M NUTES OF

COWM SS| ON CONFERENCE, MARCH 5, 2002
COVIVENCED: 9:35 a.m

ADJ OURNED: 1:40 p. m

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

Parties were allowed to address the Conm ssion on itens designhated by

doubl e asterisks (**).
-

1 Approval of M nutes
February 5, 2002 Regul ar Comm ssi on Conference

DECI SI ON: The m nutes were approved.

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



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
March 5, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE
2% * Consent Agenda
PAA A) Application for certificate to provide alternative access
vendor services.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020053-TA Latin American Nautilus U S. A
I nc.
PAA B) Applications for certificates to provide alternative
| ocal exchange tel ecomuni cati ons servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020056- TX Moment um Busi ness Sol uti ons,
I nc.
020043-TX Vol esal e Carrier Services,
I nc.

020085-TX Ci nergy Communi cati ons Conpany
020078-TX Consol i dat ed Networks, Inc.

PAA C) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange
t el ecommuni cati ons service.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020044-TI VWhol esal e Carrier Services,
I nc.
011645-TI Ki ger Tel ephone & Tel ephony,
LLC
011655-TI Weston Tel ecommuni cati ons, LLC



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
March 5, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE
2% * Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

PAA D) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020089-TC Donald R. Peterson and Myrna A. Peterson
d/ b/a F.C. Communi cations
020035-TC Sandra T. Avant d/b/a Avant Tel com
020110-TC Broward County Board of Commi ssioners
d/ b/a Broward County Tel ecomruni cati ons
Di vi si on
020072-TC M nt esnot Hail emari am
020096- TC Krinac, Inc.
020073-TC Thomas J. Powers
PAA E) Request for cancellation of interexchange
tel ecomruni cati ons certificate.
EFFECTI VE
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME DATE
020080- TI Metrocall, Inc. 12/31/01
PAA F) DOCKET NO. 020054-TP - Energency joint application for

approval of assignnent of assets and AAV/ ALEC Certificate
No. 4025 and | XC Certificate No. 2699 from W nst ar
Wreless, Inc. to Wnstar Conmuni cati ons, LLC.



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
March 5, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

2% * Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

PAA G DOCKET NO. 010985-TX - Application for transfer of and
name change on Alternative Local Exchange
Tel econmuni cations Certificate No. 4847 from CRG
International, Inc. d/b/a Network One to OneStar
Communi cations, LLC.

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

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.

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



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference

March 5,

| TEM NO

3** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020042-TP - Joint petition for waiver of Rule 25-
4.118, F.A.C., to approve acquisition by Weston

Tel ecomruni cati ons, LLC of certain assets of Easton Tel ecom
Services, Inc. (holder of I XC Certificate No. 3989 and ALEC
Certificate No. 5187).

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Hawkins
GCL: Dodson

| SSUE 1: Should Weston be relieved in this instance of the
carrier selection requirenent of Rule 25-4.118, Florida
Adm ni strative Code?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Staff agrees that Weston shoul d be
relieved in this instance of the carrier selection

requi rement of Rule 25-4.118, Florida Adm nistrative Code.
| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. This docket should be closed upon

i ssuance of a Consunmmati ng Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmm ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he Proposed Agency Action Order.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
March 5, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

4** PAA Docket No. 011497-TL - Petition by Verizon Florida Inc. for
approval to revise custoner contact protocol

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Schultz
GCL: Teitzman

| SSUE 1: Should this Comm ssion permt Verizon to recomend
its own intraLATA toll service on new customer contacts
after it infornms customers that they have a choice of |oca
toll providers and offers to read a |list of all avail able

i ntraLATA toll providers?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. This Comm ssion should permt Verizon
to recommend its own intralLATA toll service on new customer
contacts, after it infornms customers that they have a choice
of local toll providers and offers to read a |list of all
avai l abl e intraLATA toll providers.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: I f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation on |Issue 1, the proposed agency action shal
become final and effective upon the 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 this order. If no
protest to the proposed agency action is filed within 21
days of the date of issuance of the order, this docket
shoul d be closed adm ni stratively upon issuance of the
Consummat i ng Order.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

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

March 5,

| TEM NO

5% * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 020087-TL - Petition by Bell South

Tel ecomruni cations, Inc. for expedited review of pooling
adm ni strator’s denial of request for additional nunbering
resources for the West Pal m Beach Exchange (Royal Palm
Beach) and for nodification of expedited process for
reviewi ng North Anmerican Nunmbering Plan Adm nistration
(NANPA) to include Pooling Adm nistrator Code Deni als.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWMP: S. B. Brown, Bul ecza-Banks, Casey, lleri
GCL: Fudge

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion overturn NeuStar’'s decision
to deny nunbering resources for the Royal Palm Beach switch
(WPBHFLRPDSO) in the West Pal m Beach Exchange?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conm ssion should overturn

NeuSt ar’ s decision to deny the requested nunbers, and direct
NeuStar to provide Bell South with nunbering resources for

t he Royal Pal m Beach switch (WPBHFLRPDSO) in the West Palm
Beach Exchange.

| SSUE 2: Should the Comm ssion apply the sane process and
gui delines for future Pooling Adm nistrator’s one thousand-
bl ock code denials as in the existing adm nistrative process
set up for NANPA ten thousand-bl ock code denial s?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. Staff reconmmends that the Comm ssion
apply the sanme process and gui delines for future Pooling
Adm ni strator’s one thousand-bl ock code denials as in the
exi sting adm ni strative process set up for NANPA ten

t housand- bl ock code denials, as set forth in the analysis
portion of staff’s Februry 21, 2002 nmenorandum |f the
Conmmi ssi on approves staff’s recommendati on, the expedited
process shoul d be posted on the Conm ssion Web site, staff
should be directed to adm nistratively di spose of these
petitions as set forth herein, and appropriate nodifications
shoul d be made to the Adm nistrative Procedures Manual (APM
to reflect this process.
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| TEM NO. CASE

5** PAA Docket No. 020087-TL - Petition by Bell South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for expedited review of pooling
adm ni strator’s denial of request for additional nunbering
resources for the West Pal m Beach Exchange (Royal Pal m
Beach) and for nodification of expedited process for
review ng North American Nunbering Plan Adm nistration
(NANPA) to include Pooling Adm nistrator Code Deni al s.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the order, this
docket shoul d be cl osed upon the issuance of a consummti ng
order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati ons were approved.

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

6% * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 011286-TP - Request for approval of consummation
of transaction arising out of Chapter 11 status whereby al

Fl ori da operations and assets of Teligent Services, Inc.,

hol der of ALEC Certificate No. 4804, |XC Certificate No.
4850, and AAV Certificate No. 4707, will be assigned from
Teligent, Inc. to TAC License Corp., a wholly owned
subsidiary of Teligent Acquisition Corp.; and request for
assi gnnent and nanme change on ALEC Certificate No. 4804, |XC
Certificate No. 4850, and AAV Certificate No. 4707 from
Teligent to TAC.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: WIIlians
GCL: Elliott

| SSUE 1: Should Order No. PSC-01-2154-PAA-TP, issued
Novenmber 5, 2001, and Order No. PSC-01-2437-CO TP, issued
Decenmber 13, 2001, be vacated in part, in regard to the

assi gnnent and nanme change on ALEC Certificate No. 4804, |XC
Certificate No. 4850, and AAV Certificate No. 47077
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion should vacate in part
Order No. PSC-01-2154-PAA-TP, issued Novenber 5, 2001, and
Order No. PSC-01-2437-CO TP, issued Decenmber 13, 2001, in
regard to the assignnent and name change on ALEC Certificate
No. 4804, |1 XC Certificate No. 4850, and AAV Certificate No.
4707.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. This docket should be closed upon

i ssuance of the Comm ssion’s Order to vacate in part Order
No. PSC-01-2154- PAA- TP, issued November 5, 2001, and Order
No. PSC-01-2437-CO TP, issued Decenber 13, 2001.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference

March 5,

| TEM NO

7** PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 011008-TlI - Application for certificate to
provi de interexchange tel econmuni cations service by
TELECUBA, INC. (Deferred from February 19, 2002 conference;
revised recomendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Simmons
GCL: K. Pena, B. Keating

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant TELECUBA, INC. a
certificate to provide interexchange tel econmuni cations
service within the State of Florida as provided by Section
364.337(3), Florida Statutes?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. TELECUBA, INC. should be granted

| nt er exchange Tel ecommuni cations Certificate No. 8055 to
operate within Florida.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If the Commi ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1, this docket should be closed upon
the expiration of the protest period and issuance of a
Consummating Order. |If a person whose substantial interests
are affected by the Conm ssion’s proposed agency action
files a witten protest within 21 days of the issuance date
of the proposed agency action, the docket should remain
open.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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March 5,

| TEM NO

8* * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 011270-TC - Application for certificate to
provi de pay tel ephone service by Carey Lannon d/b/a Wred
Communi cati ons.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWMP: Pruitt
GCL: K. Pena, B. Keating

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Carey Lannon d/b/a

W red Communications a certificate to provide pay tel ephone
service in the State of Florida as provided by Section

364. 3375, Florida Statutes?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The applicant should not be granted a
certificate to provide pay tel ephone service in Florida.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

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

March 5,

| TEM NO

9% * PAA

2002

CASE

Docket No. 010828-SU - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Highlands County by Harder Hall - Howard, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 11/8/02 (15-nonth effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Oficer: Baez

Staff: ECR Costner, Fitch, Wetherington
GCL: Harris

| SSUE 1: Is the quality of service provided by Harder Hall -
Howard Utilities to its custoners satisfactory?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Based on the quality of product and

pl ant being satisfactory, as well as the utility s attenpt
to address custoner satisfaction, staff recommends that the
qual ity of service of the utility be considered

sati sfactory.

| SSUE 2: \What portions of the wastewater treatnent plant and
wast ewat er coll ection system should be consi dered used and
useful ?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The wastewat er treatnment plant should be
consi dered 52. 7% used and useful and the wastewater
col l ection system should be consi dered 49. 6% used and
useful .

| SSUE 3: MWhat is the appropriate test year rate base for
the utility?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropriate test year rate base for the
utility is $99,201. The utility should be required to
conplete all pro forma additions, as discussed in the

anal ysis portion of staff’s February 21, 2002 nenorandum
within nine nonths of the effective date of the Conm ssion
Or der.

| SSUE 4: What is the appropriate rate of return on equity
and the appropriate overall rate of return for this utility?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropriate rate of return on equity is
10.00% with a range of 9.00% - 11.00% The appropriate
overall rate of return for the utility is 10.00%
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| TEM NO

9% * PAA

2002

CASE
Docket No. 010828-SU - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Hi ghlands County by Harder Hall - Howard, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 5: What is the appropriate test year revenue?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  The appropriate test year revenue for this
utility is $57,752 for wastewater.

| SSUE 6: What is the appropriate anmount of operating
expense?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The appropri ate anount of operating expense
for this utility is $72,546.

| SSUE 7: What is the appropriate revenue requirenent?
RECOMVENDATI ON: The appropriate revenue requirenent is
$82, 466 for wastewater.

| SSUE 8: What are the appropriate rates for the systenf
RECOMVENDATI ON: The recomrended rates should be designed to
produce revenue of $82,466 excluding m scell aneous service
charge revenue, as shown in the staff analysis. The
approved rates should be effective for service rendered on
or after the stanped approval date on the tariff sheet,
pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code.
The rates should not be inplenmented until notice has been
received by the customers. The utility should provide proof
of the date notice was given within 10 days after the date
of the notice.

| SSUE 9: What is the appropriate anmount by which rates
shoul d be reduced four years after the established effective
date to reflect the renoval of the anortized rate case
expense as required by Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  The wastewater rates should be reduced, as
shown on Schedul e No. 4 of staff’s menorandum to renove
rate case expense grossed up for regulatory assessnent fees
and anortized over a four-year period. The decrease in
rates shoul d becone effective i mediately 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 custonmer notice setting forth the | ower rates and
t he reason for the reduction no |ater than one nonth prior
to the actual date of the required rate reduction. |If the
utility files this reduction in conjunction with a price

- 13 -



M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference

March 5,

| TEM NO

9% * PAA

2002

CASE
Docket No. 010828-SU - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Hi ghlands County by Harder Hall - Howard, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

i ndex or pass-through rate adjustnment, separate data shoul d
be filed for the price index or pass-through increase or
decrease and the reduction in the rates due to the anortized
rate case expense.

| SSUE 10: What are the appropriate customer deposits for
this utility?

RECOVMENDATI ON: The appropriate custoner deposits should be
as specified in the staff analysis. The utility should file
revised tariff sheets which are consistent with the

Commi 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 custonmer deposits should becone effective
for connections made on or after the stanped approval date
of the revised tariff sheets, if no protest is filed.

| SSUE 11: Should HHH s request to inplenent a | ate paynment
charge be approved and, if so, what is the appropriate

char ge?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The utility should be allowed to

i mpl erent a $3.00 | ate paynent charge. 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 |ate paynment charges should becone
effective on the stanped approval date of the revised tariff
sheets, if no protest is filed.

| SSUE 12: Should the utility s service availability charges
be revised?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The utility's service availability
charges should not be revised.




M nut es of
Comm ssi on Conference
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| TEM NO

9% * PAA

2002

CASE
Docket No. 010828-SU - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Hi ghlands County by Harder Hall - Howard, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 13: Should the reconmmended 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?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Pursuant to Section 367.0814(7),

Fl orida Statues, 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 staff analysis. In
addition, after the increased rates are in effect, pursuant
to Rul e 25-30.360(7), Florida Adm nistrative Code, the
utility should file reports with the Division of the

Commi ssion Clerk and Adm nistrative Services no |later than
20 days after each nonthly billing. These reports should

i ndi cate the anmobunt of revenue coll ected under the increased
rates subject to refund.

| SSUE 14: Should HHH be ordered to show cause, in witing,
within 21 days, why it should not be fined for failure to
comply with its tariff, in apparent violation of Sections
367.081(1), and 367.091(3), Florida Statutes?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Show cause proceedi ngs shoul d not be
initiated at this tinme. The utility should hereby be put on
notice that it nust continue to conply with its tariff and
bill accordingly in the future.

| SSUE 15: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. If no tinely protest is received upon
expiration of the protest period, the PAA Order will becone
final upon the issuance of a Consummati ng Order. However,
this docket should remain open for an additional nine nonths
fromthe effective date of the Order to allow staff to
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| TEM NO

9% * PAA

2002

CASE
Docket No. 010828-SU - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Hi ghlands County by Harder Hall - Howard, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

verify conpletion of pro forma plant itens as described in
| ssue No. 4. Once staff has verified that this work has
been conpl eted, the docket should be cl osed

adm ni stratively.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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| TEM NO
10**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 011006-SU - Application for amendnent of
Certificate No. 247-S to extend service area in Lee County,
by North Fort Myers Utility, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR Wl den
GCL: Brubaker

| SSUE 1: Should NFMJ s Motion to Dismss Objection of M.
Hal e be granted?

RECOMMENDATI ON:  Yes.

| SSUE 2: Should the utility’s request to anend its
certificated territory be approved?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The utility’s request to anmend its
certificated territory should be approved. The recommended
territory is described in Attachment A of staff’s February
21, 2002 nenorandum

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

RECOMVENDATI ON: The docket can be cl osed.

DECISION: This item was deferred.
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2002

CASE

Docket No. 011344-WS - Resol ution No. 2001-128 by Nassau
County, in accordance with Section 367.171, F.S., rescinding
Fl ori da Public Service Commi ssion jurisdiction over

i nvest or-owned wat er and wastewater systens in Nassau
County. (Deferred from January 22, 2002 conference; revised
recomrendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR Rieger, Milhot
GCL: Crosby, Cervasi

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion acknow edge Resol uti on No.
2001-128, rescinding the Conm ssion’s jurisdiction over

i nvestor-owned water and wastewater utilities in Nassau
County effective Septenber 17, 20017

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d acknow edge
Resol ution No. 2001-128, rescinding the Commi ssion’s
jurisdiction over investor-owned water and wastewat er
utilities in Nassau County, effective Septenber 17, 2001.
Certificate No. 001-W held by Florida Public Utilities
Conmpany (FPUC), should be canceled and returned to the

Conmmi ssion within 30 days from when FPUC is no | onger a
party to, or at the conclusion of, Docket No. 990817-WS.

The cancel lation of the certificate does not affect the
authority of the Conm ssion to collect, or the obligation of
FPUC to pay, regulatory assessnent fees accrued prior to the
Septenber 17, 2001, transfer of jurisdiction to the County.

| SSUE 2: Does the Conm ssion retain exclusive jurisdiction
over United Water Florida Inc.’s (UW) facilities in Nassau
County pursuant to Section 367.171(7), Florida Statutes?
RECOVMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Pursuant to Section 367.171(7),

Fl ori da Statutes, because UW operates as a single utility
system transversi ng county boundaries, the County resolution
does not rescind the Comm ssion’s exclusive jurisdiction
over UWF' s facilities in Nassau County, as well as in St.
Johns and Duval Counti es.
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| TEM NO
11**

PAA

CASE

Docket No. 011344-WS5 - Resol ution No. 2001-128 by Nassau
County, in accordance with Section 367.171, F.S., rescinding
Florida Public Service Comm ssion jurisdiction over

i nvest or-owned wat er and wast ewater systens in Nassau
County. (Deferred from January 22, 2002 conference; revised
recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 3: Does the Conm ssion retain exclusive jurisdiction

over Florida Water Services Corporation’'s (FWSC) facilities
in Nassau County pursuant to Section 367.171(7), Florida

St atut es?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Because FWSC s facilities in Nassau
County are part of a single utility systemtransversing
county boundari es between Nassau and Duval Counties, the
County resolution does not rescind the Conm ssion’s
exclusive jurisdiction over FWSC s facilities in Nassau
County.

| SSUE 4: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. If no protest is received froma
substantially affected person to the proposed agency action
i ssues, a consummating order should be issued and this
docket should remain open until Docket No. 990817-WS has
been cl osed, after which tinme this docket should be cl osed
adm nistratively and FPUC S Certificate No. 001-Wshould be
cancel | ed.

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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| TEM NO
12**

2002

CASE

Docket No. 010119-WS5 - Application for transfer of

facilities of Steeplechase Utility Conpany, Inc., holder of
Certificate Nos. 515-Wand 447-S in Marion County, to

Fl ori da Water Services Corporation, holder of Certificate
Nos. 373-Wand 322-S, for cancellation of Certificates 515-W
and 447-S, and for anmendnent of Certificates 373-Wand 322-
S.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR Clapp, lwenjiora, Rieger
GCL: Brubaker

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion order Steepl echase or

Fl ori da Water to show cause, in witing within 21 days, why
it should not be fined for failing to charge its authorized
wast ewater rates, in apparent violation of Section
367.081(1), Florida Statutes?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The Conm ssi on should not order

St eepl echase and/or Florida Water to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined for failing to
charge its authorized wastewater rates, in apparent

viol ation of Section 367.081(1), Florida Statutes. Staff
recommends that the utility should inpute the revenues that
woul d have been generated if the tariffed gall onage cap had
been billed for residential wastewater service. Florida
Water should be required to pay its regulatory assessnent
fees (RAFs) based upon the inputed anount through June 1,
2003. Florida Water should be put on notice that after June
1, 2003, the utility should comrence billing in accordance
with its tariff, and should continue doing so until

aut horized to change by this Comm ssion in a subsequent

pr oceedi ng.

| SSUE 2: Should the transfer of facilities of Steeplechase
to Florida Water, the cancellation of Certificates Nos. 515-
W and 447-S, and the anmendnent of Certificates No. 373-Wand
322-S be approved?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The transfer of facilities of

St eepl echase to Florida Water, the cancell ation of

- 20 -



M nut es of

Comm ssi on Conference

March 5, 2002

| TEM NO
12**

PAA

PAA

PAA

CASE

Docket No. 010119-W5 - Application for transfer of
facilities of Steeplechase Uility Conpany, Inc., hol der of
Certificate Nos. 515-Wand 447-S in Marion County, to

Fl ori da Water Services Corporation, holder of Certificate
Nos. 373-Wand 322-S, for cancellation of Certificates 515-W
and 447-S, and for anmendnent of Certificates 373-Wand 322-
S.

(Continued from previ ous page)

Certificates Nos. 515-Wand 447-S, and the amendnent of
Certificates No. 373-Wand 322-S shoul d be approved. A
description of the territory being transferred i s appended
to staff’s February 21, 2002 nmenorandum as Attachnment A.

| SSUE 3: What is the rate base of Steeplechase at the tine
of transfer?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The rate bases, which for transfer purposes
reflect the net book value, are $122,498 for the water
system and ($139, 747) for the wastewater system as of
Decenmber 31, 2000.

| SSUE 4: Should an acquisition adjustnment be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. An acquisition adjustnment was not
requested; therefore, an acquisition adjustnment should not
be included in the cal culation of rate base for transfer
pur poses.

| SSUE 5: Should the rates and charges approved for this
utility be continued?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. Florida Water should conti nue
charging the rates and charges approved for this utility
systemuntil authorized to change by the Comm ssion in a
subsequent proceeding. The tariff pages reflecting the
transfer should be effective for services provided or
connections made on or after the stanped approval date on
the tariff sheets. The utility should be required to file a
tariff prior to providing reuse service.
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12** Docket No. 010119-W5 - Application for transfer of
facilities of Steeplechase Uility Conpany, Inc., hol der of
Certificate Nos. 515-Wand 447-S in Marion County, to
Fl ori da Water Services Corporation, holder of Certificate
Nos. 373-Wand 322-S, for cancellation of Certificates 515-W
and 447-S, and for anmendnent of Certificates 373-Wand 322-
S.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 6: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If no tinmely protest is received to
t he proposed agency action issues, a Consummting Order
shoul d be issued upon the expiration of the protest period.
Should no tinely protests be received, the docket should be
cl osed.

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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CASE

Docket No. 010852-WS - Application for transfer of
Certificate Nos. 514-Wand 446-S in Bay County from Sandy
Creek Utilities, Inc. to Sandy Creek Utility Services, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR  Johnson, Kaproth, Redemann
GCL: Crosby, Helton

| SSUE 1: Should the transfer of Certificate Nos. 514-W and
446-S from Sandy Creek to SCUSI be approved?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The transfer of Certificate Nos.
514-W and 446-S from Sandy Creek to SCUSI shoul d be
approved. The utility is current on its 2000 regul atory
assessnment fees (RAFs) and annual reports. Sandy Creek
shoul d be responsible for remtting to the Conm ssion the
2001 RAFs accruing up to and including June 15, 2001, the
date of the transfer. Sandy Creek should al so be
responsi ble for submtting an annual report for this tinme
period. SCUSI should be responsible for paynment of the 2001
RAFs associated with revenues coll ected after the transfer
date and all future RAFs and annual reports that should be
submtted to the Conmm ssion. A description of the territory
served by the utility is appended to staff’s February 21,
2002 menorandum as Attachnment A.

| SSUE 2: What is the rate base of Sandy Creek Utilities,
Inc. at the time of transfer?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The rate bases, which for transfer purposes
reflect the net book value, are $138,415 for the water
system and $190, 667 for the wastewater system as of June 15,
2001. SCUSI should be put on notice that it is required to
mai ntain the utility s books and records in conformance wth
t he National Association of Regulatory Utility Comm ssioners
(NARUC) Uniform System of Accounts (USOA).

| SSUE 3: Should an acquisition adjustnent be included in
the cal cul ati on of rate base?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. SCUSI has not requested an acquisition
adj ustnent and there are no extraordinary circunstances in
this case to warrant the inclusion of an acquisition

- 23 -
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Docket No. 010852-W5 - Application for transfer of
Certificate Nos. 514-Wand 446-S in Bay County from Sandy
Creek Utilities, Inc. to Sandy Creek Utility Services, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

adjustnent. Staff recommends that no acquisition adjustnent
shoul d be included in the cal cul ati on of rate base.

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

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. SCUSI 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.

| SSUE 5: Should the utility file a wastewater tariff
reflecting the reclainmed water class of service for the
Sandy Creek Ranch Gol f Course?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The utility should be required to
file a wastewater tariff reflecting the reclainmed water
class of service at a zero rate for the Sandy Creek Ranch
Gol f Course within 30 days of the effective date of the
order approving the transfer. Staff should be given the
authority to admnistratively approve the tariff provided it
is consistent with the Conmi ssion’s decision. The tariff
shoul d be effective for services rendered on or after the

st anped approval date of the tariff. The utility should
return to the Comm ssion for a determ nation regarding rates
for reclaimed water service prior to providing that service
to any other custonmers. The utility should be required to
file a copy of the golf course agreenent within 30 days of

t he consummating order.
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Docket No. 010852-W5 - Application for transfer of
Certificate Nos. 514-Wand 446-S in Bay County from Sandy
Creek Utilities, Inc. to Sandy Creek Utility Services, Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 6: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

t he proposed agency action issues, upon the expiration of
the protest period a Consummati ng Order should be issued and
t he docket shoul d be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati ons were approved. Commi ssioner Deason
di ssented on |ssue 3.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 010506-WJ - Application for transfer of a portion
of the water facilities operated by A. P. Utilities, Inc.,
hol der of Certificate No. 380-Win Marion County, to Marion
County Utilities.

Critical Date(s):

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

Staff: ECR  Clapp, Kaproth, Walden
GCL: Crosby, Helton

| SSUE 1: Should APU be ordered to show cause, in writing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined for serving
outside its certificated territory in apparent violation of
Section 367.045(2), Florida Statutes?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. A show cause proceedi ng shoul d not be
initiated.

| SSUE 2: Should the transfer of a portion of APU s water
systens to the County be approved as a matter of right and
shoul d Water Certificate No. 380-Wbe anmended to reflect the
del etion of territory?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The transfer of a portion of APU s
wat er systens to the County should be approved as a matter
of right pursuant to Section 367.071(4)(a), Florida
Statutes, and Water Certificate No. 380-Wshould be amended
to reflect the territory deletion effective June 26, 2001,
which is the closing date of the sale. A description of the
territory remaining after the partial transfer is appended
to staff’s February 21, 2002 nmenorandum as Attachnment A.

| SSUE 3: Should the Comm ssion open a docket to exani ne
whet her APU s sale of its facilities involves a gain that
shoul d be shared with APU s remai ni ng custonmers?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The Conm ssi on should not open a
docket to exam ne whether APU s sale of its facilities

i nvol ves a gain that should be shared with APU s renmi ni ng
cust oners.
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Docket No. 010506-WJ - Application for transfer of a
portion of the water facilities operated by AL P. Utilities,
Inc., holder of Certificate No. 380-Win Marion County, to
Marion County Utilities.

(Conti nued from previous page)

| SSUE 4: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?

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

proposed agency action issue, the docket should be closed
upon the issuance of a Consunmating Order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 011365-EQ - Petition for approval of anmendnment to
cogeneration contract with Bay County Resource Recovery
Facility by Florida Power Corporation. (Deferred from
January 8, 2002 conference; revised recommendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR: Harl ow, Bohrmann, Breman, D. Lee
GCL: Elias

| SSUE 1: Should Florida Power Corporation’s petition for
approval of an amendnent to the purchased power contract
with the Bay County Resource Recovery Facility be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The anmendnment will: 1) Increase

rat epayer costs by $610, 000, immediately, in exchange for
estimted benefits that do not occur until 2007; 2) Renove
the benefit of zero capacity paynents for firmenergy from
2013 through 2022; 3) Imediately elimnate Bay County’s
contingent liability, currently valued at $21.1 mllion,

whi ch was designed to reinburse ratepayers for early
capacity paynments in the event Bay County did not perform
and, 4) Expose ratepayers to the uncertainties of the

whol esal e market from 2007 through 2022. G ven these facts,
t he expected benefits, which are based on repl acenent power
cost estimtes through 2022, are not |arge enough to provide
rat epayers with reasonabl e assurances that savings wl|
actually materialize.

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

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

DECI SI ON: The recommendation for this item was w t hdr awn.
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16

Docket No. 011615-TP - Conplaint of KMC TelecomlIll, Inc.
for enforcement of interconnection agreenent with Sprint-
Fl orida, Incorporated. (Deferred from February 19, 2002
conference; revised recommendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: GCL: Teitzman, Fordham
CVP: Barrett

| SSUE 1: Should KMC's Request for Oral Argunment on its
Response to Sprint’'s Mdtion to Dism ss Conpl aint be granted?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The parties should be granted oral
argunment, because it may aid the Comm ssion in its

consi deration of the conplex issues to be addressed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2: Should the Comm ssion grant Sprint’s Mtion to

Di sm ss?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conm ssion should grant Sprint’s
Motion to Di sm ss.

DECI SION: No vote was taken on this issue. Parties are to begin the
negoti ation process effective March 5, 2002.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. |If the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation in Issue 2, the docket should be closed upon
i ssuance of the order.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati on was deni ed. The docket is to remain

open.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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17** Docket No. 991936-TlI - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs

agai nst Western Tel ecom for
24.470, F. A C
Necessity Required,

apparent violation of Rule 25-

Certificate of Public Conveni ence and
Rul e 25-4.043, F.A.C.,

Response to

Comm ssion Staff Inquiries, and Section 364.604, F.S.,
Billing Practices.
Critical Date(s): None
Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing Oficer: Pal ecki
Staff: GCL: Knight
CMP: M Watts
| SSUE 1: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati on was app

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber,

roved.

Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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CASE

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

Critical Date(s): 4/30/02 (extended 8-nmonth effective date)

Comm ssi oners Assi gned: Jaber, Deason, Baez
Prehearing Oficer: Jaber

Staff: ECR  Kyle, Merchant
GCL: Christensen

| SSUE 1: Shoul d the Conm ssion grant Wedgefield Uilities,
Inc. and the O fice of Public Counsel’s Joint Mtion Seeking
Comm ssi on Approval of Settlenent Agreenent?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conmm ssion should grant
Wedgefield Utilities, Inc. and the O fice of Public
Counsel s Joint Motion Seeking Conm ssion Approval of

Settl enent Agreenment and approve the settlenment agreenment in
its entirety.

| SSUE 2: What are the appropriate water rates?
RECOMVENDATI ON: I f the Commi ssion approves the settl enent
agreenment, nonthly rates as shown on Attachment B of staff’s
February 21, 2002 nenorandum shoul d be effective as
permanent rates for service rendered as of the stanped
approval date on the tariff sheets provided custoners have
received notice required by Rule 25-30.475, Florida

Adm ni strative Code. The utility should provide an
affidavit to the Conm ssion of the date notice was given to
the custoners within ten days after the date of the custoner
notice.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. |If the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recomendati ons on Issues 1 and 2, then this docket shoul d
be cl osed upon the issuance of the final order approving the
settl ement agreenent.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez
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CASE

Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida Digital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain ternms and conditions of
proposed interconnection and resale agreement with Bell South
Tel econmuni cati ons, Inc. under the Tel ecomuni cati ons Act of
1996. (Deferred from Decenber 17, 2001 conference; revised
recomrendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Dowds
GCL: Banks, Fudge
MVS: Bethea, Alila

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

Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida Digital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain terns and conditions of
proposed interconnection and resale agreement with Bell South
Tel ecomruni cati ons, Inc. under the Tel ecommuni cations Act of
1996. (Deferred from Decenber 17, 2001 conference; revised
recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 1: For purposes of the new interconnection agreenent,
shoul d Bel | South be required to provide xDSL service over
UNE | oops when FDN is providing voice service over that

| oop?

RECOMVENDATI ON: (a) Staff recommends that for the purposes
of the new interconnection agreenent, where Bell South has
depl oyed a DSLAMin the renote term nal for the purposes of
provi ding DSL service to custoners served by that renote
termnal, Bell South should be required to provide a
broadband UNE t hat includes unbundl ed DSL-capabl e

transm ssion facilities between the custoner’s Network

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

i nterconnection agreenment. (c) Finally, staff recomends

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

voi ce service from FDN over UNE | oops.

| SSUE 11: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

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

DECI SION: This item was deferred.
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CASE

Docket No. 950379-El - Determ nation of regul ated earnings
of Tanpa El ectric Conmpany pursuant to stipulations for
cal endar years 1995 t hrough 1999.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assi gned: Jaber, Baez
Prehearing O ficer: Baez

Staff: ECR  Merchant, WIlis
GCL: Vining

| SSUE 1: Shoul d the Conm ssion grant OPC s Mtion for
Reconsi derati on of Order No. PSC-01-2515-FOF-EI?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. OPC has not demonstrated that the
Comm ssi on overl ooked or failed to consider a material and
rel evant point of fact or |aw, accordingly, OPC s Mtion for
Reconsi derati on shoul d be deni ed.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The docket should be closed after the tine
for filing an appeal has run.

DECI SI ON: The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Baez
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DECI SI ON:
DECI SI ON:

CASE

Docket No. 001305-TP - Petition by Bell South

Tel ecomruni cations, Inc. for arbitration of certain issues
in interconnection agreenent with Supra Tel ecomruni cati ons
and I nformation Systenms, Inc. (Deferred from February 19,
2002 conference; revised recomendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Jaber, Baez, Pal ecki
Prehearing O ficer: Pal ecki

Staff: CMP:. King, Barrett, J-E Brown, T. Brown, Schultz,
Tur ner
GCL: Knight, Christensen, B. Keating

| SSUE | : Should Supra’ s February 13, 2002, Mdtion for Oral
Argunent be granted?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recomrends that oral argunent on
| ssue 1 be deni ed.

The recommendati on was deni ed.

| SSUE 11: Should Supra’ s February 18, 2002, Mdttion for Oral
Argunent be granted?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that Supra’s request
be deni ed.

The recomendati on was deni ed.

| SSUE 111: Should Supra’s Mtion for Rehearing, Appointnent
of a Special Master, and Indefinite Deferral be granted?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The Conm ssi on should deny Supra’s
Moti on for Rehearing, Appointment of a Special Mster, and

| ndefinite Deferral.

The recommendati on was approved with a nodification to

i ncl ude denial of Supra’s oral nodification to its notion for referra
to DOAH i nstead of appointnent of a Special Mster.
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

Docket No. 001305-TP - Petition by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for arbitration of certain issues
in interconnection agreement with Supra Tel econmuni cati ons
and I nformation Systens, Inc. (Deferred from February 19,
2002 conference; revised recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 1 V: Should Supra s Renewed Mdtion for Indefinite Stay
and In the Alternative Renewed Mdtion for Oral Argunent be
grant ed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Staff recommends that Supra’s notion
is an inproper, premature pleading not contenplated by Order
No. PSC-02-0202-PCO TP, Conm ssion rules, or the Rules of
Civil Procedure.

The recommendati on was approved with a nodification to the

extent that oral argunment was granted.

DECI SI ON:

DECI SI ON:
di ssent ed.

| SSUE B: Which agreenent tenplate shall be used as the base
agreenment into which the Comm ssion’s decision on the

di sputed issues will be incorporated?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South’s nost current tenpl ate agreenment
shoul d be used as the base agreenent into which the

Comm ssion’s deci sion on disputed issues will be

i ncor por at ed.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 1: What are the appropriate fora for the subm ssion
of disputes under the new agreenent?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Staff believes that the appropriate forum
for the subm ssion of disputes under the new agreenent is
t he Conmm ssi on.

The recommendati on was approved. Conm ssioner Pal ecki

| SSUE 4: Should the Interconnection Agreenent contain
| anguage to the effect that it will not be filed with the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion for approval prior to an
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DECI SI ON:
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CASE

Docket No. 001305-TP - Petition by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for arbitration of certain issues
in interconnection agreement with Supra Tel econmuni cati ons
and I nformation Systens, Inc. (Deferred from February 19,
2002 conference; revised recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

ALEC obt ai ni ng ALEC certification fromthe Florida Public
Servi ce Commi ssi on?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The agreenent should include | anguage
that it will not be filed with the Florida Public Service
Comm ssi on for approval prior to an ALEC obtai ning ALEC
certification fromthis Comm ssion.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 5: Should Bell South be required to provide to Supra a
downl oad of all of Bell South’s Custonmer Service Records
(“CSRs”) ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South should not be required to
all ow Supra to downl oad all CSRs as that would be contrary
to the Tel ecommuni cations Act’s prohibitions against

unaut hori zed access or disclosure of Customer Proprietary
Net work I nformation (CPNI).

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 10: Should the rate for a | oop be reduced when the

| oop utilizes Digitally Added Main Line (DAM.) equi pnment?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  No. Staff recommends that Bell South’s rate
for a |l oop should not be reduced when the | oop utilizes
Digitally Added Main Line (DAM.) equi pnent. When changes
are to be made to an existing Supra | oop that nmay adversely
affect the end user, Bell South should provide Supra with
prior notification.

The recommendati on was approved.
| SSUE 11A: Under what conditions, if any, should the

| nt erconnecti on Agreenent state that the parties may
wi t hhol d payment of disputed charges?

- 37 -
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CASE

Docket No. 001305-TP - Petition by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for arbitration of certain issues
in interconnection agreement with Supra Tel econmuni cati ons
and I nformation Systens, Inc. (Deferred from February 19,
2002 conference; revised recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 11B: Under what conditions, if any, should the

| nt erconnection Agreenent state that the parties may

wi t hhol d paynment of undi sputed charges?

| SSUE 63: Under what circunstances, if any, would Bell South
be permtted to disconnect service to Supra for nonpaynent?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Both parties should be allowed to withhold
payment of charges disputed in good faith during the
pendency of the dispute. Neither party should be allowed to
wi t hhol d payment of undi sputed charges. Bell South shoul d be
permtted to di sconnect Supra for nonpaynent of undi sputed
char ges.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 11B: Under what conditions, if any, should the

| nt erconnection Agreenent state that the parties my

wi t hhol d payment of undi sputed charges?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Both parties should be allowed to w thhold
paynment of charges disputed in good faith during the
pendency of the dispute. Neither party should be allowed to
wi t hhol d paynment of undi sputed charges. Bell South should be
permtted to disconnect Supra for nonpaynent of undi sputed
char ges.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 12: Shoul d Bell South be required to provide transport
to Supra Telecomif that transport crosses LATA boundaries?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South should not be required to
provi de transport to Supra Telecomif that transport crosses
LATA boundari es.

The recommendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 15: \What Perfornmance Measurenents shoul d be included
in the Interconnection Agreenent?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Staff acknow edges Order No. PSC-01-1819-
FOF-TP, in the generic Performance Measurenents docket,
Docket No. 000121-TP, established appropriate performance
nmeasurenents applicable to Bell South in the state of
Florida. These measurenments and Bel |l South’s forthcom ng
performance assessnent plan will apply to Bell South only.
Staff does not believe that it is necessary to include those
performance neasurenents in the parties’ interconnection
agreenent, although the parties may choose to do so.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 16: Under what conditions, if any, may Bell South
refuse to provide service under the terns of the

i nterconnecti on agreenent ?

RECOMIVENDATI ON:  Bel | Sout h should not be required to

provi sion services for which rates, terns and conditions are
not identified in the interconnection agreenment, prior to
negoti ati ng and executing an anmendnent.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 18: \What are the appropriate rates for the foll ow ng
services, itens or elenments set forth in the proposed
| nt erconnecti on Agreenent ?

(A) Resale

(B) Network Elenents
(C) Interconnection
(D) Col |l ocation

(E) LNP/INP

(F) Billing Records

- 39 -
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(G O her

RECOMVENDATI ON: Staff recomends that the appropriate rates
to be set forth in the Interconnection Agreenment for (B)

Net wor k El enents, (C) Interconnection, (E) LNP/INP, (F)
Billing Records, and (G O her are those ordered in Docket
No 990649-TP, and in Docket No. 000649-TP (specifically for
line-sharing). For the network elenments for which rates
have not been established by this Comm ssion, the rates
shoul d be Bell South’s tariffed rates, which should not be
subject to true-up, _unless the parties agree otherw se.

The recommendati on was approved with the noted nodification.

| SSUE 19: Should calls to Internet Service Providers be
treated as local traffic for the purposes of reciprocal
conpensation?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The FPSC currently lacks the jurisdiction
to address the issue of whether calls to I SPs should be
treated as local traffic for the purposes of reciprocal
conpensati on.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 20: Should the Interconnecti on Agreenent include

val idation and audit requirements which will enable Supra
Tel ecomto assure the accuracy and reliability of the
perfornmance data Bel |l South provides to Supra Tel econf?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The I nterconnecti on Agreenent need not

i nclude validation and audit requirements which woul d enabl e
Supra Tel ecomto assure the accuracy and reliability of the
performance data Bel |l South provides to Supra Tel ecom Order
No. PSC-01-1819-FOF-TP in the generic Performnce
Measurenments docket, Docket No. 000121-TP, established the

- 40 -
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appropriate validation and audit requirenents applicable to
Bel | Sout h. Even though staff does not recommend requiring
the parties to include the validation and audit requirenents
in the Interconnection Agreenent, staff acknow edges that
the parties may choose to do so.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 21: \What does “currently conbines” nean as that
phrase is used in 47 C.F. R 851.315(b)?

| SSUE 22: Under what conditions, if any, may Bell South
charge Supra Telecom a “non-recurring charge” for conbining
network el enents on behal f of Supra Tel econf

| SSUE 23: Should Bell South be directed to perform upon
request, the functions necessary to conbi ne unbundl ed
network elenments that are ordinarily conbined in its
network? |If so, what charges, if any, should apply?

| SSUE 24: Should Bell South be required to conbi ne network
el ements that are not ordinarily conbined in its network?

| f so, what charges, if any, should apply?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South should only be required to
provi de conbi ned UNEs at TELRIC prices, if such elenents are
al ready physically conmbined in Bell South’s network. [In al
ot her instances, Bell South should not be obligated to
conmbi ne UNEs for Supra; however, Bell South may agree to do
so, and should be allowed to charge a market-based fee.

The recommendati on was approved with the nodification that

the parties are encouraged to negotiate fees.

| SSUE 22: Under what conditions, if any, may Bell South
charge Supra Tel ecom a “non-recurring charge” for combining
network el ements on behalf of Supra Tel econf
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RECOMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South should only be required to
provi de conmbi ned UNEs at TELRIC prices, if such elenents are
al ready physically conmbined in Bell South’s network. In al

ot her instances, Bell South should not be obligated to
conbi ne UNEs for Supra; however, Bell South may agree to do
so, and should be allowed to charge a market-based fee.

See vote in conmbined | ssues 21 - 24.

| SSUE 23: Should Bell South be directed to perform upon
request, the functions necessary to conbi ne unbundl ed
network elements that are ordinarily conbined in its
network? |If so, what charges, if any, should apply?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South should only be required to
provi de conmbi ned UNEs at TELRIC prices, if such elenents are
al ready physically conmbined in Bell South’s network. [In al

ot her instances, Bell South should not be obligated to
conmbi ne UNEs for Supra; however, Bell South nmay agree to do
so, and should be allowed to charge a market-based fee.

See vote in conbined | ssues 21 - 24.
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| SSUE 24: Should Bell South be required to conbi ne network
el enments that are not ordinarily conbined in its network?

| f so, what charges, if any, should apply?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South should only be required to
provi de conmbi ned UNEs at TELRIC prices, if such elenents are
al ready physically conmbined in Bell South’s network. [In al

ot her instances, Bell South should not be obligated to
conbi ne UNEs for Supra; however, Bell South may agree to do
so, and should be allowed to charge a market-based fee.

See vote in conmbined | ssues 21 - 24.

| SSUE 28: \What ternms and conditions and what separate
rates, if any, should apply for Supra Tel ecomto gain access
to and use Bell South’s facilities to serve nulti-tenant

envi ronnent s?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Staff reconmmends that in order for Supra to
gain access to and use Bell South facilities to serve nulti-
t enant environnents, an ALEC access term nal shoul d be
established to accommpdat e the necessary connections. Staff
recommends that the appropriate rates for all of the
addressed subl oop el enents should be the Bell South rates
established by this Comm ssion in its Final Order in Docket
No. 990649- TP.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 29: |Is Bell South obligated to provide local circuit
swtching at UNE rates to Supra to serve the first three
lines to a customer located in Density Zone 1? |s Bell South
obligated to provide local circuit switching at UNE rates to
Supra to serve four or nore lines provided to a custoner

| ocated in Density Zone 17
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RECOMVENDATI ON: Staff’s recomendation is twofold. First,
staff recommends that Bell South shoul d be obligated to
provide local circuit swtching at UNE rates to Supra to
serve the first three lines to a custoner |ocated in Density
Zone 1. Second, staff recomrends that Bell South shoul d not
be obligated to provide local circuit switching at UNE rates
to Supra to serve four or nore |lines provided to a custoner

| ocated in Density Zone 1, as long as the other criteria for
FCC Rul e 51.319(c)(2) are net.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 32: (A) Under what criteria nay Supra Tel ecom charge
t he tandem swi tching rate?

(B) Based on Supra Tel econmis network configuration as of
January 31, 2001, has Supra Telecom net these criteria?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Staff notes that Phase Il of Docket No.
000075-TP will address this very issue in detail, and the
criteria devel oped in that docket will apply. However,
staff believes that the initial threshold, based on 8§
51.711(a)2r (3), is that Supra’ s “switch” nust serve a
geographi c area conparable to that served by Bell South’'s
tandem switch. Staff believes the record indicates that
Supra has not deployed a switch in the state of Florida;

t herefore, staff recommends that Supra does not neet the
criteria for the tandem switching rate at this tine.

The recommendati on was approved with the noted correction.

| SSUE 33: \What are the appropriate means for Bell South to
provi de unbundl ed | ocal | oops for provision of DSL service
when such | oops are provisioned on digital |oop carrier
facilities?
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RECOVMVENDATI ON:  Staff recomrends that either of Bell South’s
two proposed solutions would permt Supra to provide
unbundl ed | ocal | oops for the provision of DSL service when
such | oops are provisioned on DLC facilities. The first

sol ution would nmove the end user to a loop that is suitable
for xDSL service. The second solution is to allow Supra to
coll ocate its DSLAM equi pnent in the same RT housing where
Bel | Sout h’s DSLAM equi pnment is |located. |f Bell South cannot
accommodat e col |l ocation at a particular RT where a Bell South
DSLAM i s | ocated, staff recomends that Bell South unbundl e

t he Bel |l South packet switching functionality at the RT in
accordance with FCC requirenents.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 34: \What coordi nated cut-over process should be

i npl emented to ensure accurate, reliable and tinely cut-
overs when a custonmer changes | ocal service from Bell South
to Supra Tel econf?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The coordi nated cut-over process proposed
by Bel | South should be inplemented to ensure accurate,
reliable and tinely cut-overs when service is transferred
froma Bell South switch to a Supra switch. Additionally,
staff recommends that Bell South should be required to

i npl ement a single “C” (Change) order process in lieu of its
“D’” (Disconnect) and “N° (New) order process when
provi si oni ng UNE-P conversi ons.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 38: |Is Bell South required to provide Supra Tel ecom
wi th nondi scrimnatory access to the sane dat abases
Bel | South uses to provision its custoners?
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RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South is only required to provide
Supra with nondi scrimnatory access to OSS functionality,
and not to provide direct access to the sanme dat abases
Bel | South uses to provision its customners.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 40: Shoul d Standard Message Desk Interface-Enhanced
(“SMDI-E”), Inter-Switch Voice Messaging Service (“IVMS)
and any ot her correspondi ng signaling associated with voice
mai | messagi ng be included within the cost of the UNE
switching port? |If not, what are the appropriate charges,

if any?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. SMDI-E, |IVMS, and any ot her
correspondi ng signaling associated with voice mail messagi ng
shoul d not be included within the cost of the UNE swi tching
port. The appropriate rates are those found in Bell South’s
FCC No. 1 tariff. In addition, if Supra chooses to provide
its owmn link, it should notify Bell South and Bel | Sout h
shoul d determne within a reasonable tinme frame whether or
not there are any other unbundl ed el enents associated with
conpleting that service and what, if any, additional charges
are associated with that service.

The recommendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 42: \What is the proper tine frame for either party to
render bills?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The proper time frame for either party to
render bills is one year, unless the bill was in dispute,
meet point billing guidelines require either Party to rely
on records provided by the other Party, or custonmer provided
data such as PLU or PIU factors or other ordering data is

i ncorrect.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 46: |Is Bell South required to provide Supra Tel ecom
the capability to submt orders electronically for al

whol esal e services and el enents?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South is not required to provide
Supra with the capability to submt orders electronically
for all whol esal e services and el enments, as |long as
Bel | Sout h provisions orders for conplex services for itself
and ALECs in a like fashion and in substantially the sanme
ti me and manner.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 47: \When, if at all, should there be manual
intervention on electronically submtted orders?
RECOVMVENDATI ON:  Bel | South should be allowed to manual |y
intervene on Supra’s electronically submtted orders in the
sane manner as it does for its own retail orders.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 49: Should Supra Tel ecom be allowed to share with a
third party the spectrumon a |local |oop for voice and data
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when Supra Tel ecom purchases a | oop/port conbination and if
so, under what rates, ternms and conditions?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Staff recommends that Supra Tel ecom
be allowed to share with a third party the spectrumon a

| ocal | oop for voice and data when it purchases a | oop/port
conbination (alternatively referred to as “line splitting”).
In addition, staff recomends that Bell South shoul d not be
required to provide its DSL services to Supra s voice
custonmers served via UNE-P.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 57: Should Bell South be required to provide downl oads
of RSAG, LFACS, PSIMS and PIC databases w thout |icense
agreenments and w t hout charge?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South should not be required to
provi de downl oads of RSAG and LFACS without |icense
agreenents and w t hout charge. However, the parties my
choose to negotiate downl oads of these databases as well as
the rates, terns, and conditions of such an arrangement.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 59: Should Supra Tel ecom be required to pay for
expedited service when Bel |l South provides services after the
of fered expedited date, but prior to Bell South’s standard

i nterval ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. This Comm ssion should not require
Supra to pay for expedited service when Bell South provides
the service after the prom sed expedited date, but prior to
Bel | South’ s standard interval.

The recommendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 60: \When Bell South rejects or clarifies a Supra

Tel ecom order, should Bell South be required to identify al
errors in the order that caused it to be rejected or
clarified?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South should not be required to
identify all errors in the order. Because it may not be
feasible for Bell South to process the order beyond the point
where the rejection occurred, Bell South should only be
required to identify the error that triggered the rejection.

The recommendati on was approved with the nodification that

Bel | Sout h should be required to identify all readily apparent errors
in the order.

DECI SI ON:

| SSUE 61: Should Bell South be allowed to drop or “purge”
orders? |If so, under what circunstances may Bel | Sout h be
all owed to drop or “purge” orders, and what notice should be
given, if any?

RECOVMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Bell South should be allowed to
“purge” orders on the 11th busi ness day after a
clarification request, if a supplenmental LSR is not
submtted by Supra that is responsive to the clarification
request on the original LSR  Furthernore, staff recommends
that no additional notification is necessary on the 1l1lth
busi ness day when an LSR is about to be purged, provided

t hat the Bell South Busi ness Rules are universally avail able
to Supra and all ALECs.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 62: Should Bell South be required to provide
conpl etion notices for manual orders for the purposes of the
i nterconnecti on agreenent ?
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RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Bell South should not be required to
provi de conpl etion notices for manual orders for the
pur poses of the interconnection agreenent.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 63: Under what circunstances, if any, would Bell South
be permtted to disconnect service to Supra for nonpaynent?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Both parties should be allowed to withhold
paynment of charges disputed in good faith during the
pendency of the dispute. Neither party should be allowed to
wi t hhol d paynment of undi sputed charges. Bell South should be
permtted to disconnect Supra for nonpaynent of undi sputed
char ges.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 65: Should the parties be |liable in damges, w thout
aliability cap, to one another for their failure to honor
in one or nore material respects any one or nore of the

mat eri al provisions of the Agreenent for purposes of this

i nterconnecti on agreenent ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Staff believes that it is appropriate
for the Conmm ssion to make its determ nation on whether or
not to inpose a condition or term based upon whether the
termor condition is required to ensure conpliance with the
requi renents of Sections 251 or 252. Liability for damages,
without a liability cap, is not an enunerated item under
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Sections 251 and 252 of the Act. Further, Staff believes
that the record does not support a finding that a liability
for damages provision, without a liability cap, is required
to i nplenment an enunerated item under Sections 251 and 252
of the Act. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion not inpose
adoption of such a provision.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 66: Should Supra Tel ecom be able to obtain specific
performance as a remedy for Bell South’s breach of contract
for purposes of this interconnection agreenment?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Staff believes that it is appropriate
for the Comm ssion to make its determ nation on whether or
not to inpose a condition or term based upon whet her the
termor condition is required to ensure conpliance with the
requi renments of Sections 251 or 252. Specific performance
is not an enunerated item under Sections 251 or 252 of the
Act. Further, Staff believes that the record does not
support a finding that a specific performance provision is
required to inplenment an enunerated item under Sections 251
or 252 of the Act. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion not
i npose a specific performance provision when it is not

requi red under Section 251 or 252 of the Act.

The recommendati on was approved.

| SSUE 67: Should this docket be closed?

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

Comm 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
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arbitration agreenment in accordance with Section 252 of the
Tel ecomruni cati ons Act of 1996.

DECI SI ON: The recomendati on was approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Baez, Pal eck



