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REPLY ARGUMENT 

The Initial Brief of Associated Industries of Florida, Florida Health Care 

Association, and Florida Hospital Association identified a variety of legal defects 

in the Proposed Amendment and its Ballot Summary. Accordingly, the 

AIF/FHCA/FHA brief urged this Court to conclude that the initiative is invalid and 

should be denied placement on the ballot.  

The Answer Briefs filed by the Sponsor and a group of self-described 

“Energy Suppliers” fail to rebut these arguments. Instead, the Sponsor asks this 

Court to adopt strained interpretations of the Proposed Amendment and poorly 

reasoned analogies to dissimilar initiatives in an attempt to address the proposal’s 

legal infirmities. The Sponsor then boldly claims that this Court would be engaged 

in “judicial activism” should it agree with and adopt the legal arguments advanced 

by the Proposed Amendments’ opponents. AB at 78. This Court should issue an 

advisory opinion concluding that the Proposed Amendment is invalid and cannot 

be approved for placement on the ballot. 

I. THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT VIOLATES THE FLORIDA 
CONSTITUTION’S SINGLE-SUBJECT REQUIREMENT. 

The AIF/FHCA/FHA brief demonstrated that the Proposed Amendment 

violates the Florida Constitution’s single-subject requirement by addressing 

disparate subjects, thereby denying voters the ability to propose and vote upon “a 

change regarding one specific subject of government.” Fine v. Firestone, 448 So. 
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2d 984, 988 (Fla. 1984). IB at 7-19. The Sponsor asks this Court to accept that the 

initiative’s multitudinous topics are united by a shared goal of promoting what the 

Sponsor describes as a “truly competitive energy market.” AB at 20. But this Court 

has not previously accepted a sponsor’s description of an initiative’s “single 

subject” at such a high level of generality and should not do so here. Instead, this 

Court should continue to demand “strict compliance” with the single-subject rule 

in the initiative process. Fine, 448 So. 2d at 989; see also Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re 

Limits or Prevents Barriers to Local Solar Electricity Supply, 177 So. 3d 235, 242 

(Fla. 2015) (providing “careful scrutiny” of initiative’s compliance with single-

subject requirement). Applying these well-known standards, this Court should 

conclude that the Proposed Amendment violates the Florida Constitution’s single-

subject requirement and cannot be approved for placement on the ballot. 

A.  The Proposed Amendment addresses multiple subjects in a single 
 initiative. 

As noted in the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief, the Proposed Amendment addresses 

a variety of separate and distinct subjects that lack the “logical and natural oneness 

of purpose” required by the single-subject requirement and this Court’s precedent. 

IB at 9. See, e.g., Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Voting Restoration Amend., 215 So. 3d 

1202, 1206 (Fla. 2017). The Proposed Amendment establishes a multitude of 

distinct constitutional “rights” for “electricity customers” that include both the 

right to choose an electricity provider in “competitive wholesale and retail 
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electricity markets” and a separate right to “produc[e] electricity” by themselves or 

in association with others. The Proposed Amendment separately curtails the 

activities of Florida’s existing investor-owned utilities—barring them from 

participating in the new “competitive” markets created by the Proposed 

Amendment. And the Proposed Amendment eliminates the ratemaking duties of 

the Florida Public Service Commission and creates an undisclosed private cause of 

action for any citizen to obtain a court order compelling the Legislature to enact 

implementing legislation under vague and non-justiciable standards. On its face, 

the Proposed Amendment violates the single-subject requirement because these 

separate and distinct subjects lack a logical and natural connection to one another.  

In response, the Sponsor notes that this Court has approved initiatives 

addressing solar energy and medical marijuana as satisfying the necessary 

“oneness of purpose.” AB at 19-23. But none of the solar energy or marijuana 

initiatives cited by the Sponsor addressed separate and distinct topics like the 

Proposed Amendment here. In Solar Energy Choice, this Court concluded that an 

initiative proposal establishing a constitutional right of electricity consumers to 

own or lease solar equipment installed on their own property to generate electricity 

for their own use satisfied the Florida Constitution’s single-subject requirement. 

Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Rights of Electricity Consumers Regarding Solar Energy 

Choice, 188 So. 3d 822 (Fla. 2016). The Proposed Amendment here creates a right 
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for individual customers to “produc[e] electricity themselves or in association with 

others” and a new right to “choose [an] electricity provider” in a competitive retail 

market and bars existing investor-owned utilities from participating in that 

market—among other topics. The Proposed Amendment here goes far beyond the 

single-subject of the initiative approved by this Court in Solar Energy Choice by 

proposing a panoply of logically separable and distinct constitutional rights.  

Similarly, this Court concluded that a marijuana initiative possessed a 

“logical and natural oneness of purpose” where it established a limited state-law 

immunity from civil or criminal liability for marijuana-related activities of patients, 

caregivers, physicians, and medical marijuana treatment centers and also directed 

the Department of Health to issue regulations necessary to implement and enforce 

the initiative’s provisions. Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Use of Marijuana for Certain 

Medical Conditions, 132 So. 3d 786, 796 (Fla. 2014). Although the Sponsor claims 

that the Proposed Amendment satisfies the single-subject requirement “for the 

same reasons,” AB at 23, this proposal bears little resemblance to the marijuana 

initiatives approved by this Court. A more accurate analogy would be a 

hypothetical medical marijuana amendment that: 1) provided a right to purchase 

medical marijuana in new competitive markets to be established by the Legislature; 

2) barred existing providers of medical marijuana from participating in the new 

competitive markets and forced the divestiture of their assets; 3) authorized 
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patients to grow marijuana for medical purposes on their own or in association 

with others; and 4) dismantled the pre-existing regulatory structure providing 

oversight of medical marijuana and required the Legislature to adopt an entirely 

new regulatory system, including an “independent market monitor” to ensure 

competitive marijuana markets. Such a proposal is readily distinguishable from the 

actual marijuana initiatives approved by this Court and would violate the single-

subject requirement for the same reasons as the Proposed Amendment. 

The Sponsor elsewhere claims that the Proposed Amendment is designed to 

give electricity customers the right to choose their electricity provider “from any 

non-monopolistic source” and it therefore “follows” that the customer has “the 

right to choose to buy and sell electricity from or to other customers.” AB at 31-32. 

Described at such a high level of abstraction, the Sponsor could include almost any 

provision related to “electricity” within the scope of the Proposed Amendment. But 

this Court has long held that “enfolding disparate subjects within the cloak of a 

broad generality does not satisfy the single-subject requirement.” Evans v. 

Firestone, 457 So. 2d 1351, 1353 (Fla. 1984); see also Fine, 448 So. 2d at 990 

(rejecting sponsor’s contention that single-subject requirement was satisfied 

because multiple provisions of an initiative all addressed “limiting government 

revenue”). Were this Court to adopt a different approach, initiative sponsors could 

readily evade the Florida Constitution’s single-subject requirement by the simple 



6 

artifice of describing their proposals in sweeping generalities. Contrary to the 

Sponsor’s argument, AB at 37, the single-subject requirement is more faithfully 

implemented by this Court’s assessment of the various components of an initiative 

for “oneness of purpose” at a high level of specificity rather than at a high level of 

generality. Under any legal standard, however, the Proposed Amendment here 

violates the plain language of the Florida Constitution’s single-subject 

requirement. Indeed, it may be reasonable for this Court to presume that any 

proposal imposing a broad and cataclysmic restructuring upon an entire industry in 

a single initiative will be unable to satisfy the single-subject requirement. 

B. The Proposed Amendment engages in logrolling. 

Relying extensively on this Court’s Nonpartisan Commission and Save Our 

Everglades cases, the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief also explained how the Proposed 

Amendment engages in “logrolling” of distinct subjects in violation of the Florida 

Constitution’s single-subject requirement. IB at 12-15. For example, a voter 

considering the Proposed Amendment may favor the establishment of a 

constitutional right for customers to produce their own electricity (as in the 2016 

Solar Energy Choice initiative) but oppose the broader dismantling and 

restructuring of Florida’s electric utility market mandated by the Proposed 

Amendment. Another voter may favor the creation of a competitive energy market 

but oppose the Proposed Amendment’s prohibition on electricity generation and 
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participation in the market by his or her current investor-owned utility. Yet, “[t]he 

amendment forces the voter who may favor or oppose one aspect of the ballot 

initiative to vote . . . in an ‘all or nothing’ manner.” Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Right 

of Citizens to Choose Health Care Providers, 705 So. 2d 563, 566 (Fla. 1998). 

Neither the Sponsor nor the Energy Suppliers attempt to distinguish the 

logrolling concerns implicated by the Proposed Amendment found to be fatal in 

the Nonpartisan Commission and Save Our Everglades cases. Indeed, neither 

Answer Brief even cites to the relevant passages of these cases. The Sponsor 

simply asserts that “there is no ‘unpopular’ issue being swept along with the 

initiative to grant electricity customers the right to choose their energy provider 

from a competitive energy market.” AB at 23. As described above, however, 

several scenarios exist in which a voter would be forced to vote for aspects of the 

Proposed Amendment that he or she does not support in the “all or nothing” 

fashion that the single subject requirement safeguards against. Nonpartisan 

Commission, 926 So. 2d at 1226. The Proposed Amendment engages in classic 

logrolling in violation of the single-subject requirement. 

C.  The Proposed Amendment substantially alters the functions of 
 multiple branches of government. 

Finally, the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief showed that the Proposed Amendment 

violates the single-subject requirement because it “substantially alters or performs 

the functions of multiple branches” of government. Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Fish 
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& Wildlife Conservation Comm’n, 705 So. 2d 1351, 1353–54 (Fla. 1998). IB at 16-

19. Specifically, it would alter the ratemaking functions of the Florida Public 

Service Commission—a legislative function of a legislative branch entity—and 

this Court’s mandatory jurisdiction to review PSC ratemaking—a judicial function 

of the judicial branch. The Proposed Amendment would also substantially alter the 

functions of multiple branches by creating an undisclosed private right of action to 

obtain a court order compelling the Legislature to enact legislation under vague 

and non-justiciable standards. 

The Sponsor appears to acknowledge that the Proposed Amendment alters or 

performs a legislative branch function. AB at 40-41. But the Sponsor downplays 

the nature of the Proposed Amendment’s undisclosed private right of action and its 

effects on the judicial branch. The Sponsor claims that the private right of action 

“mirrors the implementing provision approved over objection in Marijuana I and 

II.” AB at 47. Not so. The medical marijuana initiative, currently codified in article 

X, section 29(d)(3), of the Florida Constitution, provides objective and judicially 

manageable standards that are absent here. A comparison shows the difference: 

If the Department does not issue regulations, or if the Department 
does not begin issuing identification cards and registering MMTCs 
within the time limits set in this section, any Florida citizen shall have 
standing to seek judicial relief to compel compliance with the 
Department’s constitutional duties. 

Art. X, § 29(d)(3), Fla. Const. 
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If the Legislature does not adopt complete and comprehensive 
legislation to implement this section in a manner fully consistent 
with its broad purposes and stated terms by June 1, 2023, then any 
Florida citizen shall have standing to seek judicial relief to compel the 
Legislature to comply with its constitutional duty to enact such 
legislation under this section. 

Proposed Amendment at (e) (emphasis added).  

In light of the subjective standards requiring “complete and comprehensive” 

legislation that is “fully consistent” not only with the initiative’s stated terms, but 

also its “broad purposes,” the Sponsor errs in stating that the Proposed Amendment 

requires the courts “to determine only that any legislation includes the five 

requirements specified in Section (c).” AB at 50. In fact, the terms of the Proposed 

Amendment present a hopelessly vague and non-justiciable standard governing the 

scope of implementing legislation. In the absence of clear and definite standards to 

adjudicate a proceeding under the proposal, the Proposed Amendment would 

require the judiciary to exercise a policymaking function exclusively assigned to 

the legislative and executive branches under the Florida Constitution. But see Art. 

II, § 3, Fla. Const. (prohibiting any person belonging to one branch of state 

government from exercising powers appertaining to either of the other branches). 

As noted in the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief, the Proposed Amendment would 

authorize the judiciary to order legislative action under a standard even less 

manageable than that recently found nonjusticiable in Citizens for Strong Schools. 

IB at 18-19. Under the Proposed Amendment, the Legislature’s enactment of 



10 

complete and comprehensive legislation that is entirely consistent with the 

initiative’s explicit terms could nonetheless be stricken if a court determined that 

the legislation is inconsistent with the “broad purposes” of the Proposed 

Amendment. This, in effect, is no standard at all and invites judicial intrusion into 

the policymaking functions of the legislative and executive branches. By 

mandating judicial review under vague and non-justiciable standards, the Proposed 

Amendment substantially alters the respective roles of the judicial, legislative, and 

executive branches in establishing Florida’s energy policy. 

II. THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT’S BALLOT TITLE AND SUMMARY 
ARE MISLEADING AND DO NOT FAIRLY AND ACCURATELY 
INFORM VOTERS OF ITS CHIEF PURPOSE. 

In addition to the single-subject violations, the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief also 

demonstrated that the Proposed Amendment’s Ballot Summary is misleading in 

several respects and fails to fairly and accurately inform the voter of the chief 

purpose of the amendment. See, e.g., Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Water & Land 

Conservation, 123 So. 3d at 50. As to some of the identified deficiencies, the 

Sponsor offers a strained interpretation of the Proposed Amendment in an attempt 

to rescue its flawed Ballot Summary. As to other objections, the Sponsor tacitly 

concedes that the Ballot Summary is inaccurate but claims that the information in 

the inaccurate summary is simultaneously more “relevant” to voters and would not 

be information upon which a voter is “likely to hinge his vote.” AB at 75.  
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Indeed, the Sponsor points to the word limits as somehow excusing its 

failure to disclose the full reach and impact of the Proposed Amendment’s chief 

purpose. AB at 77. If anything, this argument merely highlights the initiative’s 

deficiencies. The Sponsor’s inability to adequately explain the proposal to the 

voters within the allowable 75 words is itself strong evidence that the initiative 

addresses more than one subject. If your car can hold five people but you need to 

drive ten people to lunch, at some point you need to recognize that it’s going to 

take two separate trips. So too here. 

Because voters are entitled to a Ballot Summary that provides “fair notice of 

the content” of a proposed constitutional amendment so that he or she “will not be 

misled as to its purpose, and can cast an intelligent and informed ballot,” Adv. Op. 

to Att’y Gen. re Term Limits Pledge, 718 So. 2d 798, 803 (Fla. 1998) (citation 

omitted), the defective Ballot Summary here should be denied placement on the 

ballot. 

A. The Ballot Title and Summary fail to disclose that the Proposed 
Amendment denies electricity customers the right to choose their 
current electricity provider. 

The Ballot Title and Summary for the Proposed Amendment affirmatively 

mislead voters with a promise of “energy choice” and a pledge that customers of 

investor-owned utilities would be granted “the right to choose their electricity 

provider.” But the Proposed Amendment itself denies customers of investor-owned 
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utilities the right to choose their electricity provider—if their choice would be to 

continue receiving service from their current electricity provider. The ballot title 

and summary, as written, are therefore likely to mislead the public into believing 

that the Proposed Amendment offers a choice that the text of the amendment 

actually denies. 

The Sponsor argues that a voter with “common understanding and 

knowledge” would understand the scope of the limitations that the Proposed 

Amendment would place on the activities of investor-owned utilities. AB at 57. To 

be sure, this Court has presumed that voters’ “common sense and knowledge” 

would inform them, for example, that some public places limited smoking before 

the proposal of a constitutional amendment to prohibit tobacco smoking in 

enclosed indoor workspaces. Adv. Op. to Att’y Gen. re Protect People from the 

Health Hazards of Second-Hand Smoke, 814 So. 2d 415, 419 (Fla. 2002). But the 

Sponsor here suggests that voters come to the ballot booth armed with substantial 

knowledge regarding the manner in which electricity is generated, transmitted, and 

distributed and which entities are responsible for these functions under Florida’s 

current electric utility regulatory structure. AB at 58. These complex technical 

details are hardly comparable to the situations in which this Court has concluded 

that a Ballot Summary need not disclose facts within the common understanding 

and knowledge of the voters.  
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As a result of this omission, a voter reading the Ballot Summary would have 

no reason to suspect that the Proposed Amendment would ban investor-owned 

utilities from participating in the retail electricity market. The Proposed 

Amendment’s Ballot Summary is misleading because it fails to provide a clear and 

unambiguous disclosure to the voter that customers of investor-owned utilities will 

be denied the right to choose to receive service from their current provider.  

B. The Ballot Summary falsely states that the Proposed Amendment 
grants customers a constitutional right to “sell electricity” when no 
such right is conferred by the text of the proposal. 

The AIF/FHCA/FHA brief also demonstrates that the Ballot Summary 

misleads voters by falsely stating that the Proposed Amendment “[g]rants 

customers of investor-owned utilities the right to . . . sell electricity” when the text 

of the Proposed Amendment does not actually grant any affirmative constitutional 

right to sell electricity. IB at 23-26. The Proposed Amendment explicitly confers 

specific rights for customers to “choose their electricity provider,” to “select[] from 

multiple providers in competitive wholesale and retail markets,” to “produc[e] 

electricity themselves or in association with others,” and to “not be forced to 

purchase electricity from one provider.” But the initiative does not include an 

explicit constitutional right for customers to sell electricity, as promised in the 

Ballot Summary. 

While effectively conceding that the Proposed Amendment does not literally 
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grant customers the right to “sell electricity,” the Sponsor argues that this 

purported right is “implicit” in the Proposed Amendment. AB at 76. The Sponsor 

attempts to justify this position through a series of logical fallacies. For example, 

the Sponsor claims that “ ‘[T]he right to choose their electricity provider’ naturally 

includes the right to choose to provide it yourself, and if you can provide it, you 

can naturally sell it.” AB at 76. But the right to “choose” an electricity provider 

plainly does not include the right to generate one’s own electricity or the Proposed 

Amendment’s separately conferred right for customers to “produc[e] electricity 

themselves” would be entirely redundant. Nor does it follow “naturally” that the 

right to produce electricity necessarily carries with it the right to sell it to others. 

The Sponsor also points to a separate provision of the Proposed Amendment 

referencing the sale of electricity. AB at 75-77. That provision does not grant any 

constitutional rights, but instead provides a rule of constitutional construction: 

“Except as specifically provided for below, nothing in this section shall be 

construed to limit the right of electricity customers to buy, sell, trade, or dispose of 

electricity.” By its terms, this provision neither grants nor restricts any independent 

rights related to the sale of electricity, but merely addresses how other terms of the 

Proposed Amendment are to be construed. 

Because the Proposed Amendment does not grant a constitutional right to 

sell electricity, its Ballot Summary is affirmatively misleading by falsely informing 
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voters that the proposal does grant a right to sell electricity.   

C.  The Ballot Summary misstates the deadline by which the 
 Proposed Amendment would require the Legislature to adopt 
 implementing legislation. 

Finally, the AIF/FHCA/FHA brief pointed out that the Ballot Summary 

misstates—by two years—the deadline by which the Proposed Amendment would 

require the Legislature to adopt implementing legislation. The Sponsor does not 

dispute that the Ballot Summary provides an inaccurate deadline, but defends the 

drafters’ decision to misrepresent the implementation deadline in the Ballot 

Summary on the grounds that the wrong deadline would—at the same time—be 

the “most relevant to voters” and also a discrepancy on which the “average voter is 

not likely to hinge his vote.” AB at 75.  

Under the law, voters are entitled to an accurate ballot summary—

notwithstanding the Sponsor’s apparent preference to include an inaccurate 

summary containing incorrect information that the Sponsor deems more 

“relevant.” AB at 75. The Ballot Summary here fails to satisfy this fundamental 

legal requirement by misstating the deadline by which the Proposed Amendment 

would require the Legislature to adopt implementing legislation: June 1, 2023. 

CONCLUSION 

This Court should conclude that the Proposed Amendment and its Ballot 

Summary are invalid and cannot lawfully be placed on the ballot.  
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rachael.crews@gray-robinson.com 
kathy.savage@gray-robinson.com 
darlene.dallas@gray-robinson.com 
thomas.cloud@gray-robinson.com 
jan.gordon@gray-robinson.com 

Counsel for Florida League of Cities, 
Inc., Florida Association of Counties, 
Inc., Florida Sheriffs Association, and 
Florida Police Benevolent Association 

RAOUL G. CANTERO

DAVID P. DRAIGH

ZACHARY B. DICKENS

White & Case LLP 
Southeast Financial Center 
200 S. Biscayne Blvd., Ste. 4900 
Miami, Florida 33131 
rcantero@whitecase.com 
ddraigh@whitecase.com 
zdickens@whitecase.com

Counsel for the Florida Chamber of 
Commerce and the Florida Economic 
Development Council 
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SAMANTHA M. CIBULA

ANDREW B. KING

KEITH C. HETRICK

Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
scibula@psc.state.fl.us 
aking@psc.state.fl.us 
khetrick@psc.state.fl.us

Counsel for the Florida Public Service 
Commission

ALAIN E. BOILEAU

City of Fort Lauderdale 
100 N. Andrews Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 
aboileau@fortlauderdale.gov 

Counsel for the City of Fort Lauderdale 

MARK E. BERMAN

City of Pompano Beach 
100 West Atlantic Blvd. 
Pompano Beach, Florida 33060 
Mark.Berman@copbfl.com

Counsel for the City of Pompano Beach 

DOUGLAS R. GONZALES

City of Hollywood 
2600 Hollywood Blvd., Suite 407 
P. O. Box 229045 
Hollywood, Florida 330202 
dgonzales@hollywoodfl.org 

Counsel for the City of Hollywood 

JOHN RAYSON

Town of Davie 
6591 Orange Drive 
Davie, Florida 33314 
John_Rayson@davie-fl.gov 

Counsel for the Town of Davie 

GLEN J. TORCIVIA

Torcivia, Donlon, Goddeau & Ansay, 
P.A. 
701 Northpoint Pkwy, Ste 209 West 
Palm Beach, FL 33407-1956 
glen@torcivialaw.com 

Counsel for City of Belle Glade 

WADE C. VOSE

Vose Law Firm LLP 
324 W Morse Blvd 
Winter Park, FL 32789-4294 
wvose@voselaw.com 

Counsel for Village of Indiantown 

DONIA ROBERTS

Donia Adams Roberts P.A. 
257 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd 
East 
Belle Glade, FL 33430-4025 
attorney@doniarobertspa.com 
Counsel for The Lake Okeechobee 
Regional Economic Alliance of Palm 
Beach County, Inc.
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KATHRYN MICHELLE BLANKENSHIP 

JORDAN

Blankenship Jordan, P.A. 
1512 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428-2177 
michelle@blankenshipjordanpa.com 

Counsel for Cities of Chipley and 
Vernon 

GREGORY T. STEWART

HEATHER J. ENCINOSA

EVAN J. ROSENTHAL

Nabors, Giblin & Nickerson, P.A. 
1500 Mahan Drive, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 
gstewart@ngnlaw.com
hencinosa@ngnlaw.com 
erosenthal@ngnlaw.com 
legal-admin@ngnlaw.com 

Counsel for JEA 

GLENN BURHANS, JR. 
Stearns Weaver Miller Weissler 
Alhadeff & Sitterson, P.A. 
Highpoint Center 
106 East College Avenue - Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
gburhans@stearnsweaver.com 
cabbuhl@stearnsweaver.com 
ptassinari@stearnsweather.com 

Counsel for Partnership for Affordable 
Clean Energy a/k/a Energy Fairness 

M. STEPHEN TURNER

Nelson Mullins Broad and Cassel 
215 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
P.O. Drawer 11300 32302 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
stephen.turner@nelsonmullins.com 
maria.ubieta@nelsonmullins.com 
cassandra.finn@nelsonmullins.com 

Counsel for Floridians for Affordable 
Reliable Energy, Inc. (FARE), 
Urban League of Palm Beach County, 
Jacksonville Urban League, and the 
Central Florida Urban League 

MATTHEW J. CONIGLIARO

Carlton Fields, P.A. 
4221 W. Boy Scout Blvd., Suite 1000 
Tampa, Florida 33607 
mconigliaro@Carltonfields.com 

Counsel for Florida Association 
of Realtors, Inc., d/b/a Florida Realtors 

BARRY RICHARD

Greenberg Traurig, P.A. 
101 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
richardb@gtlaw.com 
Counsel for Florida Power 
& Light Company and Gulf Power 
Company 
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W. CHRISTOPHER BROWDER

Orlando Utilities Commission 
100 West Anderson Street 
Orlando, Florida 32801 
CBrowder@ouc.com 

Counsel for Orlando Utilities 
Commission 

JODY LAMAR FINKLEA

Florida Municipal Power Agency 
2061-2 Delta Way 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
jody.lamar.finklea@fmpa.com 

Counsel for Florida Municipal 
Electric Association, Inc. and 
Florida Municipal Power Agency 

GEORGE N. MEROS, JR. 
D. BRUCE MAY, JR. 
TARA R. PRICE

Holland & Knight LLP 
315 South Calhoun Street, Suite 600 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
george.meros@hklaw.com 
bruce.may@hklaw.com 
tara.price@hklaw.com 

Counsel for The Florida Electric 
Cooperatives Association, Inc. 

MICHELLE L. HERSHEL

Florida Electric Cooperatives 
Association, Inc.
2916 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
mhershel@feca.com 

Counsel for The Florida Electric 
Cooperatives Association, Inc. 

KENNETH W. SUKHIA

Sukhia & Williams Law PLLC 
241 E 6th Avenue 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
ksukhia@sukhiawilliamslaw.com 

Counsel for Citizens for Energy Choices

WARREN RHEA

Infinite Energy, Inc. 
7001 SW 24thAvenue 
Gainesville, Florida 32607-3704 
wlrhea@infiniteenergy.com 

Counsel for the Energy Suppliers 

WILLIAM SPICOLA

William Spicola, P.A. 
P.O. Box 664 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
williamspicolapa@gmail.com 

Counsel for American Senior Alliance 
/s/ Daniel Nordby              
DANIEL NORDBY


