed Tampa Electric's compensation at issue in this 

case. (Issue Nos. 37, 38, and 38A). Tampa Electric argues that if a member hospital of HUA 

uses the same company as Tampa Electric to advise on compensation, the use by an HUA 

member hospital bears on the credibility of the compensation advisor. Tampa Electric states that 

For ease of reference, HUA includes as attachments hereto Exhibit A: HUA's Objections to Tampa Electric 
Company's First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. l-2) and First Request for Production of Documents (Nos. 1-8) 
(July 29, 2013); Exhibit B: HUA's Objections to Tampa Electric Company's First Request for Admissions 
(Nos. 1-10), Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 3-21), and Second Request for Production of Documents 
(Nos. 9-15) (Aug. 15, 2013). · 
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it "is entitled to HUA's admission that Hospital A uses Towers Watson as its compensation 

advisor." 

Response: HUA has not challenged Tampa Electric's right to compensate executives. It 

is the amount of compensation that TECO proposes to include in the determination of rates that 

HUA Witness KoHen has addressed in his testimony. In particular, HUA has pointed out that 

Tampa Electric has projected compensation .expenses in excess of historic levels. Additionally, 

HUA has argued that stock compensation expense and should be borne by Tampa Electric's 

shareholder, TECO Energy, Inc. Whether Tampa Electric has received sound advice from 

Towers Watson has nothing to do with the factual issues Mr. KoHen raised which relate to the 

fact that there is a discorinect between amounts that Tampa Electric includes as potential 

payments under its compensation plans and the amounts it actually spends. Further, whether 

Towers Watson provides sound advice has no bearing on the policy issue of whether 

shareholders or ratepayers should bear the cost of stock compensation as reward for fmancial 

performance. Thus, this request for admission is not probative and will provide no assistance to 

the Commission in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric claims as support 

for its requested rate increase. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's request to compel an answer to 

Request for Admission No. 1 should be denied. 

2. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No.2 which reads 

as follows: 

2. Admit that 30 or more officers and key employees of Hospital A received 
bonus and/or incentive compensation in 2010. 

Tampa Electric argues that HUA "raised an issue regarding the fact that Tampa Electric's 

officers and key employees receive bonus and/or incentive compensation. (Issue Nos. 37, 38 and . 

38A)." Tampa Electric asserts "that employees of Hospital A receive bonus and/or incentive 
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compensation (a fact that Tampa Electric has verified from publicly information)" and that such 

information "has a bearing on the credibility of HOA's contention regarding Tampa Electric's 

officers and key employees receiving bonus and/or incentive compensation." Tampa Electric 

has purported to justify this request for admission as having "a bearing upon the appropriateness 

of any large company providing bonus and/or incentive compensation to its officers and key 

employees." 

Response: See Response to . Request for Admission No. 1. For similar reasons, 

information responsive to Request for Admission No. 2 will not be probative of the matters in 

dispute. In particular, whether Hospital A has provided bonus or incentive compensation to 30 

officers and key personnel, or 3 officers and key personnel, or 3000 officers or other personnel, 

that information will not assist the Commission in resolving whether: (1) Tampa Electric should 

be authorized to include in rates the amount it has requested (which is based on the maximum 

incentive/bonus amounts under its compensation plan) when historic data show. that Tampa 

Electric has not provided incentive compensation at those levels, or (2) as a matter of policy, 

shareholders or ratepayers should be responsible for stock compensation for financial 

performance. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for 

Admission No. 2 should be denied. · 

3. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No. 3, which reads 

as follows: 

3. Admit that a portion of Hospital A's bonus and incentive compensation 
program is based on achieving certain financial targets. 

Tampa Electric's motion argues that a member hospital of HUA has a bonus and 

incentive compensation program based on achieving certain financial targets and that Tampa 

Electric also has a bonus and incentive compensation program based on achieving certain 
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financial targets. Tampa Electric asserts that its request for admission "has a bearing on the 

appropriateness of corporations in general basing their bonus and compensation programs on 

achieving certain fmancial targets." 

Response: · See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1 and 2. Again, whether 

Hospital A provides bonus compensation based on financial performance is not probative of 

whether: (l) Tampa Electric should be authorized to include in rates the amounts it has requested 

(which is based on the maximum incentive/bonus amounts under its compensation plan) when 

historic data show that Tampa Electric does not provide incentive compensation at those levels, 

·or (2) as a matter of policy, shareholders or ratepayers should be responsible for stock 

compensation for financial performance. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a 

response to Request for Admission No. 3 should be denied. 

4. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No.4, which reads 

as follows: 

4. Admit that officers and key employees of Hospital B received bonus and 
incentive compensation in 2011. 

Tampa Electric's motion argues "that Hospital B officers and key employees receive 

bonus and incentive compensation has a bearing upon the reasonableness of such compensation 

and the credibility of HUA's witnesses who criticized Tampa Electric for paying bonus and 

incentive compensation. (Issue Nos. 37, 38 and 38A)." 

Response: See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1 and 2. Particularly as shown 

regarding Request for Admission No. 2, information about Hospital B providing bonus and/or 

incentive compensation to officers and key employees is not probative of whether: (l) Tampa 

Electric should be authorized to include in rates the amount it has requested (which is based on 

the maximum incentive/bonus amounts under its compensation plan) when historic data show 
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that Tampa Electric has not provided incentive compensation at those levels, or (2) as a matter of 

policy, shareholders or ratepayers should be responsible for stock compensation for fmancial 

performance. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for 

Admission No. 4 should be denied. 

5. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No.5, which reads 

as follows: 

5. Admit that nine officers and key employees of Hospital C received bonus 
and incentive compensation in 2011. 

Tampa Electric provides no additional justification for this request other than to reiterate 

its request that HUA be compelled to answer for the same reason in Requests Nos. 3 and 4. 

Response: See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1, 2 and 4. For the same 

reasons, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Admission No.5 should 

be denied. 

6. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No.6, which reads 

as follows: 

6. Admit that payment of bonuses to officers and key employees of Hospital 
C in 2011 are based in part on fmancial performance. 

Tampa Electric provides no additional justification for this request other than to reiterate 

its request that HUA be compelled to answer for the same reason in Requests Nos. 3 and 4. 

Response: See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1, 2 and 4. For the same 

reasons, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Admission No. 6 should 

be denied. 

7. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No.7. which reads 

as follows: 
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7. Admit that the company that owns or manages Hospital's D and # has a 
stock based compensation system as reflected in its SEC Form lOK for 
the period ended December 31. 2012. 

Response: See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1, 2 and 4. For the same 

reasons, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Admission No. 7 should 

be denied. 

8. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No. 8, which reads 

as follows: 

8. Admit that, while legal expenses may vary from time to time for each of 
the HUA hospital members, most large businesses, including HUA's 

·hospital members, are subject to litigation on a continuing basis. 

In support of its request to compel a response to this request, Tampa Electric states "that 

HUA hospital members, like Tampa Electric, are subject to litigation on a continuing basis has a 

bearing on the credibility of HUA's witnesses who challenge Tampa Electric's legal expenses." 

Response: Litigation expenses are separable from general legal expenses. For instance, 

hospitals incur legat' expenses associated with compliance with any number of Federal and State 

healthcare related laws. These legal expenses do not necessarily have anything to do with 

litigation costs. Tampa Electric's request for admission fails to recognize the distinction between 

these two types of legal fees. Further, the reasons why legal expenses arise for hospitals and 

electric utilities, and the patterns under which they arise, are completely different. However, as a 

general matter, HUA will stipulate that large businesses are involved in litigation from time to 

time. 

9. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No. 9, which reads 

W AS:I99811.4 

as follows: 

9. Admit that legal expenses and payment for litigation are ordinary and 
necessary expenses of running a modem business such as a hospital. 
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Tampa Electric characterizes "HUA's objection to this request [as] almost the equivalent 

of objecting to a request to admit that the sun comes up in the east." Tampa Electric argues that 

"[t]he fact in question has a 'direct bearing upon ... the appropriateness of legal expenses, 

including litigation, incorporated into Tampa Electric's 2014 test year expenses. (Issue No. 45)." 

Response: This request for admission does not seek information that is probative of 

whether a penny of Tampa Electric's claimed revenue requirement should be approved. 

However, HUA's counsel will stipulate that hospitals in general incur legal expenses, including 

expenses for litigation. However, that acknowledgement does not support the inclusion of any 

legal expenses in Tampa Electric's revenue requirement as ·the healthcare industry as hospitals 

face vastly different regulatory schemes and litigation risks than those faced by electric utilities. 

10. HUA has objected to Tampa Electric's Request for Admission No. 10. which 

reads as follows: 

10. Admit that Hospital A's legal expenses in 2009 and 2010 based on its 
Form 990's were $9.4 and $2.8 million, respectively. 

Tampa Electric argues that HUA should be compelled to respond to this request for the 

same reasons in Request No. 9. (Issue N?· 45). 

Response: HUA objects to this request for admission because the legal expenses and 

types of litigation faced by a hospital (e.g., medical malpractice litigation, medicare, insurance, 

etc.) bear no relation to the legai expenses faced by Tampa Electric. See Response to 9. 

Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Admission No. 10 

should be denied. 

Interrogatories 

11. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 3, which reads as follows: 

lO 
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3. Please state how many of your member hospitals are for-profit and how 
any are non-profit. 

Tampa Electric's motion argues that "HUA has · raised many issues ·concerning the 

appropriateness of compensation and expenses which differ based on whether a corporation is 

· for profit or non-profit. (Issue Nos. 48 and 52)~" Tampa Electric's only justification for this 

interrogatory is that "[w]hether HUA's member hospitals are for profit or not-for-profit has a 

direct bearing on whether those members are comparable to Tampa Electric, a for profit 

corporation." 

Response: A response to this interrogatory is irrelevant because it makes no difference 

whether a hospital is for-profit or not-for-profit. Other than making its conclusory statement, 

Tampa Electric has provided no information that would demonstrate how a response to this 

interrogatory would lead to discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, Mr. KoHen's 

testimony challenges Tampa Electric proposed revenue requirement based on evidence that 

shows the proposed amount is excessive as compared to amounts Tampa Electric has spent 

historically. Discovery of whether a hospital is for profit or not will provide no assistance to the 

Commission in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric claims as support for 

its requested rate increase. Accordingly, Tampa Electric' s motion to compel a response to 

Interrogatory No.3 should be denied. 

12. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No.4, which reads as follows: 

4. For each member of HUA please provide the percentage or employees 
eligible for incentive compensation. 

Tampa Electric argues that "HUA has raised issues regarding the percentage of Tampa 

Electric's employees eligible for incentive compensation. The answer to this interrogatory has a 

direct bearing on the credibility of HUA's position on the percentage of empl~yees that are or 

should be eligible for incentive compensation. (Issue Nos. 37, 38 and 38A)." 
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·Response: Nowhere does HUA challenge the percentage of employees that are eligible 

for incentive compensation. HUA has asserted that: (1) Tampa Electric's historical spending is 

not in line with the amount it has included in its proposed revenue requirement in this case; and 

(2) the cost of stock compensation expenses related to fmancial performance should be borne by 

· the fmancial shareholder TECO Energy, Inc., not by the ratepayers of Tampa Electric. 

Information about the percentage of employees eligible for incentive under the hospitals' plans is 

not probative of those issues and will not assist the Commission in its determination of the level 

of compensation related costs that should be included in the determination of rates. Nor has 

there been any showing that a utility industry's circumstances are comparable to those of the 

healthcare industry. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel . a response to . 

Interrogatory No. 4 should be denied. 

13. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 5, which reads as follows: 

5. By member hospital, provide the amounts of total payroll paid out in 
incentive compensation broken out by the following categories: 

a. Bonus payouts 
b. Stock compensations 
c. Other non-salary compensation 

Tampa Electric argues that "[t]he information sought in this interrogatory has a direct 

bearing upon the credibility of HUA's witnesses' testimony concerning the appropriate structure 

of incentive compensation." 

Response: See Response regarding Interrogatory No. 4. 

14. HUA haS objected to Interrogatory No. 6. which reads as follows: 

6. How much compensation has HUA paid its attorneys and consultants for 
this base rate proceeding through July of 2013? 

Tampa Electric asserts that "[t]he information sought in this interrogatory has a direct 

bearing on the credibility of HUA's position concerning rate case expense. (Issue No. 46)." 
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Response: This interrogatory requests privileged information and clearly was posed for 

harassment purposes only. HUA has not challenged Tampa Electric's rate case expenses. 

Further, discovery of the hospitals' litigation expenses in this case will provide no assistance to 

the Commission in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric claims in support 

of its requested rate increase. The expenses an intervenor incurs in participating in a utility's rate 

case simply are not probative of the utility's rate case expenses. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's 

motion to compel a response to Interrogatory No.6 should be denied. 

15. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No.7, which reads as follows: 

7. Please provide the percentage change in O&M costs by year from 2000 to 
the present for each member hospital? 

Tampa Electric attempts to relate the O&M costs of HUA's member hospitals to the 

O&M costs at issue in this docket (i.e., the costs of the regulated electric utility that is petitioning 

the Commission for a rate increase). Tampa Electric attempts to justify this request by stating 

that "[t]he answer to this interrogatory has a direct bearing upon HUA's credibility in this regard 

and also will help provide a comparison of O&M costs for businesses in general from 2000 to 

the present. (Issue Nos. 48 and 52)." 

Response: O&M expenses and spending patterns for hospitals have nothing to do with 

the reasons a regulated electric utility incurs O&M expenses. Thus, this interrogatory does not 

seek information that would t,e probative of the appropriate level of Tampa Electric's O&M 

expenses. Hospital operations and regulated electric utility operations are completely disparate, 

and the reasons for which hospitals incur expenses and the pattern under which they incur 

expenses bear no relation to the reasons for, or manner in which, expenses arise for an electric 

utility. Thus, discovery of the hospitals expenses will provide no assistance to the Commission 

in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric claims as support for its requested 
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rate increase. Further, this discovery request is unduly burdensome. Gathering the requested 

data back to the year 2000 simply is unreasonable Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to 

compel a response to Interrogatory No. 7 should be denied. 

16. HUAhas objected to Interrogatory No.8, which reads as follows: 

8. Please provide the percentage change in uncollectable accounts expense 
by year from 2000 to the present for each member hospital? 

As above, Tampa Electric attempts to relate the uncollectable accounts of HUA's 

member hospitals to the Tampa Electric's uncollectable accounts. Tampa Electric claims that 

"[t]he information soughtin this interrogatory will have a direct bearing upon the reasonableness 

of uncollectable accounts expense and the credibility of HUA's witnesses who address this 

subject. HUA should be compelled to answer this interrogatory." 

Response: See Response to Interrogatory No. 7. There is no support for the conjecture 

that the uncollectable accounts of HUA's member hospitals are in any way probative of the 

appropriate level of uncollectable accounts at issue in this docket. Indeed, given the existence of 

insurance, Medicare and Medicaid, and the fact that hospitals from time-to-time provide medical 

care for which they are unreimbursed or are under-reimbursed, it is unreasonable to suggest that 

an answer to this interrogatory would be of any probative value. Further, this discovery request 

is unduly burdensome. Gathering the requested data back to the year 2000 simply is 

unreasonable. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Interrogatory No. 

8 should be denied. 

17. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No.9, which reads as follows: 

9. Please provide the amount spent on legal costs as a percentage of O&M 
for each member hospital from 2000 to the present? 

Tampa Electric argues that "HUA should be required to answer this interrogatory for the 

same reasons set forth above in connection with Interrogatories Nos. 6 and 7." 
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Response: See Responses concerning Requests for Admission Nos. 9 and 10 and 

Interrogatory Nos. 7 and 8. There is no support for the conjecture that information concerning 

the legal expenses of HUA's member hospitals is in any way probative of the amounts claimed 

· by Tampa Electric that are at issue in this docket. Litigation expenses as a percentage of O&M 

expenses for a hospital are not comparable to the litigation expenses as a percentage of O&M 

expenses for a regulated electric utility. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a 

response to Interrogatory No.9 should be denied. 

18. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 10, which reads as follows: 

10. Please provide the percentage of legal costs that is recurring vs. non
recurring for each member hospital? 

Tampa Electric argues that "HUA should be required to answer this interrogatory for the 

same reasons set forth above in connection with Interrogatories Nos. 6 and 7." 

Response: Tampa Electric's motion to compel response to Interrogatory No. 10 should 

be denied. See Response concerning Request for Admission Nos. 9 and 10 and to Interrogatory 

No.9. 

19. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 11, which reads as follows: 

11. Please provide the percentage change in electric costs to the change in 
O&M for each member hospital from 2000 to the present? 

Tampa Electric justifies this interrogatory by stating that "[t]he information sought in this 

interrogatory will place Tampa Electric's O&M expenses in context with businesses in general 

including HUA members [and that the] answer to this interrogatory has a direct bearing upon the 

credibility of HUA's witnesses who address Tampa Electric's O&M." 

Response: This interrogatory is both unduly burdensome and another example of 

harassment because O&M expenses at a hospital have nothing to do with a regulated utility. As 

repeatedly noted herein, hospital operations and regulated electric utility operations are 
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completely disparate, and the reasons for which hospitals incur expenses and the pattern under 

which they incur expenses bear no relation to the reasons for, or manner in which, expenses arise 

for an electric utility. Thus, discovery of the hospitals expenses will provide no assistance to the 

Commission in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric claims as support for 

its requested rate increase. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to 

Interrogatory No. 11 should be denied. 

20. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 12. which reads as follows: 

12. Please provide the percentage change in total compensation for each 
member hospital from 2007 to the present? 

Tampa Electric justifies the request for total compensation information by stating that 

such information "has a direct bearing on HUA's witnesses' credibility and will provide a general 

gauge as to the reasonableness of total compensation for corporations in general. (Issue Nos. 37, 

38 and 39A)." 

Response: Tampa Electric asserts that this interrogatory is probative of HUA witnesses 

credibility and will provide a gauge of reasonableness for total compensation for corporations. It 

does not. HUA has asserted that: (1) Tampa Electric's historic spending is not in line with the 

amount it has included in its proposed revenue requirement in this case; and (2) the cost of stock 

compensation expenses related to financial performance should be · borne by the fmancial 

shareholder TECO Energy, Inc., not by the ratepayers of Tampa Electric. Information about the 

compensation systems of the hospitals is not probative of those issues and will not assist the 

Commission in its determination of the level of compensation related costs ·that should be 

included in the determination of rates. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a 

response to Interrogatory No. 12 should be denied. 

21. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 15, which reads as follows: 
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15. Regarding KoHen at 9, lines 15-24. Please provide all Commission 
references where the Commission stated the company's O&M request was 
"excessive"? 

Tampa Electric states that it "has no obligation to do legal research in an effort to 

speculate as to the basis for witness KoHen's reference. If witness KoHen knows what he is 

talking about it would be easy for him to provide the information in question. (Issue No. 48)." 

Response: A party responding to discovery requests does not have to conduct legal 

research where such research is as readily available from the requesting party.2 As noted in 

HUA's objection, the information sought in the request "is as readily accessible to Tampa 

Electric as it is to HUA, because Commission orders, where such information would lie, are a 

matter of public record." This interrogatory also is overbroad. It contains no time limit and 

more than likely, there are hundreds perhaps thousands of cases, in which the Commission has 

found that the amount a company proposed to recover an O&M expense was excessive. 

Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Interrogatory No. 15 should be 

denied. 

22. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 16, which reads as follows: 

16. Regarding KoHen. Please list all commission decisions that have 
specifically adopted his proposed "top-down" approach in setting O&M 
levels for projected test years . 

. Tampa Electric justifies Interrogatory No. 16 (Issue No. 22) for the reasons given in 

relation to Interrogatory No. 15 (Issue No. 21). 

Response: See Response concerning Interrogatory No. 15, i..e., a party responding to a 

discovery request is not required to do legal research. 3 
· 

See, e.g. David Wellman, et aL v. Ameritech Ohio, 2002 Ohio PUC Lexis 554, at 17 (Ohio P.U.C. June 21, 
2002) (denying a motion to compel discovery of interrogatories on the grounds that the PUC's examiner could 
not order a one party to conduct legal research for an opposing party). 

Supra note 2. 
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23. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 19, which reads as follows: 

19. Regarding Kollen. Please List all Commission decisions that have. 
specifically adopted his proposed "bottom-up" approach in setting O&M 
levels for projected test years. 

Tampa Electric justifies this interrogatory for the reasons given in relation to 

Interrogatory No. 15, supra. 

Response: HUA objected to Interrogatory No. 19 because: (1) it calls for HUA to 

conduct legal research on behalf of Tampa Electric; (2) such information is readily accessible to 

Tampa Electric; and (3) the request calls for a legal conclusion. See Response regarding 

Interrogatory No. 15. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to 

Interrogatory No. 19 should be denied. 

24. HUA has objected to Interrogatory No. 20. which reads as follows: 

20. Regarding Kollen at 23 lines 1-8. Please list all Commission decisions that 
have specifically adopted witness KoHen's [sic] proposed incentive to 
reduce common equity by allowing a pro-forma adjustment to incentive 
compensation .. 

Tampa Electric justifies this interrogatory for the reasons given in relation to 

Interrogatory No. 15, supra. 

Response: See Response concerning Interrogatory No. 15. Accordingly, Tampa 

Electric's motion to compel a response to Interrogatory No. 20 should be denied. 

Requests for Production of Documents 

25. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No.9, which reads as 

WAS: 199811.4 

follows: 

9. Please provide the compensation and benefits program for each member 
hospital. 
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Tampa Electric attempts to draw similarities between HUA's hospital members and 

potential issues relating to officer compensation, key employees and the workforce in general. It 

claims that "[t]he credibility of HUA's witnesses and HUA's positions regarding compensation 

and benefits programs are directly affected, credibility wise, by the information sought in this 

production request." 

Response: A lack of relevance and a lack of any probative value is again an issue here. 

HUA is not challenging Tampa Electric's right to have a compensation program. Rather, HUA 

has challenged the amounts that are claimed by Tampa Electric. HUA has aSserted that: (1) 

Tampa Electric's historic spending is not in line with the amount it proposes to include in its 

revenue requirement; and (2) the cost of stock compensation expenses related to financial 

performance should be borne by the financial shareholder TECO Energy, Inc., not by the 

ratepayers of Tampa Electric. Information about the compensation systems of the hospitals is 

not probative of those issues and will not assist the Commission in itS determination of the level 

' of compensation related costs that should be included in the determination of rates. The 

compensation and benefits program for each of HUA's member hospitals is not relevant, nor is it 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Accordingly, Tampa 

Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Production of Docwnents No.9 should be 

denied. 

26. HUA's has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 10, which reads as 

follows: 

·10. Please provide all agreements between HUA and its attorneys and 
consultants in this rate case proceeding. 

Tampa Electric states that the requested infomiation bears on "HUA's true goals ... and 

whether those goals are consistent with the best interest of all Tampa Electric customers." 

19 
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Tampa Electric does concede that "HUA is free to raise the attorney-client privilege with respect 

to any of the information contained in the answer to this production of document request." 

However, Tampa Electric argues that a blanket objection is not an appropriate way to raise the 

privilege. 

Response: This production request seeks privileged documents that will not lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. As noted in HUA's August 15, 2013 objection, "[a]greements 

between HUA and its attorneys and consultants are not included in Tampa Electric's cost of 

service." It is hard to imagine that this request was posed for any reason other than for the 

purpose of harassment. Further, the entirety of the agreement between HUA and its attorneys is 

privileged and proprietary. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to 

Request for Production of Documents No. 10 should be denied. 

27. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 11, which reads as 

follows: 

11. Please provide annual financial statements and budgets for each member 
hospital by year from 2002 to present. 

Tampa Electric argues that the requested information has a direct bearing on the 

credibility of HUA's positions. Tampa Electric opines that it is a shallow distinction to 

. differentiate hospitals from utility companies and there are many similarities in the operation, 

costs, compensation and other details of operating large businesses whether they be hospitals, 

utility companies, banks, or box stores. (Issue Nos. 48, 52. 37, 38 and 38A)." 

Response: The documents sought by this request are not relevant to any aspect of this 

case. The supposed justification by Tampa Electric for this request, that hospitals' operations are 

related to those of a regulated monopolist electric utility, is simply untrue and there is no 

evidence presented to suggest that it is true. Hospital operations and regulated electric utility 
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operations are completely disparate, and the reasons for which hospitals incur expenses and the 

pattern under which they incur expenses bear no relation to the reasons for, or manner in which, 

expenses arise for an electric utility. Thus, discovery of the hospitals expenses will provide no 

assistance to the Commission in determining the legitimacy of the expenses Tampa Electric 

claims as support for its requested rate increase. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to 

compel a response to Request for Production of Documents No. 11 should be denied. 

28. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 12 which reads as 

follows: 

12. Please provide any contract or agreement between HUA and its member 
hospitals regarding this base rate proceeding. 

Tampa Electric reiterates their request for agreements and contracts based on Request for 

Production of Documents No. 10, supra. (Issue Nos. 48, 52. 37. 38 and 38A). 

Response: The Commission should reject Tampa Electric's request because it is not 

probative and amounts to nothing more than harassment. Tampa Electric has not even attempted 

to theorize how this request may be related to any argument being made before this Commission. 

Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Production of 

Documents No. 12 should be denied. 

29. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 13. which reads as 

follows: 

13. Please provide all documents, notes or memoranda between member 
hospitals and, HUA regarding this base rate proceeding. 

Tampa Electric reiterates their request for agreements and contracts based on Request for 

Production of Document No. 10, supra. (Issue Nos. 48, 52. 37. 38 and 38A). 

Response: As a baseline, this request seeks privileged documents, and to the extent such 

documents might not be privileged, no requested production could lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence nor could any requested document be probative of the issues before this 

Commission. In essence, Tampa Electric is seeking information about HUA's litigation strategy. 

Such discovery is clearly improper. Accordingly, Tampa Electric's motiori to comi;el a response 

to Request for Production of Documents No. 13 should be denied. 

30. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 14, which reads as 

follows: 

14. Please provide any and all work papers used to produce the "12 CP and 
l/13th AD methodology that incorporates MDS methodology for 
allocating distribution costs referenced in Witness Baron's testimony 
page 6, lines 7-9 and Exhibit SFB-6. Please provide such work papers and 
the cost of service study itself, electronically in Excel, with all formulas 
and calculations intact and unlocked. 

Tampa Electric states that the no basis exists for the objection to this Production of 

Documents request, because of the Non-Disclosure Agreement between HUA and Tampa 

Electric. 

Response: HUA had submitted a cautionary objection to this request. However, upon 

further review, there are no confidential materials and the requested information is being 

· produced on August 23, 2013. 

31. HUA has objected to Production of Documents Request No. 15, which reads as 

follows: 

15. Please provide copies of all invoices received from each witness who 
submitted pre-filed testimony or who will testify on behalf of HUA. 

Tampa Electric states that HUA "raised issues concerning the appropriateness of amounts 

included in Tampa Electric's rate case expense. The information requested in this Production of 

Documents Request has a direct bearing on the credibility of HU A's position concerning rate 

case expense." (Issue No. 46). 
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Response: HUA has not challenged Tampa Electric's rate case expenses. This request 

amounts to harassment and an attempt to gain confidential proprietary information. Accordingly, 

Tampa Electric's motion to compel a response to Request for Production of Documents No. 15 

should be denied. 

Conclusion 

WHEREFORE, HUA respectfully submits the foregoing response in opposition to the 

August 19, 2013 Motion to Compel filed on behalf of Tampa Electric and requests that the 

Motion be denied. 

Attorneys for WCF Hospital Utility Alliance 

Dated: August 23, 2013 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Is/ Kenneth L. Wiseman. 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Mark F. Sundback 
Lisa M. Purdy 
William M. Rappolt 
Blake R. Urban 
Allison E. Hellreich 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
1350 I Street NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Ph: (202) 662-2700 
Fax: (202) 662-2739 



Exhibit A: 
HUA's Objections to Tampa Electric Company's First 
Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-2) and First Request for 

Production of Documents (Nos. 1-8) 
(July 29, 2013). 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for rate lncreue by Florida § 
Power & Llgbt Company § 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

Docket No.: 130040-EI 

. Dated: July 19, lOll 

WCF HOSPITAL UTILITY ALLIANCE'S 
OBJECTIONS TOT AMP A ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-l) AND 

FIRST REOUESJ FOR PRQDUCTION OF DOCYMENTS CNOS. I-ll 

Pursuant to Rule 28-106.206 of the Florida Administrative Code and Rules 1.340 and 

1.350 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, the WCF Hospital Utility Alliance ("HUA"), by 

and through its undersigned representatives, hereby submits the following objections to Tampa 

Electric Company's ("Tampa Electric") First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-2) and First Request 

for Production of Documents (Nos. 1-8) dated July 9, 2013. 

L Prellmlnarv Nature of Objections 

A. HUA's objections stated herein are preliminary in nature. HUA is furnishing its 

objections consistent with the timeframe set forth in the Florida Public Service Commission's 

("Commission") Order Establishing Procedure, Order No. PSC-13-0150-PCO-EI, and Rule· 

1.190(e) ofthe Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. Should HUA discover additional grounds for 

objection as it develops its responses, HUA reserves the right to supplement or modify its 

objections. Should HUA determine that a protective order is necessary regarding any of the 

information requested of HUA., HUA reserves the right to file a motion with the Commission 

seeking such an order. · 
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PAGE20F 13 

U. General Objections 

A. HUA objects to eac:h Tampa Electric request that requires information pertaining 

·to periods that date back to 2006 or beyond. Information from such distant chronological periods 

is not relevant, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. In 

addition, it would be unduly burdensome to require HUA to resea~h and produce infonnation 

and documents from periods prior to January I, 2007. 

B. HUA objects to each Tainpa Electric request that requires information in the 

possession of other entities. HUA will provide relevant materials in itS possession and control 

and will not be responsible for obtaining materials from other entities. 

C. HUA objects to each discovery request that calls for information protected by the 

attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, the common interests privilege, joint defense 

privilege, or any other applicable privilege or protection afforded by law, whether such privilege 

or protection appears at the time response is firSt made or is later determine~ to be applicable for 

any reason. HUA in no way intends to waive such privilege or protection. HUA objects to 

Tampa Electric's instructions to the extent they purport to require HUA to provide more 

information, with respect to withheld privileged documents, than required under applicable rules 

and law. The nature of the withheld privileged document(s), if any, responsive to a Tampa 

Electric discovery request will be described in a privilege log prepared by HUA. 

D. HUA objects to providing information that is proprietary, confidential business 

infonnation without provisions in place to protect the confidentiality of the infonnation. HUA in 

no way intends to waive claims of confidentiality. 
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E. HUA objects to each discovery request that seeks infonnation that is duplicative, 

or not rclcvutt to the subject matter of this proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to 

the discovery of admissible evidence. HUA expressly reserves and docs not waive any utd all 

objections to the admissibility, authenticity or relcvutcy of the infonnation provided in its 

responses to the discovery requests. 

F. HUA objects to each and every discovery request that calls for the production of 

documents and/or disclosure of infonnation from HUA that docs not deal with Tampa Electric's 

justification for claims of changes in rates for services provided by Tampa Electric. Documents 

and/or infonnation, asi4c from those involving justification for Tampa Electric's claim of 

changed rates, do not affect Tampa Electric's rates or cost of service. Further, the infonnation 

thus elicited is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Moreover, such requests arc by their very nature unduly burdensome and overly 

broad. Subject to and without waiving any other objections, HUA will respond to the extent the 

discovery request pertains to Tampa Electric's claimed justification for changes in rates and 

services. 

G. Responsive documents may be located in a variety of different cities. Thus, it is 

possible that not every relevant document may have been consulted in developing HUA's 

responses. The responses given by HUA will, however, provide all the documents utdlor 

information that HUA obtained after a reasonable and diligent search conducted in connection 

with a discovery request. To the extent that discovery requests propose to require more, HUA 

objects on the ground that compliance would impose either an undue burden or expense on 

HUA. 

WAS:I98227.l 



WCF HOSPITAL UTILITY ALLIANCE'S 
OBJECTIONS TO TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-2) AND 
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1-8) 

PAGE40F 13 

H. HUA objects to any production location other than their attorneys' office at 1350 

I Street, NW, Washington, DC 20005 or such other location ofHUA 's choosing. 

I. HUA objects to any definition and/or instruction in any intetTogatory or request to 

the extent they purport to impose upon HUA any obligations that HUA does not have under the 

law. 

J. HUA objects to each request that is vague, ambiguous, or overly broad, imprecise, 

or utilizes tenns subject to · multiple interpretations, but not properly defined or explained for 

purposes of such discovery requests. Any responses provided by HUA to any Tampa Electric 

discovery request will be provided subject to, and without waiver of the foregoing objection. 

K. HUA objects to each request that requires HUA to prepare information in a 

particular format, to create new data, documents or studies, to perform legal research, or to 

perform calculations or analyses not previously prepared, created or performed by HUA. HUA 

will provide material in existing formats, but will not be required to create new data or 

documents, conduct new studies, perform new calculations or analyses, or acquire new software 

to respond to requests. 

L. . HUA objects to providing information that is already in the public record or that 

is as easily accessible to Tampa Electric as to HUA or already is in Tampa Electric's possession 

or is readily accessible through legal search engines. 

M. HUA objects to each discovery request to the extent that the information 

requested constitutes ''trade secrets" which are privileged pursuant to Sections 90.506 and 

366.093(3Xa) of the Florida Statutes. HUA also objects to provision of any document that 
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would expose them to claims of copyright or other intellectual-property based claims, or any 

other adverse claim or exposure based upon provisions of licensing or other agreements. 

N. HUA . objects to discovery requests that arc intended to harass HUA and/or its 

members. 

0. HUA reserves its right to count discovery requests and their sub-parts, as 

permitted under the applicable rules of procedure, in determining whether it is obligated to 

respond to additional requests served by any party. HUA ·objects to any attempt by the party 

seeking discovery to evade any numerical limitations set on interrogatories or requests by asking 

multiple independent discovery requests within a single individual discovery request and 

subparts thereof. 

P. By making these general objections at this time, HUA does not waive or 

relinquish its right to assert additional general and specific objections to the subject discovery at 

the time HUA's response is due. 

Ill. Speeif'!s Obiestions 

Without prejudice to or waiver of the application of HUA 's General Objections to these 

and/or other requests, HUA supplements such objections as follows; 

A. HUA objects to POD No. I, which reads as follows: 

WAS: 198ll7 .l 

1. With respect to each person whom HUA expects to call as an expert 
witness in this proceeding, identify the witness and produce the following 
in hard copy and to thee [sic] extent it exists in the following format, in 
EXCEL or EXCEL compatible format with all formulae intact and 
unlocked: 

(a) Copies of all testimonies and exhibits submitted by the witness 
in utility regulatory proceedings in Florida and in all other 
regulatory jurisdictions from January 1, 2008 to date. 
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(b) Copies of all workpapers, calculations, spreadsheets, computer 
models, computer programs and other materials prepared by, for 
or on behalf of the witness, or otherwise relied upon by the 
witness, that support the witness's testimony in this proceeding 
and all of such documents that support the conclusions or · 
recommendations contained in such testimony. 

(c) Copies of all decisions and orders of regulatory agencies from 
January 1, 2005 to date referring to testimony presented or 
positions taken by the witness in the proceeding that gave rise to 
such decision or order. 

(d) Copies of all orders or decisions reflecting or supporting your 
answer to Interrogatory 2(b). · 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to POD No. 1(a) on dte grounds that this 

request is overbroad and unduly burdensome as piopounded. Further, HUA objects to 

this request to the extent that the request seeks documents that are publicly available, are 

as easily accessible to Tampa Electric as to HUA, are already in Tampa Electric's 

possession, or are readily accessible through legal search engines. The testimonies and 

exhibits submitted by HUA's witnesses in other "utility regulatory proceedings in Florida 

and in all other regulatory jurisdictions from January I, 2008 to date" are publicly 

available documents. Each ofHUA's witnesses list their appearances in their curriculum 

vitae filed with their testimony in this proceeding. HUA also objects to this request to the 

extent that the requested testimonies and exhibits are confidential. HUA only will 

provide these testimonies and exhibits in redacted format. HUA also objects to POD No. 

1 (b) to the extent it requests all "materials prepared by, for or on behalf of the witness, or 

otherwise relied upon by the witness, that suppon the witness's testimony in this 

proceeding." In addition, each ofHUA's witnesses has decades of experience regarding 

the subject matter covered by their testimony, and each has reviewed voluminous 
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materials over the years which contribute to the bases for their testimony here. HUA 

objects to providing any such documents unless specifically relied upon in the course of a 

witness preparing his testimony here further, as propounded, this request would include 

all of Tampa Electric's materials provided in this proceeding. HUA objects to producing 

any such materials that arc already in Tampa Electric's possession. HUA additionally 

objects to POD No. l(c) and (d) because they call upon HUA to conduct legal research on 

all regulatory agency decisions where one ofHUA's witnesses presented testimony to 

identify, and poteniially speculate, whether the regulatory agency decision or order from 

January I, 2005 to date adopted or took the position ofHUA's witness that gave rise to its 

decision or order. The decisions and orders of the regulatory agencies in which HUA 

witnesses presented testimony arc publicly available for Tampa Electric's review and 

HUA objects to producing these decisions and orders to Tampa Electric as requested in 

POD No. I( c) and (d). 

B. HUA objects to POD No. 2, which reads as follows: . 

2. Provide complete copies of all documents, data and other information 
requested formally or informally by any Party to HUA in this proceeding, 
including the Commission Staff, identifying material by reference to the 
original request from the Party or Commission Staff. 

Basis for Obiectlon: HUA objects to POD No. 2 on the grounds that such 

. communications among counsel, inclusive of Commission Staff, in this proceeding arc 

irrelevant to any issue presented in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. See General Objection No. F and N. Further, HUA 

objects to this request to the extent that this request calls for HUA to provide a copy of 
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any document, data or other infonnation that is publicly available, is already in the 

possession of Tampa Electric, or is protected by the attorney work product doctrine, the 

common interests privilege, joint defense privilege or any other applicable privilege or 

protection afforded by law. See General Objection Nos. C and L. 

C. HUA objects to POD No. 3, which reads as follows: 

3. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressing jmisdiction separation. class cost of service or rate design · 
issues, provide a working copy of any jurisdictional and class cost -of
service studies utilized by the HUA witness to support that testimony in 
this proceeding in hard copy and in EXCEL or EXCEL compatible fonnat 
with all fonnulae intact and unlocked. 

Basjs for Obiestio•: HUA objects to POD No. 3 to the extent that the request 

calls for "plans to file." HUA will limit its response to what has been filed in this 

proceeding. Further, HUA objects to POD No. 3 to the extent that the request calls for 

HUA to provide the requested studies in hard copy and to convert such studies into 

EXCEL or EXCEL compatible format. HUA will provide the requested documents in 

native fonnat and will not convert any such studies into EXCEL or EXCEL compatible 

fonnat. Requiring HUA to convert any such studies into the fonnat requested would 

impose an undue burden upon HUA, requiring potentially hundreds of hours and/or the 

purchase of software that HUA does not currently possess. See General Objection No. K. 

Further, to the extent that the requested studies are voluminous, HUA objects to providing 

such studies in hard copy. HUA will provide responsive documents to Tampa Electric 

electronically in native fonnat, which will pennit Tampa Electric to print such documents 

at its own choosing and expense. Where Tampa Electric alreadY possesses the requested 
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documents (e.g., Tampa Electric's class cost of service study), HUA objects to providing 

such documents and will not provide a copy to Tampa Electric. 

D. HUA objects to POD No. 4, which reads as follows: 

4. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressing jurisdiction separation, class cost of service or rate design 
issues, provide a copy of all documents referenced in that testimony not 
otherwise provided as a separate exhibit to the testimony. 

Basis for Obieetion: HUA objects to POD No. 4 to the extent that the request 

calls for "plans to file." HUA will limit its response to what hu been filed in this 

proceeding. Further, HUA objects to POD No. 4 to the extent that the request calls for 

HUA to provide a copy of any document that is publicly available or is already in the 

possession of Tampa Electric. See General Objection No. L. 

E. HUA objects to POD No. S, which reads as follows: 

S. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressingjurisdiction separation, class cost of service or rate design 
issues, provide a copy of all work papers underlying that testimony in hard 
copy and in EXCEL or EXCEL compatible format (if such format is 
relevant to such work papers), with all formulae intact and unloclced. 

Basjs for Objestiog: HUA objects to POD No. S to the extent that the request 

calls for "plans to file." HUA will limit its response to what has been filed in this 

proceeding. Further, HUA objects to POD No. S to the extent that the request caJis for 

HUA to provide the requested studies in hard copy and to convert such studies into 

EXCEL or EXCEL compatible format. HUA will provide the requested documents in 

native format and will not convert any such studies into EXCEL or EXCEL compatible 

format. Requiring HUA to convert any such studies into the format requested would 

WAS:1982l72 
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impose an undue burden upon HUA, requiring potentially hundreds of hours and/or the 

purchase of software that HUA does not currently possess. See General Objection No. K. 

Further, to the ~xtent that the requested studies are voluminous, HUA objects to providing 

such studies in hard copy. HUA will provide responsive documents to Tampa Electric 

electronically in native fonnat, which will permit Tampa Electric to print such documents 

at its.own choosing and expense. Where Tampa Electric already possesses the requested 

documents (e.g., Tampa Electric's class cost of service study), HUA objects to providing 

such documents and wi11 not provide a copy to Tampa Electric. 

F. HUA objects to POD No. 6, which reads as follows: 

6. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressing jurisdiction separation or class cost of SCIVice issues, provide a 
copy of all documents reviewed by the witness in reaching any 
conclusions that witness proposes regarding the Commission adopting a 
particular cost of service methodology or rejecting the Company's 
proposed cost of service methodology in this proceeding. 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to POD No. 6 to the extent that the request 

calls for "plans to tile." HUA will limit its response to what hi! been filed in this 

proceeding. Further, HUA objects to POD No. 6 to the extent thai the request calls for 

HUA to provide "all documents reviewed by the witness in reaching any conclusion" in 

this proceeding. This request is overbroad as HUA's witnesses have many years of 

experience in utility analysis, including in analyzing jurisdiction separation or class cost 

of service issues, and it would be impossible to identify all documents that HUA's 

witnesses may have reviewed OVer the course of their long careers in COMection to the 

WAS:198227.l 



WCF HOSPITAL UTILITY ALLIANCE'S 
OBJECTIONS TO TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-2) AND 
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS.l-8) 

PAGE II OF 13 

testimony offered. Any attempt by HUA to respond to this request would be unduly 

burdensome. 

G. HUA objects to POD No.7, which reads as follows: 

7. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressing rate design issues, provide a copy of all documents reviewed by 
the witness in reaching any conclusions that witness proposes regarding 
the Commission adopting a particular rate design or rejecting the 
Company's proposed rate design in this proceeding. 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to POD No. 7 to the extent that the request 

calls for HUA to provide "all documents reviewed by the witness in reaching any 

conclusion" in this proceeding. This request is overbroad as HUA's witnesses have many 

years of experience in utility analysis, including in analyzing rate design issues, and it 

would be impossible to identify all documents that HUA's witnesses may have reviewed 

over the course of their long careers in connection to the testimony offered. Any attempt 

by HUA to respond to this request would be unduly burdensome. 

H. HUA objects to POD No. 8, which reads as follows: 

WAS:I91227.2 

8. With respect to any testimony HUA plans to file in this proceeding 
addressing jurisdiction separation, class cost of service or rate design 
issues, provide a copy of any testimony given by the HUA witness in prior 
cases (before the Florida Public Service Commission, or any other United 
States state regulatory commission, as part of a proceeding dealing with 
eleetric utility matters) on behalf of any party, that addresses the issues of: 

a) Appropriate energy allocation of cost in class cost of service 
studies; 

b) Appropriate determination of classes in class cost of service 
studies; 

c) Appropriate allocation of cost to classes for large customers (e.g. 
industrial customer classes, classes for large demand customers); 

d) Appropriate allocation of cost to interruptible classes in class cost 
of service studies; 
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e) Rate design for classes for large customers (e.g. industrial rates, 
large demand rates); 

f) Rate design for interruptible customers; and 
g) ''Gradualism" as a word or concept when applied to electric rate 

design, however the witness defines it 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to POD No. 8 on the grounds that the request 

is overbroad and unduly burdensome. HUA's witnesses have many years of experience 

in utility analysis and have testified in numerous electric utility matters before state 

regulatory commissions, including the Florida Public Service Commissions, over their 

long careers. Requiring HUA to review each piece of testimony that spans several 

decades to identify which testimonies include responsive information would require 

potentially hundreds of hours to complete. HUA further objects to this request to the 

extent that the requested testimonies and exhibits are confidential. 

WAS:I98ll1.l 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Is/Kenneth L Wiseman 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Mark F. Sundback 
Lisa M. Purdy 
William M. Rappolt 
Blake R. Urban 
Allison E. Hellreich 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
1350 I Street NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: (202) 662-2700 
Fax: (202) 662-2739 

Qualified Representatives for the 
WCF Hospital Utility Alliance 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served by 

electronic mail, U.S. Mail, or Federal Express, this 29th day of July, 2013, to the following: 

Tampa Electric Company 
Gordon L. Gillette 
Paula K. Brown 
P.O. Box Ill 
Tampa, FL 33601-0111 
Phone:(813)228-1444 
Fax: (813) 228-1770 
Email: Rcgckpt@tecoenem.v.com 

Off"ace of Public Counsel 
J.R. Kelly 
P. Christensen 
J. McGlothlin 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
Ill W. Madison Street, Room 812 
TaliShassee, FL 32393-1400 
Phone: (850) 488-9330 
Email: Christensen.pattv@leg.state.fl.us 

Florida Public Service Commissioll 
Office of the General Counsel 
Martha Barrera 
Martha Brown 
Suzanne Brownless 
2450 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Florida Retail Federadoo 
I 00 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 222-4082 
Fax: (850) 226-4082 
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Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 
c/o Moyle Law Finn 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 681-3828 
Fax: (850) 681-8788 
Email: jmgyle@kapjlaw.com 

Ausley Law Firm 
James D. Beasley 
P.O.Box391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
Phone: (850) 224-911 S 
Fax: (850) 222-7560 
Email: jbeasley@auslev.com 

Cbarlu Misted 
AARP, Associate State Director 
200 West College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 577-5190 
Email: CMilsted@aam.org 

Florida Consumer Actioa Network 
Bill Newton 
3006 W. KeMedy Blvd Suite B 
Tampa, FL 33609 
Phone: (813) 877-6712 
Email: billn@fcan.onz 



Maequarie Capital (USA) Inc. 
SunnyKwak 
Andrew Weisel 
125 West SSth Street, Level 23 
New York, NY 10019 
Phone: (212) 231-1683 
Email: Sunny.Kwak@macguarie.com 

Federal Executive Agencies 
Lt. Col. Gregory J. Fike 
AFLOA/JACL-ULFSC 
139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1 
Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida 32403 
Phone: (850) 283--634 7 
Fax: (850) 283-6279 
Email: GreKQQ'.fike@tyndaJJ.af,mil 
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Gardner Law Firm 
Robert Scheffel Wright 
John T. La Via 
1300 Thomaswood Drive 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 
Phone: (850) 385-0070 
Fax: (850) 385-5416 
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HUA's Objections to Tampa Electric Company's First . 

Request for Admissions (Nos. 1-10), Second Set of 
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(Aug.15, 2013). 
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. Shawna Senko 

Fron1: 
Sent: 
To: 

Hayes, Annisha <Annisha":Jayes@andrew$kurtl'l.com> 
Th~,;~rsday; AugustlS; 2013 3:28 PM 
Filings@psc.state.fl.us 

Subject: Docket No.l30040-EE HUA's Objections to Tampa Electric Company's First Request for 
Adrn1sslons (Nos. 1-to) · 
HUA Obj~ion~ to lECO Requests, pdf 

nJ~tronic Filing. 

a. Person re8ponsiblefor this electronic filing: 

KennethL WiserniUl 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
lJSOlS~e4 .N\V 
Suite 1100 
Washington. DC 20005 
202-662-2715 (phone) 
202-662-2739 (fax) 

b. DocketNo. 130040-El 

c. Doeurnent being filed on behalf of WCF Hospital Utility Alliance (HUA). 

d. There. are a totalof24 pag~s; 

e. The document attached for electronic filing Is HUA 's Objections to Tampa Electric Company's First 
Request for Adrnissi'ons (Nos. t .. lO), · · 

Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos •. 3-2 t ), and S~n~ Request for Production nfDocoments (Nbs. 9-15) 

(See attached HUA Objections to TECO Request~pd1) 

Thank you for your attention Md :cooperation to thls filing. 

R~:~gards. 
Annisha Hayes 
AndrewsKurth, LLP 
1350 I Street. NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington. DC 20005 
202-662-2783 
202·662•2739 (fax) 
ahayes@aQdrewskurth.com. 
WfiW.andrewskuftb.CfOm 

The information· contained in this e-mail and .any attachments.toit may be legally privileged and include confidential 
information intended only for the recipient( s) identified above.. If you are hOt one of those intended recipients, you are 
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying. of this e--mail or its attachments IS strictly prohibited. If you 

. Shawna Senko 1 8/15/2013 4:01PM . 



have received this e-,mail h'l error, please notify the sender ofthatfact by return e-mail and permanently delete the e.-mail 
andany attachments to it immediately. Please do not retain, copy or use this e-rnail or its attachments for any purpose, 
nor disclose all or any part Of its contents to any other per5on. Thahk you. · 

Confidentiality NbtiCe:· Th~ tf\forniatlo.n contarned in this emalf and ~ny auaahm~nts .to it may be legally prtvilegeo art(} 
include contldentlal .information Intended only for the retiplent(s} identified abo\-e. lf you ~re not one of thoS.e intended 
recipients, YQu are hereby notlft® that any disserninCitiort, distrtbution t?r copying ofthrs email or its a~achments1s sttic:tly 
prohiPited. If you have received this. email. in error, please notify the sender of that fact: by r~tl.itn em;:ril and pennanentfy · 
delete the email and any attachments to it immediately. Please do nor retain, t:Qpy_or ·use thiS email pr its attachments for 
any purpos~. nor disclose all or any part of its contents. to any other persait l'hank yov 

Treasury .Circular 230 Disclosure: Any tax advice Io thfs email (including any attachment) Js not intended or written to be 
used, and cannot be used. by any person. for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may be il'llpos~ on the person, 1 r this 
en1ail is used or referred to In .connection with the promoting or marketing of any transaction(s) or matter(s), it sl'tou.ld be 
dmstrued as written to support the promOting or matketlrtg of the transaction( s) or rnatt!!r(M. and th~ taxpay$r sf1ould 
seek advice based On the taxpayers particular drcurnstances from an independent tax advisot. 
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BEFORE THE FLORI)) A PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for Rate lncreas.e by 
Tampa Ele¢tri_c Comp-ny 
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Docket No.; 130040-EI 

Dated: August 15, 2013 

WCF HOSPITAL UTILITY ALLIANCE'S 
O~ECTIONS TO TAMPA ELECTRIC CO~ANY~s 

FIRST REQU!1ST FOR ADMISSIONS (NO$ .. 1-10)~ 
SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 3.-:2lh AND 

SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS CNOS.. 9•15) 

Pursuant. to Rule 28-106;206 o:f the Florida Administrative Code and Rules 1.340.and 

1.350 of the Florida Rults of Civil Procedure, the WCF Hospital Utility Alliance ("HON')1 by 

and through its undersign¢d reprt$Cntativesl hereby submits the following. Qbjections to T~mpa 

Electric Company's ("Tampa Electric") First Request for Admissjons (No,~ •. 1-1 0), Second Set of 

Interrogatories (Nos. 3~:ll); and· ~econd Request for PtOdu~tioit of Documents (Nos. 9 .. 15); ~II 

dated July 26~ 2on. 

At the outset,. we note. that mMy:ofthese requests seek infonn11Uon Olat would be unduly . . . 

burde.nsome to pJ'oduce; are irrelevant to the: issues beingo litigated in thls pr()Ceeding, are not 

reasonably calculated. to lead io the discovery ofadlnissible eviden~¢, and, as s~,!eh, constitute 

harassment 

I. Preliminatt Nature of Objections 

A. HUNs objections: stated herein are preliminary in nature. Hl.JA is furnishing its 

objections oonsisrent with the tirneftame set fe)rlh in the Florida Public Service Commission's 

("Commission'') Order Establishing Proeedute, Order No. PSC-13-0150-PCO-El; and Rule 

1.190(e) oft:he Florida Rules of Civil J>r()(:edure. Should HUA discov~additional grounds for 
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objection as it develops its responses. HUA reser\les the right to supplement or m.Odify its 

objection~. Should HUA determine ·that a protective order is necessary regarding any of the 

information requested.· of HUA, HUA re.serves the right: to file a motion with the Commission 

seeking such an order, 

II. G~neral Objec;tlons 

Any responses provided by HlJA to any Tampa Electric discovery request will be 

provided subject to, and without waiver of; the following objections: 

A~ HUA obj~ts to each Tampa Electric request that require$ information ~rtaining: 

to periOds that date back to 2006 or beyond. Information from.s\lch distantchronologicalperiods. 

is not relevant, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the-disoovel')' of admissible evidence. ln 

addition, it would be und~ly burdensome to require· HUA to research and produce information 

and documents frQill ~riods prior to January 1,.20()7. 

8, H\JA objects to. each T~ Electric request that requires irtform!'tion ln the 

posses5ion·of other entities. HUAwillprovide relevantmaterials in its possession .and control 

and will not be responsible for obtaining matctials from other entities~ 

C. HUA objects to each discovery request that calls for information protected by the 

attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, the common inrere~ privilege, joint defense 

privileg~. or any other applicable privilege or protectHm afforded. by law~ whether such privilege 

or protection appears at the time response is first made or is later determined· to be applicable for 

any reason. Ht)A in no way intends to waive such privilege. or protection. HUA objects to 

Tampa Elecrric's. instructions to the elct(!nt they purport to require HUA to provide more 

WAS:i~I064 
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infQrmation, with res~i to withheld ptiv·ileged dc:x:uments, than r~quireclunder applioabl~ rules 

arid law~ 

D. HUA objects to-providing information t}tatis proprietary, confidential bll$iness 

information without adeqoate provisions in plaee to prOteCt the confidentiality of the 

information. HUA in no way intends to waive claims ofconfldentiality. 

E. HOA object$ to each discovery requestthat ~eks Information that is duplicative, 

or not relevant to. the subject matter ·of tMs proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to 

the discovery of admissible evidence. HUA expressly reserves and does not waive any and all 

objections to the ·adnti5sibility, authentii.-:ity or relevancy of the information ·provided in its 

responses to the diseovezy requests; 

F~ HUA objects to each ao~ every diswvery requestthjtt calls fonhe production ot 

documents and/or disclosure of in.tC>rmation from HUA that does not deal with the costs, 

revenues, or bilting determinantS used, to derive Tampa Electric's Justification for claims of 

changes • in nstes for servic~ provided by ·ram~ Eleetri¢. Documents and/or · information. aS, ide 

frQm those involving justification for Tampa.Electric's: claim' of chang~d ·rates, do not ·affeCt 

Tampa Electric•s rates or cost of service:; further; the information thus elicited iif irrelevimt and 

not reasonably calculated to lead tci the discovery of admissible evidence. MoreoVer~ such 

requests: are by their very nature unduty bordensome and overly broad, Subject to and without 

waiving any other objections. Ht)A will respond to the ~xtent the discovery r-equest pertains to -

Tampa El~tric's claimed justification for changes in rates and servi.ces. 
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G. Respon$iV(:;documents may be' located in a variety of different c;:iti~ Th1,1s.Jtis 

possible t.hat not every relevant .document may have been coll$ulted in developmg HU.A.'s 

responses. The responses given by RVA will. however~ provide all tb~ d()cuments arid/or 

information that HUA ob.tained .after a reasonable and diligent search conducted in connection 

with a discovery request. to the extent that discovery requests propose to requite mote, HtJA 

objec~ on the g~:wnd th11t compliance wo~ld impose ejther an und~e burden or ex,pense: on 

HUA. 

H.. HUA objects to any production location other than their attorneys' office at 1JSO 

I Street, NW, Washingtort, DC 20005 or such: other location ofHUA's choosing, during regular 

busin~ss hours upon reasonable advance notice~ 

l. HUA objecis to any definition and/or in.struction in any inteiTQgatory or reque~t to 

thl!l•extent they purport to impOSe up()nHUA any obligations that HUA dOes not have under the 
. . - .. . 

law. 

J.. HUA objeet$toeaeh reqUC$1-that isvagu~ ambiguous; or overly broad, imprecise. 

or . utilizes terms subJect to multiple interpreta~ions, but not properly detirte(f or explained for 

purJ)oses ofsuch discovery requests. 

K. HUA objects to each request that requires: HUA to prepare information In a 

particular forma~, to create new data. documents. or studies, to perform legal r~search, to provide 

a legal conclusion, or to perform calculations or analyses not previously preparedt created or 

performed by HUA. HUA will provide material in existing fonnats, but will not be required to 
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create new data or drn::uments, conduc~ n~w st'uQies. perform' new ~lculations or ·analys.es. or 

a~;qu1te new softWare to te$pond to req~e5ts:. 

L. Ht,JA objects to providing lnfoli:nation that is already in the public te¢otd or tha~ 

is as easily aceesstble to Tampa Electric as to HUA or already is in Tampa Electrit's.poss~ssion 

or is<JWdily accessible.:throu~h legal search engines. 

M. · Ht)A obj~ts to each discovery reql!est to the. extent that: the information 

requested constitutes ·"trade ~retS'• which are privileged pursuant to· Sec;ti.on$ 90:.506 and 

J66.093(3)(a) of the Florida Statutes. HUA also objects to proviSion of any document that 

wo~ld expose them -to cll1ims of copyright or other inteUe<:tual-prop.erty based claims, or any 

other adverse claim or exppsure based upon provisions of licensing or other agreements. 

N; HUA ot>joots to discovery requ~sts that appear I mended to harass HUA and/or its 

·members. 

0. f.JUA reserves its right to count diseovery requests and their · sub-parts~ as 

pennined under ·d1e applicable n.ll~ of pro~ure, in determining whether it is obligated to 

respond to additional requests served by any party. HUA objects to ;my a®mpt by the party 

seeking discovery to evade any muri¢i'ical •limitations set on interrogatories or. requests by asking 

multiple- independent discovery requests within a single individual discovery request and 

s1,1bparts thereof 

P. By making these general objecti<ms at this time, HUA d~s not waive or 

relinquish its right to assert additional gener.tl and speciflcobjections to the subject <JiScovery at 

the time HUA ';s response is due. 

WAS:J99106.4 
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III. . SpeciracObieetions 

Without prejudlc~ to or waiver ofthe.application ofHUA's General Objections ta, th¢se 

andlotother requests, HUA supplements such objections as follows: 

A. HUA objectsto RequesrforAdmisSions No.l,which read.$- as foHQws: 

L Adm.inhat Hospital A uses Towers Watson as its compensation advisor, 
the Same as Tampa Electric. · 

Basi§. for Objection: I-lOA objects to Request for Admi~sions No, i on the 

grounds that this requeSt !s not relevant, nor is il reasonubly . calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Whether or not Hospital A uses Towers. Watson as its 

compensation advisor does. not affect Tampa Electric's cost of service or .any other issue 

being litigated in· this proceeding; The fact that a customer of Tampa Electric .own$ a 

Chevrolet pickup does not 4emonstrate that Tampll Electric was prudent with regard ~o . 

purchasing such a pickup for us¢ in response to. its cireumstances, rather than the Tartlpa 

Electric customer~s needs, much less that the price paid for such pickup by Tampa 

Electric was reasonable 0r thal the purpose to which it was put was necessary for ·the 

provision of jurisdictional. services. Indeed,.· this transparen~ tactic could ultimately bog 

down rate cases as the utility attempts to deflect attention from its awn actions, looking 
. . 

instead to those of potentially thousands of its customers. See General Objection Nos. B 

and F. 

a. HUA objects to Request for Admissions No.2, which reads as follow&: 

WAS:J99106.4 

2. Admit that 30 or more officers and key employees of Hospital A received 
bonus and/or incentive compensation in 20 l o. 
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Basis for Objection: HUA objecu to R~uest fur Admisskms No; 2 on the 

ground$ that 1his ~queS1: is: not r~levant nor is it reaspoably calculated to lead to. the 

discovery of admissibfe evidence,: an<f bonus an<f/or incentive compensf1tibn in the 
' ' 

healthcare illcfustry does not reflect utility industry structure. See General Objection Nos. 

E and f; Circumstances concerning, compensation ·in the healthcnre industry are ·not 

pertinent to eircums~nces c,onceming compensation in the t~tillty industry. Further, there 

has been no showi:ng or even .Btl allegation that utility ind1.1stty's circumstances are 

comparable to those ofthe heaJthcare industry. 

C. HUA objects: to Req1.1est for Admissions No.3~ .whtch readS as follows: 

3. Admit that u portion of Hospital A's bonus: and incentive compensation 
program. is based on achieving certain financial targets. 

Basis for Objectipn: HUA objects to Req1,1est for· Adt1lissic)Os No. 3 on the 

grounds that this request L~ notrelevant; rror is it re,ason3hly calculated to lead to the 

discovery ofadmi,sible evidence. and bonus and incentive compensation programs in the 

bealthcare industry do not reflect udlity industry structure~ Circumstances concerning 

compensation ·in the h~althc$re·industl)' are not pertinent to circumstances concerning 

compensation in the utility in~ustry~ further, there has been no sh()wing or even an 

allegation that utilfty ind~.tstey's circumstances are comparable to those of the hcalthcare 

industry. See General Objection Nos. E and F. 

D. HUA objects to Request for Admissions No. 4, which reads as foJJows: 

4. Admit that officers and key employees of Hospital B received. bonus and 
incentive coinp¢nsation in 2011. 
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Basis for Objedion; HUA obj¢cts to Requestfor AdmissionS. Noj 4 on th¢ 

grounds that thi~ .request is· not relevant, nor is: · it reasdnably calculated. to lead to the 

tliscovery or admissible ·eyidenc~. and boons and incentive compensation in the 

healthcare induStry does rt()t reflect utility industry structure.; Circ.umstanees ¢Qnceroiog 

eompen5atior:~ in the healthcare industry ttre not pertinent to circurrlslances concerning 

compensation in the .litility ·industry. Further, there has been no shoWing or evert an 

allegation that utility industry•s. oircum$tances are comparable to those of the hetdthcare 

industry. S~e. Oeneral Objeciii:m Nos. E ~d R 

E; HOA objects to Request for Admissions No~ S, which reads as foll()ws:. 

s. Admit that. nine Q.fficers and key employees of Hosplta,l C received bonus 
and. ·incentive compensation in 20.ll . 

Basis ror Objedion: HUA objects to Request for Admissions No: 5 on. the 

gro.und$ that thl$ request is not · rel~vllnt, l'ior is it reasonably calcula(ed. to lead to the 

discovery of 1:\dmjssible evidence, and bonus and incentive compensation in the 

healthcare industry ddes not reflect u~Hity industry structute. Citcum.st~oces concerning 

compensation in the heallhcare industry are not pertinent rt> circumstances coneeming 

compensation in the utility industry. Further, thc:n~ has been no snowing or even an 

allegation · that utility indus.tty's: circumstances are comparable to those ofthe heaJthc~re 

industry. See General Objection Nos. Band F, 

F; HUA objects to RequesHorAdmissions No. 6, which reads as follows: . 

W,o.S;t99106.4 

6. Admit that payment of bonuses to officers and key employees of HoSpital 
C in 20 I I are based in part on finanda! performance .. 
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. Basis fqr Obitstion; }-{UA objects to Request for Admissiqns No. 6 on the 

grounds· that .this request I~ not relevant, nods it reasonably C!Jiculated to lead to th~ 

discovery Qf ~dmiSsible· evidence; anc,t bOnuses paid in the healthcare industry daes not 

reflect utility industry structure. Circumstances concerning compensation in the 

healthcare industry are not p·ertinent ·to circumstances concerning compensanQD in the 

utility industry. Further, then~ has been no showing or even an allegation that utility 

industry's circumstances·are comparatile to those .. ofthe healthcareindustry~ Se~. General 

Objection Nos. E and F. 

G. HUA objects to Request for Adniissiorts Na. 7~ which reads as follows: 

1. Admit tharthe company that owns or manages Hospital's D and E has a . 
stock b~ compensation system as reflected in its. SEC Form I OK for the 
period ended December J l. 2012. 

· Basis for Obitet1on! HUA objects to: Request tor Admissions No; 7 on the 

grounds that this ~qt~c:st l.s not relevant; nor is it reasonably calculated to. lead to the 

discovery of admissible eviden.ee, and stoc;k based compensation systems lrt the 

healthcare ind\lstry do not reflect utility industry stn~cture. Circumstances concerning 

compensation In the healthcare industry are not pertinent to circumstances concerning 

C<>mpensation .in the utility ind\l$ry. Fqrt)Wr, there has: been no shQ:Wing. or eveTI. an 

allegation that utility industry's cireurnstances are C<>mparable to those ofthe health~~ 

industry. See General Objection Nos. E and F. 

H. HUA objects to Request for Admissions No.8, which reads as follows: 

WAS; I !l\l.t06.4 · 
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8. Admit that w~il~ l~gal expenses may vary from time to tiine for each of 
the i-IUA hospital members, most large businesses; including HUA's 
hospital members; are !iUbjectto.litigaHon on a continuing basis. 

Basis (or Objedion: HOA ohjeets to Request for Admissi()ns No. 8 on the 

grounds that this request is not'r~levant, nor is it rea.Sonably calculated ,to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Whether HUA hospital members are subject to 

litigation on a COnlinuing basis, doeS not affect Tam~ Electric's cost of service or ~y 

other issue beingJitigated in this. proceeding, and iitigation·.in the healthcare industry does 

not. reflect utility industry stftlcture ~ HUA iJ.lso objectS to this request on the gr9unds that 

it calls for speculation. HUA has no basis for knowing whether "most laig¢ businesses . . 

. are subje(lt to litigation on a continuing basis" and further obje~ts to this request to tbe 

extent that it calls. for HUA to research. and conduct a broad analysis exwnlnlng the extent 

that ••Jarge businesses . . , are subject to litigation on a continuing, basis.'' See General 

Objectiorl:Nos. E; F, J, andK .. 

I. . HUA objects to . Request for Admissions No. 9~ which reads as 'follows: 

9. Admit that legal expenses and payment for litigation arc ordinary and 
necessary expefi5esofrunning a.modem business: such as a hospital. 

Basis for Objection: liUA objects to Requ~st for .Admissions No~ 9 on .the 

grounds that this_ reql,lest is not relevant, nor is it ~asonably calculated t()' Jead t() the 

discovery of admissible evidence; and litigation expenses· in the healthcare industry do 

not retlectutilit:y industry structure. See General Objection Nos. E und F. 

J. HUAobjects to Request for Admissions No. JO, which reads as follows: 

WAS: J991{)6:~ 
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10. Admit that Hospital A's JegaJ.·expenses in 2009 and 2.010 based on its 
Form 99o·s were S?A and $:2.8. million, res~~tively~ 

Basis for Obiedion: HUA objects to Request for Admissions.No. lP on tbe 

gro~nds that this request is not relevant, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the 

diSCovery ofadmissibJe ·evidence, and legal expenses in the healthcare industry do not 

reflect· utility industry structure. Legal expenses in· the healthcare industry are not 
. . ' -

pertinentto legal ex~nses in the utility indystry . . See; General Objection Nos. E and F: 

K. HUA objects to lnterrogiltory No. 3. which reads as. follows: 

:}. Please state how· many of y<)ur me.mbe(ho$pitals are for-profit and how 
many are non ... profit. 

Basis for Obieetion; HUA objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds tbat this 
. .. I 

reque$t is not relevl)nt, nor is it re~nably calculated to. lead to. the dlSCQvory of 

admissible . evidence. Whether an HUA member · hospital is a f.or .. protit ·or non•profit 

cntjty does not affect. TlUllpa Electric's cost ofsel'Vlce or any other isS\,It bei,.g:litigated in 

this proceeding .. See Oeneral Objection Nos. E and F~ . 

L, HUA objects to lnterrogatory No; 4~ which reads as follows: 

4. For each member .Of HUA please provide the percentage of employees 
eligible for incentive compensation. · 

Basis tor Obiestion: 1-iUAobjects tplnterrogatory No.4 on the grounds thatthis 

request is not relevant, nor is it reasonably clllculated to · lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence,. and incentive compensation in the healthcare industry does not 

reflect utility industry structure. Circumstances concerning compensation · in the 

11eaJthcare industry are not pertinent to circumstances concerning compensation in the 

WAS:.IW106.4 

'---------'---------------------------------···-·-· 
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utility industry. Further, there has been no showing or even an allegation that utility 

industry'seircumstances are comparabl~ toJho~ of the healtbcare industry. s~~ General 

Objection. Nos. E and F. 

M. HUA objects to lnteiTQgatory No. S, which reads as follows: 

5; By member hospital. provide the amounts of total payroll paid ouf io 
incentive compensation broken Ot:lf by the foJit.>wing categories: 

. a. Bonus payouts 
b. Stock cc:nnpensation> 
c. Other ncm-salarycompensation 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to Interrogatory No. 5 on the grounds that this 

request is not relevarrt, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence~ l;lnd incentive compensation in the healthcare ind~stry does .n~n 

reflect utility in<Sustry structure. See General Objection Nos. E and F. 

N. HUA objects to Jnt~~tory No; 6, whichteads as follows: 

6. How much compeosaUonhas HUA paid. its attorneys ~nd consultants for 
this b&se rate proceeding th.rOuglt July <Jf2(} 13? 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to Jnterrogatory No. 6 on the grounds that this 

request is not relevant, nor is it reasonably ealculated to lead to the discovery of . 

admissible evidence. The amount of compensation that HUA has paid its attorneys· and 

consultants for this base rate proceeding does not affect Tampa Electric's cost ofservice 

or any other issue being litigated in this proceeding and does not retlect utility industry 

structure. HUA also objects to this. request to the extent that it calls far HUA to produce 

il:lformation that is proprietaiyr confidential business information without provisions in 
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place to protect the confidentiality of the information. See General Objection Nos. D. E, 

P,andM~ 

0. HUA objects to Interrogatory No.7, whi~h reads as follows.: 

7. Please provide the percentage change in O&M costS by year from 2QOO to 
the present for each member hospital? 

Basis for Obieetiog: HUA objects to lntertogatocy Nn. 7 on the grounds that this 

request. is not relevant, nor .is it reasonably calcglated t~l lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. and O~M costs in the healthcare iridustry do not reflect utility 

industry structure. Healthcare facitrf)' O&M costs (e.g,, repak of Jc.,..ray machines, other 

medical equipment) do not shed any light on utility O&M expenses (e,g .• coal handlers, 

rail cars, linemen, tre~tl·imming). HUA also objects to this request on the grQunds that it 

w0uld .be unduly btirdensome·for AUA tP obtain receords from each.member hospital on . 

O&M costS dating back to periods pver 13 years ago to respond to this request. See 

General ObJection Nos. A,B; and F. 

P: HUA objects to Interrogatory No.8, which reads as follows: 

8. Please provide the percentage change in uncoUectable accounts expense by 
year from 2000 to the present for each membet hospital? 

Basis for Obiectlon: HUA objects to lnterrog~ory No. 8 on the grounds that .this 

request is not relevant, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence~ and uncollectable account expenses in the healthcare industry do nQt 

reflect utility industry structure. Uncollectible accounts in the healthcare industry do not 

shed any light on utility t.IQctillecdble accounts. HUA also objects to this request ort the 

WASM9106:4 
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grounds ·that it would b~: unduly bu,rdensQ~ for HUA to obtain recotds from: e11cll 

member h()Spital ori uncoft~table accountexpens.es dating back to pedods over 13 yea~ 

Q, HUA objects to In~rrogQ(ory No, 9; which reads as follows: 

9, Please provide the amount spend [~iCJ onJcgal costs as~t pereentage of 
OkM for~ mem.ber hospital from2000 to th~present? 

Basis for Qbjestion: HUA objects to Interrogatory No, 9 pn the grounds that this 

request is not ~levant. nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the ~i~cov.ery of 

admlssibl~ ~viden~~;e, arid legal costs in the healthcare indu$li'y do not reflect utility 

industry structure. HUA also objects to thi~ request .on the grounds that it would be 

unduly butdensome:Jot HUA to obtain recordS from each member hospital on legal costs 

dating back to periods over t3 y~ars ago to respond t<;> this rc;quest, and to perfonn the 

requested study. HtJA wiiJ not perfo:r~ any new studie,s in .response to this request. See 
. . 

General. Objection NoS. .A, E, F, and K. 

R• HtJA objects to Interrogatory No;-1 01 which reads as follows: 

10. Pl.easc provide. the pertentage o.f legal costs that is tecurrlng vs; non
recutting for eaoh metrtbet hospital? 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects to lnten:ogat()ry No. I 0 on the grqunds that 

this requeSt is not relevant, nor rs it · reasonabJy calcula~d to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Whether an HUA member hospital.'s legal costs are rceurrint· or 

non-reeurrfng doos not affect Tampa Electric's cost of service or any other issue being 

litigated in this proceeding, and legal costs in the healtllcare industry do not reflect utility 

WAS:1Wl06 ... 4 
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industry structure, AUA also objects to this ret)Uest on the grouo~~ thal it would: be: 

unduly byrdensollle for HUA to: study all legal cos1s for each metnbet ·hospital and 

ascertain which costs are. recurring y$. non-r~urring; HUA will' not perform any new 

studies· in,response to this request. See General Objection Nos. E~ f~ and K. 

S. HUA objects to lnterro$atOcy No. ll.'Which reads as. follows: 

11, Please provide a comparison of the change in electric costs to the change 
ill Q&M for. each member hoSpital from 2000 to the present? 

Basls for Obiectiog: HVA >objects to lntetrogalot}' No. 11 on the gtollrtds tha• 

this request is not televa~ nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible- evidence. HUA member ho$pita.l!s' O&M costs are not at i:;sue in this 

proceeding nor do they atfect Ta,mpa gtectric's cost of service. or any otber issue being 

Utig.ated in this proceeding. lll'JAalso ol;>jects to this request on the grounds that it W®ld 

be unduly burdensome for HUA to obtain records: from each membe; hospitul on O&M 

costs expe-nses and perform analyses comparing ihose costs to the change in electri~ costs 

on lilll annual basis for l3 years to respond t9 this :request. See General Obje~tion Nos. A, 

Etf', ~dK .. 

T. HlJA objects to Interrogatory No. 12.~ which reads a$ folloW's! 

12... Please provide the pereentage change il:l total compensation for ea~h 
member hospital from2007.to the 'pre.sent?. 

Basis for Obiection: HUA objects to lnterto~atoey No .. 12 on the gro1,1nds that 

this request, is not relevant, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the disc.overy of 

admissible evidence, and total Compensation in ·· the · healthcare industry doe~ riot . reflect · 

WAS: 1991064 
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utility indumy sti')Jct\lre. i-IUA also. objects to this request Oil the, grounds th\lt. it WQ:Ukl ~ · 

unduly burdensome tor HllA to obtain records from each member hospital regarding the 

various inethods of cornpen:satiQIJ that each member hospital may have: provided. from 

2007 to the· present and ro perform analyses: on those · records to determine total 

compensation and the percentage change in tobtl compensation for each .member hospital 

from2007 to the present. $e,·Oenera1 Objecti9n Nos. A, E, F, andK. 

U. HOA objects ro lnterrogatQry No. 15, which reads ~!$follows: 

15. Regarding KoUen at9 lines 15-24 • . Please provide all Commission · 
references where· tlte Commission sblted the company's O&M request was 
''excessive''.. · 

Basis for Objection: l:!l.IA objectS to Interrogatory No. l S (o the extenfthat this 

request calls for HlJA to conduc.t legal research on behalfofTampa Electric~ HlJA also 

pbjects . to this request on the grounds. that ·· the infonnation sought In this request, /:e. ~ 

Commissi.on refen:nc~ tq the Company•s O&M reqt~~ was ue~essive.;"' is. as re~ily 

accessibl~ tQ·Tarnpa E_l«tric as itiS: to HUA because Commission orde~ where $uch 

information would lie, are a mattet of pub tic recol'd. HUA also objecfS to this requestoJ'I · 

ihe grounds that this request calls tor a legal conclusi.on. See General Objection. Nos. K 

and L. 

V. HlJA objects to Interrogatory No. 16, which re'ads as followsc 

WAS:199106:4. 

16. Regarding Kollen. Please list all Commission d~isio.ns that have 
specifically adopted his proposed ''top.-down'' approach in setting O&M 
levels for projected test years. 
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Ba!is for Objection; HUA obJects tointerrogatory Np, 16 to the extentthat this 

request calls for HUA to conduct legal research on behalf ofTampa: Electric. HOA also 

objecis to this request on the grounds that the information sought in thi$: request. i.e. , 

Commission deCisions adopting the '"top-down'~ approach in setting O&M levels for 

projet:ted test years, is as·· tea:dily accessible to Tampa Electric. as it is to HUA because 

Commission orders, where such.. infunnation would lie; are a .matter of public record. 

HlJA :also Qbjects to this request on the grounds that t.his. r~uest calls for a legal 

conclusion. See. General Objection No5; K and L. 

W. HUA objects to Interrogatory No, 19~ which .reads as tbJiows: 

19. Regarding· Kollen, Please list a.ll Commission decisions that have 
specifically adopted his propose<J"bottoms~up'' ·approach in setting O&M 
levels for projected test years. 

Basis Cor Obieetion: HUA objects to Interrogatory No. 19. to the' extent that this. 

request cll.lls for HUA to:-conduct. legal research on bebalfoftampa Electric; HUA also 

objects to this request on the grQunds that the infonnatlon sought in this req\lelit, (.e,* 

Commission decisions adopting the "bottom~-up" appl'Oach in setting O&M 'lev¢ls for 

proJected test years, is as readily accessible, to T~mpa Electric ~ it is to HUA because 

Commission orders, where such . infonnation would He, are a matter of publie record, 

H~A afso objects. to .this request on the. groun4s: that this request calls for a legal 

conclusion. See General Objection Nos. K and L. 

X. HUA objects to Interrogatory No. 20, which reads as follows: 

20;. Regarding Kollen at23 lines h8. Please lis~ all Commission decisions 
that have specifically adopted witness Kollen.•s proppsed incentive to 
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r~uee common equity by allowing a pro-. forma adJustment to ince,ntive 
compensa~on. 

Basis for Objection: HUA objects. to Interrogatory NP:. 20 to the extent thiu this 

request calls for HUA to conduct tegal research on behalf ofTiutlpa Electric. HUA also 

objects to this request on the grounds that the information sought in this request, te .• 

Commission deci$ions adopting witness Kollen•s proposed incentive to redue¢ common 

equity, is as readily accessible i,o Tampa Electric as it ts to HUA becau~ CommissiQn 

. orders, where such inform~:ttion would lie, are t1 matter of j)\lblic record. HU}\ also 

objects .to this request on the grounds that this request calls for a legal. conclusion. See 

General Objection,Nos. K and L. 

Y. HUA objects to Production of OQcum~mts Request ("POD") No. 9, which reads as 

fullows: 

9, Please provide the compensation and benefits program for each member 
}tospital. 

Basis for Oblation: HUA objects to POD. No. 9 on the gto1.1nds that this request 

is not relevant, nor is it rea~nably calculat~d Jo lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence, and compensatiQn and penefits programs in the healtheare industry do not 

reflect utility industcy structUre. Circumstances concerning compensation and benefits in 

the healthcare industry .are not ~ttinent to circumstances concerning compensation and 

benefits in the utility industry. Further, there has been no showing or even an altegation 

that utility industry's circumstances are comparable to those of the healthcare industry. 

See General Objection Nos. E and F. 

WAS;l99106.4 
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z.. HUA objects to. POD No> lO, .which reads as follows: 

1 (). Ptease provide all agreements between HUA and Jts att<>rneys and 
consultants in this rate case l'roceeding. 

Basis for Objection: HUA ·objects to POD No~ 10 on the grounds that this 

request is not relevant; nor is it teasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

adrnissibleevidence. A~merits between HUA and its attorneys an.d consultants are not 

included in Tampa Ele¢tdc's c.Qst of$~rvice. J·IUA al:ro .objecno this request on the 

grounds that it calls tbr HUA to produce information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; See General Objeedon Nos;. C, E and F; 

AA. HUA objects to POD No. 1 1, which reads as follows: 

11. Please provide annual financial statementS and budgets for each member 
hospital by year from 2()02 to pre~nt .. 

Basis for Obtection: Hl}A objects to POD No. J 1 on the grgunds that this 

request is not relevant;. nor is It reasonably calculated to lead ·to the discovery of 

adm"issibte evidence. Annual financial statements and budgets for each HUA rnembet 

hospital dpes not affect tarnWt Electric's cost of service or ~Y otber issue being litigated 

in this proceeding, and annual fiJ1ancial statements and budgets in the h~Jtbcarc in4ustry 

for HUA member hospitals do not reflect utility industry structure.. HUA also objects to 

this request on the grounds that this request calls for documents dating back .over ll years 

ago and thus would be unduly burdensome to produce. See General Objection Nos. A, E, 

and F. 

BB. HUA objects to POD No.12, which reads as follows: 

WAS:l99106A 
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12~ Please provide. any contract · or agt:eement between HUA !Uld• its member 
hospitals regarding this biSe ra.te proeeeding·. 

Basis for Obiedion: HUA objects to POD No. ]2 on the grounds that this 

request is not relevant, nor is it re~ably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. HUA alsO. objectS to this request on the grounds that it <!ails for 

HUA to produce information :ps:otected by the attorney~lient privilege~ and to. the-extent 

that i_t calls for HUA to produce information that is proprietary, contidential business 

ill formation withqt.tt. adequate pi'O'Visiqns in place to protect the confidentiality of the 

information. See General Obje<;tionNos. C, D; B. F, and M. 

en HUA objects to POD No. 13~ which reads as foHows: 

13. Please provide all documents, notes or memoranda between member 
ho~pitats and HUA regarding this bllSe ~ate proQeeding. 

Basis for Obiection: HUA objects to POD No. B oJj the groUJ1ds that this 

request is not relevant. nor iS it reasonably calculate~ to lead to the diseovel')' of 

admissible evidence; HUA also objec:ts to this request on the grounds that it calls for 

HUA to · pi"'du~e. infonnation profe(..1~ by the attotney~lient privilege or the wo.rlc 

product doctrine, and to the extent that it callS for HUA to produce information that is 

proprietary_. confidential business information without provisiOn$ in ptaee to protect the . . . 

confidentiality ofthe informatiOn. See General Objection Nos.- C, D, E~ F~ and.M. 

DD. HUA objects to POD No. 14, which reads as follows: 

14. Please provide any- and all work papers used to produce the ~' 12 CP and 
lll3th AD methodology that incorporates MDS methodology for 
allocating distribution costs referencedin Witness Baron's testimony age 
[sic). 6, fines 7 .. 9 and Exhibit SJB -6. Please provide such work papers 
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and the cost of service study itself, electronically in Excel.: with ~ll 
formulaS and calcula'tions inta9t and unlocked. · 

Bas~ for Obtestlon; Hl.JAobjects to POD No. 14 to ·th~:~~t ·that tnis req1,1est · 

calls. for fll,JA tQ procfuce. info:rmatipn that is proprietary and/or confidential witbput 

adequate provisions in pl~~t:e to prcit¢ct the collfidenti~tlhy ofthe information. HUA:also 

objectS to this request to the extent that it requires: HOA to transform documents. into any 

format qiher than native format .. See General Objection Nos. t), K, and M.. 

EE; HQA objec~.to POD No. fs. which retJds asJollows; 

15. Please provide copies of aU invoic~ recejvec! from each witne;ss- who 
submitted pre .. fi ted testimony. or who will testify (}n behalf of HUA. 

Basis for Obiection: HUA objects to POD No. 15 on the grounds that this 

request is not rcle:vant, nor is it r~asonabJy calculated to- lead to the dlsoovery ·of 

admissible evidence;. HtJA also objects to this request on th~ gfounds that it calls for 

HUA to produce infonnati()n pi'otecte<t by the. attomcy-client privilege. or the work 

product dcictrin~~ and to the e;dent that it calls foi HUA to produce infcmnatiQn th~t is 

proprietary, oollfldential business information without adequate provisions. in plae~ to 

protect the confidenti;llity ofthe informa:ti'on. Sle Ocmeral Qbj.ecti<:in Nos, C. D, E, F; and 

M. 
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RespectfuUy.subrnitted, 

/s/ Kenneth L Wiseman 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Mark F. Sundllack 
Lisa M. Purdy· 
William M. RappPlt 
Blake R. Urban · 
Alii~ E.Hetireicb 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
13.50 1 S~et NW 
Suite 1.100 
Washington, DC20005 
Phol)e: (202) 66Z~2700 
Fax! (202) 662-2739 

Qualified ReptesenU!tives for the 
WCF Hospital Utility Alliance . 

DATli:D: AugiJSt 15~ 2013 

WAS:I9.91()6 .• 



CERTIFICATE OF S'ERVICE 
DOCKET NO. l30040~EI 

l HERE~¥ CElfHFY th,at a true and correct copy of th~foregoinghas been served by 

~lecttonic mail, U.S. Mail, or Federal Express, this 15th day ofAug\Jst; 2013, to the tbllowiog: 

Tampa Eleetrlc Company 
Gordon L. Gillette 
Paula K. Brown 
P.O. Box lll 
Tampa, FL 336.0 t.:o 111 
Phon~; (813) 228-1444 
r8J{:(8J3) n&,;Jno 
Ema.iJ: Regdept@tes;oeriergy.com 

Oflite of Public Counsel 
lR; Kelly 
P. Christensen 
J. McGlothlin; 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
lll W. MadisOn Street, Room 812 
Tall@assee, FL 32~9l-l400 
Phone: (850) 4~8;.9330 
Entail: ChriStensen~pattv@teg.siat£.fl.us 

Florida Public Service Cotnmiss.ion 
Office orthe General Counsel 
Martha Barrera 
Martha Brown, 
Suzanne Hrownless · 
2450 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallaha'ISee, FL. 32399 

Florida Retail Federation 
l 00 Eas~ Jefferson Street 
'Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 222-4082 
Fax: (850) 226-4082 

WAS:.l99106A 

Floridalndu~CtiJII PowerU8en. Group 
Jon C; Moyle., Jr;. · 
e/o Moyle Law Fitrti 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tailahassee, FL :3230 l 
Phon~: (850) 681-3828 
Fax: (SS()) 6S 1-8788 
Ein~il; jrnoyte@kagmlaw,com 

Ausley Law. Fit111 
James D. Beasley. 
fi.O. Box 39·1 
Tallahassee; FL 32302 
Phone: (850) 224·9ll S 
Fax: (SSO) 222•7560 
Email: jbeasley@aosley.corn 

Charlo Misted 
AARP, . Associate State .Director 
200 West Colleg~ Avenue 

·Tallahassee, FL. 32301 
Phone: (850) 577,;5190 
Email: CMilsted@aarp.org 

FJorid·a Consumer Action Network 
Bill Newton 
3()06W, K:ennedyBJvd Su_ite B 
Tampa, FL 33609 
Phone: (813} 817-6112 
Email: bH!n@tcan.org 



G11rdn~r Law FirJ~J 
Robert Scheffel Wright 
John T. La Via 
1 JOO 'lhumasw06d Drive 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 
Phone:, (850) 38So.QQ70. 
Fax: (850} 385-5416 
Email: schef@gbwlegal.wm 
jlavia@gbwfegal.com 

Feder'al Exe<:utive Agencies 
Lt Cot Qr:egotyJ. Fike 
AfLO.A/JACJ..;-'OLf'SC 
139 Barnes Drive., suite 1 
Tytid~ll Air: Force Base; florida 32401 
Phone: {SSQ) 283-6347 . . . 
Fax! (850) 283-6279 
Email: GiegoryJike@tyndaJLat:mil 

JslKennethL Wi:seilian 
Kenneth.L.: Wiseman 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 130040-EI 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served by 

electronic mail, U.S. Mail, or Federal Express, this 23rd day of August, 2013, to the following: 

Tampa Electric Company 
Gordon L. Gillette 
Paula K. Brown 
P.O. Box 111 
Tampa, FL 33601-0111 
Phone: (813) 228-1444 
Fax: (813) 228-1770 
Email: Regdept@tecoenergy.com 

Office of Public Counsel 
J.R. Kelly 
P. Christensen 
J. McGlothlin 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
111 W. Madison Street, Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32393-1400 
Phone: (850) 488-9330 
Email: Christensen. patty@ leg.state.fl.us 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Office of the General Counsel 
Martha Barrera 
Martha Brown 
Suzanne Brownless 
2450 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Florida Retail Federation 
100 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 222-4082 
Fax: (850) 226-4082 

WAS:l99811.4 

Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 
c/o Moyle Law Finn 
118 North Gadsden Street 

. Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 681-3828 
Fax: (850) 681-8788 
Email: jmoyle@kagmlaw.com 

Ausley & McMullen Law Firm 
James D. Beasley 
P.O. Box391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
Phone: (850) 224-9115 
Fax: (850) 222-7560 
Email: jbeac;;ley@ ausley.com 

Charles Misted 
AARP, Associate State Director 
200 We~t CollegeAvenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 577-5190 
Email: CMilsted@aar:p.org 

Florida Consumer Action Network 
Bill Newton 
3006 W. Kennedy Blvd Suite B 
Tampa, FL 33609 
Phone: (813) 877-6712 
Email: billn @fcan.org 



Federal Executive Agencies 
Lt. Col. Gregory J. Fike , USAF 
AFLOA/JACL-ULFSC 
139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1 
Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida 32403 
Phone: (850) 283-6347 
Fax: (850) 283-6279 
Email: Gregory.Fike@tyndall.af.mil 

WAS:l99811.4 
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Gardner Law Firm 
Robert Scheffel Wright 
John T. La Via 
1300 Thomaswood Drive 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 
Phone: (850) 385-0070 
Fax: (850) 385-5416 
Email: schef@gbwlegal.com 

Is/ Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 

,. 
! 




