M NUTES OF AUGUST 20, 2002
COVM SSI ON CONFERENCE
COMVENCED: 9:35 a. m
ADJ OURNED: 8:08 p. m

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

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

1 Approval of M nutes
July 23, 2002 Regul ar Comm ssi on Conference

DECI SI ON: The mi nutes were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE
2% * Consent Agenda
PAA A) DOCKET NO. 020453-&J - Request for acknow edgnent of

change in nanme from Tanpa El ectric Conpany d/ b/a/ Peopl es
Gas System to Peoples Gas System

PAA B) Request for exenption fromrequirenent of Rule 25-
24.515(13), F.A C, that each pay tel ephone station shal
all ow incom ng calls.

DOCKET NO COVPANY NAME PHONE NO. & LOCATI ON
020762-TC Bel | Sout h Public 954-972-9570
Conmuni cati ons, |nc. Pal m Aire Garden North

201 Gardens Drive
Ponpano Beach

PAA C) Applications for certificates to provide alternative
| ocal exchange tel ecommuni cati ons servi ce.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NANVE

020642- TX THC Merger Corp. d/b/a THC I nternet
Sol uti ons

020378-TX St ar Phone Reconnect | ncor porated
020834- TX 1 Com Inc. d/b/a 1 Com South, Inc.

PAA D) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange
t el ecommuni cati ons servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020349- TI Myat el Corporation
020643- Tl THC Merger Corp. d/b/a THC I nternet
Sol uti ons
020788- TI Al'l Com USA, Inc.
020848- TI Esodus Commruni cations, Inc. d/b/a
| nst at one
020459- TI JF Technol ogy Enterprises, Ltd., Corp.
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| TEM NO.
2**

PAA

PAA

PAA

PAA

CASE

Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

E) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone

servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NAME
020787-TC Robert P. Schm dt d/b/a Public Payphone
Conpany
020498-TC Prarthana Inc. d/b/a Country Quick Stop
020619-TC Jorge E. Zapata
020844-TC Viol et Davis
020835-TC Dennis H. Brooks
020534-TC Jaroth, Inc. d/b/a Pacific Tel emanagenent

Servi ces

F) Request for cancellation of interexchange
t el econmuni cations certificate.

DOCKET NO.

CERT. EFFECTI VE
COMPANY NAME NO. DATE

020365- Tl

| nt er out e- Whol esal e, Inc. 5169 02/ 21/ 02

G DOCKET NO 020847-TP - Request, due to Chapter 11

bankr upt cy,
Inc., parent conpany of Birch Tel ecom of the

Tel ecom

Sout h, Inc.

for approval of transfer of control of Birch

d/b/a Birch Tel ecom and d/b/a Birch (hol der

of ALEC Certificate No. 7552 and | XC Certificate No.
7610), from BTl Ventures, LLC to a group of investnent
banks including LB 1 G oup, Inc. and Bear Stearns

Cor porate Lending, Inc.

H) DOCKET NO. 020798-TC - Request for name change on PATS
Certificate No. 5355 from NEFCOM Technol ogi es, Inc.
[ NEFCOM to Northeast Florida Long D stance Co., Inc.
d/ b/ a NEFCOM Comuni cati ons [ NEFCOM Conmuni cati ons] due
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2% * Consent Agenda

(Continued from previ ous page)

to merger of NEFCOM i nto NEFCOM Conmuni cations, both
whol | y owned subsi di aries of NEFCOM | nc.

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

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati on was approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 011351-El - Proposed revisions to Rule 25-6. 044,
F.A C, Continuity of Service, and Rule 25-6.0455, F. A C,

Annual Distribution Service Reliability Report. (Deferred

from 8/ 6/ 02 Comm ssion Conference; revised recommendati on

filed.)

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

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

Staff: GCL: Moore
ECR Breman, Hewitt, D. Lee, Matlock, MNulty

| SSUE 1: Should the Conm ssion propose revisions to Rules
25-6. 044 and 25-6.0455, F. A C., governing investor-owed
electric utility continuity of service and the annual
distribution service reliability report?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes.

| SSUE 2: If no request for hearing or comments are fil ed,
shoul d the proposed rule be filed for adoption with the
Secretary of State and the docket be cl osed?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The docket should be closed if no
requests for hearing or comments are fil ed.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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DEC Sl ON:

DECI SI ON:

CASE

Docket No. 020413-SU - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Aloha Utilities, Inc. in Pasco County for failure to
charge approved service availability charges, in violation
of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FOF-SU and Section 367.091, Florida
Statutes. (Deferred fromthe May 21, 2002 conference;

revi sed recomendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: GCL: GCervasi
ECR: Fl etcher, Merchant, WIlis

| SSUE 1: Should Al oha’s proposed settl enent agreenent be
approved?

RECOVMENDATI ON: No. Al oha’s proposed settl enment agreenent
shoul d be rejected. The Conm ssion should instead di spose
of this matter as set forth in Issues 2 - 7 of this
recommendat i on.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2: Shoul d Al oha be ordered to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined for failure to
charge its approved service availability charges and to
tinmely file a revised tariff sheet reflecting those charges,
in apparent violation of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FOF-SU and
Section 367.091, Florida Statutes?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Al oha shoul d be ordered to show
cause, in witing within 21 days, why it should not be fined
$1, 000 for the apparent violation of Order No. PSC 01-0326-
FOF- SU and Section 367.091, Florida Statutes. The order to
show cause shoul d incorporate the conditions stated in the
anal ysis portion of staff's August 8, 2002 nenorandum

The reconmendati on was approved with the nodification that

the fine is $10,000. Additionally, the order is to include |anguage
to ensure that Al oha conplies with all other obligations set out in
Order PSC-01-0326- FOF- SU.
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DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020413-SU - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Aloha Utilities, Inc. in Pasco County for failure to
charge approved service availability charges, in violation
of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FCF-SU and Section 367.091, Florida
Statutes. (Deferred fromthe May 21, 2002 conference;

revi sed recomrendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 3: Shoul d Al oha be authorized to backbill custoners
for the approved service availability charges that it should
have col |l ected for connections nmade between May 23, 2001 and
April 16, 2002, and, if not, should any such backbilled
anounts coll ected be refunded, with interest?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Al oha shoul d not be authorized to backbil
custoners for the approved service availability charges that
it should have collected for connections nmade between May
23, 2001 and April 16, 2002. Al oha should be required to
refund any such backbilled amounts received and any

i ncreased service availability charges collected prior to
April 16, 2002, calculated with interest in accordance with
Rul e 25-30.360, Florida Adm nistrative Code. The anount of

i nterest should be based on the 30-day comerci al paper rate
for the appropriate tinme period. The refund should be nmade
wi thin 30 days of the effective date of the final order in
this docket and the utility should be required to file
refund reports consistent with Rule 25-30.360, Florida

Adm ni strative Code. Wth respect to persons who prepaid
the erroneous charge in order to reserve capacity, but who
did not connect to Aloha' s systemprior to April 16, 2002,

Al oha shoul d charge its approved $1, 650 service availability
charge provided notice was received pursuant to Rule 25-
30.475(2), Florida Adm nistrative Code.

The recomrendati on was denied. Wth the cautions

articulated at the conference, Aloha will be allowed to backbhill the

devel opers
approved s

in question and exercise its ability to collect the
ervice availability charges. Chairman Jaber dissent ed.

| SSUE 4: Should Al oha be required to inpute on its books as
t hough col | ected any anmount of the CIAC that it should have
col |l ected between May 23, 2001 and April 16, 2002?
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DECI SI ON:

CASE

Docket No. 020413-SU - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Aloha Utilities, Inc. in Pasco County for failure to
charge approved service availability charges, in violation
of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FCF-SU and Section 367.091, Florida
Statutes. (Deferred fromthe May 21, 2002 conference;

revi sed recomrendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Al oha should be required to inpute
$157,341 of CIAC on its books as though coll ected.

The recommendati on was deni ed. 100% of service availability

charges that should have been billed is recognized as Cl AC

DEC Sl ON:

| SSUE 5: Should the Limted Partners’ Petition to Intervene
be granted?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. However, because the Limted Partner’s
substantial interests are only affected by the Conm ssion’s
decision on Issues 3 and 6, intervention should be |imted
to those issues. This decision should be w thout prejudice
to the Limted Partners to file a conplaint regarding the
other issues raised in their Petition which are unrelated to
t he i ssues addressed in this docket.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 6: Should Al oha be required to file a repl acenent
tariff sheet reflecting its approved service availability
charges, to be stanped effective for connections nade on or
after April 16, 2002?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. Al oha should be required to file a
repl acenent tariff sheet within 10 days of the effective
date of the order arising fromthis reconmendati on
reflecting its approved service availability charges. The
tariff sheet should be stanped effective for connections
made on or after April 16, 2002 and the affirmative relief
sought by the Limted Partners, which is that the effective
date of the revised service availability charge tariff
should be on or after July 19, 2002, should be deni ed.
Further, no devel oper or builder should be billed the
approved service availability charges unless notice has been

- 8 -
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DECI S| ON:
Aloha is t

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020413-SU - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Aloha Utilities, Inc. in Pasco County for failure to
charge approved service availability charges, in violation
of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FCF-SU and Section 367.091, Florida
Statutes. (Deferred fromthe May 21, 2002 conference;

revi sed recomrendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

provi ded to the devel oper or builder, pursuant to Rule 25-
30.475(2), Florida Adm nistrative Code. |In accordance with
H MIller & Sons, that notice nust be received prior to
connection and no later than the date of connection. Al oha
shoul d al so be required to provide notice of the

Comm ssion’s order arising fromthis recormendation to al
devel opers to whomit has sent a backbilling letter and to
any persons who have either requested service or inquired
about service with the utility in the past 12 nonths. Al oha
shoul d submt the proposed notices for staff’s

adm ni strative approval wthin 10 days of the effective date
of the order.

The reconmmendati on was approved with the nodification that
o file a replacenent tariff sheet within 10 days of the

i ssuance date of the order arising fromthis recomendation

| SSUE 7: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON: | f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation on Issues 1-6, no tinmely protests are filed
to the proposed agency action issues, and Al oha responds to
t he show cause order by paying the required fine, refunds
any backbilled anobunts received calculated with interest in
accordance with Rule 25-30.360, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
wi thin 30 days of the effective date of the order, files
refund reports consistent with Rule 25-30.360, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, files a replacenent tariff sheet
reflecting its approved service availability charges and
provi des the required notices within 10 days of the
effective date of the order, this docket should be cl osed

admnistratively. |If Aloha fails to conply with the
Comm ssion’s directives, this docket should remain open for
further action. |[If Al oha responds to the show cause order
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DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020413-SU - Initiation of show cause proceedi ngs
agai nst Aloha Utilities, Inc. in Pasco County for failure to
charge approved service availability charges, in violation
of Order No. PSC-01-0326-FCF-SU and Section 367.091, Florida
Statutes. (Deferred fromthe May 21, 2002 conference;

revi sed recomrendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

and requests a hearing, or a protest is received to a
proposed agency action issue by a substantially affected
person within 21 days of the issuance date of the order,
this docket should remain open for final disposition.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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DECI SI ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020353-TP - Petition for acknow edgnent of
adoption of existing agreenent between Verizon Maryl and I nc.
f/k/a Bell Atlantic-Mryland, Inc. and Busi ness Tel ecom
Inc., by Wnstar Conmunications, LLC

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staf f: GCL: Elliott
CMP:  Si nmons

| SSUE 1: Shoul d the Conmi ssion grant the Petition For
Acknowl edgnment of Adoption of Existing Agreenent Between
Verizon Maryland Inc. f/k/a Bell Atlantic-Mryland, Inc. and
Busi ness Tel ecom Inc., by Wnstar Comruni cati ons?
RECOVIVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion should grant the
Petition For Acknow edgnent of Adoption of Existing

Agr eenment Between Verizon Maryland Inc. f/k/a Bell Atlantic-
Maryl and, I nc. and Busi ness Tel ecom Inc., by Wnstar
Communi cat i ons.

| SSUE 2: Should the Commi ssion direct staff to handl e these
agreenents in the manner consistent with Section 2.07.C. 15
of the Adm nistrative Procedures Manual (APM ?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion should direct staff to
handl e t hese agreenents in the nmanner consistent with
Section 2.07.C. 15 of the APM |If the Comm ssion approves
staff’s recommendation in |Issue 2, Section 2.07.C. 15 of the
APM shoul d be updated as reflected in Attachnment A of
staff's August 8, 2002 nenorandum

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Since no other issues need to be
addressed by this Comm ssion, this docket should be cl osed
upon i ssuance of the Comm ssion O der.

The recommendati ons were approved.

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

CASE

Docket No. 020639-El - Conpl ai nt of Nornman Anderson and/ or
Ant hony Parks on behalf of NWLandi ng Realty against Florida
Power & Light Conpany. (Deferred fromthe 8/ 6/02 Conmi ssion
Conf er ence.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: GCL: Christensen, Echternacht
CAF: Pl escow

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion dismss Conplaint No.
379477E, filed on behalf of N.W Landing Realty by Nornman
Ander son, |ater assuned by Anthony Parks?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d di sm ss
Compl ai nt No. 379477E, filed on behalf of N.W Landing
Real ty by Nornman Anderson, |ater assunmed by Ant hony ParKks.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2: Shoul d the Conmi ssion continue to receive and
process conplaints filed by Anthony E. Parks or filed by
others where staff has a reasonable belief that the
conpl aint has been filed by M. Parks or on his behal f?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
no | onger receive or process any conplaints regardi ng any
i ndustry that the Conm ssion regul ates that involve M.
Ant hony E. Parks or others filing on his behalf unless M.
Par ks submts his conplaint in witing and it is signed by a
menber of the Florida Bar, in good standing, indicating the
attorney’s Florida Bar nunber and who certifies that the
conplaint is not frivolous. Staff also recomends that al
out standi ng conplaints involving M. Parks be cl osed.
Further, staff recommends that the Conm ssion grant staff
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Docket No. 020639-El - Conplaint of Norman Anderson and/ or
Ant hony Par ks on behalf of NWLandi ng Realty agai nst Florida
Power & Light Conpany.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

adm nistrative authority to close any future conplaints
involving M. Parks that fail to neet the above descri bed
criteria without further action of the Comm ssion.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved. The Conm ssion’s original

deci sion was reconsi dered and subsequently reapproved. Chairman Jaber
and Conmm ssioner Bradley dissented on |ssue 2.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?
RECOMIVENDATI ON: Yes. Because no further action is
necessary, this docket should be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Docket No. 020578-TP - Petition for expedited review and
cancel l ati on of Bell South Tel ecomruni cations, Inc.'s Key
Custoner pronotional tariffs by Florida Conpetitive Carriers
Associ ati on.

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Full Conmm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Pal eck

Staff: CVP; Barrett, Platt
GCL: Banks, Dodson

| SSUE 1: Should Bell South’s Motion to Dismss FCCA s
Petition for Expedited Review and Cancell ati on of

Bel | South’s Key Customer Tariff be granted?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Bel |l South’s Motion to Dismss should be
deni ed.

| SSUE 2: |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s reconmendati on
in Issue 1, should Bell South’s 2002 Key Custoner

Prograni June filing (T-020595) be suspended and set for
heari ng?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Bell South’s 2002 Key Cust oner
Progranm June filing (T-020595) shoul d be suspended and set
for hearing. Additionally, this docket should be

consol idated with Docket No. 020119- TP for purposes of
heari ng.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON: | f the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recommendation on Issues 1 and 2, this docket should remain
open pendi ng further proceedings. However, if the

Comm ssion denies staff’s recommendati on on Issue 1, this
docket should be closed, since no further action would be
required.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved with the nodification to
| ssue 2 that the tariff will not be suspended and that the tariff
docket will be consolidated with the proceedi ng al ready underway and
wi |l be handl ed on an expedited basis.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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erence

CASE

Docket No. 020666-TlI - Conpliance investigation of Sky
Tel ecom Inc. for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.910,
F.A C., Certificate of Public Conveni ence and Necessity
Requi r ed.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP: Buys
GCL: Fordham

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $25,000 penalty on
Sky Telecom Inc. for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.910,
Fl orida Adm nistrative Code, Certificate of Public

Conveni ence and Necessity Required?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d i npose a $25, 000
penalty on Sky Tel ecom Inc. for apparent violation of Rule
25-24.910, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Certificate of
Publ i ¢ Conveni ence and Necessity Required. The penalty
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the O fice of the Conptroller for deposit in

t he General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1),
Florida Statutes. |If the Commssion’s Order is not
protested and the paynent of the penalty is not received

wi thin fourteen cal endar days after the issuance of the
Consummati ng Order, the collection of the penalty should be
referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller. Further, if Sky
Telecom Inc. fails to tinmely protest the Conm ssion’s
Order, and fails to obtain an I XC Certificate of Public
Conveni ence and Necessity, the conpany should be required to
i mredi ately cease and desi st providing prepaid calling
services in Florida upon issuance of the Consummating Order
until the conpany obtains an | XC Certificate of Public
Conveni ence and Necessity.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The Order issued fromthis reconmendati on
wi |l becone final upon issuance of a Consummati ng O der,

unl ess a person whose substantial interests are affected by
the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within 21 days of
the i ssuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. This

- 15 -
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DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020666-TlI - Conpliance investigation of Sky
Tel ecom Inc. for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.910,
F.A C, Certificate of Public Conveni ence and Necessity
Requi r ed.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

docket should then be cl osed adm ni stratively upon either
recei pt of the paynent of the penalty, or upon referral of
the penalty to the Ofice of the Conptroller for collection
if the penalty is not paid within fourteen cal endar days
after issuance of the Consummati ng Order.

This item was deferred.
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erence

CASE

Docket No. 020668-TlI - Conpliance investigation of Christian
Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent violation of Rule 25-
24.470, F.A. C., Certificate of Public Conveni ence and
Necessity Required, and Rule 25-4.043, F. A C., Response to
Comm ssion Staff Inquiries. (Deferred from August 6, 2002
conference; revised recommendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CMP:. Buys
GCL: Dodson

| SSUE 1: Should the Commi ssion inpose a $25,000 penalty on
Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-24.470, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Certificate of
Publ i ¢ Conveni ence and Necessity Required?

RECOVVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Commi ssion shoul d i npose a $25, 000
penalty on Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent
violation of Rule 25-24.470, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Certificate of Public Conveni ence and Necessity Required.
The penalty should be paid to the Florida Public Service
Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for deposit in the General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is
not protested and the paynent of the penalty is not received
wi thin fourteen cal endar days after the issuance of the
Consummating Order, the collection of the penalty should be
referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller. Further, if
Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC fails to tinely protest the
Comm ssion’s Order, and fails to obtain an | XC Certificate
of Public Conveni ence and Necessity, the conpany shoul d be
required to imedi ately cease and desi st providing

i nt erexchange tel econmuni cati ons services in Florida upon

i ssuance of the Consummating Order until the conpany obtains
an | XC Certificate of Conveni ence and Necessity.

| SSUE 2: Shoul d the Conmi ssion inpose a $10, 000 penalty on
Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-4.043, Florida Adm nistrative Code, Response to
Comm ssion Staff Inquiries?

- 17 -
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DEC S| ON:

Conmi ssi on

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020668-TlI - Conpliance investigation of
Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent violation of
Rul e 25-24.470, F.A.C., Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity Required, and Rule 25-4.043, F. A C., Response
to Comm ssion Staff Inquiries. (Deferred from August 6,
2002 conference; revised recommendation filed.)

(Continued from previ ous page)

RECOVVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Commi ssion shoul d i npose a $10, 000
penalty on Christian Tel ecom Network, LLC for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.043, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Response to Comm ssion Staff Inquiries. The penalty should
be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the O fice of the Conptroller for deposit in

t he General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1),
Florida Statutes. |If the Commssion’s Order is not
protested and the paynent of the penalty is not received

wi thin fourteen cal endar days after the issuance of the
Consummating Order, the collection of the penalty should be
referred to the Ofice of the Conptroller.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  The Order issued fromthis reconmendati on
w Il becone final upon issuance of a Consummati ng O der,

unl ess a person whose substantial interests are affected by
the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within 21 days of
t he i ssuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. This
docket should then be closed adm ni stratively upon either
recei pt of the paynent of the penalties, or upon referral of
the penalties to the Ofice of the Conptroller for
collection if the penalties are not paid within fourteen
cal endar days after issuance of the Consummati ng O der.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

ers participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

10** PAA Docket No. 020357-TP - Request for waiver of carrier
sel ection requirenents of Rule 25-4.118, F. A C., for
purchase by LecStar Telecom Inc. (holder of ALEC
Certificate No. 7315 and | XC Certificate No. 7352) of the
| ocal and | ong distance residential custoners |located in
Bel | South territory, and those rel ated tel ecommuni cati ons
assets, of NuVox Comrunications, Inc. (holder of ALEC
Certificate No. 5638 and | XC Certificate No. 5608).

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWP; Pruitt
GCL: Elliott

| SSUE 1: Should the Conm ssion approve the acquisition by
LecStar Tel ecom Inc. of the NuVox Conmunication, Inc.
residential local and | ong di stance custoner base in
Bel | South service territory and relieve LecStar Tel ecom
Inc. in this instance of the carrier selection requirenents
of Rule 25-4.118, Florida Adm nistrative Code?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Conmi ssi on Conf
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| TEM NO

11**PAA

DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020757-TlI - Request for approval of waiver of
carrier selection requirenents of Rule 25-4.118, F. A C, due
to purchase of custonmer base of North Anerican

Communi cations Control, Inc. (holder of I XC Cert. No. 4463)
by AR C. Networks, Inc. d/b/a InfoH ghway (hol der of |IXC
Certificate No. 4707).

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: Ccw: WIIlians
GCL: Elliott

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion relieve A R C. Networks,
Inc. d/b/a InfoH ghway in this instance of the carrier
selection requirenents in Rule 25-4.118, Florida

Adm ni strative Code?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes.

| SSUE 2: 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 consummating
order.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Conmi ssi on Conf
August 20, 2002
| TEM NO

12** PAA

DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020774-Tl - Petition for waiver of surety bond
requirenent in Rule 25-24.490(2), F.A C., by Dom nion
Tel ecom I nc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: Hawki ns
ECR: Lest er
GCL: Elliott

| SSUE 1: Shoul d Dom nion Telecom Inc. be relieved of the
bond requirenment of Rule 25-24.490(2), Florida

Adm ni strative Code, as provided in the rule?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Dom nion Tel ecom Inc. should be
relieved of the bond requirenent of Rule 25-24.490(2),

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, as provided in the rule.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the Comm ssion’s Proposed Agency
Action files a protest within 21 days of the issuance date
of the order, this docket should be closed upon the issuance
of a Consummating O der.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

13** Docket No. 011286-TP - Request for approval of consummati on
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, |IXC 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 gnment and nanme change on ALEC Certificate No. 4804, |XC
Certificate No. 4850, and AAV Certificate No. 4707 from
Tel igent to TAC.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: CcwP: 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
Decenber 13, 2001, be vacated in their entirety?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The Conmmi ssion should vacate O der
No. PSC-01-2154- PAA-TP, issued Novenber 5, 2001, and O der
No. PSC-01-2437-CO- TP, issued December 13, 2001, in their
entirety.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon

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

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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14%*

DEC SI ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020277-GJ - Petition of Florida Division of
Chesapeake Utilities Corporation for authority to convert
all remaining sales custoners to transportation service and
to exit nmerchant function

Critical Date(s): 60-day suspension date waived

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

Staff: CVP; Maki n, Bul ecza- Banks
GCL: Stern

| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion approve the Florida D vision
of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation’s petition for authority
to convert all remaining sales custoners to transportation
service and to exit the nmerchant function?

RECOVIVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d approve
Chesapeake’ s petition, effective August 20, 2002, the date
of the Conmi ssion vote in this matter.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

This item was deferred.
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Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

15 Docket No. 020566-El - Petition for approval of recovery
schedule for two Gannon Station generating units, effective
January 1, 2002, by Tanpa El ectric Conpany.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR  Meeks, P. Lee
GCL: C. Keating

| SSUE 1: Should Tanpa El ectric Conpany be allowed to

i npl ement its proposed recovery schedule on a prelimnary
basi s?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. Staff recommends that TECO be
allowed to inplenent the proposed recovery schedule for
Gannon Units 1 and 2, as shown on Attachnent A of staff's
August 8, 2002 nenorandum on a prelimnary basis. The
effect of this proposal would increase annual depreciation
expense by approximately $712, 000, based on a January 1,
2002, investnent and reserve. The resultant expense should
be trued up when a recovery schedule is established by final
action.

| SSUE 2: Wiat should be the inplenmentation date for the new
recovery schedul e?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  January 1, 2002.

| SSUE 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON: No. This docket should remain open to

all ow a conpl ete anal ysis and thorough review of TECO s
proposed recovery schedul e.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Conmi ssi on Conf
August 20, 2002
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16

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020384-QGJ - Petition for rate increase by Tanpa
El ectric Conpany d/ b/a Peoples Gas System

Critical Date(s): 8/26/02 (60-day suspension date)
2/ 27/ 03 (8-nmonth effective date)

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

Staff: ECR  Slenkewi cz, E. Bass, D. Draper, Kenny, L
Romi g, Springer, Weeler
GCL: Vining

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

rates and charges be suspended for Peopl es?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Staff recommends that the requested
permanent increase in rates and charges of $22,615, 228 be
suspended for Peopl es.

| SSUE 2: Is Peoples' proposed interimtest year rate base

of $471, 679, 000 appropri ate?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. The appropriate interimtest year rate
base for Peoples is $469, 965, 000.

| SSUE 3: Is Peoples' proposed interimtest year net
operating income of $34,530,000 appropriate?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The appropriate interimtest year net
operating inconme for Peoples is $36, 755, 000.

| SSUE 4: 1s Peoples' proposed interimreturn on equity of
10. 25% and overall rate of return of 8.02% appropriate?
RECOVMENDATI ON:  No. Based on staff’s adjusted capital
structure, the appropriate return on equity is 10.25% and
the appropriate overall rate of returnis 8.01%for interim
pur poses.

| SSUE 5: |Is Peoples' proposed interimrevenue expansi on
factor of 1.6435 appropriate?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Peopl es' proposed interimrevenue
expansion factor of 1.6435 is appropriate.

| SSUE 6: Shoul d Peopl es' requested interimrevenue increase
of $5, 421, 000 be granted?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. After making the above adjustnents,
the interimrevenue increase for Peoples should be

$1, 461, 000. ] SSUE 7: How should the interimrevenue increase
for Peoples be distributed anong the rate cl asses?
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Conmmi ssi on Conf
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO.
16

DECI SI ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020384-GUJ - Petition for rate increase by Tanpa
El ectric Conpany d/ b/a Peoples Gas System

(Continued from previ ous page)

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

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

| SSUE 8: What is the appropriate security to guarantee the

anount subject to refund?

RECOMVENDATI ON: A cor porate undertaking in the anmount of
$730, 500 guaranteed by Peoples is appropriate. Interim
rates are subject to refund with interest, pending a final
order in the permanent rate relief request.

| SSUE 9: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVIVENDATI ON: No. This docket should remain open to
process the conpany’ s requested rate increase.

The recommendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

17** PAA Docket No. 011682-SU - Application for increase in
wast ewat er service availability charges in Lee County by
Forest Utilities, Inc.
Docket No. 011683-SU - Petition by Forest Uilities, Inc.
for establishnment of allowance for funds used during
construction (AFUDC) rate in Lee County.

Critical Date(s): 8/31/02 (8-nonth effective date)

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

Staff: ECR Fletcher, Edwards, Merchant
GCL: Holl ey

| SSUE 1: Wiat is the appropriate ROE for Forest?
RECOMVENDATI ON: The utility’'s RCE should be reduced to
11.34% with a range of 10.34%to 12.34%

| SSUE 2: What is the appropriate AFUDC rate for Forest?
RECOMVENDATI ON: An annual AFUDC rate of 10.73% shoul d be
approved as reflected on Schedule No. 1 of staff's August 8,
2002 nmenorandum  The di scounted nonthly rate should be
0.893828% The approved rate should be applicable for

el igible construction projects begi nning Cctober 1, 2001.

| SSUE 3: Should the utility' s tariff filing to nodify its
system capacity charge be approved as fil ed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Tariff Sheets Nos. 24.0 and 27.0 filed
on Decenber 31, 2001 should be denied. The Conmmi ssion
shoul d di scontinue the utility s existing system capacity
charge and approve a plant capacity charge of $933 per
residential ERC and a plant capacity charge of $5.488 per
gallon for all others. Also, the Conm ssion should approve
a main extension charge of $1,043 per residential ERC and a
mai n ext ensi on charge of $6.135 per gallon for all others.
Further, the Conm ssion should issue the order as Proposed
Agency Action (PAA). If thereis no tinmely protest to the
Comm ssion’s PAA by a substantially affected person, the
utility should file the appropriate revised tariff sheets
and a proposed notice within twenty days of the effective
date of the PAA Order. The revised tariff sheets should be
approved adm nistratively upon staff's verification that the
tariffs are consistent wwth the Comm ssion's decision and
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Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

17** PAA Docket No. 011682-SU - Application for increase in
wast ewat er service availability charges in Lee County by
Forest Utilities, Inc.
Docket No. 011683-SU - Petition by Forest Uilities, Inc.
for establishment of allowance for funds used during
construction (AFUDC) rate in Lee County.

(Continued from previ ous page)

the utility s proposed notice is adequate. |If the revised
tariff sheets are approved, the service availability charges
shoul d becone effective for connections nmade on or after the
st anped approval date of the revised tariff sheets, pursuant
to Rule 25-30.475(2), Florida Adm nistrative Code, providing
the appropriate notice has been nade. The notice shall be
mai | ed or hand-delivered to all persons in the service area
who have filed a witten request for service within the past
12 cal endar nonths or who have been provided a witten
estimate for service within the past 12 cal endar nonths.

The utility shall provide proof of the date the notice was
given within 10 days after the date of the notice.

| SSUE 4: Shoul d Docket No. 011682-SU be cl osed?
RECOMVENDATI ON: I f the Conmi ssion approves staff’s
recommendati on on the previous issues and no tinely protest
on those issues is received upon expiration of the protest
period, the PAA Order on the service availability charges
wi |l becone final upon the issuance of a Consunmating O der.
Once staff has verified that the utility's revised tariff
sheets are consistent with the Comm ssion’s decision and
that the appropriate notice has been nade, Docket No.
011682- SU shoul d be cl osed adm ni stratively. If a tinmely
protest is filed, staff recormmends the follow ng: 1) the
docket shoul d remai n open pending the resolution of the
protest; 2) the utility s proposed tariff should go into
effect, subject to refund, pending resolution of the
protest; 3) the utility also should file an escrow agreenent
to guarantee the difference between the utility’s existing
and proposed system capacity charge coll ected subject to
refund until the protest is resolved; and 4) pursuant to
Rul e 25-30.360(6), Florida Adm nistrative Code, the utility
shoul d be required to provide a report by the 20'" day of
each nonth indicating the nonthly and total anount of
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August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

17** PAA Docket No. 011682-SU - Application for increase in
wast ewat er service availability charges in Lee County by
Forest Utilities, Inc.
Docket No. 011683-SU - Petition by Forest Uilities, Inc.
for establishment of allowance for funds used during
construction (AFUDC) rate in Lee County.

(Continued from previ ous page)

service availability charges collected subject to refund as
of the end of the precedi ng nonth.

| SSUE 5: Shoul d Docket No. 011683-SU be cl osed?
RECOMVENDATION:  If no tinely protest on the Comm ssion-
approved AFUDC rate is received upon expiration of the
protest period, the PAA Order on the AFUDC rate will becone
final upon the issuance of a Consummati ng Order and Docket
No. 011683-SU shoul d be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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18**

DEC Sl ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 011073-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Broward County by Ferncrest Utilities, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 9/1/02 (5-nonth effective date)

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

Staf f: ECR: Fl et cher, Merchant
GCL: Harris

| SSUE 1: Should Ferncrest’s petition to withdrawits

application for a rate increase be acknow edged?
RECOMIVENDATI ON:  Yes.

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

RECOVMENDATI ON:  Yes. This docket shoul d be cl osed because
no further action is required.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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| TEM NO.

19* *

PAA

PAA

CASE

Docket No. 011379-SU - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 422-Sin Qulf County fromQ@ulf Aire
Properties d/b/a Gulf Aire Wastewater Treatnment Plant to
ESAD Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a Beaches Sewer System

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR Capp, E Bass, Rieger
GCL: Harris

| SSUE 1: Should the transfer of Certificate No. 422-S from
Qulf Aire to ESAD Enterprises, Inc. be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The transfer of Certificate No. 422-S
fromQ@ilf Aire to ESAD should be approved. However, ESAD
shoul d be formally put on notice of its obligation to conply
with all of the requirenents of Chapter 367, Florida
Statutes, and Rule 25-30, Florida Adm nistrative Code. The
failure to do so may result in the initiation of show cause
proceedi ngs and the possible inposition of sanctions,

i ncludi ng penalties, fines, and possible revocation of the
certificate. ESAD should be responsible for all future RAFs
and annual reports. A description of the territory being
transferred is appended to staff's August 8, 2002 nenorandum
as Attachnment A

| SSUE 2: What is the rate base of GQulf Aire at the tinme of
transfer?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  The rate base, which for transfer purposes
reflects the net book value at the tinme of transfer, is
$7,371 for the wastewater system as of Decenber 1, 2000.

| SSUE 3: Should an acquisition adjustnment be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON: No. An acqui sition adjustnment was
request ed; however, an acquisition adjustnment should not be
included in the calculation of rate base for transfer

pur poses.

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

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. ESAD shoul d continue charging the
rates and charges approved for Qulf Aire, with the exception
of AFPI for treatnent facilities, until authorized to change
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19* *

PAA

CASE

Docket No. 011379-SU - Application for transfer of
Certificate No. 422-Sin Gulf County fromaQ@ulf Aire
Properties d/b/a Gulf Aire Wastewater Treatnment Plant to
ESAD Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a Beaches Sewer System

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

by the Conm ssion in a subsequent proceeding. The tariff
pages reflecting the transfer should be effective for

servi ces provided or connections nmade on or after the

st anped approval date on the tariff sheets.

| SSUE 5: Should the utility be required to discontinue
col l ection of Allowance for Funds Prudently |Invested (AFPI)
for treatnment facilities and to refund the overcollection of
AFPI ?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The utility should be required to

di scontinue collection of AFPI for treatnent facilities and
to refund overcollection of AFPI. The refunds shoul d be
made with interest pursuant to Rule 25-30.360, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, to each custonmer who paid the excess
AFPI .

| SSUE 6: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATION:  No. If no timely protest by a
substantially affected person is received to the proposed
agency action issues, a Consummati ng Order shoul d be issued
upon the expiration of the protest period. The docket
shoul d remain open until the utility provides verification
that the refund recormmended in |Issue 5 has been properly
conpl eted, at which tine the docket should be cl osed

adm ni stratively.

DECISION: This item was deferred.
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DECI SI ON:

erence

CASE

Docket No. 020233-El Revi ew of Gi dFl ori da Regi onal
Transm ssi on Organi zation (RTO Proposal .

Critical Date(s): None
Commi ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehearing O ficer: Jaber
Staff: MVS: Bass, Buchan, Butler, Collins, Goom Lowe,
Nor i ega
CWP:  Futrell
ECR  Ballinger, Bohrmann, Breman, E. Draper, Floyd,
Harl ow, Hew tt, Kummrer, Baxter, Springer,
Weel er
GCL: C. Keating, Brubaker
|SSUE 1: Do the follow ng changes to the structure and

governance of the GidFlorida proposal conply with
Comm ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El :

a. Acting by witten consent by the Board of Directors;
and
b. Participating in or listening to Board of Directors’

conference call s?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conmmi ssion should find that the
changes made to the structure and governance of the
G idFl orida proposal are in conpliance with Conm ssion O der
No. PSC-01-2489- FO-- El .

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2A: Do the follow ng changes to the structure and
governance of the GidFlorida proposal conply with
Commi ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El :

a. Quantity of nmenbers and conposition of the Board
Sel ection Conmitt ee;

b. Rol e of the Stakehol der Advisory Conmittee in regard
to the Board of Directors and the Board Sel ection
Comm ttee;

C. Adequacy of Information Policy to provide guidance
on public versus confidential RTO information;

d. Excl usion of the Board of Directors fromthe

Sunshi ne Requirenents;
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Docket No. 020233-El - Review of GidFlorida Regiona
Transm ssi on Organi zation (RTO Proposal .

(Continued from previ ous page)

e. Appl i cants “causing” candi dates for the Board of
Directors to becone Directors;
f. CQuidelines to determ ne discretionary closed

nmeeti ngs of the Board of Directors; and
g. Elimnation of “Planning Bill of Rights”?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conmi ssion should find that the
changes made to the structure and governance of the
G idFl orida proposal are in conpliance with Conm ssion O der
No. PSC-01-2489- FO-- El

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2B: Do the follow ng changes to the structure and
governance of the GidFlorida proposal conply with
Commi ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

a. Board, commttee, subcomm ttee, and working group

nmeet i ngs being open to the public; and

b. Sufficiency of the Proposed Code of Conduct?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conm ssion should find that the
changes made to the structure and governance of the
G idFl orida proposal are in conpliance with Comm ssion O der
No. PSC-01-2489- FO-- El

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2C. Shoul d the Comm ssion order GidFlorida to make
addi tional changes to its structure and governance rel ated
t o:

a. Board, conmttee, subcommittee, and working group

nmeet i ngs being open to the public; and

b. Sufficiency of the Proposed Code of Conduct?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssi on shoul d order
GidFlorida to clarify that all neetings of the Advisory
Comm ttee, subconmittees and working groups are noticed and
open to the public. 1In addition, the Comm ssion shoul d
order GidFlorida to clarify the Code of Conduct by
inserting, on page 8, Section K, the words “and
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Docket No. 020233-El - Review of GidFlorida Regiona
Transm ssi on Organi zation (RTO Proposal .

(Continued from previ ous page)

G idFlorida s I ndependent Conpliance Auditor to” at the end
of the sentence between “FRC’ and “audit”; and in Section
I1.D. 1, the words “GidFl orida | ndependent Conpliance

Audi tor” should replace the words “Board of Directors of
GidFlorida.”

The reconmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2D: Do the follow ng changes to the planning and
operations aspects of the GidFlorida proposal conply with
Commi ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

a. M SO and Gri dFl orida Pl anni ng Protocol;

b. Em nent domai n;

C. Initial adoption of Participating Owmers’ existing
Ten Year Site Pl ans;

d. Requirenent to eval uate generati on and demand side

managenent alternatives;

Quality and quantity of public information;

Ad Hoc Working G oups;

The FRCC and NERC role in the RTO

Exenption fromcertain operating requirenents; and
: 69kV demarcati on point?

RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion should find that the
changes made to the planning and operations aspects of the
G idFl orida RTO proposal are in conpliance with Comm ssion
Order No. PSC-01-2489-FOF-El.

e e

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2E: Do the followi ng changes to the planni ng and
operations aspects of the GidFlorida proposal conmply with
Comm ssi on Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

a. Det erm nati on of Avail able Transm ssion Capacity
(ATC), Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM, and other line
ratings;

b. Transm ssion provider project rejection; and
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C. Conpetitive bidding process for transm ssion
construction projects?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conmm ssion should find that the
changes made to the planning and operations aspects of the
G idFl orida proposal are in conpliance with Comm ssion O der
No. PSC-01-2489- FO- El

The reconmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2F: Shoul d the Comm ssion order GidFlorida to make
addi ti onal changes to the planning and operations aspects
related to:

a. Det erm nati on of Avail able Transm ssion Capacity
(ATC), Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM, and other line
ratings;

b. Transm ssion provider project rejection; and

C. Conpetitive bidding process for transm ssion

construction projects?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conm ssion shoul d order
GidFlorida to adopt the | anguage identified in the analysis
portion of staff's August 8, 2002 nmenorandumto clarify:
that CBMis taken into account when cal cul ati ng the ATC used
by GidFlorida; that the requirenent to reject projects is
clearly conferred upon the transm ssion provider; and that
t he bi dding process is not biased towards Pos.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 2G Does the proposed transm ssion rate structure
consi sting of charges for (1) existing enbedded facilities,
(2) an adder to recover TDU facilities not included in the
zonal rate, (3) new network facilities, and (4) Gid
Managenent conply with Comm ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF-
El ?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The proposal preserves Conmm ssion
jurisdiction over only existing bundled retail transm ssion
costs, and only for the initial five-year period of RTO
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operations. The Comm ssion’s Decenber 20 Order provides
that the Comm ssion should retain jurisdiction over the
total cost of transmission to retail custonmers on a goi ng-
forward basis. At the end of the initial five-year
operation of the RTO, the Comm ssion should reviewthe
transm ssion rate structure, given the operation of the RTO
and the conpetitive market conditions in Florida.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 3A: Were the follow ng changes to the planni ng and
operations aspects of the GidFlorida proposal necessary to
conply with Conm ssion Order No. PSC- 01-2489- FOF- El

a. Conparability of service to all LSEs; and

b. PCs and Third Party Agreenents?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Conmm ssion should find that the
changes to the planning and operations aspects of the
G i dFl orida proposal were necessary and therefore conply
w th Comm ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 3B: Were the follow ng changes to the planning and
operations aspects of the GidFlorida proposal necessary to
conply with Conm ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

a. Attachment T cutoff date; and

b. POVA term nation provision?
RECOVMENDATI ON: No. The Comm ssion should find that the
original language in Attachnent T was appropriate in setting
Decenber 15, 2000, as the demarcation date and that the new
| anguage shoul d be stricken. The Comm ssion should find
that Sections 4.3 and 5.6 of the POVA should be elim nated.

The reconmendati on was approved. The order regarding
is to be issued as PAA; Section b. is final action.



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence

August 20, 2002

| TEM NO
20
** PAA
DECI SI ON:
* % PAA
DECI SI ON:

CASE

Docket No. 020233-El - Review of GidFlorida Regiona
Transm ssi on Organi zation (RTO Proposal .

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 4A: Shoul d the Comm ssion approve the proposed net hod
for mtigating the cost shifts resulting fromthe | oss of
revenues under existing long-termtransm ssion agreenents?
RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The Comm ssion shoul d, however,
reexam ne the potential inpact of the phase-out of existing
| ong-term contract revenues at the end of the initial five-
year period of RTO operations.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 4B: Does the proposed nethod for alleviating cost
shifting fromthe elimnation of short-termtransm ssion
revenues conply with Comm ssion Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF-
El ?

PRI MARY RECOMVENDATI ON:  No. Transm ssion owners shoul d be
fully conpensated for the | oss of short-termtransm ssion
revenues for the first five years of RTO operation
ALTERNATI VE RECOMVENDATI ON: Yes. The proposed net hod for
alleviating cost shifting fromthe elimnation of short-term
transm ssion revenues conplies wth the Conm ssion's
Decenber 20 Order. It provides i medi ate benefits to the
participants in the RTO and shoul d be inplenmented. Any
adversely affected utility nust bal ance the benefits of
participating in the RTOw th the comrensurate costs.

The primary recommendati on was denied and the alternative

was approved.

** PAA

| SSUE 4C. Shoul d the Comm ssion approve the proposed net hod
to recover incremental transm ssion costs as included in the
G i dFl ori da proposal ?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. Wile the Comm ssion’s Decenber 20
Order did not nake a determ nation of the nobst appropriate
mechani sm for recovery of costs associated with GidFl orida,
staff believes sufficient information is available for the
Comm ssion to make such a determ nation. The Conm ssion
shoul d aut hori ze each applicant to recover its increnental
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transm ssi on costs approved by the FPSC t hrough the capacity
cost recovery cl ause.

DECI SI ON: The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 5: Does the market design included in the nodified

G i dFl orida proposal conply with Comm ssion O der No. PSC
01-2489- FOF-EI ?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. The revised market design includes
(1) financial transmi ssion rights for transm ssion capacity
al l ocation; (2) unbal anced schedules wth a voluntary day-
ahead market; (3) market clearing prices for bal ancing
energy and congestion managenent; and (4) sharing of gains
on real-tinme energy sales. As such, the revised G dFl orida
mar ket design is not in conpliance with Conm ssion Order No.
PSC- 01- 2489- FO~- El, which required (1) physical transm ssion
rights; (2) balanced schedul es; and (3) get-what-you-bid
pricing for bal anci ng energy and congesti on nmanagenent. The
revi sions proposed by GidFlorida my be beneficial to
retail ratepayers and assist in the efficient operation of
the RTO. In order to adequately justify the new provisions,
the Gi dFl orida Conpanies should be directed to file a
petition not later than 30 days fromthe Comm ssion’s vote
on this issue. Such a filing will allow the Conm ssion to
conduct an expedited evidentiary hearing on the nerits of
the revi sed nmarket design proposal and woul d be consi st ent
with the requirenments of Order No. PSC-01-2489- FOF- El

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved with the nodification that
the GidFlorida conpanies are to file petitions and testinony within
30 days of this vote. The parties are encouraged to identify areas
for consensus and advise staff of areas for stipulation to allow a
vote on this matter as quickly as possible. Additionally, any
protested PAA issues will be rolled into this proceeding.

The order on this decision is to be expedited.



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
August 20, 2002

| TEM NO. CASE

20 Docket No. 020233-El - Review of GidFlorida Regiona
Transm ssi on Organi zation (RTO Proposal .

(Continued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 6: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: The docket shoul d be closed after the tine
for filing an appeal has run on those issues resolved as
final agency action, or upon issuance of a consummati ng
order on those issues resolved by proposed agency acti on,
whi chever occurs later. |f no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by proposed agency action taken by
the Comm ssion on any issue in this docket files a protest,
t he docket should be closed after the tinme for filing an
appeal has run on the issues resolved as final agency
action, or upon issuance of a consummating order on the

i ssues resol ved by proposed agency action, whichever occurs
| at er.

DECI SION: The reconmendati on was deni ed. The docket is to remain open
for conpletion of the hearing.

Comm ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal ecki, Bradley
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Critical Date(s): None

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

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

| SSUE 13: How should a “local calling area” be defined, for
pur poses of determning the applicability of reciprocal
conpensati on?

a) What is the Commssion’s jurisdiction in this
matter?

b) Shoul d the Commi ssion establish a default definition
of local calling area for the purpose of
intercarrier conpensation, to apply in the event
parties cannot reach a negoti ated agreenent?

c) | f so, should the default definition of a |ocal
calling area for purposes of intercarrier
conpensation be: 1) LATA-wi de local calling, 2)based
upon the originating carrier’s retail local calling
area, or 3) sone other default definition/mechanisnf

PRI MARY RECOMIVENDATI ON: The | ocal calling area should be
defi ned through negotiati ons between the parties. Wile
staff believes the Comm ssion has jurisdiction to define

| ocal calling areas, staff does not believe a conpelling
case can be nade to exercise the Comm ssion’s jurisdiction
to designate a default in the event negotiations are

unpr oducti ve.

ALTERNATI VE RECOMVENDATI ON:  Alternative staff believes that
t he Comm ssion has jurisdiction to define local calling
areas, and recommends that the originating carrier’s retai

| ocal calling area be used as the default |ocal calling area
for purposes of reciprocal conpensation.

DECI SION: The primary recommendati on was deni ed and the alternative
approved.
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| SSUE 17: Shoul d the Comm ssion establish conpensation
mechani snms governing the transport and delivery or
termnation of traffic subject to Section 251 of the Act to
be used in the absence of the parties reaching an agreenent
or negotiating a conpensation nechanisn? |f so, what should
be the nmechani sn?

a) Does the Conmi ssion have jurisdiction to establish
bi Il -and- keep?

b) VWat is the potential financial inpact, if any, on
| LECs and ALECs of bill-and-keep arrangenents?

c) | f the Comm ssion inposes bill-and-keep as a default
mechanism wll the Comm ssion need to define
generically “roughly bal anced”? 1f so, how should
t he Comm ssion define “roughly bal anced”?

d) What potential advantages or di sadvantages woul d
result fromthe inposition of bill-and-keep
arrangenments as a default mechanism particularly in
conparison to other mechani snms al ready presented in
Phase Il of this docket?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Staff does not recommend the inposition
of a single conpensation nechani sm governing the transport
and delivery or termnation of traffic subject to Section
251 of the Act to be used in the absence of the parties
negoti ati ng a conpensation nechanism \Wile staff believes
the Comm ssion has the jurisdiction to establish bill-and-
keep subject to either a determnation or a presunption that
traffic between carriers is roughly bal anced, the record of
this proceedi ng does not support such a determ nation and
argues agai nst a presunption of bal ance. Should the

Comm ssion determ ne that the inposition of a bill-and-keep
default is desirable, staff reconmrends the Conm ssion define
roughly balanced to nean the traffic inbalance is |ess than
10 percent between carriers over a three-nonth period.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 19a: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. This docket should be closed upon the
expiration of the time to file a notion for reconsideration
or an appeal since no further action is required by the
Comm ssi on.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Baez, Pal eck
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Docket No. 010098-TP - Petition by Florida D gital Network,
Inc. for arbitration of certain ternms and conditions of
proposed interconnection and resal e agreenent with Bel |l South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. under the Tel ecomuni cati ons Act of
1996.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: GCL: Banks, Fudge
CVMP:  Dowds

| SSUE 1: Should the Motion for Clarification or

Reconsi deration filed by Florida Digital Network, Inc. (FDN)
be granted?

RECOVMENDATI ON: No. FDN has not identified a point of fact
or law which was overl ooked or which the Conm ssion fail ed
to consider in rendering its decision. Therefore, the
Motion for Clarification or Reconsideration should be

deni ed.

| SSUE 2: Should the Mdtion for Reconsideration, or in the
Alternative, Carification filed by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. be granted?

RECOVMVENDATI ON: No. Bel |l South has not identified a point of
fact or | aw which was overl ooked or which the Comm ssion
failed to consider in rendering its decision. Therefore,
the Motion for Reconsideration, or in the Alternative,
Clarification should be deni ed.

| SSUE 3: Should the Motion to Strike filed by Bell South

Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. be granted?

RECOVMENDATI ON:  No. The Motion to Strike should be denied.
| SSUE 4: Should the cross-notion for reconsideration filed
by Florida Digital Network Inc. be granted?

RECOMVENDATI ON: I f the Conmi ssion approves staff’s
recomendati on on Issue 3, then the cross-notion should be
denied. However, if the Comm ssion denies staff on |Issue 3,
this issue is rendered noot.

| SSUE 5: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOVMENDATI ON: No. If the Conm ssion approves staff’s
recomendation in Issues 1, 2, and 4, the parties should be
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required to file their final interconnection agreenent

wi thin 30 days after the issuance of the Order fromthis
recommendati on, conformng with Order No. PSC-02-0765- FOF-
TP, in accordance with O der No. PSC 02-0884-PCO TP, Order
Granting Extension of Tinme to File Interconnection
Agreenent. Thereafter, this Docket should remai n open
pendi ng approval by the Comm ssion of the filed agreenent.

DECISION: This item was deferred.
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Docket No. 001382-W5 - Application for staff-assisted rate
case in Lake County by Pennbrooke Utilities, Inc.
(Recommendati on wi t hdrawn from August 6, 2002 conference;
revi sed recomrendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Deason, Baez, Pal eck
Prehearing O ficer: Pal eck

St af f: ECR: Fitch, Davis
GCL: Cibula

| SSUE 1: Should the utility s request for an extension to
conplete the required pro forma plant addition be approved?
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Yes. The utility’s request for an extension
to conplete the required pro forma plant addition should be
approved. The utility expects to conplete the renaining

pl ant i nprovenment by Novenber 30, 2002. |If the utility does
not conplete the pro forma by Novenber 30, 2002, staff wll
bring a recomendati on before the Conmm ssion to reduce rates
associated wth the pro forma addition.

| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

RECOMVENDATI ON: No. Thi s docket should not be closed. It
should remain open to allow the utility additional time to
conplete the pro forma plant addition to the water system

If the utility conpletes the plant addition by Novenber 30,
2002, the docket should be closed admi nistratively upon
staff’s verification that the addition has been made.

The reconmmendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Deason, Baez, Pal eck



