M NUTES OF

COW SSI ON CONFERENCE, JULY 10, 2001
COMMENCED: 9:30 a.m

ADJOURNED: 1:30 p. m

COW SSI ONERS PARTI Cl PATI NG. 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 Commi ssion on itens designated by double
asterisks (**).

1 Approval of M nutes
May 29, 2001 Regul ar Comm ssi on Conference

DECI SI ON: The m nutes were approved.

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

2% * Consent Agenda
PAA A) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
010844-TC D & K Managenent Services, Inc.
010833-TC Strikers Fam |y Sports Center

11, Inc.
PAA B) Application for certificate to provide alternative | ocal
exchange tel ecomruni cati ons service.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME

010366- TX W G |I. Communi cations, Inc.
d/ b/ a Boonerang Conmmuni cati ons,
I nc.
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(Continued from previ ous page)

C) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange

t el ecommuni cati ons service.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
010371-TI IntelleCare. FL., Inc.
010375-TI LD Tel ecomuni cati ons, Inc.
010590-TI NexGen Tel ecom LLC
010093-TI Tel mex USA, L.L.C

D) DOCKET NO. 010848-TP - Application for cancell ation of
ALEC Certificate No. 4312 5293 and | XC Certificate No.
4312 by Omicall, Inc., effective 06/14/01.

E) DOCKET NO. 010653-TP - Notice of transfer of control of
01 Communi cations of Florida, LLC (holder of IXC
Certificate No. 7301 and ALEC Certificate No. 7302) from
SpectrunLi nk Networks, Inc., parent conpany of 01
Communi cations to Clearwre Holdings Inc., with Clearwire
Hol di ngs I nc. acquiring control of SpectrunLi nk Networks,
Inc. and 01 remmi ning a subsidiary of Spectrumii nk.

F) DOCKET NO. 010091-TlI - Request for approval of nerger of

Conest oga Conmuni cations, Inc., an affiliate of Tel eBeam
| ncorporated (holder of I XC Certificate No. 7283), into

Tel eBeam and nanme change on Certificate No. 7283 to CEI

Net wor ks, I nc.
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(Continued from previ ous page)

PAA G DOCKET NO. 010328-TP - Request for approval of
consol idati on of KMC Tel ecom Inc. (holder of ALEC
Certificate No. 4733, |IXC Certificate No. 4792, and AAV

Certificate No. 4822), and KMC Telecom 11, Inc. (hol der
of ALEC certificate No. 5617 and | XC Certificate No.
5616) into KMC Telecom IIl, Inc. (holder of ALEC

Certificate No. 7093 and | XC Certificate No. 7092),
whereby all custonmers and operations of KMC Tel ecom I nc.
and KMC Telecom 11, Inc., will be transferred to KMC
Telecom IIl, Inc.; for cancellation of ALEC Certificates
Nos. 4733 and 5617, cancellation of I XC Certificates Nos.
4792 and 5616; and for transfer and nanme change on AAV
Certificate No. 4822 from KMC Tel ecomInc. to KMC Tel ecom
[1l, Inc. (Deferred from May 15, 2001 Comm ssion
Conference; new reconmendation filed.)

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The Comm ssi on 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 the noted nodification
to Item D, Docket No. 010848-TP.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 010810-TP - Petition by MCl Worl dCom

Communi cations, Inc. and MClnmetro Access Transm ssion
Services, LLCto initiate rule making pursuant to Section
364.01 and 364.03, F.S., to Mandate Use of Electronic

Aut hori zation as a Perm ssible Method for Consumers to Lift
Preferred Carrier Freezes.

Critical Date(s): None (7/5/01 statutory 30-day deadline
has been wai ved by petitioner.)

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

Staff: APP: NMbore
CAF: Johnson
CMP: Mbses

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the petition of
Worl dComto initiate rulemaking to amend Rule 25-4.110
regarding preferred carrier freezes?
Yes. The Comm ssion should grant the
petition in part. A rule devel opnent workshop shoul d be
hel d before the Comm ssion deci des whether to anmend Rul e 25-
4.110 in the formrequested by the petitioner.
| SSUE 2: Shoul d Bel |l South Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc.
Petition for Leave to Intervene be granted?
No. It is not necessary to grant petitions
to intervene in a rul emaki ng docket.
| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

: No.

S

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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4* * Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A. C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 010462-TC - Edward D. Pacetti
DOCKET NO. 010497-TC - Joseph E. Browder and Gary D. Carlson

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 grant the conpanies |isted
on page 4 of staff’s June 28, 2001 nenorandum a vol untary
cancellation of their respective certificates?

Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d grant each
conpany a voluntary cancellation of its tel econmunications
certificate with an effective date as |listed on page 4.

| SSUE 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recomendation in Issue 1, these dockets should be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm ssion of pay
tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A. C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees, Tel ecomruni cati ons
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 010478-TC - Aneritel Payphone Distributors, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 010494-TC - Arbor Health Care Conpany d/ b/a
Arbors at Jacksonville

DOCKET NO. 010500-TC - Richard L. Sturgeon

Critical Date(s): None

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

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

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel the certificates issued to the conpanies |listed on
page 5 of staff’s June 28, 2001 menorandum for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $1, 000
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 Comm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating 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 Commi 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
cancel ed adm nistratively.
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Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A.C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees, Tel econmuni cations
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
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. These dockets should then be closed
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
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6* * PAA Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm ssion of pay

t el ephone certificates
F.A C.,
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 010459-TC -
DOCKET NO. 010460-TC -
DOCKET NO. 010461-TC -
Techni cal Services
DOCKET NO. 010464-TC -
Di stributors Inc.

DOCKET NO. 010465-TC -
DOCKET NO. 010483-TC -
DOCKET NO. 010498-TC -
DOCKET NO. 010501-TC -
Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assi gned:

Staff: CMP:

LEG.

I sler
Elliott,

| SSUE 1:

Regul at ory Assessnent

K. Pena,

Shoul d t he Conm ssi on i npose a $500 fine or

for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons

Josi ah Jones

Oakl and Gas I nc.

Al bert Bailey d/b/a Bailey's
Li ghtening Bolt Marketing &
Fi ne Fones, Inc.

Eri k Lamar Washi ngton

Pete Gaci o
Robert W Carter

Ful | Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer ADM

B. Keati ng

cancel

each conpany’s respective certificate listed on page 5 of

staff’'s June 28,
Rul e 25-4.0161,
Assessnent Fees;

Yes.

fine or cancel

Fl ori da Public Service

O fice of the Comptroller
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1),
If the Conm ssion’ s Order
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees,
penalty and interest charges,

St at ut es.

certificates |listed on

- 8

2001 menorandum for
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code,
Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

apparent violation of
Regul at ory

The Conmmi ssion should i npose a $500

each conpany’'s certificate as |listed on page
5 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees,
statutory penalty and interest charges,
t he Comm ssion within five business days after
of the Consummating Order.

i ncl udi ng
recei ved by

t he i ssuance

The fine should be paid to the

Comm ssion and forwarded to the

for deposit in the State Ceneral

Fl ori da

I's not protested and

i ncl udi ng statutory

are not received, the

page 5 should be cancel ed

are not
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Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A.C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons
Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previous page)

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.
| SSUE 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recomendation will becone final upon issuance of a
Consummating 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 closed
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 recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 001485-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Alternative Local Exchange

Tel ecomruni cations Certificate No. 7160 issued to CAT
Conmuni cations International, Inc. for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpanies. (Deferred from May 15, 2001
Comm ssi on Conference; revised recomendation filed.)

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 accept the settlement offer
proposed by CAT Conmuni cations International, Inc. to
resol ve the apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida
Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

: No. The Commi ssion should not accept the
conpany’s settlenment offer, which proposed to pay a $100
contribution and future regulatory assessnent fees on a
timely basis. |Instead, the Comm ssion should i npose 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 Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consummati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Comm ssion and forwarded 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
Conmmi 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. 7160 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.
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DOCKET NO. 001485-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Conmm ssion of Alternative Local Exchange

Tel ecommuni cations Certificate No. 7160 issued to CAT
Communi cations International, Inc. for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees;

Tel econmmuni cati ons Conpani es.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recommendation will becone final upon issuance of a
Consummating Order, unless a person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Commi ssion’s decision files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the Proposed
Agency Action Order. The docket should then be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate.

DECISION: This item was deferred to the August 14, 2001 Commi ssion
Conf er ence.
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8** Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm ssion of pay
tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A. C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 010414-TC - M chael Anthony Hol oday d/ b/ a
Atlantic & Gulf Communi cati ons

DOCKET NO. 010442-TC - Sharky’s Draft House, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 010447-TC - J.C. Vending, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 010463-TC - James M Sprinkle

DOCKET NO. 010485-TC - Thonmas Rynni ng

Critical Date(s): None

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

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

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by each conpany |isted on page 4 of staff’s June
28, 2001 menorandum to resolve the apparent violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory
Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d accept each
conpany’s respective settlenment proposal. Any contribution
shoul d be received by the Comm ssion within ten business
days fromthe date of the Comm ssion Order and should
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. |[|f any of
t he conpanies |isted on page 4 fails to pay in accordance
with the terms of the Conmm ssion Order, that conpany’s
respective certificate should be cancel ed adm nistratively.
| SSUE 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendati on on Issue 1, the docket for each conpany
|isted on page 4 should be closed upon receipt of the $100
contribution or cancellation of the certificate.
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t el ephone 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)

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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Cancel |l ation by Florida Public Service Conm ssion of pay
tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A. C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons
Conpani es, and Rule 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting

Requi renments.

DOCKET NO. 010480-TC - Stellar Tel econmunication, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 010495-TC - George C. Brown d/b/a Brown’s Modern
Bar ber Shop

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 as |listed on page 6 of
staff’s June 28, 2001 nmenorandum for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, Florida Adnmi 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 respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Comm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating 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 Commi 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 6 should be
cancel ed adm nistratively and the collection of the past due
fees should be referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller for
further collection efforts.
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Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A.C., Regul atory Assessnment Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons
Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting

Requi renment s.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
each conpany’s respective certificate as |isted on page 6 of
staff’s nmenorandum for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenments?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the information required by Rule 25-
24,520, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenents,
and fine are not received by the Conm ssion within five
busi ness days after the issuance of the Consummting Order.
The fine should be paid to the Florida Public Service
Conmmi 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 Conm ssion’s
Order is not protested and the fine and required information
are not received, the certificates |listed on page 6 should
be cancel ed adm nistratively.
| SSUE 3: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. The Order issued fromthis
recomendation 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 dockets should then be closed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required informtion or
cancellation of the certificate. A protest in one docket
shoul d not prevent the action in a separate docket from
becom ng fi nal

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 001412-TX - Cancellation by Florida Public
Service Comm ssion of Alternative Local Exchange

Tel ecomruni cations Certificate No. 5260 issued to Florida
City-Link Communications, Inc. 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 \Wal ker

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by Florida City-Link Comrunications, Inc. to
resol ve the apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida
Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Commi ssion shoul d accept the
conpany’s settlement proposal. The Comm ssion should
forward the contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to
Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be closed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recomendation 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
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DOCKET NO. 000584-W5 - Application for approval of staff-
assisted rate case in Martin County by Laniger Enterprises
of Anerica, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 4/11/02 (15-month effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: ECR Fitch, Lingo, Wetherington
LEG  Brubaker

(Al'l Issues Proposed Agency Action Except |Issues 15 and 16.)
| SSUE 1: |Is the quality of service provided by Laniger to
its custonmers satisfactory?

Yes. The quality of service provided by
Lani ger should be considered satisfactory. However, the
utility should be ordered to provide a witten plan
detailing its nethods of responding to lift station al arns
and main breaks within 90 days of the effective date of the
Comm ssion Order. This plan should include at a m nimum the
notifying of every custoner of a tel ephone nunber to call at
the time of an alarm or main break, and the assurance that
nunber will be answered twenty-four hours a day by a utility
staff menber who is know edgeable in dealing with these
Situations.

| SSUE 2: Does the utility have excessive unaccounted for
water and, if so, what adjustnents should be nmade?

Yes. Laniger Enterprises of Anerica, Inc.,
has approxi mately 2.5% excessive unaccounted for water.
Therefore, allowable expenses for purchased electricity and
chem cal s shoul d be reduced by 2.5%

| SSUE 3: What portions of the water and wastewater treatnment
pl ants and the water distribution and wastewater collection
systens shoul d be considered used and useful ?

The water treatnent plant should be

consi dered 64. 1% used and useful. The water distribution
system shoul d be considered 78.8% used and useful. The

wast ewat er treatnment plant should be considered 83. 8% used
and useful, the effluent disposal system should be

consi dered 100% used and useful, and the wastewater

col l ection system shoul d be considered 87. 3% used and

- 17 -
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DOCKET NO. 000584-Ws - Application for approval of staff-
assisted rate case in Martin County by Laniger Enterprises
of America, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

useful. The utility should be required to test its

coll ection systemto determne the level of infiltration and
inflow (1& ), as discussed in the analysis portion of
staff’s June 28, 2001 nmenorandum

| SSUE 4: MWhat is the appropriate average test year rate
base for the utility?

. The appropriate average test year rate base
for the utility is $229,799 for water and $225, 683 for

wast ewater. The utility should be required to conplete all
pro forma additions, as discussed in the staff analysis,
within nine nonths of the effective date of the Conm ssion
Or der.

| SSUE 5: What is the appropriate rate of return on equity
and the appropriate overall rate of return for this utility?
. The appropriate rate of return on equity is
9.94% with a range of 8.94% - 10.94% The appropriate
overall rate of return for the utility is 8.85%

| SSUE 6: What are the appropriate test year revenues?

. The appropriate test year revenues for this
utility are $116,419 for water and $114,516 for wastewater.

| SSUE 7: What is the appropriate anmount of operating
expense?

. The appropriate anount of operating expense
for this utility is $90,942 for water and $148, 206 for
wast ewater. The utility should be required to provide the
Comm ssion with proof of the initiation of a pension plan,
as discussed in the staff analysis, within 90 days of the
effective date of the Conm ssion Order. Moreover, the
utility should be rem nded to send bills pursuant to Rule
25-30.335, Florida Adm nistrative Code, at regul ar

i nterval s.

| SSUE 8: What is the appropriate revenue requirenent?
The appropriate revenue requirenent is
$111, 279 for water and $168,179 for wastewater.

| SSUE 9: What is the appropriate disposition of the
overearni ngs associated with the water systenf

- 18 -
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DOCKET NO. 000584-Ws - Application for approval of staff-
assisted rate case in Martin County by Laniger Enterprises
of America, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

The utility should be required to spend the
total recommended | evel of the water system s overearnings
to i nplenent the water conservation prograns discussed in
the staff analysis. The utility should, at a nmininmm spend
t he recommended anount for each of the first two years of
its conservation progranms, and be required to file quarterly
reports with the Comm ssion on its program covering the sanme
t wo-year period. These reports should list the conservation
measures that were inplenmented during the period and the
amount s expended. Staff should confer with the SFWWVD in
reviewing the reports in order to evaluate the effectiveness
of the program and ensure that the program and anounts spent
are consistent with the Comm ssion order.
| SSUE 10: Is a continuation of the utility’s current rate
structure appropriate in this case?

: Yes. A continuation of the utility’s
current rate structure is appropriate.
| SSUE 11: What are the appropriate rates for each systenf
. The recommended rates should be designed to
produce revenue of $116,419 for water and $168, 179 for
wast ewater, as shown in the staff analysis. The approved
rates should be effective for service rendered on or after
t he stanped approval date on the tariff sheet, pursuant to
Rul e 25-30.475(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code. The rates
shoul d not be inplenmented until notice has been received by
the custoners. The utility should provide proof of the date
notice was given within 10 days after the date of the
notice.
| SSUE 12: Is an adjustnent to reflect repression of
consunpti on appropriate in this case, and, if so, what is
t he appropriate repression adjustnent?

: No. A repression adjustnment is not
appropriate in this case.
| SSUE 13: What is the appropriate amount by which rates
shoul d be reduced four years after the established effective
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date to reflect the renpoval of the anortized rate case
expense as required by Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes?
The water and wastewater rates should be
reduced as shown on Schedul es 4 and 4A of staff’s
menorandum to renove rate case expense grossed up for
regul atory assessnent fees and anortized over a four-year
period. The decrease in rates should beconme effective
i medi ately follow ng the expiration of the four-year rate
case expense recovery period, pursuant to Section 367.0816,
Florida Statutes. The utility should be required to file
revised tariffs and a proposed customer notice setting forth
the lower rates and the reason for the reduction no | ater
t han one nonth prior to the actual date of the required rate
reduction. If the utility files this reduction in
conjunction with a price index or pass-through rate
adj ust nent, separate data should be filed for the price
i ndex and/or pass-through increase or decrease and the
reduction in the rates due to the anortized rate case
expense.
| SSUE 14: \What are the appropriate customer deposits for
this utility?

The appropriate custonmer deposits should be
t he recommended charges specified in the staff anal ysis.

The utility should file revised tariff sheets which are
consistent with the Comm ssion’s vote. Staff should be
given adm nistrative authority to approve the revised tariff
sheets upon staff’s verification that the tariffs are
consistent with the Comm ssion’s decision. |If revised
tariff sheets are filed and approved, the custoner deposits
shoul d becone effective for connections nade on or after the
st anped approval date of the revised tariff sheets, if no
protest is filed.

| SSUE 15: Should the utility be required to show cause, in
witing within 21 days, why it should not be fined up to

$5, 000 per day for its apparent violation of Rule 25-30.115,
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Fl orida Adm nistrative Code, for its failure to maintain its
books and records in conformance with the NARUC USOA?

No. A show cause proceedi ng shoul d not be
initiated. Although the utility was not in conpliance with
t he NARUC USOA during the test year, the utility is
currently in conpliance with the NARUC USOA.

| SSUE 16: Should the recommended rates be approved for the
utility on a tenporary basis, subject to refund, in the
event of a protest filed by a party other than the utility?
Yes. Pursuant to Section 367.0814(7),

Fl orida Statutes, the recommended rates should be approved
for the utility on a tenporary basis, subject to refund, in
the event of a protest filed by a party other than the
utility. Prior to inplenentation of any tenporary rates,
the utility should provide appropriate security. |f the
recommended rates are approved on a tenporary basis, the
rates collected by the utility should be subject to the
refund provisions discussed in the analysis portion of
staff’s nmenmorandum I n addition, after the increased rates
are in effect, pursuant to Rule 25-30.360(7), Florida

Adm ni strative Code, the utility should file reports with
the Division of Econom c Regulation no later than 20 days
after each nonthly billing. These reports should indicate
t he anobunt of revenue coll ected under the increased rates
subj ect to refund.

| SSUE 17: Should this docket be closed?

: No. If no tinely protest is received upon
expiration of the protest period, the PAA Order will becone
final upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. However,

this docket should remain open for an additional nine nonths
fromthe effective date of the Order to allow staff to
verify conpletion of proforma plant itens as described in

| ssue No. 4. Once staff has verified that this work has
been conpl eted, the docket should be closed

adm ni stratively.
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DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved with a nodification to
| ssue 9 that the utility will file an affidavit at the end of the two-
year period indicating there were no overearnings.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 010727-El - Petition for approval to revise
tariff for service charges for paynment through a third party
vendor by Tanpa El ectric Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 7/10/01 (60-day suspensi on date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg Officer ADM

Staff: ECR  \Wheel er, E. Draper
LEG |saac

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve TECO s proposed
tariff revision to allow paynment through a third party
vendor ?

Yes. TECO s proposal affords
custoners addi tional paynent options, and shoul d be
approved.

: No. The proposed fee for the
addi ti onal paynent options is excessive.

| SSUE 2: What is the appropriate effective date for TECO s
proposed tariff to allow paynent through a third party
vendor ?

If the Conm ssion approves the Primary
Staff Recommendation in Issue 1, the appropriate effective
date for TECO s proposed tariff to allow paynent through a
third party vendor is July 10, 2001. |If the Comm ssion
approves the Alternative Staff Recommendation in |Issue 1,
this issue is npoot.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SION: An order will be issued to acknowl edge TECO s wi t hdrawal of
its petition and close the docket.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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13** DOCKET NO. 010309-TL - Petition for expedited review of
North American Plan Adm nistration’ s (NANPA) denial of
application for use of central office code nunbering
resources or NXX codes in Olando Magnolia switch by
Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cations, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 010782-TL - Petition for generic proceedings to
establi sh expedited process for reviewing North American
Pl an Adm ni stration (NANPA) future denials of applications
for use of additional NXX Codes by Bell South

Tel ecomrmuni cati ons, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 010783-TL - Petition for review of pooling

adm ni strator’s denial of request for additional nunbering
resources by NeuStar by Bell South Tel econmuni cations, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 010743-TL - Petition for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 407/321 area codes by Neustar,
Inc., as North Anmerican Nunbering Plan Adm nistration
(NANPA), on behalf of Florida tel ecommunications industry.
DOCKET NO. 990455-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 305/786 area code - Dade
County and Monroe County/ Keys Regi on.

DOCKET NO. 990456-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 561 area code.

DOCKET NO. 990457-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunmbering plan relief for the 954 area code.

DOCKET NO. 960786-TL - Consideration of Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc.’s entry into interLATA services
pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal Tel econmuni cations
Act of 1996.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion (010782, 010743,
960786, 010783, 010309)
Full Comm ssion (for this decision
only) - 990455, 990456, 990457
Prehrg Officer ADM (010783)
Prehrg Officer BZ (010782)
Prehrg Officer PL (010309)
Prehrg Officer DS (990455, 990456,
990457, 010743, 960786)
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Staff: LEG Fordham
CMP: Casey

| SSUE 1: Should Bell South’s Modtions to Dism ss Response and
Protests and its Motion to Strike and/or Dism ss Pl eading be
granted and the protested Orders be nade final?

Yes. Staff recommends that Bell South’s
Motions to Dism ss Protest be granted, that the Mdtion to
Stri ke and/or Dism ss Pleading be granted, and the protested
Orders be made final, effective as of the end of the protest
period for each of the orders in question.
| SSUE 2: Should the matter be referred to agencies having
jurisdiction to seek sanctions agai nst the person(s)
responsi ble for filing the probable bogus docunents?

Yes. Staff believes the matter should be
referred to agencies having jurisdiction to seek sanctions
agai nst the person(s responsible for filing the probable
bogus docunents, for action as those agenci es deem
appropri ate.
| SSUE 3: Shoul d these Dockets be cl osed?

No. These Dockets should remai n open, and
proceed as if the Protests were not filed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with a clarification to
| ssue 2 that staff is to cooperate fully with the appropriate agency.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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DOCKET NO. 010382-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 JB

Staff: RGO  Brady
LEG Crosby, Gervasi

| SSUE 1: Should Order No. PSC-01-1271-PAA-SU be nodified to
reflect that Certificate No. 515-S is transferred from ABCA
to West Lakel and Wastewater, Inc., which is the correct nane
of the utility as registered with the Division of

Cor por ations, Departnent of State?

:  Yes. Order No. PSC-01-1271- PAA-SU shoul d
be nmodified to reflect that Certificate No. 515-S is being
transferred from ABCA to West Lakel and Wastewater, Inc.

West Lakel and Wastewater, Inc. should be required to notice
the custoners of the change in name of the utility.

Further, by Septenber 14, 2001, West Lakel and Wast ewat er,
Inc. should provide proof that it owns the |land or possesses
the right to continued use of the | and upon which the
utility treatnent facilities are |ocated.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remain open pending
recei pt of proof that West Lakel and Wastewater, Inc., owns
the | and or possesses the right to continued use of the |and
upon which the utility treatnent facilities are | ocated.

The docket should also remain open to verify that West

Lakel and Wastewater, Inc. has notice the custoners of the
utility of the change in the name of the utility. Upon
recei pt and verification of such proof, the docket should be
adm ni stratively cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with the understanding
that staff will track the issues in dispute between the parties.

Conmi ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber, Baez, Pal eck
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Certificate No. 281-S in Lee County from Bonita Country Cl ub
Utilities, Inc. to Real Nor Hall andal e, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: JC DS JB
Prehrg Officer JC

Staff: LEG  Gervasi
RGO Johnson, Redenmmnn

| SSUE 1: Should Real Nor’s Petition to Accept Certificate of
Title in Lieu of Warranty Deed be granted?

: Yes. RealNor’s Petition to Accept
Certificate of Title in Lieu of Warranty Deed shoul d be
granted and the docket should be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Deason, Jaber
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DOCKET NO. 991437-WJ - Application for increase in water
rates in Orange County by Wedgefield Utilities, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: DS JB Bz
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: LEG Fudge, Christensen
ECR. Kyle

| SSUE 1: Should Wedgefield s Mdtion for Summary Final Order
be granted?

No. Staff recommends that Wedgefield' s
Moti on for Sunnary Fi nal Order should be denied.

| SSUE 2: Should Wedgefield s Motion to Strike and Dism ss
the OFfice of Public Counsel’s Petition Requesting Section
120.57 Hearing and Protest of Proposed Agency Action be

grant ed?
No. Based on the deet+rine—of—res—iudicata

fact that no new grounds have been raised and that the

Comm ssion ruled on this at a prior agenda conference,
Wedgefield s renewed Motion to Strike and Dism ss should be
deni ed.

| SSUE 3: Should Wedgefield s Motion to Strike Portions of
Prefiled Direct Testinony of OPC Wtnesses Larkin and Bi ddy
be granted?

: No. If the Comm ssion denies Wedgefield's
nmotion for Summary Final Order in Issue 1, Wedgefield' s
Motion to Strike should also be denied. |If Wedgefield s
Motion for Sunmmary Final Order is granted, then the Motion
to Strike Portions of Prefiled Direct Testinony of OPC

Wt nesses Larkin and Bi ddy should al so be granted.

| SSUE 4: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should remai n open pending
a hearing and the Comm ssion’s final determ nation of the

i ssues in dispute.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with the noted
clarification to Issue 2.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jaber, Baez

- 28 -
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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): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: DS BZ PL
Prehrg Officer BZ

Staff: CWMP: Ileri
LEG. Fordham

| SSUE A: Shoul d Bel | South Tel ecommuni cations, Inc’s
(Bel | South) Mdtion for Leave to File Am cus Brief on Limted
| ssue of Whether FPSC Has Authority to Order Rate Center
Consol i dati on be granted?

: Yes. BellSouth’s Mdtion for Leave to File
Am cus Brief on Limted |Issue of Whether FPSC Has Authority
to Order Rate Center Consolidation should be granted.
| SSUE B: Under current Florida and Federal Law, what is the
extent of the Commission’s authority to order rate center
consol i dation?

While there are no explicit |egal

i npedi nents to prevent the Conm ssion fromrendering a
decision on this issue in this Docket, staff recomends that
the i ssue of whether the Conmm ssion has authority to order
rate center consolidation in the State of Florida should be
deferred and addressed in a separate specific docket

expedi tiously.

| SSUE 1: Should the Tanpa Market Area be considered one
rate center? |If not, what rate centers should be associ ated
with the Tanpa Market Area?

No, the Tanpa Market Area should not be
considered one rate center. Staff recommends the Tanpa Rate
Center, located within the Tanpa Market Area, should consi st
of the Tanpa Central, Tanpa North, Tanpa East, Tanpa South,
and Tanpa West rate centers. Staff also recommends that all
exi sting custoners in the 813 area code be grandfathered as
described in Verizon' s proposal, but with a nodification.
The grandf at hered custoners should be allowed to nmaintain
their tel ephone nunbers regardl ess of whether they change

- 29 -
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carriers, as long as they are at the sanme |ocation. In
addition, all existing calling scopes should be maintained
exactly in place for billing and nunber portability

pur poses, and the V+H TPM coordinates in the existing Tanpa
regi on should be preserved. Furthernore, the ALECs shoul d
provide staff with a list of all grandfathered NXXs by

Oct ober 2, 2001, to enable staff to review the effect of the
nodi fi ed grandfathering proposal on ALECs and custoners
within five years.

| SSUE 2: How would nmultiple rate centers inpact the
nunberi ng resources in the Tanpa Market Area?

The evidence in the record reflects that
the establishment of five Tanpa rate centers could cause the
813 area code to prematurely exhaust. However, if the
Comm ssi on approves the nodified grandfathering proposal for
all NXXs, permanent |ocal nunmber portability for
gr andf at hered custoners, retaining the sane |local calling
areas for all NXXs in the 813 area code (lssue 1) and a
nunber pooling trial (Issue 4), staff believes that nmultiple
rate centers would have m nimal inpact on the nunbering
resources for the Tanpa area.
| SSUE 3: a) What effect will Verizon's changes to its RDBS
and BRI DS have on other telecomunications carriers in the
Tanpa Mar ket Area?

b) What effect would one or nore rate centers have on

tel ecomuni cations carriers in the Tanpa Market Area?

The effects of Verizon's changes to its
RDBS and BRI DS, and the effect of one or nore rate centers
on telecommuni cation carriers in the Tanpa Market Area, are
addressed in Issue 1.

| SSUE 4: Should a number pooling trial be inplenmented in
the Tanpa MSA? |If so, when should the nunber pooling trial
begi n?

: Yes. Staff recommends that a number
pooling trial be inplenmented in the Tanpa MSA begi nni ng on

- 30 -
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Oct ober 1, 2001. The pooling trial should include al
uncont am nat ed t housands- bl ocks, and all contam nated bl ocks
with | ess than 10% contam nati on pursuant to the FCC s rul es
and orders. All LNP-capable carriers should participate in
the pooling trial.
| SSUE 5: What ot her nunmber conservati on nmeasures, if any,
shoul d the Conm ssion order in the Tanpa Market Area? |If so,
a) When should these neasures be inplenmented?
b) How should the cost recovery be established?
Due to insufficient evidence in the record,
staff recommends that the Conm ssion address any further
nunmber conservation neasures in Docket No. 981444-TP
(I'nvestigation into Number Conservation Measures: Number
Utilization Study).
| SSUE 6: Should Verizon be ordered to inplenment rate center
consolidation in the Tanpa Market Area? |If so,
a) How nmany rate centers should be consolidated? and if
so, how should it be inplenmented?
b) When should the rate center consolidation be
effective?
c) Should Verizon be allowed to recover its costs upon
consolidation of its rate centers in the Tanpa Market
Area? |If so, how?
| f the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recomendation in |Issue B, Issue 6 becones noot.

| SSUE 7: Should Verizon be required to undo changes nade

prior to August 15, 2000, in its RDBS and BRIDS systens? |f
so, should Verizon be required to file a revised Tariff
reflecting one Tanpa Rate Center?

No. If the Comm ssion approves staff’s

recommendation in Issue 1, Verizon should not be required to
undo changes made prior to August 15, 2000, in its RDBS and
BRI DS systens.
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| SSUE 8: Should this docket be cl osed?

I f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
reconmendations in Issues 1-7, this docket should be closed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved with an exception in |ssue
1 that inplenmentation be withheld until thirty days after the date

t hat mandatory pooling goes into effect. Further, staff was directed
to take neasures to expedite mandatory pooling and encourage
participation by ALECs. |Issue 8 was denied. The docket is to remain
open until nunber pooling starts.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, 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 PL
Prehrg Officer JB

Staff: CMP: Logue
LEG  For dham

| SSUE 1: Should the rates and charges contai ned (or not
contained) in the 1997 AT&T/ Bel | South Agreenent apply to the
Bel | South bills at issue in this Docket?

: No. The rates and charges contained in the
1997 AT&T/ Bel | Sout h Agreenment do not apply to the Bell South
bills at issue in this Docket. The relevant underlying
agreenment in this instant matter is the 1997 Bel |l Sout h/ Supra
resal e agreenent, effective June 1, 1997, and approved by

t he Comm ssion on October 8, 1997, by Order No. PSC-97-1213-
FOF- TP in Docket No. 970783-TP.

| SSUE 2: Did Bell South bill Supra appropriately for End-User
Common Line (“EUCL”) charges pursuant to the Bell South/ Supra
i nterconnection and resal e agreenent ?

Yes. Pursuant to Section VII(L) of the

Bel | Sout h/ Supra resal e agreenent, entered into by Supra on
May 19, 1997 (date of signature) and effective June 1, 1997,
Bel | Sout h acted appropriately in billing Supra for EUCLSs.

| SSUE 3: Did Bell South bill Supra appropriately for changes
in services, unauthorized |ocal service changes and
reconnections pursuant to the Bell South/ Supra

i nterconnection and resal e agreenent ?

Yes. Bell South billed Supra appropriately
for changes in services, unauthorized |ocal service changes
and reconnections pursuant to the parties’ resal e agreenent.
| SSUE 4: Did Bell South bill Supra appropriately for
secondary service charges pursuant to the Bell South/ Supra

i nterconnection and resal e agreenent ?
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Yes. Bell South appropriately billed Supra
for secondary service charges pursuant to the parties’
resal e agreenent.

| SSUE 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recomendati ons, this docket should be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jacobs, Baez, Pal eck



