M NUTES OF

COVWM SSI ON CONFERENCE
APRI L 23, 2002
COMVENCED: 9:35 a. m
ADJ OURNED: 2:00 p. m

COW SSI ONERS PARTI Cl PATI NG. Chai rman Jaber
Comm ssi oner Deason
Comm ssi oner Baez
Comm ssi oner Pal ecki
Comm ssi oner Bradl ey

Parties were allowed to address the Conm ssion on itens designated by
doubl e asterisks (**).

1 Approval of M nutes
March 19, 2002 Regul ar Comm ssi on Conference
March 22, 2002 Special Comm ssion Conference
DECI SI ON: The m nutes were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
April 23, 2002

| TEM NO

CASE

2% * Consent Agenda

PAA
| ocal

DOCKET NO
020176-TX

020179-TX

020201-TX

PAA

A) Applications for

B) Applications for

certificates to provide alternative

exchange tel ecommuni cati ons service.

COVPANY NAME

Susan R. Mul hall d/b/a Actel
Wrel ess
Li onhart of Mam, Inc. d/b/a

Communi cati ons

d/ b/ a eXpeTel

Astr al

WS Tel ecom I nc.
Communi cat i ons

certificates to provide interexchange

t el ecommuni cati ons service.

DOCKET NO
020104-TI
020200-TI

020079-TI
020097-TI

020240-TI
020283-TI

COVPANY NANE

Ceri Star, Inc.

WS Tel ecom Inc. d/b/a eXpeTel

Conmuni cati ons

Source One Communi cations, Inc.
d/ b/a Qui ck Connects

Uni versal Carriers, Inc. d/b/a
Uni versal Communi cati ons, |nc.

E- Rosh Cor p.

Line 1 Communi cati ons, LLC



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,

| TEM NO
2**

PAA

PAA

PAA

PAA

PAA

2002

CASE

Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

C) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME

020255-TC Noel C. Mackay
020242-TC Col ony 14 Communi cations, |Inc.

020257-TC WlliamReilly
020245-TC JimH. Fluck d/b/a BSI
011468-TC Cen- Tex Pay Tel ephone Co., Inc.

D)

E)

F)

©)

DOCKET NO. 020235-TP - Request for cancellation of |XC
Certificate No. 7589 and ALEC Certificate No. 7588 by
Verizon Advanced Data Inc., effective 3/7/02.

DOCKET NO. 020180-TP - Petition for approval of transfer
of ultimte control of Contast Busi ness Conmmuni cati ons,
Inc. (holder of IXC Certificate No. 3545 in the nane
Conctast Busi ness Conmuni cations, Inc. d/b/a Concast Long
Di stance and AAV (with ALEC authority) Certificate No.
3172) in the nanme Conctast Business Conmuni cations, Inc.,
from Conctast Corporation to AT&T Contast Corporation,
newly created ultimte parent.

DOCKET NO. 020184-TX - Joint application for transfer of
control of AT&T Broadband Phone of Florida, LLC d/b/a
AT&T Digital Phone (holder of ALEC Certificate No. 4404)
from AT&T Corp. to AT&T Conctast Corporation.

DOCKET NO. 020258-TlI - Joint application for transfer of
control of AT&T Broadband Phone of Florida, LLC d/b/a
AT&T Digital Phone (holder of I XC Certificate No. 7834)
from AT&T Corp. to AT&T Contast Corporation.



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
April 23, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE
2% * Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

PAA H) Request for exenption fromrequirement of Rule 25-24.515
(13), F.A.C., that each pay tel ephone station shall allow
incom ng calls.

PHONE NO

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME & LOCATI ON
020249-TC Bel | Sout h Public 904-778-9492
Conmmuni cati ons, Inc. 904-778-9491

904-771-9706

OCak Hi Il Shopping
Cent er

7628 103'¢ Street
Jacksonvill e

RECOMVENDATI ON: The Conm ssi on shoul d approve the action
requested in the dockets referenced above and cl ose these
dockets.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
April 23, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

3 Docket No. 011368-GU - Proposed adoption of Rule 25-7.072,
F.A. C., Codes of Conduct.

Critical Date(s): None

Rul e Status: Adoption

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Officer: Jaber

Staff: GCL: Bell ak
CVP:  Makin
ECR: Hew tt

| SSUE 1: Should the Commi ssion file Rule 25-7.072 for
adopti on despite JAPC s objections?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The rule should be filed for
adopti on.

| SSUE 2: If the rule is filed for adoption, should this
docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The docket should be cl osed.

DECISION: This item was deferred.



M nut es of

Conmi
Apri

| TEM

4**

ssi on Conference
23, 2002
NO. CASE

Docket No. 020095-EU - Proposed anendnent to Rule 25-6.0345,
F.A.C., Safety Standards for Construction of New
Transm ssion and Di stribution.

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

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Baez

Staff: GCL: Bellak
AUS: Ruehl
ECR: Hew tt

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion propose anendnents of Rule
6.0345, F.A.C.?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes, the Conm ssion should propose the rule
amendnments.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with a nodification to

| ssue 1, paragraph (2), correcting the division name fromElectric anc
Gas to Auditing and Safety.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,
| TEM NO
5

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020175-El - Conplaint of Reliant Energy Power
Generation, Inc. against Florida Power & Light Conpany for
all eged violation of Rule 25-22.082, F.A C

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Deason

Staff: GCL: Harris, Brown
ECR: Haff

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion deny Florida Power & Light
Conpany’s Motion to Dism ss?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conmm ssion should deny Florida
Power & Light Conpany’s Mdtion to Dismss. Reliant’s
Conpl ai nt states a cause of action upon which relief can be
granted. The Comm ssion should consolidate the Conpl aint
Docket with the Need Determ nati on Dockets (020262-ElI and
020263-El) for purposes of adm nistrative efficiency.

| SSUE 2: Should this Docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. If the Comm ssion adopts Staff’s
recommendati on and denies FPL’s Motion to Dismss, this
docket should be held open to allow for further proceedings.

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,
| TEM NO

6% * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 010454-TL - Conpl aint by Docusearch | nternational
Research (Elizabeth Legare) agai nst Bell South
Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc. regarding alleged inproper billing.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: GCL: Banks
CAF: St okes, Hicks
CVWP: M Watts

| SSUE 1: Shoul d Bel |l South Tel econmuni cations, Inc., be
required to further credit or refund Ms. Elizabeth Legare?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
find that Bell South has properly credited Ms. Legare’s
account for the disputed charges.

| SSUE 2: Should Bell South be required to take any additi onal
steps to resolve Ms. Legare’s concerns about the noise and
static on her tel ephone |ines?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
find that Bell South is not required to take any additional
steps to resolve Ms. Legare’ s concern about the noise and
static on her tel ephone |ines.

| SSUE 3: Did Bell South inproperly disconnect Ms. Legare’s
t el ephone service?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
find that Bell South properly disconnected Ms. Legare’s
service when Ms. Legare failed to render paynment for the
undi sput ed char ges.




M nut es of
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April 23, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

6* * PAA Docket No. 010454-TL - Conpl aint by Docusearch
| nternational Research (Elizabeth Legare) agai nst Bell South
Tel ecomuni cations, Inc. regarding alleged inproper billing.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 4: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The Order issued fromthis recomendati on
wi ||l beconme final upon issuance of a Consunmating Order,

unl ess a person whose substantial interests are affected by
the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within 21 days of
the i ssuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. The
docket should then be closed upon issuance of a Consummti ng
Or der.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,
| TEM NO
7**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020163-GU - Petition by Florida Public Utilities
Conmpany for approval of nodification of transportation cost
recovery factors.

Critical Date(s): 4/25/02 (60-day suspensi on date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
GCL: Stern

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Florida Public

Uilities Conpany’s (FPUC or Conpany) petition for approval
of nmodification of transportation cost recovery factors?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion should grant FPUC s
petition for approval of nodification of transportation cost
recovery factors, effective May 1, 2002.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. If no protest is filed within 21 days
of the issuance of the Order by a person whose substanti al
interests are affected, the docket should be cl osed upon the
i ssuance of a Consummati ng Order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO

8* * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020129-TP - Joint petition of US LEC of Florida,
Inc., Time Warner Telecom of Florida, L.P., and I TC*"Del taCom
Communi cati ons objecting to and requesting suspensi on of
proposed CCS7 Access Arrangenent tariff filed by Bell South
Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Baez

Staff: CMP: G lchrist, Fulwod, Sinmons
GCL: Teitzman, Fudge

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the Joint Petition of
US LEC of Florida, Inc., Tinme Warner Tel ecom of Florida,
L.P., and I TC*"Del taCom Conmmuni cati ons requesti ng suspensi on
of proposed CCS7 Access Arrangenent Tariff filed by
Bel | Sout h Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. and requesting a fornmal
adm ni strative hearing at this time?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
deny the Joint Petition of US LEC of Florida, Inc., Tine
Warner Tel ecom of Florida, L.P., and I TC*"Del t aCom
Communi cati ons requesting suspension of the proposed CCS7
Access Arrangenent Tariff filed by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cati ons, Inc. and requesting a form

adm ni strative hearing. Staff believes that the CCS7 Access
Arrangenment Tariff filed by Bell South Tel ecommuni cati ons,
Inc., violates the price cap provisions of Section 364.163,
Florida Statutes, and is therefore invalid as fil ed.
Consequently, the Comm ssion should order that tariff filing
T-02-0063 be canceled. If staff’s reconmendation is
approved, a formal adm nistrative hearing is not required on
the matter at this tine.
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| TEM NO.
8* * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020129-TP - Joint petition of US LEC of Florida,
Inc., Time Warner Telecom of Florida, L.P., and I TC"DeltaCom
Communi cati ons objecting to and requesting suspensi on of
proposed CCS7 Access Arrangenent tariff filed by Bell South
Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 2: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: I f no person whose substantial interests are
affected files a protest within 21 days of the issuance date
of the Order, the Order will become final upon the issuance
of a Consummati ng Order, and the Docket should be cl osed.

If atimely protest is filed, the Docket should remain open,
and the tariff should remain in effect with any net
increase in revenues collected in accordance with the tariff
hel d subject to refund pending the outconme of further
proceedi ngs. Any net increase in revenues should be
cal cul ated on a custoner-specific basis.

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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| TEM NO. CASE

9* * PAA Docket No. 011597-TX - Application for certificate to
provide alternative |ocal exchange tel ecommunications
service by Teletronic’s G oup Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Pruitt
GCL: Teitzmn

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Teletronic’s G oup
Inc. a certificate to provide alternative | ocal exchange
tel ecommuni cations service in the State of Florida as
provi ded by Section 364.337, Florida Statutes?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The applicant should not be granted a
certificate to provide alternative | ocal exchange

t el ecomuni cati ons service in Florida.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: I f no person whose substantial interests
are affected by the proposed agency action files a protest
within 21 days of the issuance of the order, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon the issuance of a consummati ng order.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,
| TEM NO
10**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 011653-TlI - Conpliance investigation of WrldTeq
Cor poration for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.470,
F.A.C., Certificate of Public Conveni ence and Necessity
Required. (Deferred from February 5, 2002 conference;
revised recommendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Buys
GCL: Teitzman

| SSUE 1: Shoul d Docket No. 011653-TlI be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Docket No. 011653-TlI should be cl osed
upon issuance of the Conmm ssion’s Final Order since WorldTeq
has obtained an | XC certificate and there are no further

i ssues that need to be addressed by the Conm ssion.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO

11** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020185-TX - Conpliance investigation of Wrel ess
One Network, L.P. d/b/a Cellular One of Southwest Florida
for apparent violation of Section 364.183(1), F.S., Access
to Conpany Records.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Officer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Fondo
GCL: Teitzmn

| SSUE 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a penalty of $5, 000
or cancel Cellular One’'s ALEC Certificate No. 5181 for
apparent failure to provide the Comm ssion access to

i nformation pursuant to Section 364.183(1), Florida
Statutes, Access to Conpany Records?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conm ssion should i npose a penalty
of $5,000 or cancel Cellular One’'s ALEC Certificate No. 5181
if paynent of the inmposed penalty, including docket nunber
and conpany nane, is not received by the Comm ssion within
14 cal endar days after the issuance of the Consumnmati ng
Order. The paynent of the penalty should be paid to the
Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the

O fice of the Conmptroller for deposit in the General Revenue
Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If
the Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and if paynment of
the penalty is not received within 14 cal endar days after

t he i ssuance of the Consummating Order, then Cellular One’s
certificate should be cancel ed adm nistratively.

| SSUE 2: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON: The Order issued fromthis recomrendation
wi ||l becone final upon issuance of a Consummating Order,

unl ess a person whose substantial interests are affected by
the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within 21 days of
t he i ssuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. The
docket should then be cl osed upon receipt of the penalty or
cancellation of Cellular One’s certificate.

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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April 23,
| TEM NO

12** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020186-TX - Conpliance investigation of Smart
City Networks for apparent violation of Section 364.183(1),
F.S., Access to Conpany Records.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Fondo
GCL: Dodson

| SSUE 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a penalty of $5,000

or cancel Smart City’'s ALEC Certificate No. 5795 for its
apparent failure to provide the Comm ssion access to

i nformation pursuant to Section 364.183(1), Florida

St atutes, Access to Conmpany Records?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conmm ssion should inmpose a penalty
of $5,000 or cancel Smart City's ALEC Certificate No. 5795

i f paynment of the inposed penalty, including docket nunber
and conpany nane, is not received by the Comm ssion within
14 cal endar days after the issuance of the Consunmati ng
Order. The paynent of the penalty should be paid to the
Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the

O fice of the Conptroller for deposit in the General Revenue
Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If
the Comm ssion’s Order is not protested and if paynment of
the penalty is not received within 14 cal endar days after

t he i ssuance of the Consunmating Order, then Smart City’'s
certificate should be cancel ed adm nistratively.
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| TEM NO
12** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020186-TX - Conpliance investigation of Smart
City Networks for apparent violation of Section 364.183(1),
F.S., Access to Conpany Records.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVVENDATI ON: The Order issued fromthis recomendation
wi ||l beconme final upon issuance of a Consunmating Order,

unl ess a person whose substantial interests are affected by
the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within 21 days of
the i ssuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. The
docket should then be cl osed upon receipt of the penalty or
cancellation of Smart City’ s certificate.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO
13**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020135-TC - Request for cancellation of Pay
Tel ephone Certificate No. 7960 by Townsite Corporation,
effective 12/31/01.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: WIlIlianms
GCL: Dodson

| SSUE 1: Should Order No. PSC-02-0285-FOF- TC, issued March
5, 2002, in Docket No. 020135-TC be vacated?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. This docket should be closed upon

i ssuance of the Conm ssion’s vacating order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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| TEM NO

14** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020178-TlI - Petition for approval of nane change
on | XC Certificate No. 2497 from Aneri Vi sion Communi cati ons,
Inc. to AmeriVision Communi cations, Inc. d/b/a LifeLine
Conmmuni cat i ons.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Officer: Adm ni strative

Staff: CMP: Kennedy
GCL: Fordham

| SSUE 1: Shoul d Anmeri Vision Communications, Inc.’s request
for a name change on Certificate No. 2497 to Aneri Vi sion
Communi cations, Inc. d/b/a Lifeline Communications be

grant ed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conm ssi on shoul d grant
Anmeri Vi si on Conmuni cations, Inc.’s request to change the
name on Certificate No. 2497 to Ameri Vi si on Communi cati ons,
Inc. d/b/a Lifeline Communications. The Order issued in
this Docket should supersede Order No. PSC-00-0827- PAA-TI

i ssued in Docket No. 000153-TI.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: If no person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion's Proposed Agency Action files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance date of the order
this docket should be closed upon issuance of a Consummmati ng
Or der.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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| TEM NO
15**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020177-El - Petition for approval of revised
lighting tariffs by Tanmpa El ectric Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 5/1/02 (60-day suspension date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Oficer: Adm ni strative

Staff: ECR: Baxter
GCL: Vining

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve TECO s proposed
changes to its Prem um Qutdoor Lighting Service (OL-3),
Street Lighting Service (SL-2), and General Outdoor Lighting
Service (OL-1) rate schedul es?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes.

| SSUE 2: What is the appropriate effective date for the

revised tariffs?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropriate effective date for the
revised tariffs is April 23, 2002.

| SSUE 3: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO
16**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 000824-El - Review of Florida Power Corporation's
earnings, including effects of proposed acquisition of

Fl ori da Power Corporation by Carolina Power & Light.

Docket No. 020001-ElI - Fuel and purchased power cost
recovery clause with generating performance incentive
factor.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Oficer: Baez (000824)
Pal ecki (020001)

Staff: ECR  Slenkewi cz, MNulty, Weeler, E. Draper,
Bohr mann
GCL: Helton, C. Keating

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve the proposed
Stipulation and Settlenment, including Exhibit A?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d approve the
proposed Stipulation and Settl enment, including Exhibit A

| SSUE 2: Should the Comm ssion approve Florida Power
Corporation’s petition for an adjustnment to reduce its fuel
and purchased power cost recovery factors?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve FPC s
petition for an adjustnent to reduce its fuel and purchased
power cost recovery factors by $85 million ($83.7 nmillion
retail). FPC will reduce its |levelized fuel and purchased
power cost recovery factor to 2.363 cents per kilowatt-hour,
effective with the May 2002 Cycle 1 billings.

| SSUE 3: Shoul d Docket No. 000824-El be cl osed?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes, Docket No. 000824-El should be cl osed.
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| TEM

16**
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23, 2002
NO. CASE

Docket No. 000824-El - Review of Florida Power

Cor poration’s earnings, including effects of proposed
acquisition of Florida Power Corporation by Carolina Power &
Li ght .

Docket No. 020001-El - Fuel and purchased power cost
recovery clause with generating perfornmance incentive
factor.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 4: Shoul d Docket No. 020001-El be cl osed?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  No. Docket No. 020001-El is an ongoing
docket and should remai n open.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with a clarification to

paragraph 13 of the stipulation and settlenment (lssue 1), as outlined
in staff’s 4/18/ 02 menorandum (Docunment No. 04356-02).

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO
17**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020254-SU - Application for increase in service
avai lability charges for wastewater custoners in Pasco
County by Hudson Utilities, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 5/18/ 02 (60-day suspension)
11/ 18/ 02 (8-nmonth deadline)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Officer: Adm ni strative

Staff: ECR: Revell, Fletcher, Merchant
GCL: Gervasi

| SSUE 1: Should Hudson’s proposed tariff sheets to increase
its system capacity charge be suspended?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Hudson’s proposed tariff sheets
shoul d be suspended pending further investigation. This
docket should remain open pendi ng the conpletion of the
service availability case.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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April 23,
| TEM NO
18**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020248-WJ - Request for approval to increase
meter installation fees to conformto the current cost in
Marion County by Wndstream Utilities Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 5/17/02 (60-day suspensi on date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Pal ecki

Staff: ECR  Biggins, Rendel
GCL: Gervasi

| SSUE 1: Should W ndstream s proposed tariff sheets to

increase neter installation fees to conformto the current
cost be suspended?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. W ndstream s proposed tariff sheets to
increase its neter installation fees to conformto the
current cost should be suspended pending further

i nvestigation by staff. This docket should remain open
pendi ng the conpletion of staff’s investigation.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 020247-WJ - Request for approval of tariff
increase for portion of tariff that applies to City of Ocal a
| npact Fees in Marion County by Venture Associates Utilities
Cor p.

Critical Date(s): 5/17/02 (60-day suspensi on date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Officer: Adm ni strative

Staff: ECR  Biggins, Rendel
GCL: Echternacht

| SSUE 1: Should Venture's proposed tariff to reflect the

current City of COcala inpact fee be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Fifth Revised Tariff Sheet No.
38.0, filed on March 14, 2002, should be approved as fil ed.
Wthin 20 days of the Comm ssion’s decision at agenda, the
utility should provide notice of the Conm ssion’s deci sion
to all persons in the service area who are affected by the
revised charges. The notice should be approved by

Comm ssion staff prior to distribution. The utility should
provi de proof that the appropriate custoners or devel opers
have received notice within ten days of the date of the
notice. The tariff should beconme effective on or after the
st anped approval date on the tariff sheets, pursuant to Rule
25-30.475, Florida Adm nistrative Code.

| SSUE 2: Shoul d the docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. If Issue 1 is approved, the revised
tariff sheet should becone effective on or after the stanped
approval date on the revised tariff sheet, pursuant to Rule
25-30.475, Florida Adm nistrative Code. |If a protest is
filed within 21 days of the issuance date of the Order, the
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Docket No. 020247-WJ - Request for approval of tariff
increase for portion of tariff that applies to City of QOcal a
| npact Fees in Marion County by Venture Associates Utilities
Cor p.

(Conti nued from previous page)

tariff should remain in effect with the increase in the
service availability charges held subject to refund pending
resolution of the protest, and the docket should remain
open. If no tinmely protest is filed, the docket should be
cl osed upon the issuance of a Consummati ng Order.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 991890-WS5 - Investigation into ratemking
consideration of gain on sale fromsales of facilities of
Uilities, Inc. of Florida to the City of Maitland in O ange
County and the City of Altanonte Springs in Sem nole County.
(Deferred from February 19, 2002 Comm ssi on Conference.)

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Pal ecki

Staff: ECR Kyle, Merchant
GCL: Brubaker

| SSUE 1: WAs a gain realized on the sale of UF s Druid Isle
wat er system and a portion of its Oakland Shores water
systemto the City of Maitland in Orange County?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Staff believes a gain of $61,669 was
realized on the sale of U F s Druid Isle water system and a
portion of its Oakland Shores water systemto the City of
Maitl and in Orange County.

| SSUE 2: Was a gain realized on the sale of UF s G een
Acres Canpground water and wastewater facilities to the City
of Altanonte Springs in Sem nole County?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. Staff believes a gain of $269, 661

was realized on the sale of UF s G een Acres Canpground

wat er and wastewater facilities to the City of Altanonte
Springs in Sem nole County.

| SSUE 3: Should the gains on the Maitland and Altanonte

sal es be shared with the remaining ratepayers of U F?
RECOVMENDATI ON: No. The remai ning Orange and Sem nol e
County Ul F custonmers should not receive recovery of the
realized gains fromthe Maitland or Altanonte sales.
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Docket No. 991890-W5 - Investigation into ratemaking

consi deration of gain on sale fromsales of facilities of
Uilities, Inc. of Florida to the City of Maitland in Orange
County and the City of Altanonte Springs in Sem nole County.
(Deferred from February 19, 2002 Comm ssi on Conference.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 4: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. If no tinmely protest is filed by a
substantially affected party, this docket should be closed
upon the issuance of a consummating order.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 992015-WJ - Application for limted proceeding to
recover costs of water systeminprovenents in Marion County
by Sunshine Utilities of Central Florida, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Br adl ey

Staff: ECR Fletcher, Wetherington, Merchant, D. Draper,
Maur ey
GCL: Jaeger

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Sunshine’s requested
limted proceeding to increase its rates for all custoners
to interconnect five of its water systens?

PRI MARY RECOMIVENDATI ON:  No. The utility’s proposal to

i nterconnect five separate water supply and treatnent
systens to elimnate contam nation problens and to neet

devel opnent demands is not prudent or justified, and it
shoul d therefore be denied. Further, the rate case expense
for this |imted proceeding should be disall owed.
ALTERNATI VE RECOVIVENDATI ON:  Yes. The plan as nodified by
staff, which includes the |ow cost funding from DEP, appears
reasonabl e.

| SSUE 2: Should an adjustnent be nade to plant in service
to retire a utility vehicle?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. Plant in service and accunul at ed
depreci ati on should both be reduced by $15,036 to reflect
the retirement of the utility’'s van. Further, staff
recommends that retained earnings and depreciati on expense
shoul d both be reduced by $2,506 to renobve test year
depreci ati on expense associated with this van.

| SSUE 3: Shoul d any adjustnment be nade to the test year
anount of CI AC and Accumul ated Anortization of ClAC?
RECOVMENDATI ON: Yes. ClI AC should be increased by $15, 453
to transfer inactive advances for construction. Accunul ated
Anorti zation of ClI AC and Anortization of ClI AC expense should
be i ncreased both by $479.
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| SSUE 4: What rate base conponents should be approved for
Sunshine’s proposed project?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The pro forma rate base associated with the
proposed i nterconnection is $885,929. The detail

adj ustnents that make up this anmount are discussed in the
anal ysis portion of staff’s April 11, 2002 nmenorandum The
utility should file an application to anend its certificate
to extend service to the additional 38 ERCs, pursuant to
Section 367.045, Florida Statutes.

| SSUE 5: What is the appropriate test year rate base?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  The historical and pro fornma rate base
anmount should be $1, 160, 166.

| SSUE 6: What is the appropriate return on equity for

Sunshi ne?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Based on the current |everage fornula, the
appropriate return on equity for Sunshine should be 11.34%
with a range of 10.34%to 12.34%

| SSUE 7: What is the appropriate regulatory treatnment of

| oans to officers?

RECOMVENDATI ON: These |l oans to the officers should be
treated as a reduction to common equity. Common equity
shoul d be reduced by $116, 238.

| SSUE 8: MWhat is the appropriate test-year amount of | ong-
term debt ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropriate test-year anount of |ong-
termdebt is $1, 495, 314.

| SSUE 9: What is the appropriate wei ghted average cost of
capital for the test year ended Decenber 31, 20017?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Consistent with staff’s other recomended
adj ustments, the appropriate wei ghted average cost of
capital is 5.31%

| SSUE 10: Should revenues be inputed for additional
customers?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conmm ssion should inpute test
year revenues of $3,834.
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Docket No. 992015-WJ - Application for limted proceeding
to recover costs of water systeminprovenents in Marion
County by Sunshine Utilities of Central Florida, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 11: Should an adjustnent be nade to the salary |evels
of the utility's officers?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The salaries of the president and
vice president should be reduced by $46, 498 and $28, 503,
respectively.

| SSUE 12: \What are the appropriate pro form expenses
associated with plant additions and retirenments?
RECOMVENDATI ON: The appropriate pro form expenses
associated with plant additions and retirements are $912.

| SSUE 13: What is the appropriate amobunt of rate case
expense for this docket?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  If this project is approved, total rate
case expense of $74,929 should be allowed. This results in
a decrease of $40,409 to the utility's updated rate case
expense request. The total allowable rate case expense
shoul d be anortized over four years, pursuant to Section
367.0816, Florida Statutes, at $18, 732 per year.

| SSUE 14: What is the appropriate net operating incone
(NO) before any calculation for any increase for this
docket ?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Based on recomended adj ustnents di scussed
in previous issues, the appropriate test year operating
income is $33,678.

| SSUE 15: What is the appropriate revenue requirenent?
RECOMVENDATI ON: The follow ng revenue requirenment should
be approved:

TOTAL $ | NCREASE % | NCREASE
Wat er $837, 368 $46, 813 5.92%

| SSUE 16: What are the appropriate water rates?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Based on recomended adj ustnents di scussed
in previous issues, the recomended rates should be designed
to allow the utility the opportunity to generate annual
operating revenues of $837,368, which represents an increase
of $46,813. To generate this revenue increase, the present

- 31 -
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Docket No. 992015-WJ - Application for limted proceeding
to recover costs of water systeminprovenents in Marion
County by Sunshine Utilities of Central Florida, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

service rates should be increased by 6.11% The utility
shoul d be required to file revised tariff sheets and a
proposed custonmer notice to reflect the appropriate rates
pursuant to Rule 25-22.0407(10), Florida Adm nistrative
Code. 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, provided the custoners have received notice. The rates
shoul d not be inmplenmented until proper notice has been
received by the customers. The utility should provide proof
of the date notice was given within 10 days after the date
of the notice.

| SSUE 17: What is the appropriate amount by which rates
shoul d be reduced four years after the established effective
date to reflect the renoval of anortized rate case expense
as required by Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes?
RECOVMVENDATI ON:  The water rates should be reduced as shown
on Schedule No. 5 of staff’s menorandum to renpve rate case
expense grossed up for regulatory assessnment fees and
anortized over a four-year period. The decrease in rates
shoul d becone effective immediately followng the expiration
of the four-year recovery period, pursuant to Section
367.0816, Florida Statutes. The utility should be required
to file revised tariff sheets and a proposed custoner notice
setting forth the Iower rates and the reason for the
reduction not later than one nonth prior to the actual date
of the required rate reduction.

| SSUE 18: Shoul d the utility's service availability
charges be revised?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The utility s existing service

avai lability charges are appropriate.
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| SSUE 19: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within twenty-one days of the issuance of the order
t his docket should be closed upon the issuance of a
consunmmati ng order, and staff’'s verification that the
revised tariff sheets and customer notice have been filed by
the utility and approved by staff.

DECI SION: The primary recommendation in Issue 1 was denied. The
alternative recommendati on was approved with the provision that rates
wll be |lowered automatically by the effect of Marion County’s
contribution of $175,000 toward the project and connection of the
contam nated private wells. The effective date of the new rates wll
be the date that the funding for this project is approved by the
Departnent of Environnental Protection.

The recommendations in |Issues 2-18 were approved with the
understanding that there will be fallout changes as a result of the
vote in Issue 1. Conmm ssioners Baez and Bradl ey dissented fromthe
maj ority vote in Issue 11 concerning only the reduction of the
president’s sal ary.

The recommendation in |Issue 19 was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 011401-WJ - Application for authority to transfer
facilities of Heartland Uilities, Inc., holder of
Certificate No. 420-Win Hi ghlands County, to AquaSource
Uility, Inc., holder of Certificate No. 424-W and for
cancellation of Certificate No. 420-W

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Pal ecki

Staff: ECR Cl app, Kaproth, Wil den
GCL: Crosby, Helton

| SSUE 1: Should the transfer of facilities of Heartland to
AquaSource, the cancellation of Certificate No. 420-W and

t he anmendment of Certificate No. 424-W be approved?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. The transfer of facilities of

Heartl and to AquaSource is in the public interest and shoul d
be approved. Certificate No. 420-W held by Heartl and,
shoul d be cancelled, and Certificate No. 424-W held by
AquaSource, should be amended to include the territory
served by Heartl and. A description of the territory being
transferred is appended to staff’s April 11, 2002 menorandum
as Attachnment A.

| SSUE 2: \What is the rate base of Heartland at the tinme of
transfer?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The rate base, which for transfer purposes
reflects the net book value, is ($13,206) for the water
system as of October 31, 2001. AquaSource should be

rem nded of its obligation to maintain its books and records
pursuant to Rule 25-30.115(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code.

| SSUE 3: Should an acquisition adjustnment be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. An acquisition adjustnment was not
requested; therefore, an acquisition adjustnment should not
be included in the cal culation of rate base for transfer

pur poses.

| SSUE 4: Should the rates and charges approved for this
utility be continued?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. AquaSource should continue charging
the rates and charges approved for Heartland until

aut horized to change by the Conm ssion in a subsequent

- 34 -
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Certificate No. 420-Win Highlands County, to AquaSource
Utility, Inc., holder of Certificate No. 424-W and for
cancellation of Certificate No. 420-W

(Continued from previ ous page)

proceeding. The tariff pages reflecting the transfer should
be effective for services provided or connections nade on or
after the stanped approval date on the tariff sheets.

| SSUE 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If no tinmely protest is received to

t he proposed agency action issues, a Consunmating Order
shoul d be issued upon the expiration of the protest period.
Should no tinely protests be received, the docket should be
cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 020223-WJ - Notice of abandonnent of water
services in Alachua County by Santa Fe Hills Water System

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Oficer: Pal ecki

Staff: ECR Rieger, Kaproth
GCL: Espinoza

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion acknow edge the notice of
abandonment of Santa Fe Hills Water Systenf

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d acknow edge the
utility’ s notice pursuant to Section 367.165, Florida

St at ut es.

| SSUE 2: Should the Comm ssion acknow edge the appoi nt ment
of Al achua County as the receiver for the utility and cancel
Certificate No. 557-W?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d acknow edge the
appoi nt mnent of Al achua County as the receiver for the
utility and cancel Certificate No. 557-W

| SSUE 3: Should the docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The issue of the outstanding annual
reports and regul atory assessnent fees will be addressed in
a later recommendation after staff has attenpted further
collection efforts fromthe utility owners.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 931111-SU - Application for certificate to
operate wastewater utility in Franklin County by RESORT

VI LLAGE UTILITY, INC

Docket No. 991812-SU - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 492-S in Franklin County from Resort Village
Uility, Inc. to SA@ Uility, LLC

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assi gned: Jaber, Deason (991812)

Deason, Baez, Pal ecki (931111)
Prehearing O ficer: Deason (991812)

Baez (931111)

Staff: ECR: Johnson, Mil hot, Redermann
GCL: Brubaker

| SSUE 1: Shoul d the transfer of the wastewater facilities
and Certificate No. 492-S from Resort Village to SG be
approved?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The transfer of the wastewater
facilities and Certificate No. 492-S from Resort Village to
SE@ is in the public interest and should be approved. Sd
is responsible for remtting the 2002 regul atory assessnent
fees (RAFs) and annual report and all future RAFs and annual
reports to the Comm ssion. SG should provide a copy of a
recorded deed in the nanme of the utility for the [ and upon
which the utility facilities are |ocated or proof of
continued use of the land by July 31, 2002. A description
of the territory served by the utility is appended to
staff’s April 11, 2002 menorandum as Attachnment A.

| SSUE 2: What is the rate base of Resort Village at the
time of transfer?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The rate base, which for transfer purposes
reflects the net book value, is $344,518 for the wastewater
system as of Decenmber 31, 1999.

| SSUE 3: Should an acquisition adjustnment be included in

t he cal cul ati on of rate base?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. SG has not requested an acquisition
adj ustnment, and there are no extraordinary circunmstances in
this case to warrant the inclusion of an acquisition
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Docket No. 931111-SU - Application for certificate to
operate wastewater utility in Franklin County by RESORT

VI LLAGE UTILITY, INC

Docket No. 991812-SU - Application for transfer of
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Uility, Inc. to SG Utility, LLC

(Continued from previ ous page)

adjustnment. Staff recommends that no acquisition adjustnent
shoul d be included in the calculation of rate base.

| SSUE 4: What initial wastewater rates and charges should
be approved for SG Utility, LLC?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The rates and charges as detailed in the
anal ysis portion of staff’s menorandum should be approved.
The utility should be required to file tariffs within 30
days of the consummating order reflecting the Comm ssion-
approved rates and charges. SG should be required to
continue to charge these rates and charges until authorized
to change by the Conmm ssion. Pursuant to Rule 25-30.475,
Florida Adm nistrative Code, the tariff should be effective
for services rendered or connections nmade on or after the

st anped approval date on the tariff sheets. A return on
equity of 10% shoul d be approved.

| SSUE 5: What are the appropriate service availability
charges for S4?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The service availability charges and policy
set forth within the staff analysis are appropriate and
shoul d be approved. The utility should be authorized to
collect a main extension charge of $800 and a plant capacity
charge of $2,260 per ERC. SG should be required to file
tariffs within 30 days of the consummating order reflecting
t he Comm ssion-approved rates and charges. The charges
shoul d be effective for services rendered or connections
made on or after the stanped approval date on the tariff
sheet s.

| SSUE 6: What are the appropriate guaranteed revenues
charges for SG ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropri ate guaranteed revenues charges
for SG which are set forth in the staff analysis should be
approved. SG should be required to file tariffs within 30
days of the Consummating Order reflecting the Comm ssion-
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M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference

April 23,

| TEM NO.
24%* PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 931111-SU - Application for certificate to
operate wastewater utility in Franklin County by RESORT

VI LLAGE UTILITY, INC
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approved rates and charges. The charges should be effective
for requests for service nmade on or after the stanped
approval date on the tariff sheets.

| SSUE 7: What is the appropriate AFUDC rate for SA ?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  An AFUDC rate of 10.00% should be approved
for SG and a discounted nonthly rate of .832952% shoul d be
applied to qualified construction projects beginning on the
i ssued date of the certificates of authorization.

| SSUE 8: Should these dockets be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. If no tinmely protest is received to the
proposed agency action issues, upon the expiration of the
protest period a Consunmati ng Order should be issued and
Docket No. 931111-SU should be closed. Docket 991812- SU
shoul d remai n open pending recei pt of proof that SG owns
the | and upon which the utility’s facilities are |ocated or
that the utility has continued use of the land. Upon
recei pt and verification of such proof, Docket No. 991812- SU
shoul d be adm nistratively cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Baez, Pal eck
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Docket No. 000075-TP - Investigation into appropriate
met hods to conpensate carriers for exchange of traffic
subj ect to Section 251 of the Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of
1996.

Critical Date(s): None

Conmi ssi oners Assigned: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki
Prehearing Officer: Jaber

Staff: CMP: Bloom
GCL: Banks, B. Keating

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve the Joint Stipulation
filed by the parties on March 27, 2002?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
approve the Joint Stipulation filed by the parties on March
27, 2002.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMVENDATI ON:  No. Thi s docket should remain open pending
the outcone of Phase Il in this docket.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal eck
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Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida Digital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain ternms and conditions of
proposed interconnection and resale agreement with Bell South
Tel econmuni cati ons, Inc. under the Tel ecomuni cati ons Act of
1996. (Deferred from March 5, 2002 Comm ssion Conference.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assi gned: Jaber, Deason, Pal eck
Prehearing O ficer: Deason

Staff: CWMP: Dowds
GCL: Banks, Fudge
MVS: Bethea, Olila

LEGAL I SSUE A: What is the Commi ssion’s jurisdiction in this
matter?
RECOVMENDATI ON: St aff believes that the Conm ssion has
jurisdiction pursuant to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, and
Section 252 of the Federal Telecomunications Act of 1996
(Act) to arbitrate interconnection agreenents, and nay
i npl ement the processes and procedures necessary to do so in
accordance with Section 120.80 (13)(d), Florida Statutes.
Section 252 states that a State Conm ssion shall resolve
each issue set forth in the petition and response, if any,
by i nposing the appropriate conditions required. This
section requires this Conm ssion to conclude the resolution
of any unresol ved issues not |later than nine nonths after
the date on which the I LEC received the request under this
section. In this case, however, the parties have explicitly
wai ved the nine-nonth requirenent set forth in the Act.
Further, staff believes that while Section 252(e) of the
Act reserves the state’s authority to inpose additi onal
conditions and ternms in an arbitration not inconsistent with
the Act and its interpretation by the FCC and the courts,
t he Comm ssion should use discretion in the exercise of such
aut hority.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.
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Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida Digital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain terns and conditions of
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1996. (Deferred from March 5, 2002 Conm ssion Conference.)
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| SSUE 1: For purposes of the new interconnection agreenent,
shoul d Bel | South be required to provide xDSL service over
UNE | oops when FDN i s providing voice service over that

| oop?

RECOMVENDATI ON: (a) Staff recommends that for the purposes
of the new interconnection agreenment, where Bel |l South has
depl oyed a DSLAMin the renote term nal for the purposes of
provi ding DSL service to custoners served by that renote
term nal, Bell South should be required to provide a

br oadband UNE t hat includes unbundl ed DSL-capabl e

transm ssion facilities between the custoner’s Network

I nterface Device and Bel |l South’s central office, including
attached electronics that perform DSL mul ti pl exi ng and
splitting functionalities in the renote termnal. (b) Staff
recomends the Conm ssion not require Bell South to offer
either its FastAccess Internet Service or its DSL transport
service to FDN for resale in the new Bel |l Sout h/ FDN

i nterconnection agreenent. (c) Finally, staff recommends

t he Comm ssion not require Bell South to continue to provide
its Fast Access Internet Service to end users who obtain

voi ce service from FDN over UNE | oops.

DECI SION: Parts (a) and (c) were denied for reasons expressed by
Conmi ssi oner Deason; part (b) was approved.
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Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida Digital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain terns and conditions of
proposed interconnection and resale agreement with Bell South
Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc. under the Tel ecommuni cations Act of
1996. (Deferred from March 5, 2002 Conm ssion Conference.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 11: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The parties should be required to
submt a signed agreenent that conplies with the

Commi ssion's decisions in this docket for approval within 30
days of issuance of the Comm ssion's Order. This docket
shoul d remai n open pendi ng Conm ssi on approval of the final
arbitration agreenment in accordance with Section 252 of the
Tel ecomruni cati ons Act of 1996.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Pal ecki



