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December 15. Xln9 

Mr. Paul I.ewis, Jr .  
Progress Energy --Florida 
106 E. College Avenue 
Suite 800 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7740 

Dear Mr. Ihwis: 

Enclosed is a copy of staff's internal report nil Progrcss Energy's investigation and Follow-up 
practices for internal complaints. This review was performed in response to a complaint 
received by the Commission. It is our hope that the company finds this assessment beneficial. 

This copy is provided for the company to identify materia! which it deems confidentid. Yoti 
have the right to file a request for confidential classification in accorciaXe with Rule 25-22.00613). 
F A ~ C  Additionally, ciitring the n.ext 21 days staff will he availahle to provide access to workpapers 
for review of prospective confidential infommtion. The request must be filed with the Office of the 
Commission Clerk no iater than 21 days from the date of  receipt, or we retain the right to publish 
without regard to eonhdentiality 

'I'hank you for your cooperatioii and assistance, and that extended by Progress Energy 
If yoii have any questions, please cnntact Tripp employees who pariicipared in illis review 

Costori at (850) 413-6514. 

Sincerely. 

Attachmenrs 

LSMtle 



REDACTED 

Staff Investigation of Progress Energy Florida’s 
Code of Ethics Complaint 

Complaint Oscrvicw 

In August 2009, the Commission received an anonymous letter alleging that employees 
o f  Progress Energy Florida (1’EF‘) had violated the company’s ethics policies, Thc Executive 
Director requested that the Office of Auditing and Performance A I J ~ ~ S ~ S  investigate these 
allegations and the company’s internal handling ofthese matters. 

The complaint letter outlined three separate cases of  ethics violations. I n  the first case, i t  
was alleged that manipulation of inventory records occurred. I n  the second case, it was alleged 
that an cmploycc rcccivcd personal gain from vcndor contrac!s. In tlic last case, it was allcgcd 
that employees awarded contracts aAer receiving “perks” from vcndors. Staff’s assessments of 
the allegations are detailed below. 

Progress Energy-Florida’s Code o f  Erhics governs each cmployce. Each eniployec is 
required to review and attest on an annual basis that they will adhere to the company‘s ethics 
po1icic.s. In addition, the company cncourascs its cmployecs to report violations of ethic poficics 
and provides an ethics Iiotline that allows employees to do so anonymously. Staff determined 
that the first two allegations had been initially reported tn the conipany through its EthicsLine. 

The company states that it reviews and investigates all ethics complaints. The Ethics 
Project Assurance group, which reports to the Vice President of Audit Services, includes a 
Florida-bascd itivcstiyator who rcvicws and dctcmincs thc validity of cthhics allcgations. 
Depending on the allegation, this investigation :nay involve the company’s Human Resources. 
General Counsel, and Security groups. Specific company policies sovem investigatins Code of 
Ethics violiitions. Upon complction, the invcsligator notifies managcmcnt of the results and, if 
necessary, a decision is made concerning disciplinary actions. The company completed such 
invcsiigations of allegations one arid two, and staff ucvicwcd the investigation work papcrs and 
i n t c r v i i n d  thc invcstigators who handlcd thcsc allegations. PEF did not  conduct a fonnal 
investigation of‘ allegation three; instead, senior iiianagement discussed and resolved the 
complai Il t .  

Allegation One - inventory Records 

Alleged Xvents 
The allegation states that h e  company invcstignted I 

for iiiisusing an etiiploy~e’s log-oil 
7’he complainant states titat h c  cis. 

supcn-isor logged-in as another employee and force-balanced tlir inventory records by charging 
!hi. iiiii.sing/shorr invznrory counts 10 Capiral or 0pe:atIons E; Ivlairiie!~~ice (O&M) ilccoun!s. 



REDACTED 

The letter states that aiicr PEF  coimplctcd ils invcstigatiuo; tlic company did not adjust :lie 
ciioiieoiis losses applied to thc Capitol and O&M accounts. 

Cornimnv’s Description of Events 
In Febniary 2006, PEF’s EthicsLinc received an allegation that a supemisor at the 

Wildwood center med mother employee’s log-on infonnation to enter false inventory counts 
during a rcquircci cycle count. The company initiated an investiyation of this allegation; and 
assigned the case to its Florida-based investigator. FPSC staff intcrviewcd tlic investigator and 
also reviewed corresponding investigation w-ork papers. 

PEF’s investigation substantiared the allegations of inistise of passworcls: however, the 
company determined that there were no associated niatei-ial losses. PEF’s investigation 
dctcmiincd that thc supcrvisor obtaincd a subordinates’ log-on identification to cntcr invcntory 
count data; however the investigation did not conclude that the supervisor was trying to hide 
inventory shortages. Rather, PEF’s investigation determined that the supervisor entered the 
cxpcctcd invcntory count to catch-tip on an overdue inventor); cycle. PEF’s investigation 
dctcrmined t h ~ t  tlie supewisor. wittiin days of entering the false information, had h i s  associates 
complete the actual counts and enter the c.orrect inventory records. This recount occurred prior 
to the initiation of the EthicsLine investigation. Along with the crhics violation, PEF‘s internal 
auditors reviewed the inventory counts and concliidcd that no Sal-banes-Oxley violations 
occurred during this event. 

PEF manaxemen1 states that the comuanv considered this went to be a serious violation 

Staff3 Assessment 
Staff intcrvimvcd the PEF investigator who handled th is  investigation, the Senior 

 manager who was involved in the discipliiiary decision in this case, tlie comp‘my’s Associatc 
Gcneral Counsel involwd in the investigation, and the associate who made the PEF E.thicsLine 
complaint (this individual also idcntificd hcrsclf as the originator of the FI’SC complaint letter). 
In addition, staff reviewed corresponding investigation wo:& papers lor this case. I t  appears that 
the PEF followed its iniemal procedures for ini-esligaling itn ethics compl~iiit. 

-was considci-cd by managcnicnt, FPSC staff bclicvcs tiic discipline takcn against thc 
superv!so: was reasonable Tor the offense. 

Allegation Two - UniLift Contract 

W e z e d  Event5 
The alleeation s~atcs that a 

2 
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Company: Pro&& Energy Florida 
Arca: Procurement Complaint 
Audiror(s): Coston. Vinson - 
Narnc: Rodncy Gaddy I Date of Interview: 10/8/09 
Former Vice Pksidcn-Corportite Services 

... . .. I Location: PEF CO-phone call to Raleieh. NC 
“ l  ~ 

Curmcnt VP Regulatory Telephone Number: 
(1) Purposc of Interview. Discuss the events invo&gLllegation onc ofthe PSC complaint 

(2) lntervicw SummaTy: 
Currently ovcr Rcal Estate, Environmental .Health, Supply Chain, flight. Previously in Legal. (attorncy). 
When an EthicLine complaint comes to Audit Services for investigation. Depending on situation, management 
and employcc may or may not know about complaint. After facts are gathered, the team of attorney, m, 
hvcstigatoT, and management discuss the findings. HR deternines if previous, similar incidents have occurred. 
In the end, die management makes decision based on the advice ofsupport staff and the results of investigation. 
Disciplioe can range from counseling to termhation (termination requires VP approval). 

Allegation one: 

ultimate Tcsponsib.i~ities over the counts--others are required to complete the counts. Gaddy states b. t at 
The SOX componcnt of the allegation revolves around the controls issue and inventory counts. 

-intent was not to manipulate the count, only to enter the counts to meet the deadline. When asked 
about thc rc-counts and any changes to inventory, Gaddy states that “surcly the would have checked for this, 
this would bc a clear SOX violation if hc manipulated inventory” Gaddy does not believe that the investigation 
found any inventory changes to be material. The disciplinc dcbate was t.o rehab a good employec or terminate. 
hoked at thc employee’s track record ,and background. The discipline given was the most stringent outsi.de of 
firing. Did not believe that it was neccssary to rcmovc him from a management position, that thc incident was a 
laps in good judgment that the employee would not repeat. 

Gaddy did not bclicvc thc investigation showcd intent of deception by- had it-it would havc been a 
game changer in discipline. 

The invcstigation did not result in any changes to procesdproccdures. Management felt the cun-ent process was 
sufficicnt. 

( 3 )  Conclusions: 

._-- 
(4) .Date Rcqucst(s) Gcncrated: 

No. __ 
No. - 
No.- 

-- - -  
( 5 )  Follow-up Rcquired: 



.... ... -. __ . .  :p&f&rmanc . . . .  
~. . 

. ,. 
Company: Proyess Energy' 
Area: Procurement Conlplaint 

Aiiditor(s): Cosion, Vinson 
Name: David Somck erview: 1O/S/O9 
Vice Piesident-Power GeJieration (fossil) 

Interview Number: Jnterview 2 
File Nanie: Interview Summary I-DS 

._ 
Location: PEF CO 

1 Telephone Number: 
(1) Purpose of htcrview. Discuss the events involving Allegation one ofthe PSC complaint 

., 
(2) lntcrvicw ~uGmary: 
As VP Power Gcncralion over all ofnon-nuclear gcneration in FL. (64 units over 12-14 sights). Amroximately 
730 unployces, including operations, managcment, and technical support staff. VP over thc individuals 
involvcd in Allegation two and Allegation t h e .  

Allegation Three-Hunting Trip 
The contract in question involved an- This is a cont*actor that has done significant, Iwgc 
scalc work with PEF and is on a “preferred” vendor list. The contractor, 

Sonick d-h has learne t at the trip in q,uestion has been hosted by the vendor for many years, and in the p-t 
included TEC. FPL, & PEF. More recently, the trip has been divided into separate trips per company. It is 
Solrick’s undersfmdin,g that quail is hunted during this cvcnt. 

Sonick i s  not surc of the specific date the trip occurred, but it was in latc winter/early spring. After the hip, a 
complaint was logged by the bargaining unit about management going on a hunting trip hosted by the vendor. 
The verbal complaint was received by manager Do~iglas Sullivan who notified Sonick. According to Sullivan 
10-14 PEF cmployees attended the trip. 

Code of Ethics/Conflict of Interest allows for both PEF to entertain vendors and for vendors to entertain PEF 
employccz. The entertaimnent should be reciprocal over time and o f  modest amounts. Any overnight travel 
must be approvcd by management. 

Th.e vendor eslimated the cost oftbe trip to be SO-120$ pp. The trip did involve overnight travel, but was at a 
“rustic” lodgc with no running water or electricity. Sonick states that thc employees did not receive the 
necessary approval prior to the trip; howevcr, he did say that he probably would have approvcd it at that time. 
All rmployees are required con,%m that they have reviewed the code of ethics annually. 

The company did not log or document this complaint. Sorrick and Basemore (VP Audit Senrices) verbally 
discussed the options. Without documentation, the company does not have a clear record ofthese events. 
Specifically. Sorricks cxplanations of the events differ from the company’s fomal  response to staffs Data 
Request 1. When asked, Sorrick stated that thc oficiaI writtcn rcsponsc to DRl was not accurate, that his 
account was the correct account. PEF will be amending its written response. 

iid 
have done extensi.ve work at thc CR site, includ 

Allegatioe Tw 
an EEO complaint. During the EEO complaint investigation hy HR, the conflict of - 

Intcrcsb’code of Ethics issue came out. Sonick states~thnt the “employee made several allegations-many 
disproved” [it was evident to staffthat Sor~jck took issue with the alleger]. Sorrick states tb.at-was a 
very hard, very productive worker and that the decision to terminate her was difficult. Final termination 
dccision duc to irrcgu1,aritics in stores, untruthful--could no longer trust her. The termination decision relied 
- solely 011 the ethics complaint. ._.I.. 11- 



.- 
as invcstigated in 2005-rcccived counseling. In.2004, as an offrccr of Unilii. She rcsiyled 

ihal=did not have direct ovcisimolUniLift nor did shc have authority to 

Sorrick statcs t h a t  in veccni years, Bartow Plant hail increascd tuinover in staff@lanl being re-commissioned), 
therefore mana.gcment may not have becn aware of-2005 inves:igation. Sorrick does not believe that 
the 2005 incidcnt was a Greable offense. The conipany did re u i r e a t o  severe ties in 2005, howcvel- 
Sorrick was not stire ifplant manazement vcrified this cvcnt b l i c d  about the tirn1n.g of her resignation 

Pmject Manager 
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File Name: interview Summary 3-111 

Location: PEF CO 

Company: Progress En 
Area: h-ocurcment Co 

Audjtor(s): Coston. Vinson 
kame: JcFfHM 
Mai nteaance S upcrvisor/ ManagerBartow P lam 

Telephone Number: 
( 1 )  Purpose of Inte&iew: Discuss the events inwhhgkilegat ion one ofthe PSC complaint 

(2) Intcrvicw Si-nmary: 
tcnure at Bartow, she reportcd to Hamy Scdatis and Jeff Hart. -was thc-at the 
administerkeep tracki verify contract, status of contracts, tcrms ofcontracts, dates, and safety 

ratings, According to Hart, Udift was first used in 2004/2005. I - I q  brou&t them on. .Uniliit was “solc- 
sourced“ mostly. U i d i f t  worked under a master contract, they completed medium construction work-mostly 
:oncntc. Thcy were the contractor of choice for thc pipeline work, duc to their s u b c o n b c t o r 4 u I f  Coast 
Utility (which did not have its own contractor licenses). Hart states t h a t w a s  not involved in the 
jelecti,on process, was involved in preparing thc RF’P work. 

Karl’s undcrstanding is 

the 2005 investigation and that 
states bc did not know the 
relationship with-. After it was identified t h a t o h a d  previous relationship with Unil.ift, 
managmont continued to use the vendor for additional jobs. 

2005 complaint duc to loss ofwork to Unilift. Hart statcs that 
REF stoppcd using the vendor. Hart states that hc was aware of 

[staff questions the truthfulness of this ~tatemcnt given Hart’s 

m p d  a poor-safety 
had been reprimanded for hcr involvement with a vendor, however, Hart 

as DR for Unilift in 2008. States he was unaware o f  any previous relahonship between 

Presi n t )  had a socialfpersonal rclationship. Hart states he thou t this relationsEp would help w~th  
&as only the ‘middle man” as DR and communications between company and vendor. He states that 

rcpartcd saFety related issues, did not have direct payment approval autho~ty.  This authority fell on other 
managcmcnt. 

and UnihR. Although, he did acknowledge that he was awarc that-d-nilift’s w- 
Hart states t h a l m i d  know his family, and that she, like other PEF employees, attended his annual 
Cbrismas pmy. Hart did acknowledge that-ad pictures on his kid(s) in hcr office. 

(4) Date Request(s) Generated: 
No. 

- . ... 
(5 )  Follow-up Rcquircd: 

Project Manager 

I:\PCKYORbfANCU ANALYSIS SF.CTION\M PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AU~ITSV~~JCSP Pmeurenrnt Co-lsint\lnicrvicw Sumwry 3-JH.duc 
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. .  . - .__ 
Company: Progress Energy Florida 
Arm: Frocuremcnt Complaint 

- .  AiJditor(s): Coston, Vinson 
Ntlmc: Melinda Burrows 
Manager-Audit Services 

- I Telephone Number: Teleconfcrence 
(1) Purposc oflntcrview: Discuss the events involving Allegation one ofthe PSC complaint 

(2) Intervi&v S u m &  
Bern in mlc since Fcb. 2009, previously the employee attorney for PEC. Restructured the Project Assurance 
Rolc. PE approaches cthics as a collaborative approach. The cthics area has 2 invetigators and a program 
administrator that monitors the daily case assignments. The company dso has other investigators that are 
involved hi security, HR complaints, and audit services. T h e  investigators conduct investigations-galher facts, 
conclusions, & support line management in determining discipline. However, ethi.cs organiyation does not 
make discipline decision. The investigatoT, Attorney, and H R  will makc sure all anomalies with the FaSe are 
revicwcd. Also, the team will review similar cases to confim] consistency in disciplinc options. Process is art, 
not science. The highcr the risk associated with an investigation, the greater role senior management has in the 
process. 
Lms than 50% of complaints come in thought the ethicshe, the remaining are rcported to managers and such. 
Currently, all allegations are funneled to the Ethics Administration for loggbg and assignment. (Since 
Segtc.mber). Prior to Sept, the company did not havc a central point of contact for non-ethicline compl.aints. 
The company insthted this change to ensurc consistency. 
when an allegation i s  received, it is reviewed by the Program Administrator, and then assigned to tb.e 
appropriatc SME. The core playcrs receive au emad outlining the allegation. The investigator assiqed will 
develop and i.nvcstigation plan, forthe Lcgal dept. to approve. The Program Administrator and H R  will assist 
in arranging interviews with the necessary employees and gather necessary information. Once the investigator 
completes the investigation, a meeting is scheduled with HR, Legal, and Ethics to discuss findings and 
determint. if similar cases have occurred within the company. After HR and Lcgal review the results, a meeting 
with linc managcmcnt is scheduled. Managcment makes the final decision on discipline. 
Trending of cases 011 a weekly basis. 
Recent chmgcs to procedures: created administrative mle. Single point of contact for Ethic investigations. 
Coordinator for obtaining information,. More constancy with HR and SMEs. Streamline consistency of EX SM 
scction o’Fthe investigatioti. 
For the-investigation, the A.dministrator flllcd in as the investigator (former Police Office and 
investigator for PE security swtion). PEF’s ethics investigator, John Griffith, recently retired. 
Ethics procedures: 
Board of  Directors Audit group looks at CEO/Exccutivcs 
Audit Scrviccs Department is first line for inquires and the ethics outrcach p u p .  

Thcrc i s  no code of ethics for contractors-supply chain compliance includes onsite workcrs agrcc to comply 
with PEFs code of ethics. 

For thc Huntillg allegation--its Melinda’s understanding from Bascmorc that the trip did not occur based on the 
recom,cndation of management. Somcks states that the trip did occur. 

-ation one-inventory counts did not appear on the ethicdine sumg-yrovided  In DR1 
(3) Conclusions: 

l:\PF.RfORMANC,E ANALYSIS SCCTlONW PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AUDITS\PRlgas P~mumncnt Complainhlnrcrview Sunmnry 4-MR.doc 



. _ _ _ ~ ~  -. 
( 5 )  Fol tow-up Kcquired: 
Mutc.nda will check on the specific details of the hunting trip “‘perk‘’ 
Melenda will detennine why Allegation onc i s  not on the company’s ethicline summary response. 

-- 

Project Manager 
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. .  - -. ,---- . .  
company: ProgressEner -' ' .  
Area: Procureiw - 

Auditor(5): Coston, Viason 
Name: John GrPfith 

e w 5  

I 

Date of 1ntcrvi.ew: 10/9!09 
Location; PEF CO hvestigator (Rct) 

hen - i ew Number: Intewi 
File Name: Interview Siimmnrv 5 - r c  I g y  ~ i o r i c ~ a  

.nr complaint ......... ,- "- I 

-. I Telephone Number: Teleconference 
(1) PW'OSC o f h t c n ~ m v :  Discuss the events involving Allegation one ofthe psc 
(2) Interview Stmniary: 
. F o ~ K ~  PEF ethics investigator. 30+ years experience CIA, CFE,C~A 
Allegation one-Warehouse inventory 
Some cmployccs use "buzzwords" SOX, EEOC, etc. John was not involved in the SOX podon of 
investigation. Ester Bradcll, CPA fiom audit verifed the SOX alIegati,on and d e t a i n e d  that therc ww *lot an 
issue. Griffith completed the ethics component and pmsword issue. (investigation 2007) The investigator 
veriliod rbc card entry records to determine who was in t he  facility during the invmtory counts. Went to 
Wildwood and interriewed password holder-denied at first, but admitted given -he password afier 
evidcncc was presented showing he was not in the building at the time of the counts. He states that - 
was bis boss. and if his boss asked for thc password, he must comply. Also int.erviaved other staff at the site to 
see if this was a rcoccuring problcm. No one else admitted to -kindwing their password. m m  
-was interviewed, he  denied- I .said he could not recall-although hc did admit later and responded 
what thc ncw stcp would be in the process. The investigation did not show 5.nanca1 impact on the company. 
Post iavcntory counts did show discrepancies, but did not show material differences. The investigation showed 

entered the wrong hfomatiotjon, yet had the correct counts entered the following day-the 
staff do the correct counts thc following day. The "due" date had alreadypassed. [Staff is 

deadline for counts had already passed]. 
G*iffith States that -received the very stiff discipline-just short of termination. The fmancial impact 
to -wodd have been in the- 
Grifith was not sum why-would have needed to obtain a subordinates password, rather than using his 
own. [ later interview with Simpson states this was a union job function that managem.ent could not perform] 
Gti,ffith does not recall ever investigating-for any other ethics violation. 

given Bartow work because of an employee's friendship 

formally worked and felt it was in 
been the VP ofUniLift. retaliation. Griffith checked with the FL Sec of State and determined that 

m r c s i p e d  in Oct 2004. A connection b c t w c c n ~ a n d - ( P r s s i d e n t  of Unilin) was established. 
GriGth determined that-was not in a position to assigdaward contmcts. Harry Si.deris was the manager; 
he wag told b y o t h a t  the relationship was severed in Jan 2004. According to Gffith, theUni1iR contract 
was cmcclcd and rc-bid to make sure PEF policies were follnwved~ When asked i f m h a d  the ability to 
~ C C C S S  the c u m t  pricing information an.d provide that insight to Unififi, Griffth states that- job would 
have allowed her access to contract pricing;. 
Frifith accessed-emails and they showed a relationship between h n d m  but no 
information shzlring. GriEth states he does not recall interviewing-h 2005. Griffith docs not recall 
invcstigating-outside of this investigation. Cmffith did have an investigation involving -she 
initiated a wrongfill _- t chna t ion  complaint thought .I__.__.- the .---_--".---- ethicslinc, around 2003 (tcrmination around 2001). 
(3) Conclusions: 
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Generated: 

..--- 
( 5 )  Follow-up Requircd: i- 

.- 
,Project Manager 
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File Namc: Interview Summary 6-K.S 

Date of  Interview: I 0/9/09 
1,ocatio.n: PEF CO 

--__. - 
Aroa: Procuremcnt Coniplaint 

_. Au-): Ooston, Vinson 
Name: Kareri Simpson 
hitiated PEF ethics1in.e complaint 
.Originator of FPSC complaint 
( 1 )  PuTOSc of Intemicw: Discuss the evcnts involving Allegation one oftbe psc 
(2) lntcrview summary: 
Started with PEF in March 2006 as a warehouse cordinator in Windwood. r-mwas h a  supe+sor 
and she was responsible for cycle count verification. Currcntly a field Buyer for series of power piants, 
including Bartow. In June of2008 started this position. 

Allegation 2: 
Worked wilh-mwas buyer and they shared ofice space. o h a d  two Cadillac and realized that 

same pay rate as Sim.pson. Simpson noticed lots of emails f t o m a  

Simpson’s supervisor. In 
from PEF and she was domestic partner with- However, 

wouldn’t do that and it was 
was Unilift. In Nov. 2008, 

December went to Lori Dunstan with ethics concern. Lon 

P.0 bean  treat Simpson as if she could not do anything correctly. Gave Simpson a bad evaluation 
(according to Simpson-the evaluation has been rmoved). Simpson thought about taking the complaint higher 
but-said all the guys as Bartow would take 3 bullet for heT. m would send out bids, make appropriate payments up to limit, above limit she got Bartow management 
approval cven though they h e w  of her Unilift association. Passport triggers inputs to authorize payment. 
-was thc DR FOT Unilift which was unusual-autside of hcr expertise. Only other DR Brown was for the 
mta l  trailers. Jcff Hart made her the DR - Supervkor). 
Simpson’s statcs Hart and-h.ad a very close relationship (closer than any boss). Simpson insinuates that 
h e  rclationship may have been pcrsonal. Hart would go into Wailcr and Brown would lock the doors. 

erceptioa of Karen’s part. -and Lori had quickly made a tight relationship so knew Lmi would tell 

pictures ofHart’s kids in her office. Simpson states that Bart lied for-to cover up thc fact 
drovc hcr vehicle into the side ofthe office trail-. Simpson states that Hart immediately came over 

whm this event occurred, and then denied that the events when Simpson brought them to HR’s attention. 
Origjnal complaint by Simpson was an EEOC complaint. This involved- and among othcr events, 
included thc Wailcr accidcnt. During this investigarion, Sjmpson p.mvided the dctails of- Unilift 
relationship. At that point, Terri Talton from Ethics started an additional investigatjon~ 
Simpson states that after the investigation,-was placed on Adm Lcave. Simpson states that Dunstan and 
l,owery tried to find-ajob in another facility. Simpson states that JeRGaines (J3R) told her that- 
wsls 011 leave although Legat wanted her terminatcd; he did not think management would terminate her. 
Simpson states that she called Jufie Turner (formally &om St. Pete, now Director of continuous Business 
Exccllcncc. Simpson states that Julie called Somck, who then d i r e c t e d e t o  be terminatcd. 

m-1 She does not be:ieve that-wvac only onc involved. HW and 
Lowry at Icast had knowl&dge. [-b. 
Simpson states that-did not mention her Unilifi connections, only that she had a relationship w i t h m  - Simpson stadcs she ncvcr mct- Not sure why-was terminatcd from PEF, somc sort 
of ethics problem with the vendor WWGay. 

l_.l __ .. . _._- 

l:\PEKIpOKMAN(’E ANA1.YSIS SECTIONW PERFOKMANCE ANALYSIS A U D I T S ~ P X S  h u r m r n l  Uumpl~hnlUfllcrviCW summiry 6-KS.dW 
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Allegation 1 : 
In 200G. the accuracy ratc at Wildwoud was 64%. Simpson stales that prewurc \vas placed or1 managment to 
improve this rate or heads would roll. -worked long hours at the site. -and Morehouse were 
neighbors and hwldics. And-got Morchouse’s password and would entcr counts on weekend to make 
the amounts balance. Ksomeone showed a discrepcwcy,-would adjust records. Simpson statcs she 
saw -doing th.is. Simpson siates that- toldher he was doing this. Re asked her to do some 
variancc approvals or material write-offs. Simpson did not agee  with doing this, so she filed a complaint with 
the cthicslinc. This was in January 2007. Simpson states this was a routine practice. Simpson shtes the 
invcntory count went from ( 5 %  in 2006 too 100% in 2007. 
Allegation 3: 
Made aware ofthis event through talk within the company. Since the trip came to light, the company has 
limitcd thc types of“gif€s” employees can accept from vendorsicontracton. 

Other: 
Major SOX conipliance issues throughout. Simpson states that someone else will be forthcoming on SOX 
issucs. May be something we read in the paper. Employecs are leery of the ErbicsLine proccssdoa’t think 
PEF will bc told 

(3) Conclusions: 

(4) Date Request(s) Generated: 
No. ~ 

(5) Follow-up Requkd: 

Project Manager 
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Company:"Progrcss Energy Florida 
Area: Procurcment Complaint 
Auditods): Coston, Vinson 
Name: Suzanne Ennis 
Emploqmcnt Attorney 

(1) Rurposc of Tnterviewv: Discuss the evcnts i.nvolving Allegation one of the PSC complaint 

(2) Tntervicw Summary: 
%c attorncy's role in thc investigation process in an advisory role. After assignment to investigator and a 
is developed, thc altomey will review thc plan. The investigator will communicate through thc investigation 
with, thc attomcy. At the end ofthe investigation, the investigator will have a meeting with th.e attorney to 
discuss t he  findings. Then the attorney and thc investigator will have a meeting with managcment and HR. 
Mmngcrs will scck advice from the attorney before making its discipline decision. 

Ennis statcs t h a t o w a s  tenninatcd for a conflict with h.er manager, not an ethics issue. Code of ethics 
violators are not rehired by PEF. 
'k 2005 investigation wa5 not about- rather, it w a s m a l l e g i n g  that contracts were not being 
awarded because 
discipline for P in 2005. Ennjs' undektanding i s  that-did not have any selection autharity/ability ir 
2005. 
The 2009 invcstiaation started as an EEOC investigation with Simpson and- became supervisor. 
Simpson complained that- gave her a bad review-the reason was that they were in a personal 
relationship and it was retribution. 

(3) Conclusions: 

. 

was a former cmployee. Ennis does not belicve that termination was appropriate 

I 

(4) Date Request(s) Ceneratcd: 
No. - 

( 5 )  Follow-up Requkd:  

Project Manager 
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TO : 2229768 P: 13/13 SRH-7-’-21310 14:02 FROM:PSC 8504137077 
, . .. . .- . 

Filc Name: Interview Summary 8-TT 

of Interview: 10/16/09 
Jnvestigator Location: FPSC Office 

1 Telephone Number: Tcleconfermce 
( I )  Purpose of Interview: Discuss the events involving Allcgation one of the PSC complaint 
.. 
(2) Interview Summary: 
Tmj. was thc investigator for the 2009 Ethics Complaint against- Teni is a fomcr police oficm, and 
has workcd for Progress in its corporate security division. She was an interim investigator durixlg this p ~ o d ,  
and is now the administrator for the Ethics unit. The original, complaint was illl EEOC issue, md Tem W ~ S  

askcd to help with this investigation. During hcr intcrvicws, thc Ethics issues came out. Simpson, provided thc 
Ethics (Unilift) i.ssue FS well as the EEOC issues. 
Teri interviewed-originally concerning the incident with the h..iler. Then interviewed Shpson  when 
the Unilift issue arose. Terri also lookcd into the previous ethics complaint with- Teni did not go back 
and re-evaluate the pervious investigation. During Tem’s investigation, it appeared that-had a wide 
responsibility on contracts and bids for about 24 months. As a senior procuranent specialist? she was the right 
person for construction. -would issue the RFPs; she would also receive the bids. For the plant-& 
would know who came onsite. Oversight of the contractom and responsible for filing. -would know 
contactor pricing and (he pricing paid by PEF. She would update the records anytime a change occund  with 
contracts.  would have received logged and open bids. 
Gulf Coast Utilities was a sub for Uniljft. -became the GC for Gulf. In the end, PEF convinced Gulf to 
peruse its own contractor licenses. 
Teni states that- cooperated with the investigation, but was not forthcoming with informatio-less than 
truthful. -did not believe there was a conflict of interest. Puzzlcd by wholc thing4idn’t  see problem. 
Terri felt Jeff Hart was truthful-only answered what he was asked-but truthful. Terri never was able to 
dotennine if Jeff knew of the formcr r e l a t i o n s h i p m n i l i f i .  There was evidence that Hart and-had a 
social relationship (picturcs on wall, out to lunch, etc.) Intervicwcd Hart twice. Second interview gave Teni a 
comfort lcvcl with Hat .  
Terri consulted with Suzanne Emis several times during the investigation. 
Tcni fclt that Simpson was extremely creditablc during the investigation. Simpson had lots of information, and 
was forthright. Does not discount that there may have been more to Simpson’-relationsbip, but that 
docs not discount thc crdibility urtlrt; iiirviiiiatiun shc pruvidcd. Shipson did disclosc to Tcrri that aprcvious 
relationship occurred. Tem states that she never found any information Simpson provided as mong- 
regadlcss of her motive. Tcrri was not sure if Simpson had cver been investigated by EthicdHR. 
The company held a joint briefing with managemcnt on the EEOC and Ethics investigations. Terri stated that 
Simpson was truthful and- was not truthful.. Management’s decision was termination. 
(3) Conclusions: 

(4) Date Rcquest(s) Generatcd: 
No. 

-- 
(5) Follow-up Rcquired: 
DR 2 questions--2006 work papcrs . 

Project Manager 
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