M NUTES OF

COW SSI ON CONFERENCE, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 2001

COMMENCED: 9: 30 a. m
ADJOURNED: 4:00 p. m

COW SSI ONERS PRESENT: Chai rman Jacobs
Comm ssi oner Deason
Comm ssi oner Jaber
Comm ssi oner Baez
Commi ssi oner Pal ecki

Parties were allowed to address the Comm ssion on itens designated by doubl e

asterisks (**).

1 Approval of M nutes
Decenber 5, 2000 Regul ar Conm ssi on Conference.

DECI SI ON: The m nutes were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez

2% * Consent Agenda
PAA A) Appl?cations for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COMPANY NAME
001777-TC Gracia Inzerillo
001778-TC DHA Enterprises, Inc.
001782-TC SkyTal kwest Tel ecom LLC
010009-TC Angel Cruz d/b/a Newstar Conmmuni cations
010010-TC Sandra K. Stroh
010011-TC Bhavanaben S Patel and Sureshchandra S
Patel d/b/a Cozy Court WMbtel
010028-TC Carlton Pal ns Condom ni um Associ ati on,

010064-TC

| nc.

Di xon, Inc. d/b/a D xon Tel ecom
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(Continued from previ ous page)
PAA B) Applications for certificates to provide alternative
| ocal exchange tel ecommuni cati ons servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
001735-TX GoBeam Servi ces, Inc.
001784-TX VI VO FLA, LLC
001819-TX nii communi cations, Ltd.
001571-TX Lyxom I nc.
001812-TX Vit com Cor poration
001746-TX North County Communi cati ons Corporation
PAA C) DOCKET NO. 001559-TA - Application for certificate to
provide alternative access vendor services by
Sout heastern Services, Inc.
PAA D) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange
t el ecomuni cati ons service.
DOCKET NO. COVMPANY NANE
001649-TI Comm Sout h Conpani es, Inc. d/b/a Florida
Conmm Sout h
001737-TI GoBeam Servi ces, Inc.
001756-TI The U ti mate Connection, L.C d/b/a TAPCO
The Alternative Phone Conpany
000864- TI GRG, Inc. O Nevada
001348-TI Uni Pl ex Tel ecom Technol ogi es, | ncorporated
001752-TI Tel star International, Inc. d/b/a Telstar
USA, I nc.
001727-TI Paxx Tel ecom LLC
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(Continued from previ ous page)

DOCKET NO.

001785-TI VI VO FLA, LLC

001570-TI d obal

000629- TI OnePoi nt Servi ces,
Servi ces

001676- TI

E) DOCKET NO. 001827-Tl -
Certificate No.
Decenmber 26, 2000.

F) DOCKET NO. 001807-TP -
Certificate No.
Br oadSpan Commruni cati ons,
Communi cations, Inc.,
DOCKET NO. 010036-TP -
Certificate No.

Request for
5281 by Efficy G oup,

Request for
7445 and | XC Certificate No.
| nc.
effecti ve Decenber 19,

Request for
7225 and | XC Certificate No.

COVPANY NAME

One Conmmuni cations I nc.

L.L.C. d/b/la R C. P.

Pacific Centrex Services, Inc.

cancel l ation of | XC
Inc., effective

cancel |l ati on of ALEC
7376 by

d/ b/a Primry Network
2000.
cancel |l ati on of ALEC
7226 by

Prism Florida Operations, LLC, effective January 5, 2001
G Requests for approval of resale agreenments.
CRI TI CAL
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME DATE
001651-TP ALLTEL Florida, Inc.; Sotuthern 04/ 18/ 01
Fetermanagerent—Group,—tHne—
Vision Pre-paid Services7
001770-TP Positive Investnents, Inc. 03/08/01
d/ b/ a Reconnection Plus, Inc.;

Sprint-Florida,

H) Request for
agreenent .

approval

| ncor por at ed

of first amendnent to resale
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CRI TI CAL
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME DATE
001767-TP MET Conmmuni cations, |nc.; 03/ 08/ 01

Verizon Florida |Inc.

| ) Requests for approval of interconnection agreenents.

CRI Tl CAL
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME DATE
001772-TP Sprint-Florida, |ncorporated; 03/08/01
Tel epak, Inc. d/b/a Cellular
Sout h
001773-TP Powertel; Sprint-Florida, 03/08/01

I ncor por at ed

J) Request for approval of anmendnment to interconnection and
resal e agreenent.

CRI TI CAL
DOCKET NO. COMPANY NANME DATE
001811-TP KMC Tel ecom I, Inc.; Sprint- 03/ 20/ 01

Fl orida, Incorporated

K) Request for approval of interconnection, unbundling,
resal e and col |l ocation agreenent.

CRI Tl CAL
DOCKET NO. COVMPANY NAME DATE
001769-TP Interloop, Inc.; Verizon 03/08/01
Fl orida Inc.
PAA L) DOCKET NO. 010025-TlI - Request for approval of planned

acquisition of all assets and control of Coast
International, Inc. (Holder of IXC Certificate No. 2446),
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a wholly owned subsidiary of ed obe, Inc., by Internet
Services Provider Network, Inc.
PAA M DOCKET NO. 010062-TlI - Petition for approval of indirect
change in control of Americatel Corporation d/b/a 10 123
Americatel d/b/a 1010 123 Anericatel (holder of IXC
Certificate No. 5313) due to change in mpjority
organi zational control of Entel Chile S.A., mpjority
owner of Anmericatel through its wholly-owned subsidiary,
Entel International, B.V.I.
PAA N) Requests for exenption from Rule 25-24.515(13), F. A C.,
whi ch requires all pay tel ephones to allow incon ng
cal | s.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME PHONE NO. & LOCATI ON
001816-TC Bel | Sout h Public 904- 808-9921

Conmuni cat i ons,

I nc.

904- 808-9976

City Public Restroons
40 St. Ceorge Street
St. Augustine

904-829-9189

City Hall Building
75 King Street

St. Augustine

904- 829- 9457

City' s Downtown Pl aza
150 Charlotte St.

St. Augustine

904- 824- 0890

904- 829-9278

City's Downtown Pl aza
24 Cat hedral Pl ace
St. Augustine
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DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
001817-TC Bel | Sout h Public

Conmmuni cati ons, Inc.

001818-TC Bel | Sout h Public

Communi cati ons, |nc.

PHONE NO. & LOCATI ON

561-337-9802
561-337-9803
561-337-9804

Mobil Q| Corp. #02JX
9200 S. Federal Hwy.
Port St. Lucie

561-582-9138
Sneakers Bar & Gill
331 N. Dixie Hw.
Lake Wbrth
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DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
010055-TC Bel | Sout h Public

Conmmuni cati ons, Inc.

PHONE NO. & LOCATI ON

321-269- 9446

Brevard Co.-Titusville
Clinic

611 Singleton Ave.
Titusville

561-747-9819

Ri ver Rec. Assn., Inc.
266 River Park Dr.
Jupi ter

321-784-9853

Par ks & Rec. Dept.
355 Monroe Ave.
Cape Canavera

561- 488- 9852

Rai nberry Par k HOA
9168 Rai nberry Pk. Cir
Boca Raton

561-968-9927
561-963-9172

561-964- 9838

561- 965- 9968
Woodhaven Pl aza
4048- 4068 Forrest Hil
West Pal m Beach

850- 539- 9228
850-539-9217

I nl and #239
208 S. Main St.
Havana
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Recommendati on: The Comm ssion shoul d approve the action
requested in the dockets referenced above and cl ose these
docket s.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved with noted nodification to
| ssue G

Comm ssi oners particiapting: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 001672-TP - Petition for declaratory statenent by
Li ghTrade, Inc., pursuant to 120.565, F.S., concerning
applicability of the term “tel ecomuni cati ons conpany” as
that termis defined in 364.02(12), F.S., to its planned
activities in the State of Florida.

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg OFficer PL

Staff: APP: Bellak
CMP:  Si nmons
RGO. M Coy

| ssue 1: Does LighTrade's Petition for Declaratory
St atenent neet the requirenents of Section 120.565, Florida
St atutes?
Yes.

| ssue 2: Is LighTrade exenpt fromthe requirenment for
certification in Section 364.33, Florida Statutes, if it
only provides service to sellers and buyers of
t el ecomuni cati ons capacity which are listed in Section
364.02(12), (a)-(f), Florida Statutes?

: Yes. LighTrade is exenpt if its service is
limted to and between the entities listed in Section
364.02(12),(a)-(f), Florida Statutes.

| ssue 3: Is LighTrade exenpt fromthe requirenment for
certification in Section 364.33, Florida Statutes, if it
provi des service to | arge end-users, |like universities, not

listed in Section 364.02(12),(a)-(f), Florida Statutes?

: No. Certification would be required for
Li ghTrade to provide service to | arge end-users not |isted
in Section 364.02(12), (a)-(f), Florida Statutes.
| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes, this docket should be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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4** DOCKET NO. 000800-GU - Request for approval of Florida Rate
Schedule T-1 Firm Transportation Service Tariff by Atlantic
Uilities, a Florida Division of Southern Union Conpany
d/ b/a South Florida Natural Gas.

Critical Date(s): None (Conpany wai ved 60-day suspensi on
dat e)

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg Officer JC

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating, K. Walker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Atlantic Uilities, a
Fl orida Division of Southern Union Conpany d/b/a South

Fl orida Natural Gas’'s proposed rate schedule T-1, Firm
Transportation Service?

: Yes. The Conmm ssi on shoul d approve Atlantic
UWilities, a Florida Divisionof Southern Uni on Conpany d/ b/ a
Sout h Fl orida Natural Gas’s proposed rate schedule T-1, Firm
Transportation Service, effective February 6, 2001.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

: Yes. If noprotest isfiledby aperson whose
substantial interests are affected within 21 days of the
i ssuance of the Order, this docket should be cl osed upon the
i ssuance of a Consummating Order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 000801-GU - Request for approval of Florida Rate
Schedule T-1 Firm Transportation Service Tariff by Sebring
Gas System I nc.

Critical Date(s): None (Conpany wai ved 60-day suspensi on
dat e)

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

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating, K \Walker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Sebring Gas System
Inc.’s proposed rate schedule T-1, Firm Transportation
Service?

Yes. The Conmm ssion shoul d approve Sebring
Gas System Inc.’s proposed rate schedule T-1, Firm
Transportation Service, effective February 6, 2001.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

: Yes. If noprotest isfiledby aperson whose
substantial interests are affected within 21 days of the
i ssuance of the Order, this docket shoul d be cl osed upon the
i ssuance of a Consummating Order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 000842-GU - Petition by St. Joe Natural Gas
Conmpany, Inc. for approval of unbundled transportation
servi ce.

Critical Date(s): None (Conpany wai ved 60-day suspensi on
dat e)

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

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating, K \Walker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant St. Joe Natural Gas
Conpany, Inc.’s petition for approval of Unbundl ed
Transportation Service?

Yes. The Conm ssion should grant St. Joe
Nat ur al Gas Conpany, Inc.’s petition for approval of Unbundl ed
Transportation Service, effective February 6, 2001.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

: Yes. If noprotest isfiledby aperson whose
substantial interests are affected within 21 days of the
i ssuance of the Order, this docket shoul d be cl osed upon the
i ssuance of a Consummating Order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason,

Jaber,

Baez,

Pal ecki
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 001755-GU - Petition for approval of

nodi fications to tariff provisions governing main and
servi ce extension anortization surcharge by Tanpa El ectric
Conpany d/ b/ a Peoples Gas System

Critical Date(s): None (Conpany wai ved 60-day suspensi on
dat e)

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

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG K. \Wal ker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Tanpa El ectric Conpany
d/ b/ a Peoples Gas Systenis petition for approval of

nodi fications to tariff provisions governing main and
servi ce extension anortization surcharge?

Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d approve Tanpa

El ectric Conpany d/ b/a Peoples Gas System s petition for
approval of nodifications to tariff provisions governing
mai n and service extension anortization surcharge, effective
February 6, 2001.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no protest is filed by a person
whose substantial interests are affected within 21 days of
the i ssuance of the Order, this docket should be closed upon
t he i ssuance of a Consummating Order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Peoples Gas System s

(Peoples Gas or the Conpany) petition for an increase inits
Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) cap from 71.171 cents per
thermto $1.16073 per thern?

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.16073 per thermeffective
for all nmeter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant St. Joe Natural Gas
Conmpany’s (St. Joe or the Conpany) petition for an increase
inits Purchased Gas Adjustnment (PGA) cap from 82.100 cents
per thermto $1.1630 per thernf

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.1630 per thermeffective
for all nmeter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the Florida Division
of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation’s (Chesapeake or the
Conpany) petition for an increase in its Purchased Gas

Adj ustment (PGA) cap from 74.358 cents per thermto $1.22211
per thernf

:  Yes. The Conmm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.22211 per thermeffective
for all meter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Conm ssion’s vote in this matter

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

. No. The Purchased Gas Adj ustnent True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant City Gas Conpany of
Florida’s (City Gas or the Conpany) petition for an increase
inits Purchased Gas Adjustnment (PGA) cap from 79.093 cents
per thermto $1.06533 per thern?

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.06533 per thermeffective
for all nmeter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmmi ssi oner Pal ecki recused hinself from participation.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant | ndiantown Gas
Conmpany, Inc.’s (Indiantown or the Conpany) petition for an
increase in its Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) cap from
83.729 cents per thermto $1.12387 per thern?

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.12387 per thermeffective
for all nmeter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant South Florida Natural
Gas’'s (South Florida or the Conpany) petition for an
increase in its Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) cap from
79. 208 cents per thermto $1.25944 per thernt

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.25944 per thermeffective
for all nmeter readings taken on or after February 6, 2001,
the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Florida Public
Utilities Conpany’s (Florida Public or the Conpany) petition
for an increase in its Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA) cap
from 84.781 cents per thermto 99.529 cents per thernf

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of 99.529 cents per therm
effective for all neter readings taken on or after February
6, 2001, the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 010003-GU - Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA)
Fact ors.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: CMP: Mkin, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Sebring Gas System
Inc.”s (Sebring or the Conpany) petition for an increase in
its Purchased Gas Adjustnent (PGA) cap from 70. 663 cents per
thermto $1.27011 per thern?

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should approve the
Conpany’s proposed PGA cap of $1.27011 cents per therm
effective for all neter readings taken on or after February
6, 2001, the date of the Comm ssion’s vote in this matter.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
No. The Purchased Gas Adjustnment True-up
docket is ongoing and should remain open.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 001809-TP - Inplenentation of 711 Access for
Tel ecomruni cati ons Rel ay Servi ces.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Mbses
APP: Br own
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Conm ssion order all certificated
t el ecomruni cati ons conpanies to provide 711 access to
t el ecommuni cati ons relay service by August 1, 20017
Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d order al

certificated tel ecommuni cati ons conpanies to provide 711
access to telecommuni cations relay services by August 1,
2001. The | ocal tel ephone conpanies should use the 800
nunmber, 800/955-8771, to translate 711 calls.
| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion order all tel econmunications
providers that bill end users for |ocal service to include a
billing insert with the bill the custonmer receives
i medi ately prior to the August 1, 2001 inplenmentati on date,
notifying the custonmer that 711 access is avail able
effective August 1, 20017

: Yes. All telecomunications conpani es that

bill custoners for |ocal service should be ordered to
include a bill insert that inforns the custoner that 711
access to relay services wll be avail able effective August
1, 2001.

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should remain open pendi ng
any protest filed within 21 days of the issuance of the
Order by a person whose substantial interests are affected
by the Proposed Agency Action. |If no protest is received,
the order will beconme final and effective upon the issuance
of a consummating order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck

- 22 -
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16** PAA DOCKET NO. 001809-TP - I nplenentation of 711 Access for
Tel ecommuni cati ons Rel ay Services.

(Continued from previ ous page)
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17**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001040-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of PATs Certificate No. 5602 issued to J.
Merritt Guthrie for violation of Rule No. 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 ADM

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG K. Pena, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the nodified
settlenment offer proposed by J. Merritt Guthrie to resolve
t he apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d accept the
conpany’s nodified settlenent proposal. Any contribution
shoul d be received by the Comm ssion within ten business
days fromthe date of the Commi ssion Order and shoul d
identify the docket nunber and conpany nane. The Comm ssion
shoul d forward the contribution to the Ofice of the
Comptrol l er 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
Commi ssion Order, Certificate No. 5602 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

18* * PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001341-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel ecomruni cati ons
Certificate No. 7137 issued to Cable & Wreless d oba
Mar kets, Inc. for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C.,
Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Cable & Wrel ess
G obal Markets, Inc. a voluntary cancellation of Certificate
No. 71377
: No. The Commi ssion should not grant the
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its certificate. The
Comm ssi on should cancel the conpany’'s Certificate No. 7137
on its own notion, effective on the date of issuance of the
Consummating Order. The collection of the past due fees
should be referred to the O fice of the Conptroller for
further collection efforts.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recommendation will becone final upon issuance of a
consunmmati ng order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of issuance of the proposed agency
action order. The docket should then be closed upon receipt
of the fees or cancellation of the certificate.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

19* * PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001338-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel ecomruni cati ons
Certificate No. 7090 issued to The Free Network, L.L.C for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG \al ker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inmpose a $500 fine or cancel
The Free Network, L.L.C.'s certificate for apparent

viol ati on of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomrmuni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Comm ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’' s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comi ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consunmati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Conm ssion and forwarded to the O fice 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
i nterest charges, are not received, the conpany’s
Certificate No. 7090 should be cancelled adm nistratively
and the collection of the past due fees should be referred
to the OFfice of the Conptroller for further collection
efforts.




M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
19** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001338-Tl - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel econmuni cati ons
Certificate No. 7090 issued to The Free Network, L.L.C for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A . C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 2: Should this docket be closed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recommendation will becone final upon issuance of a
consummati ng order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the proposed
agency action order. The docket should then be closed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

20**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001251-TlI - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Interexchange Tel ecomruni cati ons
Certificate No. 4407 issued to Preferred Carrier Services,

I nc. d/b/a Tel efonos Para Todos and d/ b/a Phones For ALL for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A . C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by Preferred Carrier Services, Inc. d/b/a Tel ef onos
Para Todos and d/b/a Phones For ALL to resolve the apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Commi ssion shoul d accept the
conpany’s settlement proposal. Any contribution should be
received by the Conm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany name. 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 the conpany fails to pay
in accordance with the terms of the Comm ssion Order,
cancel l ation of the certificate cannot be pursued at this
time due to the pending bankruptcy proceedings.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves or denies
staff’s recommendation in Issue 1, this docket should be

cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

21** PAA

CASE

Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm 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. 001459-TX - AirTIME Technol ogi es, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 001472-TX - Nexstar Conmunications, |nc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
each conpany’s respective certificate as |isted on page 5 of
staff’s January 25, 2001, nenorandum for apparent violation
of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory
Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 5 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Conm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating Order. The fine
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Comm ssion and
forwarded to the Office 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,

i ncluding statutory penalty and interest charges, are not
received, the certificates |listed on page 5 should be
cancell ed adm nistratively and the collection of the past
due fees should be referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for further collection efforts.




M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
21** PAA

CASE

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 ecomruni cati ons Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recomendation will becone final upon issuance of a
consunmati ng order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the proposed
agency action order. The dockets should then be closed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate. A protest in one docket should not prevent the
action in a separate docket from becom ng final.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

22** PAA

CASE

Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm 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. 001419-TX - Talk Time Communications, Ltd. d/b/a
Tal k Ti me Communi cations, Ltd. Inc.

DOCKET NO. 001453-TX - Digital Tel econmmunications, Inc.
d/b/a Telrite

DOCKET NO. 001469-TX - Freedonflel, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 001496-TX - AccuTel of Texas, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG  Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
each conpany’s respective certificate |listed on page 5 of
staff’s January 25, 2001, nenorandum for apparent violation
of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory
Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Commi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’ s certificate as |listed on page
5 if the fine and the regulatory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
t he Comm ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the

O fice 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
certificates |listed on page 5 should be cancell ed

adm ni stratively and the collection of the past due fees
should be referred to the O fice of the Conptroller for
further collection efforts.




M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO. CASE

22** PAA 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 ecomruni cati ons Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recomendation will becone final upon issuance of a
consunmmati ng order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the proposed
agency action order. These dockets should then be cl osed
upon receipt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate. A protest in one docket should not prevent the
action in a separate docket from becom ng final.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
23**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001406-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Alternative Local Exchange

Tel ecomruni cations Certificate No. 4779 issued to GE Capital
Conmmuni cation Services Corporation d/b/a GE EXCHANGE, d/b/a
GE Exchange, d/b/a GE Residential Communications d/b/a GE
Commrer ci al Shoppi ng Network and d/b/a GE Capital Conmerci al
Direct for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Isler
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant GE Capital

Conmmuni cation Services Corporation d/b/a GE EXCHANGE d/ b/ a
GE Residential Communications d/b/a GE Commercial Shopping
Network and d/b/a GE Capital Commercial Direct a voluntary
cancellation of its Certificate No. 47797

Yes. The Comm ssion should grant the
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its Certificate No. 4779
with an effective date of November 30, 2000.

| 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.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

24%* PAA

CASE

Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm 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. 001402-TX - Tel al easing Enterprises, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 001457-TX - U2 Conmmuni cations, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 001474-TX - Internet Access and Web Servi ces of
Fl orida, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWMP: Isler
LEG K. Pena, B. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inmpose a $500 fine or cancel
each conpany’s respective certificate |listed on page 5 of
staff’s January 25, 2001, nmenorandum for apparent violation
of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adnm nistrative Code, Regul atory
Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’s certificate as |listed on page
5if 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 Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the

O fice of the Conptroller 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 assessnent fees, including statutory
penal ty and interest charges, are not received, the
certificates |listed on page 5 should be cancell ed

adm nistratively and the collection of the past due fees
shoul d be referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller for
further collection efforts.




M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO. CASE

24** PAA 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 ecomruni cati ons Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recomendation will becone final upon issuance of a
consunmmati ng order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the proposed
agency action order. These dockets should then be cl osed
upon receipt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate. A protest in one docket should not prevent the
action in a separate docket from becom ng final.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

25** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000109-TlI - Investigation and determ nation of
appropriate method for refunding interest and overcharges on
intrastate 0+ calls made from pay tel ephones and in a cal
aggregator context by International Tele-Services, Inc.
d/b/a I nTel eServ.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: K. Craig, Kennedy
ECR: D. Draper
LEG  Cal dwel |

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept International Tele-
Services, Inc. d/b/a InTeleServ’'s offer of refund and refund
cal cul ation of $3,381.00, plus interest of $428.80, for a
total of $3,809.80, for overcharging end users on intrastate
O+ calls made from pay tel ephones and in a call aggregator
context from February 1, 1999, through August 19, 19997

: Yes. The Commi ssion shoul d accept

| nTel eServ’s refund cal cul ation of $3,381. 00, adding

i nterest of $428.80, for a total of $3,809.80, and proposal
to credit end user custonmers’ |ocal exchange tel ephone bills
begi nning April 2, 2001 and ending April 30, 2001, for
overcharging end users on intrastate 0+ calls nmade from pay
tel ephones and in a call aggregator context from February 1,
1999, through August 19, 1999. At the end of the refund
period, any unrefunded anount, including interest, should be
remtted to the Conm ssion by July 1, 2001, and forwarded to
the Conptroller for deposit in the General Revenue Fund,
pursuant to Section 364.285 (1), Florida Statutes.

| nTel eServ should submt a final report as required by Rule
25-4.114, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Refunds, by July 1,
2001.

| ssue 2: Should International Tele-Services, Inc. d/b/a

I nTel eServ be required to show cause why it should not pay a
fine for failing to conply with Comm ssion Order No. PSC-00-
0752- PAA-TI ?

No.




M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
25** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000109-TlI - Investigation and determ nation of
appropriate nmethod for refunding interest and overcharges on
intrastate 0+ calls made from pay tel ephones and in a cal
aggregat or context by International Tel e-Services, Inc.
d/b/a I nTel eServ.

(Continued 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 of the Conm ssion’s decision in Issue 1 within the
21-day protest period, the Conm ssion’s Order will becone
final upon issuance of a Consunmating Order. This docket
shoul d, however, remain open pending the conpletion of the
refund and receipt of the final report on the refund. After
conpl etion of the refund and receipt of the final refund
report, this docket should be closed adm nistratively.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

26**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001352-TP - Request by Bel | Sout h

Tel ecommuni cati ons, Inc. for approval of interconnection,
unbundl i ng, resale, and collocation agreenent with

Poi nteCom Inc. d/b/a Tel scape Tel econmuni cations, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Logue
LEG  Kni ght

| ssue: Shoul d t he Comm ssi on acknowl edge Bel | Sout h and
Tel scape’s request for withdrawal of request by Bell South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for approval of the negotiated

i nterconnection agreement with PointeCom Inc. d/b/a

Tel scape Communi cati ons and cl ose the docket?

Yes. The Conmm ssion should acknow edge
Bel | Sout h and Tel scape’s joint request for w thdrawal of
request by Bell South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for approval
of the negotiated interconnection agreenment with PointeCom
I nc. d/b/a Tel scape Comruni cati ons and close this docket.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

27** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001332-TL - Intrastate tariffing of xDSL Service
by Bel | South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc., Verizon Florida Inc.,
and Sprint-Florida, |ncorporated.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: CMP: Audu, Dowds, Sinm€mmopns
LEG  Chri stensen

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion order Bell South

Tel ecomruni cations, Inc., Verizon Florida Inc., and Sprint -
Fl orida, Incorporated to file intrastate xDSL tariffs?

Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d order Bell Sout h,
Verizon, and Sprint to file intrastate xDSL tariffs with
this Commi ssion within 30 days of the issuance of a
Consunmating Order. The ILECs’ intrastate xDSL tariffs
should mrror their FCC tariffs.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected files a protest within 21 days of the
i ssuance date of the Order, the Order will becone final upon

the i ssuance of a Consummating Order. Thereafter, tariffs
should be filed within 30 days of the issuance of the

Commi ssion’s order. This docket should be closed after
tariffs have been filed. |If a tinely protest is filed, the
docket should remain open pending the outcome of further
proceedi ngs.

DECISION: This itemwas deferred. Staff was directed to address the
i ssues of Conmm ssion’s jurisdiction and policy concerns discussed at
t he Conference.



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

27A** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 010102-TP - Investigation of proposed updates to
the Routing Data Base System (RDBS) and Busi ness Rating

| nput Dat abase System (BRI DS) affecting the Tanpa

t el ecomruni cati ons carriers.

Critical Date(s): 3/19/01 (Hearing date)

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

Staff: CMP:. Casey, Bul ecza-Banks
LEG  For dham

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion require Tanpa area
codehol ders requesti ng NXX codes to designate “Tanpa” rather
than one of the five rate centers devel oped by Verizon?
Yes. The Comm ssion should require Tanpa
area codehol ders to designate “Tanpa” rather than one of the
five rate centers devel oped by Verizon. However, if prior
to August 15, 2000, a codehol der had requested the NXX code
be assigned to one of the five Verizon devel oped rate
centers, it can continue to do so with its new NXX codes if
desired. This process should continue until a hearing has
been held to thoroughly address the issue and a final order
is issued.
| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion order Verizon to cease any
further actions to nodify the RDBS and the BRIDS as it
relates to the Tanpa rate center designations?

Yes. The Conm ssion should order Verizon to
i medi ately cease any further actions to nodify the RDBS and
the BRIDS as it relates to the Tanpa rate center
desi gnati on.
| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. Whether or not this decision is
protested, this docket should remain open and an expedited
hearing should be set to fully exam ne the inpact of the
proposed Tanpa Rate Center RDBS and BRI DS changes.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
28**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001792-El - Petition for approval of tariff
filing which will |imt availability of Recreational
Lighting Service by Florida Power & Light Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 2/12/01 (60-day suspensi on date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: ECR  Springer, Weeler
LEG Hart

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve FPL's petition to
close its Recreational Lighting Service tariff to new
custoners?

Yes.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes, if no protest is filed within 21 days
of the issuance of the order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
29**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001217-El - Petition for authority to nodify
Commerci al /I ndustrial Service Rider Pilot Study by Gulf
Power Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 4/21/01 (8-nonth effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: ECR E. Draper, Slenkew cz
LEG  Wal ker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve Gulf’s petition to

nmodify its CISRtariff?

. Yes.
| ssue 2: Should Gulf be required to continue reporting the
revenue shortfall resulting fromits two executed CSAs in
its monthly surveillance reports?
No, Gulf should not be required to continue
reporting the revenue shortfall resulting fromits two
executed CSAs in its nonthly surveillance report. Gulf,
however, should be required to report the revenue shortfall
associ ated with any subsequently executed CSAs.
| ssue 3: What is the appropriate effective date of Gulf’s
revised Cl SR rate?

. The revised CISR tariff should becone
effective on February 6, 2001.
| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes, if no protest if filed within 21 days
of the issuance of the order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO. CASE

30** PAA DOCKET NO. 001448-El - Joint petition for approval of
amendnent to territorial agreenent between Florida Power
Cor poration and Tanpa El ectric Conpany.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer - Pending

Staff: LEG | saac
SER: Breman, W ndham

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the joint petition by
Tanpa El ectric Conpany and Fl ori da Power Corporation for
approval of the Second Anendnent to their territorial
agreenment in Pol k County?

: No. The Commi ssion should deny Tanpa
El ectric Conpany and Fl ori da Power Corporation’ s petition
for approval of the Second Anendnent to their territorial
agreenment in Pol k County.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes. |f no person whose substanti al
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 consummti ng
or der.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
31

CASE

DOCKET NO. 920199-WS - Application for rate increase in
Brevard, Charlotte/lLee, Citrus, Clay, Duval, Hi ghlands,
Lake, Marion, Martin, Nassau, Orange, Osceola, Pasco,

Put nam Sem nol e, Vol usia, and Washi ngton Counties by

Sout hern States Utilities, Inc.; Collier County by Mrco
Shores Utilities (Deltona); Hernando County by Spring Hill
Uilities (Deltona); and Volusia County by Deltona Lakes
Utilities (Deltona).

Critical Date(s): Relinquishment of jurisdiction only
t hrough 2/8/ 01, and oral argument in
First District Court of Appeal on 2/21/01

Hearing Date(s): Avail able upon request

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JC DS BZ PL
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: LEG Jaeger
APP: Moore
ECR: Rendell, WIllis

(Participation is dependent upon vote in Issue No. 1.)

| ssue 1: Should parties be allowed to participate?

Yes. Participation should be |limted to
ten mnutes for each party.

| ssue 2: Shoul d the Conm ssion grant the Mdtion to Approve
Settl ement Agreenent Extension entered into between Florida
Wat er Servi ces Corporation and Hernando County?

Yes. The Comm ssion should grant the notion
and approve the Settlenment Agreenent Extension.

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remai n open pending
t he outcone of the appeal.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO
32* *

CASE

DOCKET NO. 010087-W5 - Application for approval for a reuse
pl an in Lake County by Sun Communities Finance LLC d/b/a
Water Qak Utility.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: LEG Fudge
ECR:. Rendell, Lingo
PAl : Bethea

| ssue 1: Should Sun Comrunities’ Request for Extension of
Time to File the reuse project plan required by Order No.
PSC- 00- 1165- PAA-WS be granted?

Yes. Sun Communities’ Request for Extension
of Time to June 19, 2001, to file its reuse project plan
shoul d be granted. The utility should be required to
continue to defer 23.07% of nonthly wastewater billings
pursuant to Order No. PSC-00-1165- PAA-WS.

| ssue 2: Should the utility be required to show cause, in
writing within 21 days, why it should not be fined $300 for
its apparent violation of Oder No. PSC-00-1165- PAA-WS for
failing to file the quarterly and sem annual reports
required by that Order?

: Yes. The utility should be required to
show cause, in witing within 21 days, why it should not be
fined $300 for its apparent violation of Oder No. PSC-00-
1165- PAA-WS, requiring the filing of quarterly and
sem annual reports.
| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

: No. This docket should remain open pending
review of the reuse project plan which Sun Communities is
required to provide pursuant to Order No. PSC-00-1165- PAA-
WS.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons for Issues 1 and 3 were approved. |ssue
2 was denied. The conpany is put on notice that it needs to conply

with all

reporting requirenents in the future. Additionally the fine

submtted by the utility is to be returned.



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
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| TEM NO. CASE

32** DOCKET NO. 010087-Ws - Application for approval for a reuse
plan in Lake County by Sun Communities Finance LLC d/b/a
Water Qak Utility.

(Continued from previ ous page)

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO

33** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001828-TL - Notice of election of price
regul ati on by Quincy Tel ephone Conpany d/ b/a TDS
Tel ecom Qui ncy Tel ephone.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: RGO Hawkins, Gl christ
CMP:  Si nmmons, Cater
LEG W Knight, Vaccaro

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion acknow edge Quincy’s

el ection to beconme subject to price regulation effective
Decenmber 28, 20007

Yes. Wth Quincy s election of price
regul ati on effective December 28, 2000, its basic |ocal

tel ecomuni cati ons service rates are subject to Section
364.051(3), Florida Statutes. Furthernore, Quincy’ s network
access rates should be capped until Decenber 28, 2005,
pursuant to 364.163(1), Florida Statutes.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. Wth the Comm ssion’s approval of
staff’s recomendation in Issue 1, this docket should be
closed if no person whose substantial interests are affected
files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of this
Order. The Order will beconme final upon the issuance of a
consummating order. |If no tinely protest is filed, this
docket should be closed. |If, after reviewing the conpany’s
prior period earnings, the staff believes Quincy experienced
over earnings, then staff will open a new docket.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO

34%*

PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001621-TX - Application for certificate to
provide alternative |ocal exchange tel ecommunications
service by Conm South Conpanies, Inc. d/b/a Florida Comm
Sout h.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: RGO Pruitt
ECR: Lester
LEG  Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion accept the anmended
settlement offer submtted by Comm Sout h Conpanies, Inc.
d/b/a Florida Conmm South as resolution of apparent violation
of Section 364.183(1), Florida Statutes, Access to Conpany
Records?
. Yes. The Commi ssion should accept the
amended settlenment offer of $7,500 by Comm Sout h Conpani es,
Inc. d/b/a Florida Comm South since it is a reasonable
resolution of the matters at issue. The contribution should
be received by the Comm ssion within 20 days fromthe
i ssuance date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify
t he docket nunber and conpany nane. The Conm ssion shoul d
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.
| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion grant Florida Conm South a
certificate to provide alternative |ocal exchange
t el ecommuni cati on services within the State of Florida as
provi ded by Section 364.337(1), Florida Statutes?
Yes. Comm Sout h Conpanies, Inc. d/b/a
Fl ori da Comm Sout h shoul d be granted, after paynent of
$7,500 in accordance with the amended settlenent offer is
received: Florida Public Service Comm ssion Certificate No.
7742.

If the payment is not received within 20 days of the
i ssuance of the Conm ssion Order, the application is deened
deni ed.




M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO.
34% >

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001621-TX - Application for certificate to
provide alternative |ocal exchange tel econmunications
service by Comm South Conpanies, Inc. d/b/a Florida Comm
Sout h.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. Upon tinely remttance of the $7,500
voluntary settlenment offer, if no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion's decision in |Issue
2 files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of the
order, this docket should be cl osed upon the issuance of a
Consummmat i ng Order.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO. CASE

35** DOCKET NO. 000973-SU - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 515-S in Polk County from ABCA, Inc. to West
Lakeland Utilities, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: RGO  Brady
LEG Crosby, Gervasi

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion acknow edge that the sales
contract of ABCA to West Lakel and has been terni nated and
return Certificate No. 515-S to ABCA?

:  Yes. The Comm ssion should acknow edge
that the sales contract of ABCA to West Lakel and has been
termnated and return Certificate No. 515-S to ABCA.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be closed?

Yes, the docket should be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO

36**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991889-WS5 - Application for transfer of
Certificates Nos. 525-Wand 454-S in Highlands County from
Crystal Lake Club to CWs Communities LP d/b/a Crystal Lake
Cl ub.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer PL

Staff: RGO Cl app, Redemann
LEG Crosby, Gervasi

| ssue 1: Should Crystal Lake Club be ordered to show cause,
in witing within 21 days, why it should not be fined for
its failure to obtain Comm ssion approval prior to
transferring its facilities to CW5, in apparent violation of
Section 367.071, Florida Statutes?

No. A show cause proceedi ng should not be
initiated, but the utility should be placed on notice that
it is expected to know and conply with the Conm ssion’s

rul es and regul ati ons.

| ssue 2: Should Crystal Lake 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 conformance with the National Associ ation of
Regul atory Utility Conmm ssioners (NARUC) Uniform System of
Accounts (USOA), and for failure to maintain its books and
records in-state, in apparent violation of Rules 25-
30.115(1) and 25-30.110(1)(b), Florida Adm nistrative Code,
respectively?

: No. Crystal Lake should not be ordered to
show cause at this tinme. However, the utility should be
ordered to maintain its books and records in confornmance
with the 1996 NARUC USOA. The utility should also be
ordered to maintain its books and records in-state or
request the requisite authorization fromthe Comm ssion to
continue to maintain themout-of-state. The utility should
be ordered to submt a statenment with its 2000 Annual Report
fromits accountant by March 31, 2001, stating that its
books and records are in conformance with the 1996 NARUC
USOA and indicating that its books and records are being

- 51 -
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| TEM NO

36**

PAA

PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991889-W5 - Application for transfer of
Certificates Nos. 525-Wand 454-S in Hi ghl ands County from
Crystal Lake Club to CWS Communities LP d/b/a Crystal Lake
Cl ub.

(Conti nued from previous page)

mai ntai ned in-state or requesting authorization to maintain
t hem out - of - st ate.

| ssue 3: Should the transfer of Certificates Nos. 525-W and
454-S from Crystal Lake Community, Limted Partnership;

Di anond Val |l ey Associates, Ltd.; Friendly Village, Lancaster
Associ ates, Ltd. d/b/a Crystal Lake Club to CWs Comrunities
LP d/b/a Crystal Lake Club be approved?

: Yes, the transfer of Certificates Nos. 525-
W and 454-S from Crystal Lake Conmmunity, Limted
Partnershi p; Dianond Valley Associates, Ltd.; Friendly

Vill age, Lancaster Associates, Ltd. d/b/a Crystal Lake Club
to CWs Communities LP d/b/a Crystal Lake Club should be
approved. A description of the territory being transferred
is appended to staff’s nenorandum dated January 25, 2001, as
Attachment A.

| ssue 4: What is the rate base of Crystal Lake at the tine
of transfer?

The rate bases, which for transfer purposes
reflect the net book val ue, are $161, 702 for the water
system and $223,687 for the wastewater system as of August
30, 1999.

| ssue 5: Should an acquisition adjustnment be approved?

: No. An acquisition adjustnment was not
requested. Moreover, an acquisition adjustnment cannot be
determ ned at this tine.
| ssue 6: Should the rates and charges approved for this
utility be continued?

Yes. OCWS should continue charging the
rates and charges approved for this utility systemuntil
aut horized to change by the Conm ssion in a subsequent
proceeding. The tariff reflecting the change in ownership
shoul d be effective for services provided or connections
made on or after the stanped approval date on the tariff
sheet s.
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Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
36**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991889-W5 - Application for transfer of
Certificates Nos. 525-Wand 454-S in Hi ghl ands County from
Crystal Lake Club to CWS Communities LP d/b/a Crystal Lake
Cl ub.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 7: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. If no tinely protest is received to
t he proposed agency action issues, the Order should becone
final and effective upon the issuance of a Consunmati ng
Order and the docket shoul d be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved as nodified by staff at
t he Comm ssion Conference.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO

37* *

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001083-WJ - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 518-Win Lake County from Century Realty
Funds, Inc. and Haselton Associates, Ltd. d/b/a Route 19A
North Joint Venture to CWs Communities LP.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: RGO Cl app, Redemann
LEG Crosby, Gervasi

| ssue 1: Should North Joint Venture be ordered to show
cause, in witing within 21 days, why it should not be fined
for its failure to obtain Comm ssion approval prior to
transferring its facilities to CW5, in apparent violation of
Secti on 367.071, Fl ori da Statutes?

No. A show cause proceedi ng should not be
initiated, but the utility should be placed on notice that
it is expected to know and conply with the Conm ssion’s

rul es and regul ati ons.

| ssue 2: Should North Joint Venture 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 conformance with the National Association of
Regul atory Utility Conmm ssioners (NARUC) Uniform System of
Accounts (USOA), and for failure to maintain its books and
records in-state, in apparent violation of Rules 25-
30.115(1) and 25-30.110(1)(b), Florida Adm nistrative Code,
respectively?

No. North Joint Venture should not be
ordered to show cause at this time. However, the utility
shoul d be ordered to maintain its books and records in
conformance with the 1996 NARUC USOA. The utility should
al so be ordered to maintain its books and records in-state
or request the requisite authorization fromthe Comm ssion
to continue to maintain themout-of-state. The utility
shoul d be ordered to submit a statenent fromits accountant
by March 31, 2001, with its 2000 Annual Report stating that
its books and records are in conformance w th NARUC USOCA and
indicating that its books and records are being naintained
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| TEM NO

37**

PAA

PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001083-WJ - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 518-Win Lake County from Century Realty
Funds, Inc. and Haselton Associates, Ltd. d/b/a Route 19A
North Joint Venture to CWs Communities LP.

(Conti nued from previous page)

in-state or requesting authorization to maintain them out-

of - st at e.

| ssue 3: Shoul d the transfer of Certificate No. 518-Wfrom
Century Realty Funds, Inc. and Haselton Associates, LTD.

d/ b/a Route 19A North Joint Venture to CWs Communities LP be
approved?

Yes, the transfer of Certificate No. 518-W
fromCentury Realty Funds, Inc. and Hasel ton Associ at es,

LTD. d/b/a Route 19A North Joint Venture to CWs Comrmunities
LP shoul d be approved. A description of the territory being
transferred is appended to staff’s menorandum dated January
25, 2001 Attachnment A

| ssue 4: What is the rate base of the utility at the tinme

of transfer?

The rate base of the utility could not be
determ ned at this tine. CW should be put on notice that
an original cost study may be required at the time of filing
a rate petition, if the utility cannot provide the original
cost docunentati on.

| ssue 5: Should an acquisition adjustnment be approved?

No. An acquisition adjustnent was not
request ed. Nbreover, an acqui sition adjustnent cannot be
determ ned at this tine.

| ssue 6: Should the rates and charges approved for this
utility be continued?

Yes. CWS should continue charging the
rates and charges approved for this utility systemuntil
aut hori zed to change by the Conm ssion in a subsequent
proceeding. The tariff reflecting the change in ownership
shoul d be effective for services provided or connections
made on or after the stanped approval date on the tariff
sheet s.
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| TEM NO
37**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001083-WJ - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 518-Win Lake County from Century Realty
Funds, Inc. and Haselton Associates, Ltd. d/b/a Route 19A
North Joint Venture to CWs Communities LP.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| ssue 7: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. If no tinely protest is received to
t he proposed agency action issues, the Order should becone
final and effective upon the issuance of a Consunmati ng
Order and the docket shoul d be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO

38**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001145-WJ - Application for transfer of majority
organi zational control of San Sebastian Uilities, Inc.,

hol der of Certificate No. 439-Win Brevard County, and nanme
change on certificate, to San Sebastian Water, LLC

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: RGO Brady
LEG Crosby, Gervasi

| ssue 1: Should San Sebastian Utilities, Inc. be ordered to
show cause, in witing, within 21 days, why he should not be
fined for apparent violation of Section 367.071(1), Florida
St at ut es?

No. A show cause proceedi ng should not be

initiated.
| ssue 2: Should the transfer of majority organizational
control of San Sebastian Utilities, Inc., fromC E
Buchanan t hrough Howbert, L.C., to San Sebastian Water, LLC,
be approved?
Yes. The transfer of mpjority
organi zational control should be approved. San Sebasti an
Uilities, Inc. should be responsible for filing an annua
report for the utility and remtting the resulting
regul atory assessnent fees to the Comm ssion for the year
2000 within the tinme franme and manner prescribed by
Comm ssion rules. San Sebastian Water, LLC, should be
responsi bl e for subsequent annual reports and regul atory
assessnment fees. A recorded warranty deed, |long-term | ease,
or other evidence of the utility’ s continued use of the |and
upon which the utility facilities reside, in the name of San
Sebastian Water, LLC, should be filed with the Conm ssion
within 45 days fromthe date the stock is transferred.
| ssue 3: Should the request for name change on Certificate
No. 439-Wfrom San Sebastian Utilities, Inc., to San
Sebastian Water, LLC, be approved?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion votes in Issue 2 to
approve the transfer of mmjority organizational control,
then the request for name change on Certificate No. 439-W
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| TEM NO
38**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001145-WJ - Application for transfer of mpjority
organi zati onal control of San Sebastian Uilities, Inc.,

hol der of Certificate No. 439-Win Brevard County, and nanme
change on certificate, to San Sebastian Water, LLC.

(Conti nued from previous page)

from San Sebastian Utilities, Inc., to San Sebastian Water,
LLC, should be approved.

| ssue 4: Should the rates and charges approved for San
Sebastian Utilities, Inc., be continued?

: Yes. The rates and charges approved for
the utility should be continued. The tariff reflecting the
transfer of mpjority organi zati onal control and the change
in name should be approved and effective for services
rendered or connections made on or after the stanped
approval date.

| ssue 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remain open pending
the filing of a recorded warranty deed, |ong-term | ease, or
ot her evidence of the utility’'s continued use of the | and
upon which the utility facilities reside, in the nane of San
Sebastian Water, LLC.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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| TEM NO. CASE

39* * PAA DOCKET NO. 001440-W5 - Petition by AguaSource Utility, Inc.
Ocala Oaks Utilities, Inc. Jasm ne Lakes Utilities, Inc.,
Arredondo Utilities, Inc., Crystal River Utilities, Inc.,
and Lake Suzy Utilities, Inc. to maintain records out of
state.

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehrg O ficer - Pending

Staff: RGO  Buckl ey
ECR: Quijano
LEG  Brubaker

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion authorize AquaSource to keep
its accounting records out-of-state?

Yes, the Commi ssion should approve
AquaSource’s request to keep its records out-of-state.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes, if no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the order

DECI SI ON: The recommendati on was wi t hdr awn.
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| TEM NO

40

CASE

DOCKET NO. 001447-&J - Request for rate increase by St. Joe
Nat ural Gas Conpany, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 2/13/01 (60-day suspensi on date)
5/15/01 (5-nonth effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JC DS JB
Prehrg Officer JC

Staff: ECR Merta, L. Romg, C. Rom g, D. Draper, P. Lee,
Wheel er, Springer, Stallcup
CWP: Makin
LEG Hart

| ssue 1: Should the request for a permanent increase in

rates and charges be suspended for St. Joe?

Yes. Staff recommends that the requested
per manent increase in rates and charges of $551, 923 be
suspended for St. Joe.

| ssue 2: Is St. Joe’'s proposed interimtest year rate base

of $4, 353,279 appropriate?
. Yes. The appropriate interimtest year rate
base for St. Joe is $4, 353, 279.

|ssue 3: Is St. Joe’'s proposed interimtest year net

operating income of (%$31,410) appropriate?
: No. The appropriate interimtest year net
operating incone for St. Joe is $31, 147.
| ssue 4: Are St. Joe’s proposed interimreturn on equity of
10. 00% and overall rate of return of 5.66% appropri ate?
Yes. For interim purposes, the appropriate
return on equity is 10.00% and the appropriate overall rate
of return is 5.66%
| ssue 5: Is St. Joe’s proposed interimrevenue expansi on
factor of 1.6529 appropriate?

: Yes. St. Joe’s proposed interimrevenue
expansi on factor is appropriate.
| ssue 6: Should St. Joe’s requested interimrevenue
i ncrease of $459, 185 be granted?
No. After making the above adjustnents,
the interimrevenue increase for St. Joe should be $355, 984.
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| TEM NO. CASE

40 DOCKET NO. 001447-GU - Request for rate increase by St. Joe
Nat ural Gas Conpany, |Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 7: How should the interimrevenue increase for St.
Joe be distributed anong the rate cl asses?

: Any interimrevenue increase authorized
shoul d be applied evenly across the board to all rate

cl asses based on their base rate revenues, as required by
Rul e 25-7.040, Florida Adm nistrative Code, and should be
coll ected on a cents-per-thermbasis. The interimrates
shoul d be made effective for all meter readings made on or
after thirty days fromthe date of the vote and deci sion
her ei n.

| ssue 8: What is the appropriate security to guarantee the
anmount subject to refund?

. A corporate undertaking in the anount of
$88, 996 guaranteed by St. Joe is appropriate. Interimrates
are subject to refund with interest, pending final order in
t he permanent rate relief request.

| ssue 9: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should remain open to
process the revenue increase request of the conpany.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber
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41** DOCKET NO. 990884- TP - Request by Ol ando Tel ephone Conpany
for approval of arbitration concerning conpl aint against
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated regardi ng enforcenent of
i nterconnecti on agreenent.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Hinton
LEG  Cal dwel |

| ssue 1: Should this docket be closed?

Yes. There are no outstanding issues
before this Comm ssion for consideration; therefore, staff
recomends that this docket be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber
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| TEM NO

42%*

PAA

CASE

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

Critical Date(s): None

Conmmi ssi oners Assigned: JC DS PL
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: RGO Cl app, Redemann
ECR:. Ilwenjiora
LEG  Crosby

| ssue 1: Should the amount of the refund the utility was
required to make in Order No. PSC-00-0913- PAA-WJ be revised?
: Yes. The ampunt of the refund the utility
was required to nake in Order No. PSC-00-0913- PAA-WJ shoul d
be revised to reflect the difference between the anpunt that
was billed to the LRPI customers from February, 1997 to
Novenmber, 1999 and the amount authorized on May 14, 1996,
when the Comm ssion obtained jurisdiction in Polk County.
The utility may submt the refund cal culation for staff’s
verification and approval prior to the refund bei ng made,
pursuant to Rule 25-30.360(4)(e), Florida Adm nistrative
Code. The refund should be made on a per custoner basis,
pursuant to Rule 25-30.360, Florida Adm nistrative Code. In
addi ti on, Keen should be required to conplete the refunds to
t he Lake Region customers within one year of the effective
date of the original Order issued on May 8, 2000. The
interest on the refund should continue to accrue until the
refunds are conplete. The refunds should be credited to the
custoners’ accounts or mailed to each customer’s |ast known
address. Keen should provide nonthly refund status reports
to the Conm ssion begi nning March 20, 2001, pursuant to Rule
25-30.360(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code. These reports
shoul d include the informati on required by Rule 25-
30.360(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code. Copies of cancel ed
checks or other evidence which verifies that the refunds
have been made shoul d be provided within 30 days fromthe
date the refund is conpleted. Also, within 30 days of the
date of the refund, the utility should provide a list of
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uncl ai med refunds detailing contributor and anount, and an
expl anation of the efforts made to nake the refund. After
staff’s verification and review of the refund process, any
uncl ai med refunds should be treated as CI AC pursuant to Rule
25-30.360(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code. In addition, the
utility should be again placed on notice that pursuant to
Sections 367.081(1) and 367.091(3), Florida Statutes, it

may, in the future, only charge rates and charges approved
by the Conm ssion.

| ssue 2: 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 become final and effective upon the
i ssuance of a Consummati ng Order. The docket should remain
open pending verification of the refund and that any
uncl ai med refunds have been treated as CIAC. Also, the
docket should remain open to address outstandi ng RAFs and
annual report for the period from May 1996 through January
7, 1997, as specified in Order PSC-00-0913-PAA-WJ. Staff
shoul d be granted adm nistrative authority to close the
docket upon verification that the refunds have been nade and
t hat the RAFs and annual report issues have been addressed
in accordance with Comm ssion orders.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Pal ecki
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Comm ssi oners Assigned: JC JB Bz
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: CMP: Fulwood, Barrett, Hi nton, Watts, Audu, Bl oom
Ki ng
LEG  Chri stensen

| ssue A: What is the Comm ssion’s jurisdiction in this
matter?

Staff believes that the Comm ssion has
jurisdiction pursuant to Section 252 of the Federal
Tel ecommuni cati on Act of 1996 (Act) to arbitrate
i nterconnection agreenents. Section 252 states that a State
Comm ssi on shall resolve each issue set forth in the
petition and response, if any, by inposing the appropriate
conditions as required. Further, staff believes that while
Section 252(e) of the Act reserves the state’s authority to
i npose additional conditions and ternms in an arbitration not
inconsistent with Act and its interpretation by the FCC and
the courts, the Commi ssion should use discretion in the
exerci se of such authority.
| ssue B: In light of Worl dCom Tel econmuni cations Corp. vs.
Bel | South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc., Order on Merits, issued
June 6, 2000, in Case No. 4:97cv141-RH, what are the
Comm ssion’s authority and obligations relating to
arbitration of Issues 107 and 108, |iqui dated damges and
specific performance, respectively?




M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference
February 6, 2001

| TEM NO
43

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000649-TP - Petition by MCInetro Access
Transm ssion Services LLC and MCI Wor| dCom Conmmuni cati ons,
Inc. for arbitration of certain ternms and conditions of a
proposed agreenent with Bell South Tel econmuni cations, Inc.
concerning interconnection and resal e under the

Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996.

(Continued from previ ous page)

. Please refer to analysis of the Commi ssion’s
authority and obligations in light of the Order on the
Merits as set forth in Issues 107 and 108.

| ssue C. If Issues 107 and 108 are appropriate for
arbitration, what | egal standard should the Conm ssion apply
in resolving these issues?

. Please refer to analysis of the |egal
standard to be applied in light of the Order on the Merits
as set forth in Issues 107 and 108.

| ssue 1: Should the electronically ordered NRC apply in the
event an order is submtted manually when el ectronic
interfaces are not available or not functioning within
specified standards or paraneters?

VWhere it is determ ned that Bell South has an
el ectronic interface in place for its retail offerings, but
there is no anal ogous systemin place for conparable
services obtained by an ALEC, it would be a reasonable
presunption that an ALEC is being denied a neani ngful
opportunity to conpete. Where such a finding is made,
Bel | South should charge an el ectronic ordering charge.
However, such a determ nation will need to be made on a
case-by-case basis. Specifically, whether or not Megali nk
is deened to be a retail analogue to a DS-1 conbi nation,
staff recommends that, based upon this record, it is
reasonabl e for Bell South to assess a manual ordering charge.
| ssue 2: What prices should be included in the
| nt erconnecti on Agreenents?

In the absence of any testinony from

Wor I dCom contesting Bell South’s proposed rate levels, staff
recomends that the prices to be included in the

| nterconnecti on Agreenent should be those found in the
revised direct exhibit of Bell South wi tness Cox. (CKC-1,
hearing exhibit 25) Since Worl dCom s testinony focused not
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on Bell South’s proposed rates, but whether those rates
should be interimsubject to true-up, staff’s recomendation
islimted to the issues as narrowed and addressed by

Worl dCom  Consequently, no recommendation is being nmade as
to the reasonabl eness of Bell South’s proposed rates because
there is no evidence contrary to the evidence provided by
Bel | Sout h supporting its rates. Wth the exception of the
prices for collocation and |line sharing, these prices are
interimand subject to true-up upon establishnment of
permanent rates by the Conmm ssion. The rates for

col |l ocation are not subject to true-up. The cost study for
l'ine sharing should be nodified to incorporate the
adjustnents, if any, ordered by this Conm ssion in Docket

No. 990649-TP and the price should be adjusted
prospectively. However, the rate for line sharing is not
subj ect to true-up

| ssue 3: Should the resale discount apply to al

t el ecommuni cati ons services Bell South offers to end users,
regardl ess of the tariff in which the service is contained?
Yes. The resal e discount should apply to
all tel ecommuni cations services Bell South provides to end
users on a retail basis regardless of the tariff in which
the service is contained.

| ssue 5: Should Bell South be required to provide OS/ DA as a
UNE?

: No. Bell South should not be required to
provi de operator services (0OS) or directory assistance (DA)
services as a UNE because it provides custom zed routing.

| ssue 6: For the purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, should Bell South be directed
to perform upon request, the functions necessary to conbine
unbundl ed network elenments that are ordinarily conmbined in
its network?
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No. Bell South is not required to combine
unbundl ed netmmrk el ements that are ordinarily conmbined in
its network for ALECs at TELRIC rates. However, a carrier
may convert special access services to conbinations of
unbundl ed | oops and transport network elenments if the
carrier is providing a significant ampunt of |ocal exchange
service as defined in FCC Order No. 00-183.

| ssue 8: For the purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, shoul d UNE specifications

i nclude non-industry standard, Bell South proprietary
specifications?

No. For the purposes of the interconnection
agr eenent betmeen Wor I dCom and Bel | Sout h, UNE specifications
shoul d not include non-industry standard, Bell South
proprietary specifications.

| ssue 15: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent

bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | Sout h, when a Worl dCom cust onmer
served via the UNE-platform makes a directory assistance or
operator call, must the ANI-1l digits be transmtted to

Wor|l dCom via Feature Goup D signaling fromthe point of
origination?

Yes. \Vhere a Wrl dCom custoner served
via the UNE-pIatforn1nakes a directory assistance or
operator call, staff recommends that Bell South should be
required to transmt the ANI-11 digits to WrldCom via
Feature Group D signaling with custom zed routing. However,
Bel | Sout h shoul d not be required to convert Feature G oup C
to Feature Group D signaling at the point of origination.
| ssue 18: Is Bell South required to provide all technically
f easi bl e unbundl ed dedi cated transport between | ocati ons and
equi pnment designated by MCIWso long as the facilities are
used to provide tel ecommuni cations services, including
interoffice transm ssion facilities to network nodes
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connected to MCIWswi tches and to the switches or wire
centers of other requesting carriers?
No. Bell South should not be required to
provi de unbundl ed dedi cated transport to the switches or
wire centers of other requesting carriers as designated by
Worl dCom  However, outside the provisions of this
proceedi ng, the parties may negotiate for a dedicated
transport configuration between Worl dCom and ot her carriers’
| ocations as they see fit.
| ssue 19: How should Bell South be required to route OS/ DA
traffic to WrldConl s operator services and directory
assi stance platforns?
VWhere Worl dCom acqui res unbundl ed swi tching
from Bel | South, staff recommends that Bell South should only
be required to route OS/DA calls to Bell South’s TOPS
platform However, staff also recomends that Bell South
should be required to route operator services and directory
assi stance traffic to Worl dCom s operator service and
directory assistance platfornms via Feature Group D using
custom zed routing, at WorldConmi s request.
| ssue 22: For purposes of the interconnection agreenment
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, should the Interconnection
Agreenents contain Worl dConls proposed terns addressing |ine
sharing, including line sharing in the UNE-P and unbundl ed
| oop configurations?

No. Staff recomends that the new
Wor | dCom’ Bel | Sout h | nt erconnecti on Agreenent not contain
Worl dComi s ternms addressing line sharing in the UNE-P and
unbundl ed | oop configurations. Instead, staff recomrends
Bel | Sout h’ s | anguage regarding |line sharing be included in
t he new i nterconnecti on agreenent.
| ssue 23: Does MCIWs right to dedicated transport as an
unbundl ed network el ement include SONET rings?
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No. However, staff recomrends that
Bel | South is reqU|red to prOV|de unbundl ed access to
dedi cated transport using SONET rings only where such SONET
rings currently exist.
| ssue 28: Should Bell South provide the calling nanme
dat abase via el ectronic downl oad, magnetic tape, or via
sim lar conveni ent nedia?

No. The Conmm ssion should not order
Bel | South to provide WorldComthe calling nane dat abase via
el ectric downl oad, magnetic tape, or via simlar convenient
medi a.
| ssue 29: Should calls from Worl dCom custonmers to Bel |l Sout h
custoners served via Uniserve, Zipconnect, or any other
simlar service, be term nated by Bell South fromthe point
of interconnection in the sane manner as other [ ocal
traffic, mnthout a requirenment for special trunking?

Yes. Staff recomends that traffic from

Wor | dComi s netmork to Bell South’s custonmers served via
Uni serve, Zi pconnect, or any other simlar services, should
be delivered to the |ocal point of interconnection for |ocal
traffic or the access point of interconnection for access
traffic w thout special trunking.
| ssue 34: For the purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | South, is Bell South obligated to
provi de and use two-way trunks that carry each party’s
traffic?

Yes. Bell South is obligated to provide and
use two-way trunks that carry each party’'s traffic.

| ssue 36: Does MCIW as the requesting carrier, have the

ri ght pursuant to the Act, the FCC s Local Conpetition
Order, and FCC regul ations, to designate the network point
(or points) of interconnection at any technically feasible
poi nt ?
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: Yes. WorldCom as the requesting carrier
has the right pursuant to the Act, the FCC s Local
Conpetition Order and FCC regul ati ons, to designate the
network point (or points) of interconnection at any
technically feasible point.

| ssue 37: Should Bell South be permtted to require Worl dCom
to fragnment its traffic by traffic type so it can

i nterconnect with Bell South’s network?

Yes. In order to ensure proper billing of
transit traffic, Bell South should be permtted to require
Worl dComto separate transit traffic fromlocal and

i ntraLATA traffic.

| ssue 39: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | South, how should Wrel ess Type 1
and Type 2A traffic be treated under the Interconnection
Agreenent s?

For billing purposes, Wreless Type 1
traffic should be treated as Bell South’s own traffic since
this traffic is indistinguishable. Consequently,

Bel | Sout h’ s proposed | anguage should be nodified to require
Bel | South to pass on reciprocal conpensation paynents it
receives fromwWwrldComto the wireless carrier, or, at

m ni mum indemify WorldComas to any claimthe wireless
carriers may raise concerning those reciprocal conpensation
paynments. For the present, Type 2A traffic should be

treated the sane as Type 1 traffic. Once neet point billing
capabilities are established in accordance with rmultiple
exchange carrier access billing (“MECAB”) guidelines,

Wreless Type 2A traffic should no |onger be treated as Type
1 traffic. |Instead, WorldCom should deal directly with the
wireless carriers it exchanges traffic with on billing

I ssues.
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| ssue 40: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, what is the appropriate
definition of Internet Protocol (1P) and how shoul d out bound
voice calls over IP tel ephony be treated for purposes of
reci procal conpensation?

: On January 24, 2001, Bell South and
Worl dCom filed a Stipul ati on, whereby the parties agree to
i ncorporate | anguage reflecting the Comm ssion’s future
decision in the pending generic docket, Docket No. 000075-
TP. Further, the parties agree that on an interim basis
nei ther parties’ proposed |anguage and that the
i nterconnecti on agreenent shall reflect the parties’
positions on this issue. Both parties agree that the
Comm ssion’s decision in the generic docket shall be
retroactive fromthe effective date of the interconnection
agreenment for this issue. Staff supports the Stipul ation.
| ssue 42: Should MCIWbe permtted to route access traffic
directly to BST end offices or nust it route such traffic to
BST' s access tandenf?
No, Worl dCom shoul d not be permtted to
route access traffic directly to Bell South end offices.
Wor | dCom shoul d route its access traffic to Bell South access
tandem swi tches via access trunks.
| ssue 45: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | South, how should third party
transit traffic be routed and billed by the parties?
For billing purposes, third party transit
traffic should be routed on a trunk separate from|l ocal and
intraLATA toll traffic. Reciprocal conpensation for third
party transit traffic should be billed by the term nating
carrier directly to the originating carrier. Bell South
should bill the originating carrier a transiting fee for
third party transit traffic.
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| ssue 46: Under what conditions, if any, should the parties
be permtted to assign an NPA/ NXX code to end users outside
the rate center in which the NPA/NXX is honed?

: On January 24, 2001, Bell South and
Worl dCom filed a Stipulation, whereby the parties agree to
i ncor porate | anguage reflecting the Comm ssion’s future
decision in the pending generic docket, Docket No. 000075-
TP. Further, the parties agree that on an interimbasis
neither parties’ proposed | anguage and that the
i nterconnection agreenment shall reflect the parties’
positions on this issue. Both parties agree that the
Comm ssion’s decision in the generic docket shall be
retroactive fromthe effective date of the interconnection
agreenent for this issue. Staff supports the Stipul ation.
| ssue 47: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, shoul d reciprocal
conpensati on paynents be nade for | SP-bound traffic?

. Yes. Reciprocal conpensation paynents
shoul d be made for calls to I SPs | ocated within the |ocal
calling area of the originating caller.
| ssue 51: Under what circunstances is Bell South required to
pay tandem charges when Worl dCom term nates Bell South | oca
traffic?

On January 24, 2001, Bell South and Wor | dCom
filed a Stipulation, whereby the parties agree to

i ncorporate | anguage reflecting the Comm ssion’s future
decision in the pending generic docket, Docket No. 000075-
TP. The parties agree that it may be necessary to conduct
further proceedi ngs basis upon the Conm ssion’s decision in
t he generic docket. Both parties reserve the right to
request such further proceedings. The parties agree that on
an interimbasis neither parties’ proposed |anguage shall be
included in the interconnection agreenent. Further, the
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parties agree on an interim basis that WrldCom shall not
bill a tandemrate when it does not use a tandemto
term nate Bell South’s originating traffic, subject to the
right to retroactively bill a tandemrate upon a
determ nation by the Commi ssion that it is appropriate.
Staff supports the Stipul ation.
| ssue 56: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, shoul d Bel |l South be required
to provide DC power to adjacent collocation space?

:  Staff recommends that Bell South shoul d be
required to provide DC power to Worl dConi s adj acent
col | ocati on space, at Worl dConi s request, where | ocal
ordi nances do not prohibit. However, WrldCom nust provide
t he appropriate direct current cabling certified for outside
use.
| ssue 59: Should coll ocation space be consi dered conpl ete
before Bell South has provided Worl dComwi th cable facility
assi gnnments (“CFAs”)?

. No. Collocation space should not be
consi dered conplete until Bell South has provided Worl dCom
wi th CFAs.
| ssue 60: Should Bell South provide WrldComw th specified
coll ocation information at the joint planning neeting?
Yes. To the extent that Wrl dCom requests
specific collocation information from Bell South at | east
fourteen (14) cal endar days before the joint planning
nmeeting, Bell South should be required to provide Wrl dCom
with such information at the joint planning neeting, or in a
mutual |y agreeable time frame thereafter. |f Worl dCom
requests specific collocation information from Bell South
| ess than fourteen (14) cal endar days before the joint
pl anni ng nmeeting, Bell South should be required to provide
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Worl dCom wi th such information within thirty (30) cal endar
days followi ng the joint planning nmeeting.

| ssue 61: Should the per anpere rate for the provision of
DC power to MCIW s coll ocati on space apply to anps used or
to fused capacity?

The per anpere rate for the provision of DC
power to Worl dCom s col |l ocati on space should apply to fused
capacity.

| ssue 63: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent

bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | South, is WirldComentitled to use
any technically feasible entrance cable, including copper
facilities?

: No. Staff recomends that Bell South shoul d
not be required to allow the use of non-fiber entrance
facilities except where Wrl dCom has an adj acent coll ocation
arrangenent .
| ssue 64A: |Is MCIWentitled to verify Bell South’s
assertion, when nmade, that dual entrance facilities are not
avai |l abl e?

Yes. Staff recomends that Worl dCom shoul d
be allowed to visually verify Bell South’s assertion that
dual entrance facilities are not avail able. However,
Bel | South is not required to conduct a “formal tour” of the
central office.
| ssue 64B: Shoul d Bell South maintain a waiting list for
entrance space and notify MCl Wwhen space becones avail abl e?

No. Staff recomrends that Bell South shoul d
not be required to miintain a waiting list for dual entrance
facilities. However, Bell South should be required to post
notice on its public website of the date dual entrance
facilities will becone available in a central office where
dual facilities previously were not avail abl e.
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| ssue 65: What information must Bell South provide to

Wor|l dCom regardi ng vendor certification?

Bel | Sout h shoul d be required to provide
Worl dCom with precisely the same information that it
provides its own vendors regarding certification, including
non-di scrimnatory access to Bell South’s Vendor
Certification Goup resources for additional information.

| ssue 66: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, what industry guidelines or
practices should govern collocation?

Staff recommends that Bell South shoul d be
required to conply with generally accepted industry
practices which include nmany aspects of the technical
references proposed by WorldCom  However, Worl dConi s
proposed standards should not be included in the
i nterconnecti on agreenment as guidelines for collocation
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h.
| ssue 67: When Worl dCom has a license to use Bell South
ri ghts-of-way, and Bell South wi shes to convey the property
to athird party, should Bell South be required to convey the
property subject to WrldComis |icense?

: No. Staff believes that the Act does not
expressly create a duty that Bell South nmust convey its
property subject to |icensing agreenents for use of its
ri ghts-of-ways. Therefore, staff does not believe when
Wor I dCom has a |icense to use Bell South rights-of-way, and
Bel | South wi shes to convey the property to a third party,
Bel | South should be required to convey the property subject
to WorldComi s license. Staff notes that Bell South has
agreed to provide reasonable notice to Wrl dCom of any
proposed conveyance or sale of its property.
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| ssue 68: For the purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, should Bel |l South require

t hat paynents for make-ready work be made in advance?

Yes, Bell South should require advance
payments for nake ready work.

| ssue 75: For end users served by INP, should the end user
or the end user’s |ocal carrier be responsible for paying
the termnating carrier for collect calls, third party
billed calls or other operator-assisted calls?

The | ocal carrier providing Interim Nunber
Portability to the end user should be responsible for paying
the termnating carrier for collect calls, third party
billed calls or other operator-assisted calls.

| ssue 80: Should Bell South be required to provide an
application-to-application access service order inquiry
process?

No. Bell South should not be required to
prOV|de an appllcatlon to-application access service order
inquiry process to Worl dCom
| ssue 81: Should Bell South provide a service inquiry
process for |ocal services as a pre-ordering function?

: No. BellSouth should not be ordered to
provide a service inquiry process for |ocal services as a
pre-ordering function.
| ssue 94: Should Bell South be permtted to di sconnect
service to Worl dCom for nonpaynent ?
Yes. Absent a good faith billing dispute,
if paynment of account is not received in the applicable tinme
frame, Bell South should be permtted to di sconnect service
to Worl dCom for nonpaynent.
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| ssue 95: Should Bell South be required to provide Worl dCom
with billing records with all EM standard fields?

:  Yes. Bell South should be required to
provide Worl dComwi th billing records in the industry-
standard EM format, with all EM standard fields.

| ssue 96: Should Bell South be required to give witten

notice when a central office conversion will take place
bef ore m dnight or after 4 a.m?
Yes. In addition to its website posting,

t he Comm ssion should require Bell South to provide
notification using E-mail when a central office conversion
is reschedul ed to take place outside of the agreed-upon

w ndow of between m dnight or after 4 a.m

| ssue 96A: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, should Bel |l South be required
to provide customer service record (CSR) information in a
format that permts its use in conpleting an order for
service?

Staff recommends that the issue of parsing
CSRs be addressed and resolved in the established Change
Control Process currently under way.

| ssue 100: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | Sout h, shoul d Bel | Sout h operators
be required to ask callers for their carrier of choice when
such callers request a rate quote or tinme and charges?

No. Staff recommends that Bell South
operators not be required to ask Worl dCom custoners for
their carrier of choice when such custoners request a rate
quote or tinme and charges.
| ssue 101: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Worl dCom and Bel | South, is Bell South required to
provi de shared transport in connection with the provision of
cust om brandi ng?
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Yes. Staff recommends that Bell South
should be required to provide shared transport in
conjunction with custom branding. Mre specifically,
Bel | Sout h should be required to offer its AIN nethod of
custom zed routing which currently acconplishes this
requi rement. Al so, Bell South should make avail abl e the
Originating Line Nunmber Screening nethod to Worl dCom by
March 31, 2001, or the release date, if earlier
| ssue 107: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | South, should the parties be |iable
in damages, without a liability cap, to one another for
their failure to honor in one or nore material respects any
one or nore of the material provisions of the Agreenents?

No. Staff believes the record does not
provi de sufficient evidence upon which a decision can be
made as to whether or not to inpose the disputed | anguage in
the limted liability provision. Therefore, staff reconmends
that the Comm ssion not inpose adoption of any disputed
terns contained in the limted liability provision whereby
the parties would be liable in damages, without a liability
cap, to one another for their failure to honor in one or
nore material respects any one or nore of the materi al
provi sions of the Agreenents.
| ssue 108: For purposes of the interconnection agreenent
bet ween Wor| dCom and Bel | South, should Worl dCom be able to
obtain specific performance as a renedy for Bell South's
breach of contract?

No. Staff recommends that the Conmm ssion
not i npose adoption of a disputed specific performance
provi sion when it is not required under Section 251 of the
Act. However, staff notes that since both parties agree
t hat specific performance should be avail able at |east on a
case-by-case basis as recogni zed under Florida |aw, the
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parties should not adopt any terms or conditions in the

| nt erconnecti on Agreenent that would prohibit either party
fromexercising the right to seek specific performance on a
case- by-case basis.

| ssue 109A: Should Bell South be required to permt Worl dCom
to substitute nore favorable terns and conditions obtained
by a third party through negotiation or otherw se, effective
as of the date of WorldCom s request?

Staff recomends that Bell South be required
to permt WorldComto substitute nore favorable ternms and
conditions obtained by a third party through negotiation or
ot herwi se. However, staff believes that the effective date
for these terns and conditions would be the issuance date of
the Comm ssion’s order approving the agreenent or if the
Comm ssion fails to act, 90 days after subm ssion of the
agreenment by the parties for the Conm ssion’ s approval.

| ssue 109B: Shoul d Bell South be required to post on its web
site all Bell South’s interconnection agreenents with third
parties within fifteen days of the filing of such agreenents
with the Florida PSC?

No. Staff recommends that Bell South not
be required to post Bell South’s interconnection agreenents
with third parties on its web site.
| ssue 110: Should Bell South be required to take all actions
necessary to ensure that Worl dCom confidential information
does not fall into the hands of Bell South's retail
operations, and should Bell South bear the burden of proving
t hat such disclosure falls within enunerated exceptions?
Yes. Staff believes it is appropriate to
require that Bell South take “all actions necessary” to
protect WorldComi s confidential information. Furthernore,
staff believes that it is appropriate to inpose the adoption
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of the “rebuttable presunption” burden shifting |anguage
proposed by Worl dCom

| ssue 111: Should this docket be cl osed?

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 agreenent in accordance with Section 252 of the
Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996.

DECISION: This item was deferred to a special Comm ssion Conference to
be held on February 21, 2001
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Critical Date(s): None
Hearing Date(s): Avail able upon request

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JC (for this decision only)
Prehrg Officer JC

Staff: CMP: Hinton, Audu, Barrett, Ful wood
LEG Cal dwel |
PAI: dlila

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant | TC'Del taCom
Communi cations, Inc d/b/a | TC'DeltaCom (DeltaCom and
Bel | Sout h Tel econmmuni cations, Inc.’s (Bell South) Second
Agreed Motion for Extension of Tinme?
Yes. Staff recomrends that the Commi ssion

grant the Second Agreed Modtion for Extension of Tine.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be closed?

: No. Staff recomends the docket remain
open pending the filing of the Agreenent.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 991946- TP - Request for arbitration concerning
conpl ai nt of 1TC*"DeltaCom Comruni cati ons, |Inc. against

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, Inc. for breach of

i nterconnection terns, and request for imediate relief.

Critical Date(s): None

Commi ssi oners Assigned: JC JB
Prehrg O ficer JC

Staff: LEG Cal dwel |
CVMP: Marsh

| ssue 1: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Jaber
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DOCKET NO. 000061-El - Conplaint by Allied Universa

Cor poration and Chem cal Formul ators, 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 commercial/industrial service rider tariff; petition
to exam ne and i nspect confidential information; and request
for expedited relief.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: LEG M Stern
ECR. E. Draper

| ssue 1: Shoul d Odyssey’s Request for Oral Argunment be
grant ed?

Parties may address the Comm ssion since the
matter has not been to hearing. Therefore, the Request for
Oral Argument does not require a ruling. Each party shoul d
be allowed ten m nutes to address the Conm ssion.

| ssue 2: Should Odyssey’s Motion for Reconsideration be
grant ed?

No. Odyssey’s Motion does not identify a
poi nt of fact or |aw that was overl ooked or omtted.

| ssue 3: Should Odyssey’s Mdtion for Clarification be
grant ed?

No. Odyssey’s Motion is not ripe for

adj udi cati on.

| ssue 4: Shoul d Allied s Mdtion for Reconsideration be
grant ed?

Al lied s notion should be denied, except to
the extent it requires disclosure of information pertaining
to products other than sodi um hypochlorite or substitute
products. Discovery is to go to parties by February 12,
2001.

| ssue 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should not be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved with the noted
nodi fication to |Issue 4.
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Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 001097-TP - Request for arbitration concerning
conpl ai nt of Bell South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. against
Supra Tel econmuni cations and I nformation Systenms, Inc. for
resolution of billing disputes.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JB BZ (for this decision only)
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: LEG Fordham
CvP:  Ful wood

| ssue 1: Should Supra s Motion for Reconsideration or
Clarification of Order on Supra’'s Mdtion to Dism ss be
grant ed?

No. The Conm ssi on should deny Supra’'s
Motion for Reconsideration or Clarification of Order on
Supra’s Motion to Di sm ss.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The Docket is presently set for
hearing and should remai n open pendi ng the outcome of the
heari ng.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 990108-TP - Request for arbitration concerning
conpl aint of The O her Phone Conpany, Inc. d/b/a Access One
Communi cati ons agai nst Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cations, |nc.
regardi ng breach of resal e agreenent.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JB BZ
Prehrg O ficer - Pending

Staff: LEG Fordham
CMP:  Hinton

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Bell South’s Mtion to
Di sm ss Conpl ai nt ?
: Yes. Access One has failed to diligently
pursue its Conplaint and the Conpl aint should be dism ssed.
| ssue 2: Should this Docket be cl osed?
Yes. If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, this Docket will require no
further action, and nmay be cl osed.

DECI SION: This item was deferred to a | ater Comm ssi on Conference.
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