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BEFORE THE GOVERNOR AND CABINET 
OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

·IN RE: 

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
LEVEE-MIDWAY 500 kV TRANSMISSION 
LINE CORRIDOR CERTIFICATION 
APPLICATION NO. TA89-07 

__________________________________ / 

DOAH CASE NO. 89-0279 
OGC FILE NO. 89-8907 

FINAL ORDER 

On April 12, 1990, this matter came before the Governor 

and Cabinet, sitting as the Siting Board pursuant to the 

Transmission Line Siting Act, Section 403.52 et seq,, Florida 

Statutes (19?9), for final action concerning a Recommended 

Order dated March 2, 1990, attached as Exhibit 1, which 

recommends certification of the Florida Power and Light Company 

Line Corridor Application. As allowed by Rule 17-17.682, 

F.A.C., timely written exceptions to the Recommended Order were 

filed by the Florida Sugar Cane League (FSCL) on behalf of 

itself and affiliated companies (New Hope Sugar Company, 

Okeelanta Corporation, Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of 

Florida, South Bay Growers, Inc., United States Sugar 

Corporation, and S.D. Sugar Corporation); by Metropolitan Dade 

(~ounty (Metro Dade.); and jointly by A. Duda and Sons, 

l~c./Allapattah Properties Partnership (Duda). 

FSCL's primary exceptions are directed at a series of 

findings by the hearing officer (Paragraphs 48-64) of the 

Recommended Order) entitled "System Reliability and Separation 

from Existing Transmission Lines." (Exhibit 1, pp. 24-28) 

Specifically, FSCL excepts to finding 52 that a one-mile 
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separation between the existing 500 kV line and the proposed 

Levee-Midway line is appropriate to prevent a simultaneous 

outage of both lines caused by fire. In the same vein, FSCL 

excepts to finding 58 that the Levee-Midway 500 kV line be 

located "at least four (sugar cane] field lengths or one mile, 

whichever is. shorter, from the existing transmission lines to 

avoid the simultaneous outage of these transmission lines from 

a sugar cane wildfire." (Exhibit 1, p. 27) 

Review of the record discloses that these key findings 

with respect to transmission line spacing are supported by 

competent substantial evidence and are therefore binding on the 

Siting Board and all parties. FSCL selectively criticizes 

certain aspects of the findings it challenges, but th~s amounts 

to no more than quibbling in light of the evidentiary support 

for the· findings, taken as a whole. For example, FSCL 

correctly notes that finding 57 erroneously specifies 1979 as a 

year in which uncontrolled sugar cane fires occurred; record 

testimony indicates that these fires occurred in 1989: an 

----­obvious scrivener's error of no -actual significance to the 

decision. No party questions that the burning of sugar cane 

fields is a ·regular agricultural practice within the Everglades 

Agricultural Area which sometimes results in uncontrolled 

fires. It is immaterial whether such fi.res are properly 

characterized as "wild fires", as FSCL asserts in its Exception 

3. FSCL exceptions 1-5 are without merit, except as to the 

scrivener's error noted above, and are rejected. 
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FSCL next excepts to several findings on the expected 

environmental impact of the construction of the Levee-Midway 

line within the segment of the proposed transmission line 

corridor initially proposed by the Treasure Coast Regional 

Planning Council (TCRPC). FSCL objects to finding 121 that 

construction of the lin~ in the TCRPC segment will.not 

adversely effect short-term or long-term water quality. FSCL 

also objects to finding 125 that construction in the TCRPC 

corridor will not adversely impact vegetation or wetlands. 

Contrary to FSCL, the Board concludes that each of these 

challenged findings is supported by competent substantial 

evidence. FSCL exceptions 6 and. 7 are rejected. 

FSCL excepts to finding 152 and finding 174 because Water 

Conservation Area 2B has been designated by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service as critical habitat for the endangered snail 

kite. Record evidence establishes, however, that 

notwithstanding the official designation of this area, drainage 

and drought has rendered this area unsuitable for snail kite 
...-------

nest·ing as a practical matter. FSCL exceptions 8 and 13 are 

therefore rejected. 

In finding 163, the hearing officer identified certain 

effects on sugar cane production which might be expected from 

location of th~ transmis~ion line within the segment of the 

corridor proposed by the South Florida Water Management 

District (SFWMD): 
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Impacts listed include interference to drainage and 
irrigation systems, less efficient burning of sugar 
cane under the transmission lines, less efficient 
ae'rial spraying of sugar cane, and more difficult 
access to roads and fields. None of these impacts 
were quantified as to dollar impact or loss of 
production, even though 500 kV transmission lines 
currently exist over sugar cane fields from which 
quantifiable data could have been developed. 

(Exhibit 1, p. 54) 

FSCL exception 9 complains that it is irrelevant whether 

the expected impacts of a transmission line on sugar operations 

can be quantified. Yet, in FSCL exception 10, FSCL also 

complains that the hearing officer erred in failing to find 

that co-location of the Levee-Midway line with existing 500 kV 

lines would quantifiably reduce the listed impacts on sugar 

operations. See finding 164 (Ex~ibit 1, p. 54). Review of the 

record discloses that findings 163 and 164 are supported by the 

record, considered as a whole. FSCL exceptions 9 and 10 are 

therefore rejected. 

FSCL excepts to several findings relative to the 

environmental impact of line construction within the SFWMD 

segment of the proposed Levee-Midway corridor. Exceptiorr--11, 

similar to FSCL exception 6 rejected above, contests a finding 

(Paragraph 166) that short-term and long-term water quality 

will fiot be adversely affected by the line. Exception 12 

contests finding 170, which finds that freshwater marsh impacts 

will be minimized by construction adjacent to the numerous 

levees within the SFWMD corridor. Both of the challenged 

findings are supported by competent substantial evidence. 
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While FSCL correctly suggests that there are segments of the 

SFWMD corridor area where existing levees cannot be used, 

nothing in finding 170 implies that Qll construction will be 

adjacent to levees. Exceptions 11 and 12 are rejected. 

FSCL exceptions 14-20 are, in essence, directed at the 

legal significance of the conditions of certification and do 

not implicate the sort of evidentiary issues associated with 

ordinary factual exceptions. These exceptions will be 

discussed below in more detail in connection with the 

resolution of the legal issues of the case. 

Turning next to Duda's exceptions to findings of fact 

contained in the recommended order, these exceptions take issue 

with findings of the Recommended Order which explicitly reject 

the position taken by Duda at the hearirig: that the 

Levee-Midway transmission line should pass through one of the 

Duda proposed alternate corridors rather than the TCRPC 

corridor, as recommended by the hearing officer. Duda 

exceptions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 

23, and 25 contest, in whole or in part, a va-ri:ety of findings 

which, although adverse to Duda's position, are supported by 

competent substantial evidence. For example, Duda excepts to 

findings 187, 188, and 200, all of which share the common 

factual base that a large mixed hardwood forest associated with 

the Allapattah Flats extends across the width of the Duda 1/1A 

corridor. Duda suggests (exception 10) that the forest does 

not extend across the corridor; that the forest does not 
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provided "excellent" habitat for wildlife (exception 11); and 

that only "minor destruction" of the forested area would be 

necessary for construction of a transmission line there 

(exceptions 20-23). Review of the record discloses, however, 

an ample evidentiary basis for the challenged findings. The 

hearing officer, as is obviously her prerogative, elected to 

credit testimony which was contrary to the view espoused by 

Duda's witnesses. Such a determination cannot be disturbed by 

the Board. Accordingly, Duda exceptions 10, 11, 20, and 23 are 

rejected. 

The remainder of Duda's exceptions to findings contained 

in the Recommended Order also lack merit. No factual issues 

material to the outcome of the proceeding are implicated by 

these exceptions and no purpose would be served by a detailed 

discussion of them. Duda exceptions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 

13, 17, 18, 19, and 25 are rejected. 

As to the 8 exceptions to findings of the Recommended 

Order submitted by Metro Dade, it must be noted that Metro 
.------· 

Dade, unlike FSCL or Duda; entered into a stipulation for 

settlement with Florida Power and Light (Appendix F) wi~h 

conditions of certification that were recommended for 

imposition by the Recommended Order. In light of the fact of 

this agreed, voluntary disposition of the disputed issues 

raised by Metro Dade, it is inappropriate for Metro Dade to 

except to the Recommended Order. It is axiomatic that a party 

may not lawfully be heard to complain about matters subsumed 
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within its own stipulation. Moreover, none of the exceptions 

warrants separate discussion, for each not only assails a 

finding which is supported by competent substantial evidence, 

but also raises no issue of consequence to the outcome of the 

proceeding which is not discussed fully elsewhere in this 

order. Metro Dade exceptions l-8 are therefore rejected. 

FSCL, Duda, and Metro Dade also have lodged exceptions to 

the faiiure of the Hearing Officer to adopt certain findings of 

fact which each proposed. Turning first to Metro Dade, it is 

unclear why Metro Dade proposed findings at all, given the 

detailed stipulation adopted by the recommended order. 

Nevertheless, Metro Dade has excepted to the hearing officer's 

failure to adopt in verbatim form some 17 proposed findings 

which were denominated by the hearing officer as "subordinate 

to the facts actually found in the Recommended Order." 

(Exhibit lJ Appendix L) It has also excepted to the fact that 

two Metro Dade proposed findings - one dealing with the 

"average wind in South Florida" and one dealing with the 

------·· importance to planning of a "look into the future" - were 

dismissed by the hearing officer as "unneces~ary." (Exhibit 1, 

Appe~dix L) Finally, Metro Dade exce~ts to the rejection as 

"irrelevant" of its proposed £inding that 

It is conceiveable that a power line which 
initially cost more may have less maintenance for 
repair and might be a better cost savings to FPL 
than one constructed at a higher height and lower 
initial cost and in which may require repeated 
repairs. 
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The Board has determined that no reason exists to disturb the . . 
hearing officer's correct disposition of Metro Dade's proposed 

findings. Metro Dade's exceptions 9 through 31 are rejected. 

FSCL excepts to the hearing officer's rejection as 

"unnecessary" of three of its proposed findings. Because none 

of these rejected findings is necessary or material to the 

outcome of this case, FSCL exceptions 21 and 22 are rejected. 

The hearing officer rejected eight findings proposed by 

FSCL as "unsupported by the competent substantial evidence." 

FSCL has excepted to each of these rejections. The rejected 

proposed findings, however, mirror the litigation position of 

FSCL which was rejected as unproven by the hearing officer's 

findings. For example, FSCL exceptions 27 and 28 press for 

adopted of four proposed findings whose gist is that a one-mile 

separation of transmission lines is neither required nor 
. 

appropriate: a factual premise specifically rejected in the 

recommended order based upon competent substantial evidence, as 

noted above. See Exhibit 1, pp. 24-28. Having specifically 
-------- .... 

sustained the hearing officer's findings against exception by 

FSCL, the Board must als6 reject the same reciprocal proposed 

findings of FSCL which.the hearing officer rejected in 

formulating her own findings. FSCL exceptions 22-28 .are 

rejected. 

Duda has also excepted to the hearing officer's failure to 

adopt certain factual findings offered in its proposed .order. 

Duda, however, has failed to identify with any specificity 

where in its proposed order the omitted proposed findings were 
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advanced. This failure substantially complicates the review 

process for the Board because the hearing officer (Exhibit 1, 

Appendix L) rejected specific numbered proposed findings of 

Duda. On review, however, it is clear that the rejected 

findings which Duda presses the Board to adopt were rejected by 

the hearing officer because they represented a view of the 

evidence which the hearing officer declined to credit. For 

example, as discussed above, the hearing officer correctly 

found that the Allapattah Flats hardwood forest extends 

completely across the Duda 1/lA corridor. Consequently, it was 

not error on the part of the hearing officer to reject a 

Proposed finding which is contrat~ to her view of the . 

evidence. Duda exceptions 9, 14, 15, 16, 221, 22, 24, and 26 

all complain about the hearirig officer's failure to adopt 

findings diametrically opposite to those of the recommended 

order. Having sustained the recommended order's findings, the 

Board also rejects Duda's exceptions 9, 14, 15, 16, 21, 2~, 24, 

and .26. 
_..---' .. ··· ... 

Both FSCL and Duda except to the conclusions of law of the 

recommended order in some detail. The Board has considered all 

of the arguments advanced in these exceptions, as well as those 

interspersed within the other'· ostensibly factual exceptions of 

Duda and FSCL. The Board finds these arguments to lack .merit, 

and therefore rejects all exceptions to the recommended order's 

conclusions of law for the reasons discussed below. 
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The Transmission Line Siting Act, as the Recommended Order 

correctly states, establishes a balancing test by which the 

Board must select one from among alternate proposed corridors 

to receive certification under Section 403.531, Florida 

Statutes (1989). The Recommended Order carefully analyzes the 

extensive factual record in the case with reference to the five 

criteria specified in Section 403.529(3)(a-e), Florida 

Statutes, which comprise the elements of this test: 

The Board shall consider whether, and the extent 
to which, the location of the transmission line 
corridor and the construction and main 
of the transmission line will: 

(a) Ensure electric power system reliability 
and integrity; 
(b) Meet the electrical needs of the state in 
an orderly and timely fashion; 
(c) Comply with nonprocedural requirements of 
agencies; 
(d) Be consistent , with applicable local 
government comprehensive plans, and 
(e) Effect a reasonable balance between the 
need for the transmission line as a means of 
providing abundant low-cost electrical energy 
and the impact upon the public and the 
environment resulting from the location of the -------­
transmiss.ion line corridor and maintenance of 
the transmission lines. 

In her analysis of whether any of the proposed corridors 

provided sufficient system reliability and integrity for ·the 

Levee~Midway line, the hearing officer expressly relied on her 

finding that "a one~mile separation or a substantial firebreak 

is required to prevent a multiple outage of transmission liries 

due to fire." Exhibit 1, p. 96. Although FSCL except~ to the 
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hearing officer's rationale on this topic, the Board concurs 

with and adopts the discussion of the Recommended Order as to 

the compliance of the proposed corridors with Section 

403.529(3)(a), Florida Statutes. FSCL's exception 30 is 

rejected. 

No party disputes the hearing officer's analysis of the 

application of Section 403.529(3)(b), Florida Statutes, to the 

recommended corridors. The Board approves and adopts the 

Recommended Order on this point. 

As far as the issue of the Levee-Midway line's compliance 

with nonprocedural requirements of agencies is concerned, FSCL 

assails the hearing officer's conclusion that the corridor 

2lignment preferred by Florida Power and Light (TCRPC/SFWMD) 

will comply with applicable requirements. In particular, FSCL 

points to the undisputed fact that all dredge and fill impacts 

of line construction within the corridor have not been 

determined. FSCL claims that this state of affairs is an 

insurmountable barrier to a conclusion that agency wetland 

-------­mitigat-ion requirements have been complied with. FSCL., 

however, misconceives the nature of the TLSA corridor 

determination process, where specific wetland mitigation 

measures are necessarily determined after certification rather 

than·before it. At issue here is not a refusal by an applicant 

for certification to accept the need for ~etland mitigati6n 

measures ~atisfactory to affected agencies. Rather, what is 

involved is the understandabl? inability of agencies such as 
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DER to define precisely appropriate mitigative measures before 

the specific wetland impacts associated with transmission line 

construction are known. This is not to say that DER cannot now 

project where impacts requiring mitigation are likely to occur; 

DER representatives testified, and the hearing officer found, 

that approximately 1200 acres of direct and indirect wetland 

impacts may be expected from the construction of the 

Levee-Midway line within the entire corridor. 

FSCL objects to the indeterminate nature of the water 

conservation and wetland mitigation measures to be funded 

pursuant to the $28 million dollar fund which Florida Power and 

Light has agreed to establish via the conditions of 

certification specified in Appendix E of the Recommended 

Order. Contrary to FSCL, however, the Board agrees with the 

hearing officer that the fund will be more than adequate to 

defray the cost of necessary wetland mitigation measures as 

well as to provide enhancement measures for the Water 

Conservation Areas through appropriate Everglades SWIM plan 

-----implementation measures to be devised by SFWMD in consultation 

with DER. The Board approves and adopts the Recommended 

Order's discussion "Compliance with Section 403.529(3)(c), 

Florida Statutes", fo~nd at pages 98-100 of Exhibit 1. 

The Board also approves and adopts the Recommended Order 

discussion "Compliance with Section 403.529(3)(d), Florida 

Statutes," found at pages 100-101 of Exhibit 1. Duda Exception 

27 is rejected. 

-11-
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Turning to the last criterion of the statutory balancing 

test, Section 403.529(3)(e), Florida Statutes, both FSCL and 

Duda except to aspects of the hearing officer's rationale for 

concluding that the TCRPC 1 and SFWMD alternate corridors best 

balance the need for the line and impacts upon the public and 

-
upon the environment. In this context, FSCL suggests that the 

record contains insufficient evidence to allow a determination 

as to the environmental impacts of the proposed transmission 

line. FSCL alleges that this supposed insufficiency of 

information renders it impossible for the Board to balance 

environmental impacts against the need for the line. The Boaid 

disagrees. FSCL's exception on this point is rejected. 

For its part, Duda excepts to certain aspects of the 

hearing officer's rationale which depend on findings of fact 

with which Duda takes issue. Duda exceptions 28-34 are without 

merit because they are based on a selective view of the 

evidence which is not sustainable in light of the record 

considered as a whole. 

------­Contrary t·o FSCL and Duda '· the Board approved and adopts 

the Recommended Order's well-reasoned discussion "Compliance 

with Section 403.526(3)(e), Florida Statutes," found at pages 
•.. ,~. 

101-106 of Exhibit 1. The Board also adopts the Recommended 

Order's discussion of the ramifications of Section 403.529{4), 

Florida Statutes, found at pages 106-108. The hearing officer 

succinctly and correctly analyzed the ultimate issues as to 
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corridor certifiability in reaching the conclusion that only 

the TCRPC 1 and SFWMD alternatives were certifable as a matter 

of fact and law. Duda exception 35 is rejected. 

Finally, the Board approves and adopts the discussion 

"Conservation Substation" found at pages 108-109 of Exhibit 1. 

For the reasons found by the hearing officer, the proposed 

substation site is an appropriate general location for an 

intermediate substation, as specified in Section 403.522(15), 

Florida Statutes. 

Having considered the Recommended Order, exceptions, 

argument of counsel, and otherwise being f~lly advised in the 

premises, it is ORDERED: 

1. The Recommended Order (Exhibit 1) is approved and adopted 

in its entirety by the Board, with the exception noted on page 

2 of this order. 

2. The application of Florida Power and Light Company for 

certification of the Levee-Midway transmission line corridor is 

granted, as recommended in Exhibit 1, subject to the conditions 
_.....--

of cert:i:fi·cat-ion contained in Appendices C, D, E, F, G, H, I, 

and K, as specifically modified at pages 98 and 9~ of Exhibit 1. 

3. The exceptions of the Florida Sugar Cane League and 

affiliated companies are rejected for the reasons set forth 

above. 

4. ' The exceptions of A. Duda and Sons, Inc./Allapattah 

Properties Partnership are rejected for the reasons set forth 

above. 
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5. The exceptions of Metropolitan Dade County are rejected 

for the reasons set forth above.~ 

DONE AND ORDERED, this 11 day of April, 1990; in 

Tallahassee, Florida, pursuant to the vo~e of the Governor and 

Cabinet, sitting as the Siting Board, at a duly noticed and 

constituted Cabinet meeting on April 12, 1990. 

F" FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
flED, on thic- d t 

Florida Statut~s cJ ;·~:~~suant to Sl20.52 
mcnt Clerk, rec~ipt of ,he destgnated Depart· 
ledged. , w !Ch IS hereby acknow-

~'~l/l By 
~~ ?-(ai:Zzj ,4/·,;((7. f(J 

/Clerk . . Date 

GOVERNOR AND CABINET 
AS THE SITING BOARD 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the Final Order has 

been furnished by U.S. Mail this 24th Day of April, 1990, to 

each of the parties listed on the attached "Appearances" list. 
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For the Applicant, Florida 
Power & Light Company (FPL) 

For the Department of 
Environmental Regulation 
(DER) 

For the Game and Freshwater 
Fish Commission (GFWFC) 

For the South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD) 

For the Department of 
Cominunity Affairs (DCA) 

For the Treasure Coast 
Regional Planning Council 
(TCRPC) 

For the South Florida 
Regional Planning Council 
(SFRPC) 

For Martin County 

APPEARANCES 

Carlos Alvarez, Esq. 
David L. Powell, Esq. 
Richard w. Moore, Esq. 
Hopping Boyd Green & Sams, P.A. 
123 South Calhoun Street (3230:) 
Post Office Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 12314 

RichardT. Donelan, Jr. Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel 
Department of Environmental 

Regulation 
2600 Blair Stone Road, Room 654 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 

James V. Antista, Esq. 
Florida Game and Fresh Water 

Fish Commission 
620 South Meridian Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600 

Frances Jauquet, Esq. 
John J. Fu~ero, Esq. 
South Flo::..da Water Management 

District 
3301 Gun c:ub Road (33406) 
Post Office Box 24680 
West Palm Seach, FL 33416-4680 

L. Katherine Funchess Esq. 
General Cot.:nse1 
Department of Community Affairs 
2740 Centerview Drive ~ 
Tallahassee, TL 32399-2100 

Roger G. Saberson, .Esq. 
110 E. Atlantic Avenue 
Delray Beac~, FL 33444 

Samuel S. Gofen, Esq. 
Josias & Goren, P.A. 
3099 E. Co~~ercial Blvd., Suite 200 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33308 

Fred W. Van Vonno, Esq. 
Assistant County Attorney 
Martin County 
2401 S.E. Monterey Road 
Stuart, FL 34996 
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For Dade County 

For St. Lucie County 

For Broward County 

•... ·· .. 

For Palm Beach County 

For the City of Coral Springs 
(Coral Spr·ings) 

For the City of Tamarac 
(Tamarac) 

For the City of Parkland 
(Parkland) and Centrust 
Savings Bank (Centrust} 

For the City of Sunrise 
(Sunrise) 

Patrick M. Casey, Esq. 
Assistant County Attorney 
Dade County 
Metro-Dade Center 
111 N.W. First Street 
Suite 2810 
Miami, FL 33128-1993 

Krista A. Storey, Esq. 
Assistant County Attorney 
St. Lucie County 
2300 Virginia Avenue, Annex 
Fort. Pierce, FL 34982 

Noel M. Pfeffer, Esq. 
Deputy General Counsel 
Broward County 
Governmental Center, Suite 423 
115 South Andrew$ Avenue 
Fort Laud~rdal~, FL 33301 

Robert P. Banks, Esq. 
Assistant County Atto~ney 
Palm Beach County 
301 N. Olive Avenue, Suite 601 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

Andrea L. ~oore, Esq. 
Assistant :ity Attorney 
City of Cc~al Springs 
9551 w. sa~ple Road 
Coral Spr~ngs, FL 33065 

Richard L. Doody, Esq. 
Office of City Attorney 
City of Tamarac 
C i. t y Ha 11 : B u i l d i n g ..----- · 
7525 N.W. 88th Avenue 
Tamarac, F~ 33321-2401 

Steven L. Josias, Esq .. 
Josias & qoren, P.A. 
Centrust Savings Bank 
3099 E. Commercial Blvd., Suite 200 
Fort Laud~rdale, FL 33309 

i 

Jon M. Henning, Esq. . 
Office of the City Attorney 
City of Sunrise 
10770 W. Oakland Park Bouleva:d 
Sunrise, ~L 33351 
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For the Town of Davie (Davie) 

For the Solid Waste Authority 
of Palm Beach County 

For Coral Ridge Properties, 
Inc. (Coral.Ridge) 

ForjEollywood Lakes Country 
Club, .Inc; (Hollywood Lakes) 

For Hollywood STS Associates, 
L.P., Silver Lake Partnership, 
The William Lyon Company 
(Lyons) 

For Indian Trail Grove, 
Limited, Irving Cowan, Savin 
Groves, Kenneth G. Savage, 
Robert Pavey, Harold Wideman, 
Sunny Urban Meadows Landowners 
Association (Groves) 

For Jeff Reisburg, Shennandoah 
Community Association 

For Via Tropical Fruits, Inc. 
Ronnie Hattaway, Talquin, 
Corp., Ralph C. Nash and 
Mikatum Groves ·(Via Tropical) 

Lisa N. Mulhall, Esq. 
Burke, Bosselman & Weaver 
One Lincoln Place 
1900 Glades Road, Suite 350 
Boca Raton, FL 33431 

Heather Ruda, Esq. 
Gibson & Adams, P.A. 
303 Fir~t Street, Suite 400 (33401) 
Post Office Box 1629 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402-l629 

Scott Shirley, Esq. 
Oertel, Hoffman, Fernandez & 

Cole, P.A. 
2700 Blair Stone Road, Suite C 
Post Office Box 6507 
Tallahassee, FL 32314-6507 

William L. Hyde, Esq. . 
Roberts, Baggett, LaFace & Richard 
101 E. College Avenue (32301) 
Post Office Box 1838 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Donald R. Hall, Esq .. 
Gustafson, Stephens, Ferris, 

Forman & Hall, P.A. 
540 N.w: fjurth Street 
Ft. Laude~dale, FL 33301 

Donna· H. ·Stinson, Esq. 
Moyle, Flanigan, Katz, 

FitzGerald & Sheehan, ?.A. 
The Perkins House, Suite 100 
118 North Gadsden Str~'t 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Scott Mager, Esq. 
Mager & Gaffney, P.A. 
The 110 Tower - 12th Floor 
110 Southeast 6th Street 
Fort Lauderdale, FL · 33301 

Stephen Covert, Esq. 
631 U.S. Highway One 
Suite 200 (-33408) 
Post Office Box 14035 
North Palm Beach, FL 33408 
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For Via Tropical Fruits, Inc. 
Ronnie Hattaway, Talquin 
Corp., Ralph C. Nash and 
Mikatum Groves (Via Tropical) 

For the Coca-Cola Company 
(Coca-Cola) 

For Rinker Materials Corporation 
(Rinker) 

For New Hope Sugar Company, 
Okeelanta Corporation, Sugar 
Cane Growers Cooperative of 
Florida, Inc., South Bay 
Growers, United States Sugar 
S. D. Sugar Corporation, and 
Florida Sugar Cane League 
(Sugar) 

For FreBar, Inc., Suoar Belle 
Joint Venture, and-Flor-Ag 
Corporation 

For A. Duda and Son, Inc. 
(Duda) 

For VBQ, Inc. and Beach Brooks 
as Trustee and Individually 
(Beach .Brooks~ 

J. A. Jurgens, Esq. 
Jones, Foster, Johnston & 

Stubbs, P.A. 
505 South Flagler Drive, 
Suite 1100 (33401) 
Post Office Drawer E' 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402 

Timothy J. Manor, Esq. 
Margaret H. Schreiber, Esc. 
Lowndes, Drosdick, Doster, 

Kantor & Reed, P.A. 
215 North Eo1a Drive {32801) 
Post Office Box 2809 
Orlando, FL 32802-2809 

William J. Payne, Esq. 
Dale Konigsburg, Esq. 
Donna Stinson, Esq. 
Rinker Materials Corporation 
1501 Belvedere Road (33~01) 
Post Office Box 24635 
West Palm Beach, FL · 33416-4635 

Lawrence N. Curtin, Esq. 
. Samuel J. Morley, Esq. 

Holland & Knight 
315 S. Cal~oun St., Suite 600 
Post Offi =~ ·Drawer 810 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Alfred J. Malefatto, Esq. 
Shapiro & ~re~man, P.A. 
777 S. Flagle~ Drive 
Suite JlO,· East Tower (33401) 
Post Office Box 20629 _.---· · 
West Palm ~each, FL 33416-0~29 

Mark P. Gagnon, Esq. 
Stanley D. Klett, Jr., Esc. 
Scott, Roy=e, Barris, 

Bryan & Byland, P.A. 
4400 PGA Boulevard, Suite 900 
Palm Beach, FL 33410 
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