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a&POa& TKK rtORIDA PUBLIC SIRVICK CONMIIIIO. 

In Re: Petition of Lee County, Florida ) 
for a Declaratory Statement Concerning ) 
tbe Conservation Sta tus of Electric ) 
Power and Energy Produced from ) 
Municipal Solid Waste Facilities ) 

--------------------------------> 

DOCKET NO. 970898-EO 

FILED: SEPT. 5, 1997 

US COUftr ' l UIPO.IB TO FLORIDA POWBR ' LIOIIT 
COICPAifY ' I NDIORAIIJ)UN OP' LAW A.DDUISl.O 1'8& UOAL 

IUlriCIQCI OF Lll count 'I PUIUO! 

LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA ( "Leo County"), pursuant to Rule 25 -

22.037 ( 2), Florida Administrative Code, hereby files this 

10omorandum in roeponeo t -> tho Memorandum of Lav Addressing the 

Legal Ineufficiency of Lao County's Peti tion filed in this 

proceeding by Florida Power' Light Co10pany ( "FPL"). 

IIDIW\1 

While FPL bee raised arguably relevant issues relating to tho 

oppropriotono s of a declaratory statement in this instance, Leo 

County believes that the requested stoteiDent is more oppropr~ote 

than generic rulemaking in this coso, and that the Commission has 

~e discretion to issue the requested declaratory statement. The 

requested statement vould apply to and effect Leo County, vhile 
-:-----' 

1-~entially incidentally affecting some electric utilities in a 

pe~issive, non-mandatory vay that will not determine any utility's 

Clfj subotantio l interests. With regard to Lee C:ounty' s s•a nding to 

CAG _ l_ aaek the requested statement, Lao County has expl a ined how the 
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c requested statement will affect Lee County's substantial intereats , 
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interests under PEECA and related stalutee, in having the 

Commission declare its statue. 

Moreover, certa in of PPL'e assertions are either inaccurate or 

misplaced. In pa rticula r, I'PL' s as sertion that a ll Lee County 

really wants is to be paid more for its capacity and energy than 

FPL currently pays for such energy, complete ly ignores t he fact 

tha t if the County's power were sold pursuant to a contract for the 

s ol e of firm capacity and energy, ratepayers would r ece i ve 

additional value in terms of reliable capacity end in terms of 

avoided capacity coste by the pur chasing utility. 

MOUMIJ!T 

I . U. COUJrn ' 8 •HITIO• PROPIUtLY UQUIST8 
'l'D COIIIU88IO. ' 8 DICLAJlU'IO. OF. TBB 
APPLIC:UILift OF 8'1'ATU'fl8 .&JID RULIS TO LIB 
COUftY. \l'IU x•CID&IITAL, PBitHI88IVI , •o•­
MUI'DATOR'f , UD IIOB-D&nJunuTIVI Ju•racTs o• 
I .LICTJliC U'l'ILI'l'II8 DO BOT MAD TU UQUBSTID 
S'l'AYWMIMY A RULI , BOR DO TBISI BPFBC'l'S 
nat 1UIL1' WUUWY Rut BKUIIfO x• '1'1118 
IU••"CC. 

~ The Ipcidoptol . Permiseiye. apd Non-Mepdatory Effgcts Of Leg 
Coupty' s Requested Declaratory Stqtemept On Electric Utilities 
po Not Mqk.e Tho Rgguottgd Statement A Rule, ijr, r Do They 
Necoeaorily Worroot Rulgmqkipg In This Instance. 

Lee County bas request ed the Commies ion • s declaration tha t 

e l ectric energy and capaci ty produced from the Lee County Resource 

Recovery Pecillty is properly considered as an energy conservation 

meaeure and that such capacity and energy ~y be counted toward 

meeting an electric utility's Commission-established conservation 

goals . P'PL bas criticized the County's petition for allegedly 

being an "improper att~pt to addreas the applicability of statutes 

and rules to other person?. · Lee County recognizes tha t the 

requested declaratory etatement ~y have incidental effects on 
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another entity (~, an electric utility) but FPL and the 

Commission should recognize that those effects are incidental to 

the determination requested by tho County and oro neither mandatory 

nor determinative of any other party' s substantia l lnter~ats. To 

tho dogroo tha t other parties' interests moy bo offoctod, albeit 

incidentally, tho appropriate remedy is to afford them a point of 

entry in this proceeding. By fi ling its amicus curioo memorandum, 

FPL already bas availed itself of an appropriate means of 

participating heroin, and Loa County does not oppose fPL's limited 

participation; Leo County volcomeo constructive debate on the i unuo 

raised by ita petition. 

PPL cites to Monosot o-88. Inc. y. Gordinier' os support !or 

ita assertion tha t one person moy not sook a declaratory statement 

for the purpose of determining the r ights and duties of another 

person. PPL also cites to the Commission's Intermodio orde~ for 

the same propo. ltion. While FPL's assertion of law is correct, 

neither of these caaoa involved o petitioner • a request for an 

agency's declaration as to how atatuteo applied to the petitioner. 

Honasota-88 involved an environmental organization's request 

for o declaration that certain air pollution permitting statutes 

applied to unrelated parties, ~. the entire Florida phosphate 

industry, and one phosphate manufacturer in parti cular. !ntermedio 

involved a petition by a telecomnunications c~mpany seeking t he 

Commission's declaration that the loosing of f i ber opt i c cob l o to 

1 Honototo- 88. Ioq, y, Gordinier. Inc., 481 So. 2d 948 (Flo. 
let DCA 1986). 

2 In Ro; Petition for Declaratory Statement Regarding Loose of 
"Dark fiber· and Other facilities Prom Tompo Electric Comoony by 
Intorm&dla Communications of Florida. Inc., 90 PPSC 5:42. 
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a n interexchonge carrier rendered the leosor a "telephone company• 

under Chapter 364, P'lori da Sta tutes. In both of these cases, a 

part y that wae unaffected by the requested statement aoked the 

agency for a declaration oe to the sta tus of unre Ia ted third 

parti es under applicable statutes. Honasoto- 88 ond Interme4ia are 

thus clearly distingu iebo.blo froro tho instant case, ln which Lee 

County bee aeked t or the Commios ion's declorotion of the County's 

statue under applicable statutes . 

Section 120. 565 , P'lorida Statutes , focuse~ on the effects of 

etatutee and rules on petition~ors. :.ection 120.565 does not 

prohibit a ny declaratory r tatement that ~gbt hove an inc i denta l , 

permissive, non-determinative effect on a third party. For 

e xamp 1 e , 1 n .. s..,t..,o..,t..,e'--'p..,e .. p.,a .. r...,t.,.m,.,e..,n .. t.._xo.,.f-"A"'drn"""i..,n .. i..,sutur...,o..,t..,i...,o..,n.._y;u., _,.U"'o..,.i_.y_,e,..r_,.s,_,i...,t'-'y'-'o,....f 

Florida, Sll So. 2d 377 (Fla. lst DCA 1988), a dec la ratory 

etoteroent wae requested by the University of Flor ida ond was issued 

by the State Retirement Commiesion, declaring that two employees, 

who s e rved bot!. a s county ext ension agents and unlvorolty faculty 

members, were eligible to participate in an optional retirement 

progt"om. The Oivieion of Retirement of the State Dep .. rtment of 

Administration appea led the declaratory s t atement, assert ing, among 

other things, tha t the University did not have stand ing to petition 

for a declaratory etotement regarding the employees' sta tus . The 

First DCA affirmed the Retirement Commission • s issuance of tho 

statement because, even though the etotament neceuoorl l y affected 

the subject employees, the University bad alleged nufficient 

substa ntia l interests to s atisfy standing requ irements. 14... at 
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380.) 

Lee County hae requeeted a declaration t hat will d i rect ly 

affect the County•e intereete (aa described more f ul ly be low) a nd 

that would have only inci dent al ef fects on th i rd par t lee. The 

requeeted etatement, it granted, woul d declare t hat t he Faci l ity' s 

capacity and energz ie properly coneidered a conservat ion meas ure 

and that euch capacity and energy mAY be count ed toward a 

purchasing utility's conservation goa l s. The requested s t a t ement 

would tbue clearly be pe~ieeive wi th respec t t o any such thi rd 

party. Moreover, the requea t ed a t e tement , i f g rant ed, would 

clearly not be mandatory an~ would clearly not det e rmine any such 

thi rd party's eubstanti al interests. The requested s tat ement would 

provide clarification to Lee County, and wou l d, i f anythi ng, 

benef i t such incidentally affected thi rd parti es i n a non- bi ndi ng 

manner . 

.IL.. Leo County 1 ReguOQted peclarotory Stat ement Is Ne ither o 
Brood Rulp bor o Cpnpral Pol icy S>atempnt . 

Lee County'• petit ion r equeata the Commlaaion•e dec l a ra t i on of 

t he applicabi lity of the cited etat ut ee ond rules oe they app! y to 

the electrical capac! ty and energy produced by the Lee County 

Resource Recovery Facility. Lee County' s pet i tion does not eok for 

o br oad, general policy statement . Lee County, r ecognizing tha t 

thie i ssue hoe not arisen before a nd may not arl ee again, as ked fo r 

the declaratory statement eolely wi t h r es pect to the output of its 

Resource Recovery Pocility r athe r then aeking ~or o gene r i c rul e, 

1 lnt erestinqly, pal""t of t he Univer eity ' a aubat ontiol intoroat 
was that i t ogyiepd employees wi th respec t t o the i r rights to 
participate in on optioou retirement program, and made 
contri butions to euch program on their behalf. 
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applicable to a ll wast e-to-energy facilities. 

Of course, Lee County recoqoh .. that thoro may be policy 

implications for the electric output of other wao te-to-enorqy 

facilities that is purchased by Florida electric uti lities, end 

that this subject ~y be susceptible to rulemoking in the future. 

Lee County does not deem this speculative effect to require 

rulemakiog i n thie instance. Considering that this is an issue of 

first impression, Lee County believes that this declaratory 

statement may be granted by the Commission within the scope of 

incipient agency policy development, for which rulemoking iu not 

required. ~ McQonald y. peportment of Bapking ' Finance, 346 So. 

2d 569, 580-81 (Fla. let DCII 1977) . The requested declara tory 

statement is an appropri a te vehicl e for oddreeeinq the specific 

isuue posed in the limited scope of thiu proceeding. 

FPL cites to Florida Optometric A11'n y, PPB4 end Tempo 

Electric y. peaS for tho pro~oaition t hat declaratory stotementu 

that apply to an entire close of poraonu ore impermieelbly brood. 

These caaee e"re not directly applicable here bacause, unli ke Lee 

County's case, they involved declaratory statements that wou ld 

apply to entire classes of pereonu. Florida Optometric Association 

involved a statement that app lied to ell opticians in the State. 

Tanpa !Uoctric involved a statement by the oeport.ment of Community 

Affaire to the effect that ell local government s in the &toto hove 

the power to regulate land uae. The atate~ent reque1ted by Lee 

4 Plorigo Optometric Attoclotioo y. Deportment o ! Profeaolonol 
Regylotion, 567 so. 2d 928 (Flo. lo t DCA 1990). 

s TIJIU?A Bloctric Co, y . florida pepartmoot of Community 
Affaire, 654 So. 2d 998 (Fla. let DCA 1995). 
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County would apply, io a non-binding ruanner, to one of a sma ll 

number of potential purchasing elect r ic utilities. 

Lee County submits that its r equested sta t ement, ~. that 

the capacity and energy from the Lee County Resource Recovery 

Facility may bo counted toward a utility's conservntion goals, is 

not a "broad policy statement. • The requested statement would be 

applicable only to the output of the Leo County Resource Recovery 

Facility. Tbe fac t tha t , if granted, Loe County's requested 

statement 110y permissively apply to any of a sruall number of 

potential purchasing utilitie~ does not make this a -b~oad policy 

statement. • Again, Lee County recognizes t hat there may bo policy 

implica tions associated with this sta tement, and that thie issue 

may be susceptible to rulomaking in t he future. Honethel eso, t hoae 

consider a tions do not mean that the firat time that an iosue i a 

raised, it must ~ addressed through rulemaking. ~ Hcponold, 346 

So. 2d 569 a t 580- 81; Section 120.535(l)(a)l, Florida Statutes 

(1995). 

It a ho i s illlportaot t o note that, vhll e the requested 

statement could apply to any member of the sruall group of utilitlea 

that might purchase the Facility' s capaci ty and anergy, it will 

ultimately apply only to those that purchase firm power f rom the 

Facility . Further, tho County is not requesting a otatawide, once 

a nd for oll time statement with respect to how each util ity thot 

might purchase the Pacility ' a capacity and energy must treat 

purchases f rom AnY solid waste facility. Rother, the County seeks 

a specif ic statement that will be limited to the Lee County 

Resour ce Recovery Facility . 
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Fina lly, the Commission has the discretion to grant Lee 

County's pet i tion, eve n i! the Commission believes that the 

petition ia not the perfe ct procedural v e hicle for add~eeeing the 

issue raised by the County. In South Florida Cogenerat ion 

Auociatu•, the Commiuion declined to dis111lse o petition for 

decla ratory sta te111ent, evan though the Commission obaerved tha t 

" the statement sought does not 111erely concern the 

applica.bility of sta tutes, rule& or orders to the (petit ioner ), but 

inetead, would dete rllline the statue of [another enti ty ).· The 

Co111111iasion noted tha t · a declaratory statement may not be the 

perfect vehicle for bringing the matter hefore the Commission, but 

we should not refuse to revi ew the matter by dio111iosing the 

petition.• lSL. 

U . Lea COOJITY ' 8 Pll'riTIO. DDtO.S'rRATilS ITS 
8UBa~IAL l.raR&S'rS a.D APPROPRIATELY CI'r&S 
~ U. &UT'UTSS OWDD 'lflliCB TBOSB IIITBUSTS 
AJv. APPBCTIID . 

PPL formalistically criticizes Lee County's petition for 

failing to plead standing, fa iling to plead any inju ry, and Cor 

raising a n intereot outside the zone of inte r eet to ~e prutected by 

the applicable otatutes. Accepting, for the purpose& of thi6 

response only, the proposition that declaratory statemento require 

satisfaction of the Agrico standing teet, Lee County submits that: 

(1) the County's petition adequately alleges the County's interests 

in the requeeted etat8JIIent, (2) the County's injury -- impa irment 

of the County•• ability to eell the Pac _lity•a Ci rm C8pacity and 

6 In Re; Petition for a peclarotory Statement Concerning Sole 
of Cogenerotld Power by South florida Cogeneration Aeoociotee to 
Metropolitoo pode Countv, 1993 WL 546603 (Fla. P.S.C.). 
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energy at its true value -- is clear enough from the petition, end 

(3) Lee County 's inte r ests are we ll within the zone of interest& to 

be protected under the applicable statutes . 

Lee County expl a ins, at !4 of its petition, the County's 

interest in obta ining the Commission's declaration of the County's 

position under ~he applicable rules and statutes. If the 

Commission believes tha t the explanation provided is insufficient 

as a matter of pleading, then Lee County would res.pectfully request 

an opportunity to amend ite petJtion to plead that the County's 

injury i s both real and immediate: every day tha t Lee County sells 

its e l ectr icity on a n a s-available basis for two to t wo- and-one­

half cents per kilowatt-hour (kWh), when this electricity may be 

worth four to five cents per kWh if sold on a firm basis, the 

County euffore ree l end immediate injury. To tho extent tha t, au 

the County hopes, the requested declaratory statement may aid the 

County in selling the Facility's output for fair value, this injury 

will be mitigated. 

As regards the •:one of interest• prong of the Agrico toot, 

Section 377.709, Florida Statutee, expressly: (1) voi r.es the 

Legisla ture's declaration that "it is critical to encourage energy 

conservation; • (2) recognizes tha t power production from fac ilities 

l ike the Lee County Resource Recovery Facility •represents an 

effective conservation effort;• end (3 ) directs the Commission to 

encourage the development of such facilities by establish ing an 

advance funding program. In addition Lo the statemonte of 

legislative intent in Section 377.709, the Florida Energy 

Efficiency end Coneervetion Act ("P~ECA") aets forth the 

Legislature's declaration tha t renewable energy sources, which 
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provide the vaet ~jority of the~o l energy input to the Lee County 

Resource Recovery Facili ty, and cogener ation, which is a close 

relative of small power production, 7 are to be encouraged. The 

Legislature hoe further declared that FEECA is to be liberally 

const rued to f urther its purposes, including the conservation of 

expensi ve rseourc~4, particu l arly non- renewable petroleum fuels. 

These statutes clearly exprese o legislatively- established 

policy to encourage the development of solid waste-to-energy 

facilities, like the Lee County Resource Recovery Facility, end to 

encourage msosuree that serve the energy conservation purposes of 

FEECA. I n li9bt of PBBCA ' e instruction that it is to be "liberally 

construed", and in li9ht of the provision tha t " (u)tility programs 

may include variation& in rote design, load control, cogeneration, 

or any other measure within the juriodiction o f the 

commiseioo, • Lee County believes that its economic interes ts ore 

appropriately considered oe within the zone of interests under tho 

applicable stotutee. Of course, economic interests can properly 

s atisfy the zone of interests prong of the Agrico standing test. 

~. ~' Boca Raton Mausoleum. Inc. y, peportment ' of Bonking ' 

finance, 511 So . 2d 1060 (Fla. lst DCA 1987); BaotLat Hospital. 

Inc . y. peportment of Health ' Rehab. Services, soo so. 2d 620, 625 

(Flo. let DCA 1986). 

In the most practical sense, Lee County believes that the 

economic interests of a provider of any meo~ure co9nizoble under 

I"I!:ECA must be considered to bo within tbe aone of intereete 

protected by that statute. The oocouroc.omont of such measures 

7 Theee two f orme of power production ore treated exactl y tho 
eome in Section 366.051, Florida Statute•. 
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necessarily involves economic considerati ons. How else oro euch 

measures to be encouraged, if not by making them more attractive 

economically to utilities, participants, and providers? How many 

conservation programs of any type would be encouraged without 

economic incentives , ~. currant coat recovery for the utility 

and incentive payments to tho participants? How many of the 

uti 11 ties' exi stinq enerqy conservation proqrame involve incentive 

poymonta (nearly all ) and current coat recovery (a l l )? 

Moreover, the economic interests of solid waste facilities 

like the Lee County Resource Recover y Facil ity a re clearly 

recognized under Section 377.709, which requires tho establishment 

of specific funding programs to encouroqe them, end under Section 

366.051 , which recognizee tho bto.nefits to the state of power 

produced by cogeneration and smell power produc t i on. Read in oori 

materia with PEECA, it i s clear that t he Commission • a sta tutes 

provide for the con• .deration of economic interests of providers of 

conservation services and of providers of e l ectric power by both 

cogenArAtion a nd small power production . 

I n abort, power produced by the Lee County Resource Recovery 

Pocility .J..a. o conservation measure ~ ( 1) under the express 

language of Section 377.709, especial l y when read in pori motoria 

with PEECA, AJU1 ( 2) under PEI!!CA i tsel f, because tho Pocil ity • s 

output 11 baled on renewable enerqy aources that would otherwloa be 

uae l oaaly discarded in londfilla end becouee the Facility se rves 

the specific FEECA purpose of conserving eTpe naive resources, 

particularl y non- renewable petroleum fuela . Encou ragement of such 

measures necessarily implicates economic interests. The applicable 

sta tute• clearly require the encouragement of such fecllltleu, end 

11 
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eucb encouragement must be based on economic incentives. 

Accordingly, Lee County also s a tieties the second prong of the 

Agrico teet. 

III, C:UTAI• OP PPL ' I Ulllll'UO.I AU lliTBBil 
MIIPI.AaD Oil IDCCOU'fl . 

FPL erroneously aeeert1 tha t al l Lee County wants is a power 

·sales contra ct that will pay it more revenue (at the expense of 

utility cuetomere). " FPL'e Memorandum at 10. While it is true Lhat 

Lee County deeiree to be compensated fairly for the value that both 

its capacity and energy provide, ~PL's erroneous a ssertion that 

thia compensa tion would be at the expense of ratepayers compl etely 

ignores the fact tha t the Facility's capacity, provided pursuant to 

a Co!IDDiesion-approved firm capacity and energy contract, would 

provide additional value and b~nefite to the purchasing utility's 

ratepayers by avoiding additional capacity expendi turee. Thus, 

while the County seeks the opportunity to be paid more for the 

Facility's cape~ ty and energy, the County recognizes that it ca n 

only obtain such payments if the County provides commensurate value 

to a purchasing utility's ratepayers. The County further 

recognizes, as pointed out in its petition (at ! 12), that any ouch 

sales would bave to be cost- effective to the purchasing utility's 

ratepayer s. 1 

FPL assert• that 

the Commission • s rule which Lee County asks 
the Commission to interpret, Rule 25 -17.0021, 
Florida Administrative Code, already defines 

• If ~PL i1 alreedr counting tho ~ocility ' a copoclty output oo 
firm, or partially t rm, capacity in ite generation planning 
studies, even though it is provided only on an as - ava ilable baei1, 
then the County i1 being unfairly undercompeneated f o r ita service. 
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the ter111 •coneerva tion measure• without 
reference to purcha eee from WTE f acilities .. 

FPL's memo a t 6. P'PL goee on to note that •mention of purchases 

f rom WTE facilities• ie •conspicuously absent• from the list of 

conservation measur es specified in Rule 2 5 -17 .0021 ( l), Florida 

Administrative Code. Lee County submit& thet I"PL oimply 

mischaracterizes the cited rule . Nowhere in the rule i s the terlll 

•conservation meaeure• defined, let a lone defined exclueively to 

include only the •market eegmente • listed therein . Horeover, this 

Rule relates to utilitie s' proposed conservation goole, ond 

requ i res tha t utiliti es ' projection• of poseible conserva tion 

sov ings • shall be based upon, at a minimum, the . morket 

seqments and major end-uee ca t egories• listed therein. 

Final l y, FPL dieingenuously states that f'PL takus no 

•substantive position• on Lee County's petition, but FPL has in 

feet done so ot lea et twice in its memora ndum. Por example , FPL 

asserts that Lee ~ Jnty'e petition "should be denied• because the 

County • is opportunistica lly seeking o s pecial status at the 

expense of Florida utility customers. · This is clear ly e 

substantive position, a lbeit incorrect, which Lee County rejects 

for the reasons discussed above . 

FPL also has a lleged that "(g)iving the declaratory ote tement 

sought will not encourage the development of renewable energy 

1ourcee in Florida.• FPL'e conclueory a ll egation, however, is not. 

supported by a ny facts or evidence. This subetantive po1it.ion also 

is miet.oken: os it is obvioue from the economic incent ives t hat ere 

provided f or vi ~ually a ll other conservation measures, it. is clear 

that economic incentives t end to promote the development of their 

13 



• • 
target activities. With respect to the renewable- energy character 

of the Facility's capacity and energy, virtually a ll of the thennal 

energy input to tho Poclllty comes from rcnowcblo- oource motori al, 

L.SL.• food remains, wastepaper, pockaging material, and biomass. 

Even as applied to Lee County only, the Commission's treatment o f 

Lee County ' s capacity and energy in this proceeding may well make 

a difference in how much wa1te is processed for elect ric 

generation, with its concomitant public benefits, a nd how muc~ is 

s imply thrown away in conventional landfills. 

~ldliiOI 

WIIBUFOU , Lee County respectfully rl'lquests that the 

Commission grant Lae County's petition for declaratory statement. 

Respectfully submitted this __ &S&t~h-- day of September, 1997. 

RO!JBRT SCHEFFEL WR 
Florida Bar No. 9 
LANDERS ' PARSONS P.A. 
310 West College Avenue ( ZIP 32301) 
Poet Office Box 271 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
Telephone (904 ) 681 - 031 1 
Telecopier (904 ) 224 -559 5 

Attorneys for Lee County, Florida 

and 

DAVI D H. OWEN 
Florida Bar No. 38054 7 
2115 Second Street (ZIP 33901) 
Poet Office Box 398 
Pt. Hyero, Flor ida 33902 
Telephone (941 ! 335- 2236 
Telecopier ( 941) 335- 2606 
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qmTIPICATB OF SERVICE 

D0CXBT NO. 970898 -BQ 

I ~EREBY CERTI FY tha t a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing has been served by hand delivery ( • ) or by United 
States Mai l , post~ge prepaid, on the following individuals this 
~ day of September , 1997: 

Mary Anne Helton, Esquire • 
Florida Public Service commission 
Division of Appeals 
2540 Shumar d Oak Boulevard 
Room 370, Gunter Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Gail Kamaras 
Debra Swim 
Legal Environmenta l Assistance Foundation 
1115 N. Gadsde.n Street 
Tallahassee , Florida 32303 
Attorneys for LEAF 

Charles A. Guyton• 
Steel Hect or & Davis 
215 South Monroe Street, Suite ( 01 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
Attorneys for Florida Power & Light 
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