M NUTES OF

COW SSI ON CONFERENCE, TUESDAY, APRIL 18, 2000
COWENCED: 9:30 a.m

ADJOURNED: 3:30 p.m

COWM SSI ONERS PRESENT: Chai rman Garci a
Commi ssi oner Deason
Comm ssioner O ark
Commi ssi oner Jacobs
Commi ssi oner Jaber

1 Approval of M nutes
February 15, 2000 Regul ar Comm ssi on Conf erence

DECI SI ON: The mi nutes were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs

2 Consent Agenda
A) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.
DOCKET NO. 000119-TC - MAH Conmmuni cati ons, | nc.
DOCKET NO. 000326-TC - VersaTel, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000330-TC - Phonexpert, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000335-TC - ETS Payphones, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000346-TC - Janes Truesdal e
DOCKET NO. 000367-TC - Link Tel Comrunications, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000396-TC - MK Communi cations, |nc.

B) Applications for certificates to provide alternative
| ocal exchange tel ecommuni cations service.

DOCKET NO. 000195-TX - OnSite Access Local LLC

DOCKET NO. 000246- TX- FairPoi nt Conmuni cati ons Corp.

DOCKET NO. 000189-TX - PurePacket Comruni cations of the
Sout h, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000245-TX - ET Tel ephone, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000305-TX - Advanced Tel Com Group, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000253-TX - Backbone Conmuni cations |nc.

C) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange
t el econmuni cati ons servi ce.

DOCKET NO. 000194-TI - OnSite Access Local LLC
DOCKET NO. 000247-Tl - FairPoint Conmuni cations Corp.
DOCKET NO. 000254-TI - Lyxom Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000304-TI - Advanced Tel Com G oup, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000164-TlI - Locus Tel ecommuni cations, |nc.
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(Continued from previ ous page)

D)

E)

Requests for cancellation of pay tel ephone certificates.

DOCKET NO. 000341-TC - Centre lce

DOCKET NO. 000303-TC - John M W ngerd

DOCKET NO. 000309-TC - Thrust-Tech Aviation, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000342-TC - Manuel Enrique Acevedo d/b/a ACE
Tel ephone Servi ce

DOCKET NO. 000343-TC - Kham Ki m Nguyen

DOCKET NO. 000344-TC - Ronald Grant Powel |

DOCKET NO. 000354-TC - Robert L. Knippenberg d/b/a
Ryckcom Payphone Co.

DOCKET NO. 000387-TC - ALL-CALL Tel ephone Conpany

Requests for approval of resale agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000286- TP

GIE Florida Incorporated with
Ciera Network Systens, Inc.
(Critical Date: 5/8/00)

NOW Conmmmuni cations, Inc. with
ALLTEL Florida, Inc.

(Critical Date: 5/8/00)

GITE Florida I ncorporated with NOS
Communi cations, Inc. d/bla
International Plus d/b/a Ol1
Communi cations d/ b/a The | nternet
Busi ness Associ ati on

(Critical Date: 6/7/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, | nc.
with essential.com inc.

(Critical Date: 6/8/00)

GIC, Inc. d/b/la GI Comwi th Source
One Conmuni cations, |nc.

(Critical Date: 6/11/00)

GIC, Inc. d/b/la GI Comw th

I nternational Design Goup, Inc.
d/ b/a USA Tel ecom

(Critical Date: 6/11/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, | nc.
with Pinnacle Tel com Inc.
(Critical Date: 6/11/00)

DOCKET NO. 000294-TP

DOCKET NO. 000301-TP

DOCKET NO. 000307-TP

DOCKET NO. 000310-TP

DOCKET NO. 000311-TP

DOCKET NO. 000314-TP
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F)

©)

DOCKET NO. 000365-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, | nc.
wi t h Phone-Link, Inc.
(Critical Date: 6/25/00)

DOCKET NO. 000368-TP - Source One Comruni cations, Inc.
with ALLTEL Fl orida, |nc.
(Critical Date: 6/26/00)

Requests for approval of interconnection, unbundling,
resal e and col | ocati on agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000278-TP - Bel |l Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, | nc.
w th Business Tel ecom Inc. d/b/a
BTI
(Critical Date: 6/1/00)

DOCKET NO. 000308-TP - Bel |l Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, |nc.
with Interloop, Inc.
(Critical Date: 6/8/00)

Requests for approval of renegotiated interconnection,
unbundl i ng, resale, and collocation agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000208-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, | nc.
w th Freedonfel, |nc.
(Critical Date: 5/18/00)

DOCKET NO. 000337-TP - Bel |l Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, |nc.
with The O her Phone Conpany, Inc.
d/ b/a Access One Communi cati ons
(Critical Date: 6/12/00)

Requests for approval of amendnents to interconnection,
unbundl i ng, resale, and collocation agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000280-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, | nc.
w th Network Access Sol utions
Cor por ati on
(Critical Date: 6/1/00)

DOCKET NO. 000336-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel ecomuni cati ons, | nc.
wi th Col unbi a Tel ecomruni cati ons,
I nc. d/b/a axessa
(Critical Date: 6/12/00)
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2 Consent Agenda
(Continued from previ ous page)

) DOCKET NO. 000179-TP - Request for approval of anmendnent
to existing collocation agreenent between Bel |l South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc. and Network Tel ephone

Cor por at i on.
(Critical Date: 5/11/00)

J) DOCKET NO. 000275-TP - Petition by GIE Florida
| ncorporated for approval of interconnection agreenent

with Teligent Services, Inc.
(Critical Date: 5/31/00)

K) DOCKET NO. 000264-TP - Request for approval of nerger of
Anerica Online, Inc. (AQL) and Tinme Warner Inc. (TW),
i ndirect whole owner of Tinme Warner Connect (hol der of
| XC Certificate No. 4723, ALEC Certificate No. 4724, and
STS Certificate No. 4725), whereby AOL and TW w |
beconme wholly owned subsidiaries of AOL Tine Warner Inc.,
a newy formed hol di ng conpany.

Recommendat i on: The Conmi ssion shoul d approve the action
requested in the dockets referenced above and cl ose these
docket s.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati on was approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber



M nut es of
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3 DOCKET NO. 980643-El - Proposed anendnents to Rul es 25-
6.135, F. A C., Annual Reports; 25-6.1351, F. A C., Cost
Al'l ocation and Affiliate Transactions; and 25-6. 0436,
F. A . C., Depreciation.

Critical Date(s): None
Rul e Status: Proposed

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: APP: Helton
AFA: Causseaux, Devlin, Hewitt, Lee, Ml hot,
Merta, Revell, L. Rom g, Salak, Wight
EAG  Weel er
LEG Elias

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion propose anendnments to Rul es
25-6. 135, 25-6.1351, and 25-6.0436, Florida Adm nistrative
Code?

. Yes, the Conmm ssion should propose
anmendnents to Rules 25-6.135, 25-6.1351, and 25-6. 0436,
Fl ori da Adm ni strative Code.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no requests for hearing or

comments are filed, the rule anendnents as proposed shoul d
be filed for adoption with the Secretary of State and the
docket cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recommrendati ons were approved with nodifications nmade
during di scussion.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991651-PU - Revision of Rule 25-22.032, F. A C.,
Cust oner Conpl ai nts.

Critical Date(s): None
Rul e Status: Proposed

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: APP: Brown
AFA: Hewi t t
CAF: Johnson, DeMello

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion propose the amendnents to
Rul e 25-22.032, F. A C., Custoner Conplaints, attached to
staff’s menorandum dated April 6, 20007

Yes, the Comm ssion should propose the
amendnent s.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no requests for hearing or
comments are filed, the rule anendnents as proposed shoul d
be filed for adoption with the Secretary of State and the
docket cl osed.

The reconmendati ons were approved as nodified at the

Conf er ence.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000393-W5 - Proposed Repeal of Rule 25-30.111,
F.A C., Exenption for Resale of Uility Service, Annual
Report.

Critical Date(s): None
Rul e Status: Proposed

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer - Pending

Staff: APP: Helton
AFA:  Hew tt
LEG Van Leuven
VWAW  WIIlians

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion repeal Rule 25-30.111,

Fl orida Adm nistrative Code, Exenption for Resale of Uility
Servi ce, Annual Report?

: Yes, the Comm ssion should repeal Rule 25-
30. 111, Florida Adm nistrative Code.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no requests for hearing or
comments are filed, the rule repeal as proposed shoul d be
filed for adoption with the Secretary of State and the
docket cl osed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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6 DOCKET NO. 000298-El - Petition by Florida Power & Light
Conpany for approval of proposed revisions to curtail able
service tariff.

Critical Date(s): 5/6/00 (60-day suspension date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

St af f: EAG \Weel er
LEG | saac

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion suspend Florida Power &
Li ght Conpany’s petition to revise its Curtailable Service
tariff?

. Yes. The Conm ssion should suspend Florida
Power & Light Conpany’s petition to revise its Curtail able
Service tariff.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remain open pending

a final decision on the tariff.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000300-ElI - Petition by Tanpa El ectric Conpany
for approval of a Special Lighting Service Agreenent and
Revi sed Lighting tariffs.

Critical Date(s): 5/8/ 00 (60-day suspension date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: EAG Draper
LEG Stern

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Tanpa El ectric
Conpany’ s proposed Special Lighting Service Agreenent and
changes to its Street (SL-2) and Qutdoor (OL-1 and OL-3)
Li ghting rate schedul es?

. Yes.
| ssue 2: What is the appropriate effective date for the
revised tariffs?

. The appropriate effective date for the
revised tariffs is April 18, 2000.
| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

: Yes, if no protest is filed within 21 days
of the issuance of the order.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991788-EG - Approval of denand-si de nmanagenent
pl an of Florida Power & Light Conpany.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer GR

Staff: EAG Harlow, Ballinger, Gng
LEG Elias

| ssue 1: Should Florida Power & Light Conpany’ s (FPL)

Denmand- Si de Managenent (DSM Pl an be approved, including
approval for cost recovery?

. Yes. FPL’s DSM Pl an shoul d be approved
because the Plan: 1) neets the objectives of Rule 25-17.001
and FEECA; 2) contains prograns that appear to be cost
effective and directly nonitorable; 3) appears to neet FPL’s
nuneric conservation goals; and 4) appears to adhere to the
stipul ati on between FPL and LEAF. Expenditures on FPL’s
proposed R&D prograns shoul d be capped at the | evels
contained in FPL's Pl an.
| ssue 2: Should Florida Power & Light Conpany (FPL) be
required to submt detailed program participation standards?

Yes. FPL has recently filed proposed
program participation standards with staff. Staff shoul d
adm ni stratively approve the program standards if they
conformto the description of the progranms contained in
FPL’ s approved DSM Pl an.
| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes. This docket should be closed upon

i ssuance of a Consunmmating Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmmi ssion's
proposed agency action files a protest wthin 21 days of the
i ssuance of the order

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000061-El - Conplaint by Allied Universal
Corporation and Chem cal Fornulators, Inc. against Tanpa

El ectric Conpany for violation of Sections 366.03, 366.06(2)
and 366.07, F.S., with respect to rates offered under
comercial/industrial service rider tariff; petition to
exam ne and inspect confidential information; and request
for expedited relief.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: LEG Stern, Elias
EAG  Draper

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant TECO s Request for
Approval of Proposed Procedures for a Disposition of This
Proceedi ng Wt hout D sclosing Confidential |Information?

: No. The Conmi ssion should deny TECO s
Request because it violates fundanental principles of due
process, and denies Allied the rights granted to parties to
a formal hearing in Section 120.57(1)(b), Florida Statutes.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should not be closed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991332-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 5927

i ssued to Payphone Advertising Media, Inc. for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F. A . C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer

proposed by Payphone Advertising Media, Inc. to resolve the

apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative
Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons

Conpani es?

Yes. The Comm ssion should accept the
conpany’s settlenent proposal. Any contribution should be
recei ved by the Conm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conmi ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany nane. The Comm ssion should forward the
contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the conmpany fails to pay
in accordance with the terns of the Conm ssion Order, the
conpany’s Certificate No. 5927 shoul d be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
reconmendation in Issue 1, this docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the $100 contribution or cancellation of the
certificate.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of

i nt erexchange tel econmuni cations certificates for violation
of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 991586- Tl
Di stance Savi ngs
DOCKET NO. 991773-Tl - Axsys, Inc./TEL PTNS

DOCKET NO. 991828-TlI - Gnhet Telecom Inc.

DOCKET NO. 991831-Tl - @ess Conmuni cations, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 991846-TlI - Single Billing Services, Inc. d/bla
Asi an Anerican Associ ation

DOCKET NO. 991850-TlI - Alliance Group Services, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 991862-Tl - Commrunications Billing, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 991869-TI - |IDT Anerica Corp.

Protel Advantage, Inc. d/b/a Long

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM (991586, 991828,
991831, 991846, 991850, 991862,
991869)
Prehrg O ficer GR (991773)

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K Pefla, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by each conpany |isted on page 4 of staff’s Apri

6, 2000 nenorandumto resolve the apparent violation of Rule
25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conm ssion should accept the
conpani es’ settlenent proposals. Any contribution should be
recei ved by the Comm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany nane. The Commi ssion should forward the
contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If any of the conpanies
listed on page 4 fails to pay in accordance with the terns
of the Comm ssion Order, that conpany’s certificate shoul d
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of

i nt erexchange tel econmuni cations certificates for violation
of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, the docket for each conpany
| i sted on page 4 should be cl osed upon recei pt of the $100
contribution or cancellation of the certificate.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber



M nut es of
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12 Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of
alternative | ocal exchange tel ecommunications certificates
for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A. C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 991879-TX
DOCKET NO. 991968-TX
Pt ns.

DOCKET NO. 991987-TX
DOCKET NO. 991990- TX

Strategi c Technol ogi es, Inc.
Axsys, Inc. d/b/a Axsys, Inc./Tel

NOW Conmuni cati ons, | nc.
Gnet Tel ecom Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K Pefla, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenent offer
proposed by each conpany |isted on page 4 of staff’s Apri

6, 2000 nenorandumto resolve the apparent violation of Rule
25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conm ssion should accept the
conpani es’ settlenent proposals. Any contribution should be
recei ved by the Comm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany nane. The Conmmi ssion should forward the
contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If any of the conpanies
listed on page 4 fails to pay in accordance with the terns
of the Comm ssion Order, that conpany’s certificate shoul d
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, the docket for each conpany
| i sted on page 4 should be cl osed upon recei pt of the $100
contribution or cancellation of the certificate.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber

- 15 -


Item 
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992006-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Alternative Local Exchange

Tel econmuni cations Certificate No. 5763 issued to

Tal | ahassee Tel ephone Exchange, Inc. for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K Pefla, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by Tal | ahassee Tel ephone Exchange, Inc. to resolve
t he apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conm ssion should accept the
settl enment offer proposed by Tall ahassee Tel ephone Exchange,
Inc. to pay regul atory assessnent fees in a tinely manner
and followup to insure that the fees were received.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
reconmendation in Issue 1, this docket should be cl osed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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| TEM NO.
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992010-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel econmuni cati ons
Certificate No. 4753 issued to El enofono, Inc. d/b/a

Hel | eni com Long Di stance for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K Pefla, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Conm ssion grant El enofono, Inc. d/b/a

Hel | eni com Long Di stance a voluntary cancellation of |XC
Certificate No. 47537

No. The Conm ssion should not grant the
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its I XC certificate.
The Conm ssion shoul d cancel the conpany’s Certificate No.
4753 on its own notion, effective on the date of issuance of
t he Consummati ng O der.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves or
nodi fies staff’s recommendati on on Issue 1, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon receipt of the fine and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conm ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. |[If the Comm ssion denies
staff’s reconmendati on on Issue 1, this docket should be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992013-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Service Certificate No.
5381 issued to Bestel, Inc. for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: OCMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Commi ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel Bestel, Inc.’s pay tel ephone certificate for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Commi ssion should i npose a $1, 000
fine or cancel the conpany’s certificate if the fine and the
1998 and 1999 reqgul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Conmi ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State General
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. |If the Comm ssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, the
conpany’s Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 5381 should be
cancel ed adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

: Yes. |If the Conm ssion approves or
nodi fies staff’s recommendati on on Issue 1, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon receipt of the fine and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conm ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. |[If the Comm ssion denies
staff’s reconmendati on on Issue 1, this docket should be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

16

DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992038-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of ALEC Certificate No. 4769 issued to
Easy Phone, Inc. d/b/a Easy Tel, Inc. for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer GR

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1. Should the Comm ssion grant Easy Phone, Inc. d/b/a
Easy Tel, Inc. a voluntary cancellation of ALEC Certificate
No. 47697

No. The Conm ssion should not grant the
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its ALEC certificate.
The Conm ssion shoul d cancel the conpany’s Certificate No.
4769 on its own notion, effective on the date of issuance of
t he Consummati ng O der.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves or
nodi fies staff’s recommendati on on Issue 1, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon recei pt of the f+ne—and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conm ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. |[If the Comm ssion denies
staff’s reconmendati on on Issue 1, this docket should be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The recommendati ons were approved as nodifi ed.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

17

DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992039-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public

Servi ce Comm ssion of I XC Certificate No. 4773 issued to
Easy Phone, Inc. d/b/a Easy Tel, Inc. for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer GR

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1. Should the Comm ssion grant Easy Phone, Inc. d/b/a
Easy Tel, Inc. a voluntary cancellation of I XC Certificate
No. 47737

No. The Conm ssion should not grant the
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its I XC certificate.
The Conm ssion shoul d cancel the conpany’s Certificate No.
4773 on its own notion, effective on the date of issuance of
t he Consummati ng O der.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves or
nodi fies staff’s recommendati on on Issue 1, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon recei pt of the f+ne—and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conm ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. |[If the Comm ssion denies
staff’s reconmendati on on Issue 1, this docket should be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The recommendati ons were approved as nodifi ed.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

18

DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991849-Tl - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel econmuni cati ons
Certificate No. 5717 issued to Public Tel ephone Network,
Inc. for violation of Rules 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory
Assessnent Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-
24.480(2)(a) and (b), F.A C., Records & Reports; Rules

| ncor por at ed.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: OCMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by Public Tel ephone Network, Inc. to resolve the
apparent violation of Rules 25-4.0161, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.480(2)(a) and (b),
F.A C., Records & Reports; Rules Incorporated?

Yes. The Conm ssion should accept the
conpany’s settlenent proposal. Any contribution should be
recei ved by the Comm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany nane. The Conmmi ssion should forward the
contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. If the conpany fails to pay
in accordance with the terns of the Conm ssion Order, the
conpany’s Certificate No. 5717 shoul d be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, this docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the $200 contribution or cancellation of the
certificate.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

19

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991248-Tl - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel econmuni cati ons
Certificate No. 5738 issued to First Call USA, Incorporated
for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-
4.043, F. A C., Response to Commission Staff Inquiries.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: CMJ. Isler
LEG K Pefla, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
First Call USA, Incorporated s Interexchange

Tel ecommuni cations Certificate No. 5738 for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Commi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’'s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnment fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consunmati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the
Comptroller for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund
pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the
Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and the fine and
regul atory assessnment fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received, the conpany’s
I nt erexchange Tel ecomruni cations Certificate No. 5738 shoul d
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should First Call USA, Incorporated be ordered to
show cause why a fine of $10,000 for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-4.043, F. A C., Response to Conmm ssion Staff
I nquiries, should not be inposed or Certificate No. 5738
shoul d not be cancel ed?

:  Yes. The Conm ssion should order First
Call USA to show cause in witing within 21 days of the
i ssuance of the Conm ssion’s Order why it should not have
Certificate No. 5738 cancel ed or be fined $10, 000 for
apparent violation of Rule 25-4.043, F.A C. The conpany’s
response should contain specific allegations of fact or |aw.
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Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

19

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991248-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel econmuni cati ons
Certificate No. 5738 issued to First Call USA, |ncorporated
for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A. C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-
4.043, F.A C., Response to Commission Staff Inquiries.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

If First Call USA fails to respond to the show cause, and
the fine is not paid within 10 busi ness days after the 21-
day show cause period, Certificate No. 5738 shoul d be
canceled. If the fine is paid, it should be remtted by the
Comm ssion to the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to
Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes.

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff's
recommendation on Issue 1, this docket should be cl osed upon
i ssuance of a consummating order and upon receipt of the
fine and fees or cancellation of the certificate, unless a
per son whose substantial interests are affected by the
Comm ssion's decision files a protest to the proposed agency
action within 21 days of the issuance of the Order.

Furthernore, if the Comm ssion approves staff's
recomnmendation in Issue 2, the conpany will have 21 days to
respond in witing to the Conm ssion's show cause order
explaining why it should not have its certificate cancel ed

or be fined in the anmount proposed. |If the conpany tinely
responds to the show cause order, this docket should renain
open pending resolution of the show cause proceeding. |If

the conpany fails to respond to the show cause order, this
docket may be cl osed upon receipt of the fine and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate and upon issuance of an
order consummating the Conm ssion's proposed agency action
in Issue 1.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

20

CASE

DOCKET NO. 992012-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Service Certificate No.
5892 issued to Payphone Service Conpany Inc. for violation
of Rules 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es; 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting
Requi renents; and 25-4.043, F. A . C., Response to Conm ssion
Staff Inquiries.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: OCMJ. Isler
LEG K. Pefia, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Commi ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
the pay tel ephone certificate issued to Payphone Service
Company Inc. for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

: Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel Payphone Service Conpany Inc.’s certificate
if the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Comm ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consunmating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State General
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Conmission’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, Pay
Tel ephone Certificate No. 5892 shoul d be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.
| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
the pay tel ephone certificate issued to Payphone Service
Conmpany Inc. for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,
F. A C., Reporting Requirenents?

; Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel Payphone Service Conpany Inc.’s certificate
if the information required by Rule 25-24.520, F. A C,
Reporting Requirements, and fine are not received by the
Comm ssion within five business days after the issuance of
the Consumuating Order. The fine should be paid to the
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Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

20

CASE

DOCKET NO.  992012-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Service Certificate No.
5892 issued to Payphone Service Conpany Inc. for violation
of Rules 25-4.0161, F.A C., Reqgul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es; 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting
Requi renents; and 25-4.043, F. A C., Response to Conm ssion
Staff Inquiries.

(Continued from previ ous page)

Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State General
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. |If the Comm ssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and required information are not received, Pay
Tel ephone Certificate No. 5892 shoul d be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.
| ssue 3: Should Payphone Service Conpany Inc. be ordered to
show cause why a fine of $10,000 for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-4.043, F. A . C., Response to Comm ssion Staff
I nquiries, should not be inposed or Certificate No. 5892
shoul d not be cancel ed?

Yes. The Conmi ssion shoul d order
Payphone Service Conpany to show cause in witing within 21
days of the issuance of the Conmm ssion’s Order why it should
not have Certificate No. 5892 cancel ed or be fined $10, 000
for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.043, F.A C. The
conpany’s response should contain specific allegations of
fact or law. |If Payphone Service Conpany fails to respond
to the show cause, and the fine is not paid within 10
busi ness days after the 21-day show cause peri od,
Certificate No. 5892 should be canceled. |If the fine is
paid, it should be remtted by the Cormi ssion to the State
General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
St at ut es.



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

20

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO.  992012-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Service Certificate No.
5892 issued to Payphone Service Conpany Inc. for violation
of Rules 25-4.0161, F.A C., Reqgul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es; 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting
Requi renents; and 25-4.043, F. A C., Response to Conm ssion
Staff Inquiries.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Conmm ssion approves staff's
reconmendati on on Issues 1 and 2, this docket should be
cl osed upon issuance of a consummati ng order and upon
receipt of the fines and fees, the required information, or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmmi ssion's
decision files a protest to the proposed agency action
wi thin 21 days of the issuance of the Order.

Furthernore, if the Comm ssion approves staff's
recomnmendation in Issue 3, the conpany will have 21 days to
respond in witing to the Conm ssion's show cause order
explaining why it should not have its certificate cancel ed

or be fined in the anmount proposed. |If the conpany tinely
responds to the show cause order, this docket should renain
open pending resolution of the show cause proceeding. |If

the conpany fails to respond to the show cause order, this
docket may be cl osed upon receipt of the fine and fees or
cancel lation of the certificate and upon issuance of an
order consummating the Conm ssion's proposed agency action
in lIssues 1 and 2.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

21

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000213-TC - Request for exenption from

requi renents of Rule 25-24.515(13), F.A.C., that each pay
t el ephone station shall allow incomng calls, by Bell South
Publ i ¢ Conmuni cati ons, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 5/22/00 (statutory deadline)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: CMJ | sl er
LEG Vaccaro

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the provider |isted on
page 4 of staff’s April 6, 2000 nenorandum an exenption from
the requirenent that each tel ephone station shall allow
incomng calls for the pay tel ephone nunber at the address
li sted?

Yes.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be closed upon
i ssuance of a Consummating Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmmi ssion's
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

22

DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000028-TL - Petition by Bell South

Tel econmuni cations, Inc. for waiver of Rules 25-4.107,
25-4.108, and 25-4.113, F.A . C., which require provision of
basi c tel ecomruni cations service to certain | ocations and
per sons.

Critical Date(s): None (statutory deadline waived)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

St af f: CMU: M Watts
CAF: C. Peia
LEG Vaccaro

| ssue 1: Shoul d the Conmm ssion grant Bell South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc.’s request for waiver of Rules 25-
4.107, 25-4.108, and 25-4.113, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
for this particular custoner?

Yes.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon

i ssuance of a Consummating Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conm ssion's
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

23

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000258-TL - Investigation into tel ephone exchange
boundary issues in St. Augustine and Pal m Coast exchanges
(Dayt ona Beach and Jacksonvill e LATA boundaries).

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer CL

Staff: OCMJ.  Ileri
LEG B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Bell South’s proposal
and require that custonmers in the Flagler County pocket of
the St. Augustine exchange be balloted for a possible
transfer to the Pal m Coast exchange? |If so, what should be
the inplenentation schedule for this balloting?

: Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
approve Bel |l South’s proposal and require that customers in
the Fl agl er County pocket of the St. Augustine exchange be
balloted for a possible transfer to the Pal m Coast exchange,
thereby providing a basis for Bell South to determ ne the
appropri ateness of requesting a LATA boundary wai ver from
the FCC to permt inclusion of this pocket in the Pal m Coast
exchange. The survey should be initiated within 45 60 days
fromthe date that the Order fromthis reconmendati on
becones final. The ballot should advise the subscribers
that their seven-digit tel ephone nunber and calling scope
woul d change (fromRate G oup IV to Rate Group I11), and
that their area code may change, pendi ng the outcone of
Docket No. 990517-TL. The survey letter and ballot should
be submtted to staff for review prior to distribution to
the affected custoners. |In order for the survey to pass,
staff recomends that the Comm ssion require that at |east
60 percent of the subscribers balloted nmust respond, and of
t hose respondi ng, at—teast—66—percent a majority nmust vote
in favor of the boundary change.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. Wth the approval of staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, this docket should remain open
pendi ng the outcone of the subscriber survey results.

The reconmendati ons were approved as nodified.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

24

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991269-Tl - Investigation and determ nation of
appropriate nethod for refunding interest and overcharges on
intrastate 0+ calls nade from pay tel ephones and in a cal
aggregat or context by Network Operator Services, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: CMJ | sl er
AFA: Sanmman
LEG Fordham

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept Network Operator
Services, Inc.’s offer of refund and refund cal cul ati on of
$3,771.30, plus interest of $233.34, for a total of
$4,004. 64, for overcharging custoners from pay tel ephones
bet ween February 1 and May 31, 1999?

: Yes. The Conm ssion should accept NOS' s
refund cal cul ation of $3,771.30, adding interest of $233. 34,
for a total of $4,004.64, and proposal to credit custoner
bills in May 2000, for overcharging custoners for O+
intrastate calls made from pay tel ephones between February 1
and May 31, 1999. The refunds shoul d be made through
credits to custonmers’ bills in May 2000. At the end of the
refund period, any anount not refunded, including interest,
should be remtted to the Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Conmptroller for deposit in the General Revenue Fund,
pursuant to Chapter 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. 1In
addi tion, NOS should be required to file a report,
consistent wwth Rule 25-4.114, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Ref unds, with the Conm ssion once all nonies have been
r ef unded.
| ssue 2: Should Network Operator Services, Inc. be required
to show cause why it should not pay a fine for overbilling
of calls in excess of the rate cap established in Rule 25-
24.630, F.A.C., Rate and Billing Requirenents?

: No.


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

24

DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991269-TlI - Investigation and determ nation of
appropriate nethod for refunding interest and overcharges on
intrastate 0+ calls made from pay tel ephones and in a cal
aggregat or context by Network Operator Services, Inc.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. If no person whose interests are
substantially affected by the proposed action files a
protest within the 21-day protest period, a consunmating
order should be issued, but this docket should remain open
pendi ng the conpletion of the refund and recei pt of the
final report on the refund. After conpletion of the refund
and receipt of the final refund report, this docket may be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

25

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991786-TP - Petition by Bell South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc. for arbitration of resal e agreenent
with TEL-LINK of Florida, L.L.C. and Tel-Link, L.L.C

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer GR

Staff: CMJ:. Favors, Dowds
LEG Vaccar o

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Bell South
Tel ecomruni cations, Inc.’s Mdtion for Wthdrawal of Petition
for Arbitration?

. Yes. The Conm ssion should grant Bell South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc.’s Mdtion for Wthdrawal of Petition
for Arbitration
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. If Issue 1 is approved, the docket

shoul d be cl osed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
April 18, 2000

| TEM NO CASE

26 DOCKET NO. 990548-WJ - Application for transfer of majority
organi zati onal control of Dixie Goves Estates, Inc., hol der
of Certificate 139-Win Pasco County, from Frank W Potter
to Judson F. Potter and Matthew A Potter

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: WAW O app
LEG Croshy

| ssue 1: Should Dixie Groves Estates, Inc. be ordered to
show cause, in witing within twenty-one days, why it should
not be fined for apparent violation of Section 367.071,
Fl orida Statutes?

No. Show cause proceedi ngs shoul d not be
initiated.
| ssue 2: Should the application for transfer of majority
organi zational control of the utility fromM. Frank Potter
to M. Judson Potter and M. Matthew Potter be approved?

Yes, the application for transfer of
maj ority organi zational control of the utility from M.
Frank Potter to M. Judson Potter and M. Matthew Potter
shoul d be approved.
| ssue 3: Should rate base be established for D xie Goves
Estates, Inc. as of the tinme of transfer?

. No. Rate base should not be established as

of the tinme of transfer.
| ssue 4: Should the rates and charges approved for this
utility be continued?

Yes. The rates and charges approved for
D xie G oves Estates, Inc. should be continued.
| ssue 5: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

Yes, this docket should be closed.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

27

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000149-WJ - Application for transfer of majority
organi zational control of Raintree Utilities, Inc., holder
of Certificate No. 539-Win Lake County, from Don Monn to
Keith J. Shanrock, and correction of territory description.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer CL

Staff: WAW Brady
LEG Fudge

Issue 1: Should the territory granted Certificate No. 539-W
by Order No. PSC-92-0019- FOF-WJ be corrected?

 Yes. The territory granted Certificate No.
539-Wby Order No. PSC-92-0019- FOF-WJ contains a scrivener’s
error and shoul d be replaced by the replatted netes and
bounds description described in Attachnent B of staff’s
April 6, 2000 nenmorandum Order No. PSC-92-0019- FOF-WJ
shoul d be affirmed in all other respects.
| ssue 2: Should the transfer of majority organizational
control of Raintree Uilities, Inc., fromDon Monn to Keith
J. Shanrock, be approved?

. Yes. Tthe transfer of majority
organi zati onal control should be approved. The territory
being transferred, as corrected in Issue 1, is described in
Attachnent B. Docunentation evidencing the closing should be
filed with the Conmm ssion by the buyer within 30 days from
the date of the closing. The buyer should be responsible
for filing an annual report for the utility and remtting
the resulting regul atory assessnent fees to the Conm ssion
for the year 2000 in the manner prescribed by Comm ssion
rul es.
| ssue 3: Should rate base be established for Raintree
Uilities, Inc., at the time of the transfer?

No. Rate base shoul d not be established at
the tine of transfer.
| ssue 4: Should the rates and charges approved for Raintree
Uilities, Inc., be continued?

. Yes. The rates and charges approved for
the utility should be continued. The tariff reflecting the
change in majority control should be approved and effective
for services rendered or connections made on or after the
st anped approval date.
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000149-WJ - Application for transfer of majority
organi zati onal control of Raintree Utilities, Inc., holder
of Certificate No. 539-Win Lake County, from Don Monn to
Keith J. Shanrock, and correction of territory description.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

- No. The docket should renain open pendi ng
recei pt of required docunentation evidencing the closing,
after which tine the docket should be cl osed
adm ni stratively.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 5/6/00 (60-day suspension date)
8/ 7/00 (5-nonth effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: WAW Merchant, Crouch, B. Davis, Quijano, Minroe
AFA:  Draper, Maurey
LEG Christensen, Cervasi

| ssue 1: Should the utility's proposed final rates be
suspended?
Yes. Indiantown's proposed final water
and wast ewater rates should be suspended. The docket shoul d
remai n open pending the Comm ssion’s final action on the
utility' s requested rate increase.
| ssue 2: Shoul d an interimrevenue increase be approved?
Yes. On an interimbasis, the utility
shoul d be authorized to collect annual water and wastewater
revenues as i ndicated bel ow

Revenues $ I ncrease % I ncr ease
Wat er $545, 003 $58, 133 11. 94%
Wast ewat er $724, 454 $180, 355 33.15%
| ssue 3: What are the appropriate interimwater and

wast ewat er rates?

: The interimrates for Indiantowmn should be
designed to allowthe utility the opportunity to generate
addi ti onal annual operating revenues of $58,133 for water
and $180, 355 for wastewater. The interim percentage
i ncrease should be applied to the rates in effect on June
30, 1999. The approved rates should be effective for
service rendered on or after the stanped approval date on
the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), Florida
Adm ni strative Code, provided the custoners have received
notice. The utility should provide proof to staff of the
date notice was given within 10 days after the date of
notice.
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DOCKET NO. 990939-WS5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, Inc.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 4: What is the appropriate security to guarantee the
interimincrease?

The utility should be required to open an
escrow account, file a security bond or a letter of credit
to guarantee any potential refunds of revenues coll ected
under interimconditions. The escrow account, security bond
or letter of credit should be in the amount of $162, 000.
Pursuant to Rule 25-30.360(6), Florida Adm nistrative Code,
the utility should provide a report by the 20th of each
nonth indicating the nonthly and total revenue coll ected
subject to refund. Should a refund be required, the refund
should be with interest and undertaken in accordance with
Rul e 25-30.360, Florida Adm nistrative Code.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, Cark, Jacobs, Jaber
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 991437-WJ - Application for increase in water
rates in Orange County by Wedgefield Utilities, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 4/29/00 (60-day suspension date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer CL

Staff: WAW Kyl e, Quijano, Merchant
LEG Christensen

|ssue 1: Should the utility's proposed final water rates be
suspended?

Yes. Wedgefield s proposed final water
rates shoul d be suspended. This docket should remain open
pendi ng conpletion of the rate case.
| ssue 2: Should an interimrevenue increase be approved?

: Yes. The utility should be authorized, on
an interimbasis, to collect annual water revenues as
i ndi cat ed bel ow.

Revenues $ Increase % | ncrease
Wat er $362, 654 $103, 394 39. 88%
| ssue 3: What are the appropriate interimwater rates?

The interimrates for Wedgefield should be
designed to allowthe utility the opportunity to generate
annual operating revenues of $362,654 for its water system
The approved rates should be effective for service rendered
on or after the stanped approval date on the tariff sheets
pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code,
provi ded the custoners have received notice. The rates
shoul d not be inplenented until proper notice has been
received by the custoners. The utility should provide proof
of the date notice was given within 10 days after the date
of notice.
| ssue 4: What is the appropriate security to guarantee the
wat er interimincrease and the anmount subject to refund?

The utility should be required to file a
cor porat e undertaki ng guaranteed by the parent conpany to
guarantee any potential refunds of wastewater water revenues
coll ected under interimconditions. The corporate
undert aki ng should be in the anbunt of $63,000. Pursuant to
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DOCKET NO. 991437-WJ - Application for increase in water
rates in Orange County by Wedgefield Uilities, Inc.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

Rul e 25-30.360(6), Florida Adm nistrative Code, the utility
shoul d provide a report by the 20th of each nonth indicating
the nonthly and total revenue collected subject to refund.
Shoul d a refund be required, the refund should be with
interest and undertaken in accordance with Rule 25-30. 360,

Fl ori da Adm ni strative Code.

The reconmmendati ons were approved with a nodification to

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Deason, O ark, Jacobs, Jaber
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 000331-WJ - Investigation of possible 1998
overearni ngs by Muntain Lake Corporation in Pol k County.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: WAW Casey, Edwards, WIIlians, Kaproth
LEG Van Leuven

| ssue 1: \What percentage of the utility’ s water treatnent
pl ant and distribution systemis used and useful ?
The water treatnent plant and the water
di stribution system should both be considered 100% used and
usef ul .
| ssue 2: What is the appropriate average anount of test
year rate base?
The appropriate average anount of test
year rate base for Mouuntain Lake Corporation should be
$54, 913.
| ssue 3: What is the appropriate rate of return on equity
and the appropriate overall rate of return for this utility?
X The appropriate rate of return on equity
for MLC should be 9.02% with a range of 8.02% - 10.02% and
the appropriate overall rate of return should be 8.90% w th
a range of 8.00% - 9.80%
| ssue 4: What is the appropriate test year operating
revenue?
: The appropriate test year operating
revenue shoul d be $155, 264.
| ssue b5: What is the appropriate anmount of operating
expense?
Recommendati on: The appropriate anount of operating expense
shoul d be $88, 776.
| ssue 6: What is the appropriate revenue requirenent?
The appropriate revenue requirenent should

be $93, 664.
| ssue 7: Did Mountain Lake earn in excess of its authorized
return on equity for the test year ended Septenber 30, 19997

Yes, the Conm ssion should recognize $61, 600

of water revenue whi ch exceeds M.C s recomended aut hori zed
return on equity of 9.02%
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DOCKET NO. 000331-WJ - Investigation of possible 1998
overearni ngs by Mountain Lake Corporation in Pol k County.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 8: What is the appropriate rate structure for this
utility and what are the appropriate nonthly rates?

The appropriate rate structure for
residential custonmers is the base facility/inclining block
rate structure consisting of three tiers (usage bl ocks).

The appropriate rate structure for general service custoners
is the traditional base facility/uniform gall onage charge
rate structure. The recommended rates, as shown in the

anal ysis portion of staff’'s April 6, 2000 nmenorandum are
desi gned to produce revenues of $93,664. The utility should
file revised tariff sheets and a proposed custoner notice to
reflect the Comm ssion-approved rates. The approved rates
shoul d be effective for service rendered on or after the
stanped approval date of the revised tariff sheets pursuant
to Rul e 25-30.475(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code. The
rates should not be inplenented until staff has approved the
proposed custonmer notice, and the notice has been received
by the custoners. The utility should provide proof of the
date notice was given no | ess than 10 days after the date of
t he noti ce.

| ssue 9: In the event of a protest of the Proposed Agency
Action (PAA) Order, should any anobunt of annual water
revenues be held subject to refund?

Yes. In the event of a protest of the PAA
Order, the utility should be allowed to continue collecting
existing rates as tenporary rates. However, in order to
protect utility custonmers from potential overearnings, the
utility should hold $61, 600 of annual revenues subject to
refund. The follow ng anmount is recommended:

Amount
Test Year Subj ect % Subj ect
Revenue To Ref und To Ref und
Wat er $155, 264 $61, 600 39.67%

| ssue 10: In the event of a protest of the PAA Order, what
is the appropriate security to guarantee the anpunt subject
to refund?



M nut es of

Cormmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000

| TEM NO.

30

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000331-WJ - Investigation of possible 1998
overearni ngs by Mountain Lake Corporation in Pol k County.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

. The security should be in the formof a
bond or letter of credit in the anmount of $65, 173.

Al ternatively, the utility could establish an escrow
agreenent with an independent financial institution. |If
security is provided through an escrow agreenent, the
utility should escrow 39.67% of its nonthly revenues as
detailed in Issue No. 9.

| ssue 11: Should M.C be ordered to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined up to $5, 000 per
day for non-paynent of regulatory assessnent fees (RAFs) in
apparent violation of Section 350.113, Florida Statutes, and
Rul e 25-30.120, Florida Adm nistrative Code, and should the
utility be required to remt the appropriate past due RAFs
with penalties and interest?

: No. A show cause proceedi ng should not be
initiated. However, the utility should be required to file
a revised 1998 RAF formto include general service revenue
in the amount of $53,843.11. Additionally, MC should be
ordered to remt an additional 1998 RAF paynent of
$2,422.93, a statutory penalty in the anobunt of $605.75, and
$314.99 in interest for its apparent violation of Sections
350. 113 and 367. 145, Florida Statutes, and Rul e 25-30.120,
Florida Adm nistrative Code, for failure to pay RAFs on
i nt erconpany revenue in 1998, by April 30, 2000. Also, the
utility should be ordered to submt a revised 1999 RAF form
annual report and additional RAFs if it has not included its
1999 i nterconpany revenue.
| ssue 12: Should the utility be ordered to make arrangenents
for installation of an electric neter dedicated strictly to
utility operations?

Yes. The utility should be required to have
an electrical neter installed which will be dedicated
strictly to utility operations within 90 days of the
effective date of the Order
| ssue 13: Shoul d MLC be ordered to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined up to $5, 000 per
day for failure to maintain its accounts and records in
conformty with the National Association of Regulatory
Uility Comm ssioners (NARUC) Uniform System of
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overearni ngs by Mountain Lake Corporation in Pol k County.
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Account s(USQA), in apparent violation of Rule 25-30.115(1),
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code?

: No. A show cause proceedi ng shoul d not be
initiated. However, the utility should be ordered to
maintain its accounts and records in conformance with the
1996 NARUC USOA, and submt a statenent fromits accountant
by March 31, 2001 along with its 2000 annual report, stating
that its books are in conformance with the NARUC USCA and
have been reconciled wth the Comm ssion O der.
| ssue 14: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. If no tinely protest is received upon
expiration of the protest period, the PAA Order will becone
final upon the issuance of the Consummating Order. However,
this docket should renmain open for an additional 120 days
fromthe effective date of the Order to allow staff to
verify that the utility has paid all past due regul atory
assessnent fees (including penalties and interest), anended
its annual report(s) to include interconpany netered
revenues, installed an electrical neter dedicated to utility
operations, and has subnmitted revised tariff sheets as
recommended in Issue No. 8 Once staff has verified that
this work has been conpleted, the docket should be cl osed
adm ni stratively.

This itemwas deferred to the May 16, 2000 Comm ssion

Conf er ence.
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CASE
DOCKET NO. 981488-Tl - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Accutel Communications, Inc. for Unlawful Billing

Practices in violation of Section 364.10(1) and Section
364.604(2), F.S., and Insufficient Managenent Capability
pursuant to Section 364.337(3), F.S.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: GR CL JC
Prehrg O ficer CL

St af f: LEG For dham
CMJ: WIIlians

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion, on its own notion, dismss
Accutel’ s Septenber 8, 1999 Response to Order to Show Cause?
Yes. Accutel has failed to diligently
pursue its Response to Order to Show Cause and has failed to
conply with any aspect of the Order Establishing Procedure
for this docket. |In accordance with that Order, Oder No.
PSC- 99- 2496- PCO-Tl, Accutel has waived the right to present
any testinony and to raise any additional issues. Staff
reconmends, therefore, that Accutel’s Response be di sm ssed.
| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion require Accutel to pay the
$1, 710,000 fine identified in Order No. PSC 99-1619-SC-TI?

:  Yes. Accutel has failed to show cause why
it should not be fined in the anount of $10, 000 per
infraction for a total of $1,710,000 for its apparent
viol ations of Sections 364.10 (1) and 364.604(2), Florida
Statutes, Unlawful Billing Practices, and for Insufficient
Managenment Capability, pursuant to Section 364.337(3),
Florida Statutes. Therefore, the fine should be assessed.
If the fine is not received within 10 days of the issuance
of the Comm ssion’s order, the fine should be forwarded to
the O fice of the Conptroller for further collection
efforts.
| ssue 3: Should this Docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recomnmendations in Issues 1 and 2, this Docket will require
no further action, and may be cl osed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Garcia, Cark, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 000001-El - Fuel and purchased power cost
recovery clause and generating perfornmance incentive factor.

Critical Date(s): None

Hearing Date(s): 11/22 & 23/99, Talla., DS CL JC (roll over
Docket No. 990001)

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer CL

St af f: EAG Bohr mann
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should Florida Industrial Power Users G oup’ s

Petition for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-2512- FOF- El
be granted?

No. Florida Industrial Power Users Goup’s
Petition for Reconsideration should be denied because it
fails to satisfy the standard of review for a notion for
reconsi deration. The notion fails to identify any point of
fact or |aw overl ooked or not considered by the Conm ssion.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The Fuel and Purchased Power Cost
Recovery C ause docket is an on-goi ng docket and shoul d
remai n open.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive Carriers for
Commi ssion action to support |local conpetition in Bell South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc.’s service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a

Accel erated Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to
ensure that Bell South Tel ecomruni cations, Inc., Sprint-

Fl orida, Incorporated, and GIE Fl orida I ncorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
col | ocati on.

Critical Date(s): None

Hearing Date(s): 12/9/99, Talla., Prehrg., DS
1/12, 13 & 14/00, Talla., DS CL JC

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: CMJ: Favors, Audu, Barrett, Ileri, Fulwod, Hi nton,
Wl f e
LEG B. Keating, Stern

|ssue 1: When should an I LEC be required to respond to a
conpl ete and correct application for collocation and what
i nformati on should be included in that response?

Staff recomends that |ILECs be required to
respond to a conplete and correct application for
collocation within 15 cal endar days with all information
necessary for an ALEC to place a firmorder, including space
availability and a price quote for the collocation
requested. |f an ALEC submts ten or nore applications
wi thin ten cal endar days, the |ILEC should have additi onal
time to respond. Staff recommends the follow ng intervals:

Applications 1-9 15 cal endar days fromrecei pt
of each application

Applications 10-19 Wthin 25 cal endar days from
recei pt of the first
application

Appl i cati ons 20-29 Wthin 35 cal endar days from
recei pt of the first
application
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Comm ssion action to support |ocal conpetition in Bell South
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Florida, Incorporated, and GIE Fl orida Incorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
col | ocati on.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

Each 10 additi onal 10 additional cal endar days
applications, or after 35 days fromreceipt of
fraction thereof the first application

| ssue 2: If the information included in the ILEC s initial

response is not sufficient to conplete a firm order, when
should the ILEC provide such information or should an
alternative procedure be inpl enented?

| f t he Comm ssi on approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, the initial response provided
within 15 cal endar days to a conplete and correct application
for collocation wll contain sufficient information to
conplete a firmorder for collocation
| ssue 3: To what areas does the term“prem ses” apply, as it
pertains to physical collocation and as it is used in the Act,
the FCC s Orders, and FCC Rul es?

: Staff recommends that the term "prem ses”
shoul d apply to |LEC owned or | eased central offices, serving
wire centers, buildings or simlar structures that house
network facilities, including but not limted to | LEC network

facilities on public rights-of-way or in controlled
environnental vaults (CEVs).
| ssue 4: What obligations, if any, does an |ILEC have to

i nterconnect with ALEC physical collocation equi pnment |ocated
“of f-prem ses”?

The Tel ecommuni cations Act of 1996 requires
I LECs to interconnect with ALECs for the nutual exchange of
traffic regardl ess of whether the ALEC is |ocated on or off
"prem ses.” Further, when space legitimtely exhausts in an
| LEC “prem ses,” the FCC Advanced Services Order, FCC 99-48,
obligates ILECs to provide power and physical collocation
services and facilities to an ALEC located on an |ILEC s
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(Conti nued from previ ous page)

property contiguous to an ILEC s “premses” to the extent
technically feasible. Al so, staff recomends that ALECs
collocating “off-prem ses” should be allowed to use copper
entrance cabling. However, ILECs may require an ALEC to use
fiber entrance cabling after providing the ALEC wth an
opportunity to review evidence that denonstrates entrance
capacity is near exhaustion at a particular central office.

| ssue 5: Wiat terns and conditions should apply to converting
virtual collocation to physical collocation?

. Staff reconmends that the Conm ssion order the
terms and conditions, together with the procedures, for
converting virtual collocation to physical collocation as
presented in the analysis portion of staff’s April 6, 2000
menor andum
| ssue 6: Wiat are the appropriate response and i npl enentati on
intervals for ALEC requests for changes to existing
col | ocati on space?

Consistent with staff’s recommendation in
| ssue 1, staff recommends that |ILECs be required to respond
to a conplete and accurate request or application for changes
to existing collocation space wthin 15 cal endar days with all
the information necessary for an ALEC to place a firm order.
Staff also recommends that the inplenentation interval for
changes to existing collocation space should be 45 days after
receipt of a firm order or the change request has been
accept ed.
| ssue 7: What are the responsibilities of the ILEC and
col | ocat ors when
A. a collocator shares space with, or subleases space to,

anot her col |l ocator;
B. a collocator cross-connects with another collocator.

- 48 -



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

33

CASE

DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive Carriers for
Comm ssion action to support |ocal conpetition in Bell South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc.’s service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a

Accel erated Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to
ensure that Bell South Tel ecomruni cations, Inc., Sprint-
Florida, Incorporated, and GIE Fl orida Incorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
col | ocati on.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

The FCC has provided sufficient guidance in
its rules and orders on ILEC and ALEC responsibilities in
shared and subl eased col | ocati on space and col | ocator cross-
connects. Staff recommends that the ILECs and ALECs foll ow
those rules and orders. Staff also recormmends that, in a
shared or subl eased col |l ocati on space arrangenent, each ALEC
be allowed to submt its own request to the I LEC for equi pnent
pl acenent, wunbundled network elenments and other services,
regardl ess of which ALEC was the original collocator.
| ssue 8: \What is the appropriate provisioning interval for
cagel ess physical collocation?

Staff recommends that the provisioning
interval for cageless physical collocation be ninety (90)
cal endar days after an applicant carrier has submtted a firm
order, the sane as that for caged physical collocation.
| ssue 9: \What is the appropriate demarcati on point between
| LEC and ALEC facilities when the ALEC s equipnent is
connected directly to the ILECs network wthout an
i nternedi ate point of interconnection?

The appropriate demarcation point is an | LEC
designated |l ocation at the perineter of an ALEC s col |l ocation
space; however, parties may negotiate another demarcation
point up to the conventional distribution franme (CDF).
| ssue 10: What are reasonabl e paraneters for reserving space
for future |ILEC and ALEC use?

Ei ther an | LEC or ALEC shoul d have the ability
to reserve space for a period not to exceed 18 nonths. The
reservation of space should be non-discrimnatory allow ng
ALECs and ILECs to reserve space under the sane terns and
condi tions.
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| ssue 11: Can generic paraneters be established for the use

of adm nistrative space by an I LEC, when the |ILEC maintains

that there is insufficient space for physical collocation? If
so, what are they?

: No. Ceneric paraneters cannot be established
due to the uniqueness of each central office. Wen an ALEEC
| LEC believes that no space exists for physical collocation,
the Comm ssion will follow the procedures outlined in PSC

Order Nos. PSC99-1744-PAA-TP and PSC-99-2393-FOF-TP to

determ ne whether a waiver of the physical collocation

requi renents shoul d be granted.

| ssue 12: What types of equipnent are the ILECs obligated to

allow in a physical collocation arrangenent?

: Staff recommends that the Comm ssion order

ILECs to allow the types of equipnment, in a physical
col l ocati on arrangenent, that are consistent with FCC rules
and orders. Further, if the ILEC objects to the collocation
of equi pnent by a requesting telecomunications carrier, it
nmust prove to the Conmmi ssion that the equipnent will not be
used for interconnection or access to unbundled network
el enents. However, staff does reconmend that the ALEC provide
to the ILEC, upon request, any manufacturer specifications
regardi ng the equi pnent in dispute.

| ssue 13: If space is available, should the ILEC be required

to provide price quotes to an ALEC prior to receiving a firm

order for space in a central office (CO?

A. If an I LEC should provide price quotes to an ALEC prior to
receiving a firm order from that ALEC, when should the
quote be provided?

B. If an I LEC shoul d provide price quotes to an ALEC prior to
receiving a firm order from that ALEC, should the quote
provi de detail ed costs?
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- Yes. If collocation space is available, the
| LEC should be required to provide price quotes to an ALEC
prior to receiving a firmorder for space in a central office.
A.  The price quote should be provided within fifteen (15)
cal endar days fromthe date the | LEC recei ves the conpl ete and
accurate application.

B. The price quote should provide detail ed costs.

| ssue 14: Should an ALEC have the option to participate in
the devel opnent of the ILEC s price quote and, if so, what
time franmes should apply?

: No. The ALEC should not have the option to
participate in the devel opment of the ILEC s price quote for
col | ocati on space.
| ssue 15: Should an ALEC be permitted to hire an |LEC
certified contractor to performspace preparation, racking and
cabl ing, and power work?

Yes. The ALEC should be permtted to hire
| LEC-certified contractors or utilize their own I LECcertified
enpl oyees, if any, to perform space preparation, racking,
cabling, and power work for the construction of physical
col l ocation arrangenents, but only within their collocation
space.
| ssue 16: For what reasons, if any, should the provisioning
interval s be extended wi thout the need for an agreenent by the
applicant ALEC or filing by the ILEC of a request for an
extension of tinme?

Staff recommends that there are no reasons for
the provisioning intervals to be unilaterally extended w t hout
the need for an agreenent by the applicant ALEC or the filing
by the I LEC of a request for an extension of tine. If an ILEC
cannot neet the established provisioning intervals for
physi cal and virtual collocation, it nust conply with the
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requirenents of Oder No. PSC 99-1744-PAA-TP regarding
extensions of tinme for provisioning intervals.

| ssue 17: How should the costs of security arrangenents, site
preparation, collocation space reports, and other costs
necessary to the provisioning of «collocation space, be
al |l ocated between nmultiple carriers?

Costs associated wth security arrangenents,
space preparation, and other costs necessary to the
provi sioning of collocation space should be allocated anong
those parties who will benefit fromthe costs incurred. The
costs associated with a col |l ocation report should be recovered
through a non-recurring charge payable to the ILEC upon
requesting a collocation space report.
| ssue 18: If insufficient space is available to satisfy the
col l ocation request, should the ILEC be required to advise the
ALEC as to what space is avail abl e?

Yes. |If insufficient space is available to
satisfy an ALEC s request, the Conmm ssion should require that
the ILEC inform the ALEC of the anount of available
coll ocation space in the central office (CO wthin fifteen
(15) cal endar days, consistent with Issue 1, and that the | LEC
provide the ALEC with sufficient information on the avail abl e
col l ocation space to enable the ALEC to submt a firm order.
| ssue 19: If an ILEC has been granted a waiver from the
physical collocation requirenents for a particular CO and
the ILEC |ater makes nodifications that create space that
woul d be appropriate for collocation, when should the |ILEC be
required to informthe Comm ssion and any requesting ALECs of
the availability of space in that office?

Sixty (60) calendar days before space wll
becone available in a central office (CO where the |ILEC has
been granted a waiver from the physical collocation
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requi renents, the I|ILEC should inform the Comm ssion and

requesting ALECs by mail, in addition to posting the updates
on its external website. In the event the ILECSs
determ nation that space will be avail abl e does not allow for

sixty (60) cal endar days’ notice, the I LEC should notify the
Comm ssion and requesting ALECs within two business days of
this determ nation
| ssue 20: \What process, if any, should be established for
forecasting collocation demand for CO additions or expansi ons?
: The Comm ssion should not establish a
specific process for forecasting collocation demand for
central office (CO additions or expansions. However, the
Comm ssion should require that the ILEC s forecasts of
col l ocati on demand be based on historical collocation data, CO
characteristics, and ALEC forecasts of collocation space
needs. The process of weighing these factors is inherently
subj ective; thus, the Comm ssion should not prescribe a
particul ar process.
| ssue 21: Applying the FCC s “first-cone, first-served” rule,
if space becones available in a central office because a
wai ver is denied or a nodification is nmade, who should be
given priority?

When space becones available in a centra
office due to a Comm ssion denial of a waiver request or
nodi fications are nade that create space, staff reconmends
that priority be given to the first ALEC that was denied
collocation space in that <central office, and then to
subsequent ALECs who were deni ed space until all such space is
exhaust ed. Staff recommends that ILECs be required to
maintain a waiting list of ALECs that were deni ed space, by
order of the application denial date. Staff also recommends
that ILECs be required to accept a letter of intent to
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DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive Carriers for
Comm ssion action to support |ocal conpetition in Bell South
Tel econmuni cations, Inc.’s service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a

Accel erated Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to
ensure that Bell South Tel ecomruni cations, Inc., Sprint-
Florida, Incorporated, and GIE Fl orida Incorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
col | ocati on.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

collocate, in central offices where a waiver is granted and a
waiting list already exists, as a neans of securing an ALEC s
place on the waiting list wthout having to file an
application for space that does not exist.
| ssue 22: Should this docket be cl osed?

. No. Whether or not the Comm ssion approves
| ssues 1 through 21, this docket should remain open pending
further proceedings to set collocation rates.

DECI SI ON: The recommendat i ons were approved with nodifications to |Issues

The recommendation for Issue 7 was nodified to refl ect that

prorating will be allowed, though it is not required.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 990036- TP - Request for arbitration concerning
conpl ai nt of Anerican Communi cation Services of
Jacksonville, Inc. d/b/a e.spire Comrunications, Inc. and
ACSI Local Switched Services, Inc. d/b/a e.spire

Communi cations, Inc. against Bell South Tel ecomruni cati ons,
Inc. regarding enforcenent of interconnection agreenent.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: LEG d enons
CMU: Favors

| ssue 1: Should the Conm ssion acknow edge e.spire’s Notice
of Wthdrawal of its Conpl aint agai nst Bell South

Tel econmuni cations, Inc. for Enforcement of its

| nt er connecti on Agreenent ?

: Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
acknow edge e.spire’s Notice of Wthdrawal of its Conpl ai nt
agai nst Bel |l south Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for Enforcenent
of its Interconnection Agreenent. The Conmm ssion’s
acknow edgnent of the Notice of Wthdrawal woul d render noot
Bel | South’s pending Motion to Dism ss.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. If the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation on Issue 1 to acknow edge e.spire’s Notice of
Wt hdrawal of its Conplaint, no further action by the
Comm ssion is necessary. Therefore, this docket nay be
cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 980992-W5 - Conplaint by D.R Horton Custom
Hones, Inc. against Southlake Uilities, Inc. in Lake County
regardi ng coll ection of certain AFPI charges.

DOCKET NO. 981609-W5 - Energency petition by D.R Horton
Custom Hones, Inc. to elimnate authority of Southl ake
Uilities, Inc. to collect service availability charges and
AFPI charges in Lake County.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer DS (980992)
Prehrg O ficer DS (981609)

Staff: WAW Fletcher, Merchant, T. Davis
LEG G bul a

| ssue 1: Should an adjustnent be nmade to reduce the
utility' s water and wastewater plant bal ances?

Yes. Due to lack of support docunentation,
the utility’ s water and wastewater plant bal ances shoul d
bot h be reduced by $1, 500.
| ssue 2: Wiat are the appropriate water and wastewater |and
bal ances?

. The appropriate water and wastewater |and
bal ances are $95,900 and $300, 000, respectively. The
utility should reduce its water |and bal ance by $105, 183 and
its wastewater |and bal ance by $502, 141.
| ssue 3: Wiat are the appropriate water and wast ewat er
accunul at ed depreci ati on bal ances?

The appropriate water and wast ewat er
accurrul at ed depreci ati on bal ances are $37,585 and $262, 972,
respectively. Further, the utility should reduce its water
accurul at ed depreci ation bal ance by $9,554 and shoul d
i ncrease its wastewater accunul ated depreciati on bal ance by
$9, 554.
| ssue 4: What was the appropriate water net book val ue, as
of Decenber 31, 19987

. The appropriate water net book val ue, as of
Decenber 31, 1998, was (%$41, 153).
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(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 5: Does the utility’s current water and wast ewater

tariff authorize a reassessnent of plant capacity charges
for changed consunption for residential custoners at any

tinme after connection to the systenf

: No. The utility’ s current water and
wastewater tariff does not authorize a reassessnent of plant
capacity charges for changed consunption for residenti al
custoners at any tine after connection to the system
| ssue 6: Should the utility's water tariff Sheet No. 31.0
and wastewater tariff Sheet No. 28.0 be revised?

Yes. The utility’'s water tariff sheet 31.0
and wastewater tariff sheet 28.0 should be revised as
di scussed in the analysis portion of staff’s April 6, 2000
menor andum
| ssue 7: Should Southlake Utilities’ growh projections be
used to cal culate the plant capacity charge?

: No. The utility’'s growth projection for the
year 2000 and beyond shoul d be estinmated based on |inear
regression using historical growth in ERCs.
| ssue 8: What is the capacity of Southlake s existing
wat er and wastewat er plants and how many ERCs wi |l the
exi sting plants serve?

. Southlake’s water treatnent plant had pl ant
upgrades which increased the capacity to 1,075,200 gpd,
raised its ability to serve approxinmately 1,365 ERCs, and
increased its potential service to beyond the year 2001.
Sout hl ake’ s wastewater treatnment plant has a permtted
capacity of 0.550 mlIlion gallon per day (nmgd) Annual
Average Daily Flow (AADF) which will serve approximately
1,964 ERCs, and shoul d be adequate beyond the year 2007
using the historical growh data provided by the utility.
| ssue 9: When shoul d Sout hl ake expand its systemto insure
capacity to serve the projected custoner base as supported
by growt h projections?
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Based on current growth, Southlake shoul d
not need to expand its water treatnment systemuntil beyond
the year 2001. The utility should not need to expand its
wast ewat er treatnent systemuntil beyond the year 2007.
| ssue 10: What are the appropriate plant capacity charges
for Sout hl ake?

The water plant capacity charges shoul d be
di sconti nued. WAstewater plant capacity charges shoul d be
$240 per ERC for residential custonmers and $1.105991 per
gallon for all other custoners.
| ssue 11: Should the utility be required to refund any
pl ant capacity charges?

. Yes. The utility should be required to
refund all water plant capacity charges coll ected on or
after Decenber 15, 1998. This refund should include al
out st andi ng prepaid water plant capacity charges. Moreover,
the utility should be required to refund the difference
between the utility’ s existing residential wastewater plant
capacity charge of $775 and staff’s recomended charge of
$240. The utility also should be required to refund the
di fference between the utility’s existing $2.58333 per
gal lon charge for all other custonmers fromstaff’s
reconmended charge of $1.105991. The wastewater refunds
shoul d include all plant capacity charges and prepaynents
coll ected on or after Decenber 15, 1998. The refunds
shoul d be nmade pursuant to Rul e 25-30. 360, Florida
Adm ni strative Code. Also, the refunds should be nade
payabl e to the individual custonmer or devel oper who paid the
pl ant capacity charges. Further, the utility should provide
refund reports in conformance with Rul e 25-30.360(7),

Fl ori da Adm ni strative Code.
Issue 12: Is the utility’s AFPI true-up procedure authorized
by the Conm ssion?

Yes. The utility’s AFPI true-up procedure
is authorized by the Conm ssion.
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| ssue 13: Should the utility's collection of AFPI charges be
di sconti nued, and should the utility be required to refund
any AFPI coll ected?

: Yes. Staff recommends that the utility’s
wat er AFPI charges be discontinued. The wastewater tariff
for AFPI is already canceled since the utility has coll ected
nore than the maxi num allowed by tariff. Staff also
recommends that the utility refund, pursuant to Rule 25-

30. 360, Florida Adm nistrative Code, all water AFPI charges
col l ected after Decenber 15, 1998. This includes al

out standi ng prepaid AFPI during this sanme period. Further,
staff recomends that the utility be ordered to refund al
wast ewat er AFPlI charges coll ected beyond the 375 ERC limt
aut hori zed by Order No. PSC-96-1082-FOF-W5, in accordance
with Rule 25-30.360, Florida Adm nistrative Code. This

i ncl udes any out standi ng prepaid AFPI charges in excess of
the 375 ERC limt. Refunds should be nmade payable to the

i ndi vi dual custoner or devel oper who paid the AFPI. The
utility should provide refund reports in conformnce with
Rul e 25-30.360(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code.

| ssue 14: Shoul d Sout hl ake Utilities, Inc., be ordered to
show cause, in witing, wthin 21 days, why it should not be
fined for its apparent violation of Order No. PSC-96-1082-
FOF-W5, pertaining to the collection of AFPI charges?

Yes. The utility should be ordered to show
cause, in witing, within 21 days, why is should not be
fined $5,000 for its apparent violation of Order No. PSC-96-
1082- FOF-W5. The show cause order should incorporate the
conditions stated in the staff anal ysis.
| ssue 15: Does the Comm ssion have the authority to order
Sout hl ake to refund AFPI charges collected prior to Decenber
15, 1998?

Yes, but only the wastewater AFPI collected
in excess of the 375 ERC |imt, regardless of the date it
was collected. This is because the utility exceeded the
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anount all owed by a Conm ssion order. Except as noted
above, staff believes that the Comm ssion cannot order the
utility to refund any AFPI charges collected prior to
Decenber 15, 1998, due to the prohibition against
retroactive ratemaking.
| ssue 16: What are the appropriate effective dates and
noticing requirenments for staff’s recomended tariff
changes?

: If there is no tinely protest to the
Comm ssion’s Proposed Agency Action (PAA) by a substantially
af fected person, the utility should file the appropriate
revised tariff sheets within 10 days of the effective date
of the Order for the Conm ssion-approved tariff changes.
Staff should be given adm nistrative authority to approve
the revised tariff sheets upon staff’s verification that the
tariff is consistent wwth the Conm ssion’s decision. |If the
revised tariff sheets are filed and approved, the tariff
sheets shoul d becone effective on or after the stanped
approval date. Wthin 20 days of the Conm ssion’s decision
at agenda, the utility shall provide notice of the
Comm ssion’s decision to all persons in the service area who
are affected by the discontinuance of the utility's water
pl ant capacity charges, the revised wastewater plant
capacity charges and the discontinuance of Southl ake’s AFPI
charges. The notice should be approved by Conm ssion staff
prior to distribution. The utility should provide proof
that the appropriate custoners or devel opers have received
noticed wwthin ten days of the date of the notice.
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 980992-W5 - Conplaint by D.R Horton Custom
Hones, Inc. against Southlake Utilities, Inc. in Lake County
regarding collection of certain AFPlI charges.

DOCKET NO. 981609-W5 - Energency petition by D.R Horton
Custom Hones, Inc. to elimnate authority of Southl ake
Uilities, Inc. to collect service availability charges and
AFPI charges in Lake County.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 17: Shoul d these dockets be cl osed?

No. These dockets should remain open to
allow staff to verify that Southlake has filed revised
tariff sheets consistent with the Comm ssion’ s decision and
has nmade the proper refunds of the service availability and
AFPlI charges and to resol ve the show cause matter. Upon
expiration of the protest period, if no tinmely protest is
received to the proposed agency action issues, this order
shoul d becone final and effective upon the issuance of a
consummating order. Once staff has verified that the
utility s revised tariff is consistent with the Commi ssion’s
deci sion and that the proper refunds have been made and the
show cause matter has been resol ved, the dockets should be
cl osed adm ni stratively.

The reconmendati ons were approved wth additional

requirenent that utility will obtain proper security, as discussed at
the conference, in the event of a proposed agency action protest.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Cark, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 980678-WJ - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Gem Estates Uilities, Inc., in Pasco County for
violation of Rule 25-30.110(3), F.A C., Annual Report, and
Rul e 25-30.120, F.A.C, Regulatory Assessnent Fees.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer ADM

Staff: LEG Brubaker
ADM  Kni ght
WAW  Hi nes

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Gem Estates Utilities,
Inc.’s petition for waiver of Rule 25-30.110(3), (6) and
(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code?

Yes, the Comm ssion should grant Gem
Estates Uilities, Inc.’s petition for waiver of Rule 25-
30.110(3), (6) and (7), Florida Adm nistrative Code, because
the petition neets the requirenents of Section 120.542,
Florida Statutes. The Comm ssion should refer $3,888 in
unpai d penalties associated with the failure to file 1995
t hrough 1997 annual reports to the Conptroller’s Ofice for
perm ssion to wite off the account. Further, a notice
acknow edgi ng the satisfaction and di scharge of the lien on
the utility s property should be filed with the Pasco County
Clerk of Crcuit Court.
| ssue 2: Should the docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Conmm ssion approves staff’s
reconmendati on, upon referral of the unpaid 1995 through
1997 annual report penalty to the Conptroller’s Ofice, and
upon Conmi ssion staff’s filing notice with the Pasco County
Clerk of Crcuit Court acknow edging the satisfaction and
di scharge of the lien filed on the utility’s property
pursuant to Order No. PSC- 99-0265-SC-WJ, no further action
will be required, and this docket should be closed.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 970201-WJ - Application for transfer of
facilities of Lake Region Paradise |sland and amendnent of
Certificate No. 582-Wheld by Keen Sal es, Rentals and
Uilities, Inc. in Polk County.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer CL

Staff: WAW O app, Redenann
LEG Croshy

| ssue 1: Shoul d Steven and Susan Cliett, former owners of
the utility known as Lake Regi on Paradise Island, Inc., be
ordered to show cause, in witing within twenty-one days,
why it should not be fined for the apparent violation of
Section 367.071, Florida Statutes?

: No. Show cause proceedi ngs shoul d not be
initiated.
| ssue 2: Should Keen Sales, Rentals and Uilities, Inc. be
ordered to show cause, in witing within twenty-one days,
why it should not be fined for the apparent violation of
Section 367.121, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-9. 044,
Florida Adm nistrative Code, in that it charged the
custoners of Lake Regi on Paradi se |Island unapproved rates?

No. Show cause proceedi ngs shoul d not be

initiated. However, Keen should be ordered to refund, with
interest, all revenues collected as a result of charging
unapproved rates, pursuant to Rule 25-30.360, Florida
Adm ni strative Code. The refunds should be made to the
custoners of Lake Regi on Paradi se |Island, and shoul d be
conpleted within one year of the effective date of the O der
issued as a result of action taken at this agenda
conference. Keen should submt copies of cancel ed checks or
ot her evidence which verifies that the refunds have been
made, within 30 days fromthe date of the refund. Al so
wi thin 30 days of the date of the refund, the utility should
provide a list of unclainmed refunds detailing contributor
and anount, and an expl anation of the efforts nmade to nmake
the refund. After staff’s verification and review of the
refund process, any uncl ai med refunds should be treated as
contributions-in-aid-of-construction (ClAC).
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Uilities, Inc. in Polk County.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 3: Should the transfer of the LRPI facilities fromsS
& S to Keen and the anendnent of Water Certificate No. 582-W
be approved?

Yes. The transfer of the LRPI facilities
fromS & S to Keen and the anendnent of Water Certificate
No. 582-Wto include the LRPI territory should be approved.
The seller should be responsible for the RAFs owed from May
14, 1996 through January 9, 1997.
| ssue 4: \What is the rate base of Lake Regi on Paradi se
Island at the tinme of transfer?

The rate base of Lake Regi on Paradi se
I sl and coul d not be determ ned. Keen should be put on
notice that an original cost study may be required at the
time of filing a rate petition. Keen should also be
required to maintain its books in conpliance with the NARUC
Uni f orm Syst em of Accounts.
| ssue b5: Should an acquisition adjustnent be approved?

: No. An acquisition adjustnent should not
be approved, since rate base cannot be established at this
tinme.
| ssue 6: Should Keen Sales, Rentals and Uilities, Inc.,
use the rates approved by Pol k County for Lake Region
Par adi se | sl and?

: Yes. Keen should charge the rates
approved by Pol k County for LRPI. The tariff should be
effective for services provided on or after the stanped
approval date, in accordance with Rule 25-30.475, Florida
Adm ni strative Code.
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 970201-WJ - Application for transfer of
facilities of Lake Region Paradise |Island and amendnent of
Certificate No. 582-Wheld by Keen Sal es, Rentals and
Uilities, Inc. in Polk County.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 7: Should this docket be cl osed?

: No. Upon expiration of the protest period,
if atinely protest is not filed by a substantially affected
person, the Order should becone final and effective upon the
i ssuance of a Consunmmating Order. The docket should renmain
open pending verification of the refund and that any
uncl ai med refunds have been treated as Cl AC. The docket
should also remain open to address the outstanding RAFs and
annual report for the period from5/14/96 through 1/7/00.
Staff should be granted admi nistrative authority to cl ose
t he docket upon verification that the refunds have been nade
in accordance with the Conm ssion O der.

The reconmendati ons were approved with noted nodification.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs
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DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 980731-W5 - Application for certificate to
provi de water and wastewater service in Charlotte County by
Hunter Creek Utilities, LLC

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer CL

Staff: LEG Van Leuven
WAW  Brady, Redenann

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion order the deletion of the
unserved territory in Hunter Creek’s water service
territory?

No. The Conm ssion should not proceed with
t he del etion of t he unserved portion of Hunter Creek’s water
service territory. Hunter Creek’s water service territory
should remain as currently authorized by Order No. PSC 99-
0756- FOF- 6.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. The docket shoul d be cl osed because no
further action is required.

The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, O ark, Jacobs


Item 


M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

April 18, 2000
| TEM NO.

39

DEC S| ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 981663-WJ - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Orange County by Tangerine Water Conpany, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Commi ssioners Assigned: DS CL JC
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: LEG d enons
WAW Tiffany Davis, T. Davis, Casey, Chu, Daniel,
McNul ty

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Florida Water’s Moti on
for Extension of Tine to Conply with Conmm ssion O der?

- Yes, the Comm ssion should grant Florida
Water’'s Motion for Extension of Time to Conply with
Conmi ssion Order.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. |If Issue 1 is approved, this docket
shoul d remai n open for an additional 180 days fromthe
effective date of the Order to allow staff to verify that
the utility has conpleted the required pro form
i nprovenents. Once staff has verified that this work has
been conpl eted, the docket should be closed
adm ni stratively.

This itemwas deferred to the May 16, 2000 Conmm ssion

Conf er ence.
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 991838-TP - Petition by BlueStar Networks, Inc.
for arbitration of certain unresolved issues in

i nt erconnection negotiations with Bell South

Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: DS JC
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: LEG d enons
CMU: Favors, T. Watts

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion acknow edge Bl ueStar’s
Notice of Wthdrawal of its Petition for Arbitration of
Certain Unresol ved |Issues in Interconnection Negotiations
wi th Bell South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc.?

: Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
acknow edge BlueStar’s Notice of Wthdrawal of its Petition
for Arbitration of Certain Unresolved Issues in
| nt erconnecti on Negotiations with Bell South
Tel ecommuni cati ons, Inc.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
reconmendati on on Issue 1 to acknow edge BlueStar’s Notice
of Wthdrawal of its Petition for Arbitration, no further
action by the Conmi ssion is necessary. Therefore, this
docket may be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 990696-W5 - Application for original certificates
to operate water and wastewater utility in Duval and St.
Johns Counties by Nocatee Utility Corporation.

DOCKET NO. 992040-W5 - Application for certificates to
operate a water and wastewater utility in Duval and St.
Johns Counties by Intercoastal Uilities, Inc. (Deferred
fromthe 3/28/ 00 Conm ssion Conference.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: DS JC JB
Prehrg O ficer DS

St af f: LEG Cibula, Van Leuven
WAW  Rehwi nkel, Redemann

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant St. Johns County’s
Request for Oral Argunent?

. No. The Comm ssion should deny St. Johns
County’s Request for Oral Argunment because it is not in
conpliance with Rule 25-22.058, Florida Adm nistrative Code.
However, the County should be permtted to address the
Comm ssion during the course of discussion on this item at
t he agenda conference since the matter has not yet been to
heari ng.
| ssue 2: Should DDI, Inc. and Nocatee Utility
Corporation’s Joint Motion to Dismss or, in the
Alternative, to Preclude Re-Litigation of |Issues be granted?

: No. Staff reconmmends that DDI and NUC s
Joint Motion to Dism ss be denied. 1In addition, staff
reconmends that DDI and NUC s alternative request that the
Comm ssion issue an Order precluding the re-litigation of
i ssues be deni ed.
| ssue 3: Shoul d the Conm ssion grant St. Johns County’s
Motion to Dismss Intercoastal Uilities, Inc.’s
application?

No. The Conmi ssion should deny St. Johns

County’s Motion to Dismss Intercoastal Uilities, Inc.’s
appl i cation.
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

DOCKET NO. 990696-W5 - Application for original
certificates to operate water and wastewater utility in
Duval and St. Johns Counties by Nocatee Utility Corporation.
(Deferred fromthe 3/28/ 00 Conm ssion Conference.)

DOCKET NO. 992040-W5 - Application for certificates to
operate a water and wastewater utility in Duval and St.
Johns Counties by Intercoastal Uilities, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)
| ssue 4: Should these dockets be cl osed?

No. If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recomrendati ons on |Issues 2 and 3, these dockets should
remain open to allow these matters to proceed to heari ng.

This itemwas deferred to the May 16, 2000 Comm si on

Conf er ence.
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