MINUTES OF

COMMISSION CONFERENCE, TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 2000
COMMENCED: 9: 30 a. m

ADJOURNED: 3:45 p.m

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chai r man Deason
Comm ssi oner Jacobs
Comm ssi oner Jaber
Conm ssi oner Baez

Parties were allowed to address the Commr ssion on itens designated by double
asterisks (**).

1 Approval of M nutes
August 1, 2000 regul ar Comm ssi on Conference

DECI SION: The m nutes were approved.

Comm ssoners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber

2% * Consent Agenda
PAA A) Applications for certificates to provide pay tel ephone
servi ce.
DOCKET NO. COVPANY NANME
000988-TC Kenneth Eric Hol conb d/b/a | nnovati ve
Communi cati ons
001125-TC Thomas R Arbuckl e d/b/a Flying Chile Pepper
PAA B) Applications for certificates to provide alternative

| ocal exchange tel ecommuni cati ons servi ce.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NANE
000787-TX Cci us Communi cations, Inc.
000720-TX Edge Connections, Inc.
000724-TX XSPEDI A Cor p
000784- TX Structus Tel eSystens, |Inc.
PAA C) Applications for certificates to provide interexchange

t el ecommuni cati ons servi ce.
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(Continued from previ ous page)

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NANME
000791-TI Servi Sense. com Inc.
000719-TI Edge Connections, Inc.
000351-TI Next Communi cations, Inc.
000693-TI Coral Telecom Inc.
000710-TI Madi son Ri ver Communi cations, LLC
000775-TI Nat i onnet Communi cati ons Corporation
000783- TI Structus Tel eSystens, Inc.

PAA D) DOCKET NO. 001124-TX - Request for cancellation of

Al ternative Local Exchange Tel ecomruni cations Certificate
No. 7420 by Concentric Carrier Services, Inc., effective
7/ 31/ 00.

PAA E) Requests for cancellation of interexchange
t el ecomuni cations certificates.

DOCKET NO. COVPANY NANME
001123-TI Concentric Carrier Services, Inc.
000879-TI ol den Harbor of Florida, Inc. d/bl/a

Homet own Tel ephone of Florida, Inc.

F) Requests for approval of resal e agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000809-TP - ALLTEL Florida, Inc. with EZ Tal k
Communi cations, L.L.C
(Critical Date: 9/25/00)

DOCKET NO. 000834-TP - Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GTE
Florida I ncorporated) wth Cat
Communi cations International, Inc.
Critical Date: 10/9/00)
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G

DOCKET NO. 000751-TP - Petition by Verizon Florida Inc.
(f/k/a GTE Florida Incorporated) for approval of
anmendnent to existing resale agreenent with
1- 800- RECONEX, I nc.

(Critical Date: 9/19/00)

Requests for approval of interconnection agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000835-TP - Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GTE
Florida I ncorporated) with PrinmeCo
Personal Conmmuni cations, L.P.
d/ b/a Verizon Wrel ess.
(Critical Date: 10/9/00)

DOCKET NO. 000887-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
with | TC'Del t aCom Conmuni cat i ons,
Inc. d/b/a | TC'Del t aCom
(Critical Date: 10/18/00)

Requests for approval of anmendnments to interconnection
agr eenent s.

DOCKET NO. 000799- TP

Bel | Sout h Tel ecommuni cati ons, Inc.
wth World Access Conmuni cati ons
Cor p.

(Critical Date: 9/25/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel ecommuni cati ons, Inc.
wi th DSLnet Conmuni cations, LLC
(Critical Date: 10/10/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
wi th Rhyt hnms Links Inc.

(Critical Date: 10/10/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
w th Business Telecom Inc. d/b/a
BTI .

(Critical Date: 10/10/00)

Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
with ALLTEL Conmuni cations, |nc.
(Critical Date: 10/11/00)

DOCKET NO. 000844-TP

DOCKET NO. 000845- TP

DOCKET NO. 000846- TP

DOCKET NO. 000853-TP
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DOCKET NO. 000854-TP -

J) Requests for approval
and resal e agreenents.
DOCKET NO. 000753-TP -

DOCKET NO. 000848-TP -

K) DOCKET NO. 000765-TP -

Bel | Sout h Tel ecommuni cations, |nc.
wi th Sprint Comunications Limted
Par t ner shi p.

(Critical Date: 10/11/00)

of anendnents to i nterconnection

Sprint-Florida, Incorporated with
DSLnet Communi cations, LLC.
(Critical Date: 9/19/00)
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated for
wi th New Edge Network, Inc. d/b/a
New Edge Net wor Kks.

(Critical Date: 10/10/00)

Petition by Verizon Florida Inc.

(f/k/a GTE Florida Incorporated) for approval of
i nt erconnection and unbundling agreenent with Metronedi a

Fi ber Networ k Servi ces,

L) Requests for approval
resal e agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000836- TP -

DOCKET NO. 000837-TP -

of interconnection,

| nc.

(Critical Date: 9/24/00)

unbundl i ng, and

Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GIE
Florida I ncorporated) with Tine
War ner Tel ecom

(Critical Date: 10/9/00)

Verizon Florida, Inc. (f/k/a GIE
Florida I ncorporated) with

Pat hnet, Inc. d/b/a Pathnet
Communi cations, Inc.

(Critical Date: 10/9/00)
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M Requests for approval of amendnents to interconnection,
unbundl i ng, and resal e agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000855-TP - Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
with Actel Integrated
Conmuni cati ons, Inc.
(Critical Date: 10/11/00)

DOCKET NO. 000856- TP - Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cati ons, |nc.
wi th NEXTLINK Fl orida, Inc.
(Critical Date: 10/11/00)

N) DOCKET NO. 000838-TP - Request by Bel |l South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. for approval of anmendnent to
exi sting interconnection, unbundling, resale, and
col |l ocation agreenment with SBC National, Inc. d/b/a SBC
Tel ecom | nc.
(Critical Date: 10/9/00)

O Requests for approval of |ine-sharing anmendnents to
i nterconnection, unbundling, and resal e agreenents.

DOCKET NO. 000749-TP - Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GTE
Florida I ncorporated) with
Nor t hPoi nt Conmuni cati ons, Inc.
(Critical Date: 9/19/00)

DOCKET NO. 000750-TP - Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GTE
Fl orida I ncorporated) wth DSLnet
Communi cati ons, LLC.
(Critical Date: 9/19/00)

DOCKET NO. 000752-TP - Verizon Florida Inc. (f/k/a GTE
Florida I ncorporated) with New
Edge Network, Inc. d/b/a New Edge
Net wor ks.
(Critical Date: 9/19/00)
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P)

R)

Requests for approval of transfer of control of an
i nt erexchange tel econmuni cations and/or alternative |oca
exchange conpany.

DOCKET NO. 000692-TlI - Single Billing Services, Inc.
d/ b/a Asian American Association
(hol der of IXC Certificate No.
5732) from current sharehol der,
Ms. Helen Shih, to New d obal
Tel ecom | nc.

DOCKET NO. 000903-TP - Cenesi s Conmuni cati ons
International, Inc. (holder of |IXC
Certificate No. 7412 and ALEC
Certificate No. 7413) to American

Tel esource International, Inc.
(hol der of I XC Certificate No.
4024) .

DOCKET NO. 000867-TP - Request for approval of corporate
reorgani zati on whereby Wnstar Wreless, Inc. (holder of
| XC Certificate No. 2699 and AAV/ ALEC Certificate No.
4025) and WCI Capital Corp (sister conpany) wll be

i nt erposed between Wnstar and Wnstar's direct parent
conpany, Wnstar Communi cations, |nc.

DOCKET NO. 000866- TX - Request for approval of pro forma
corporate reorgani zation of UCN-Clay, Limted Partnership
d/ b/a Access Comuni cations - First Coast (holder of ALEC
Certificate No. 5276), wholly owned subsidiary of SI GECOM
Hol dings, Inc., majority owned subsidiary of UtiliCom

Net wor ks LLC, and nane change on certificate to TOTALiI nk
of Florida, LLC
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S)

DOCKET NO. 000882-TP - Notice of acquisition agreenent
wher eby Spectrunii nk Networks, Inc. will acquire al

right, title and interest in OL Comruni cations of

Florida, LLC (holder of I XC Certificate No. 7301 and ALEC
Certificate No. 7302) from Ol Comruni cations, Inc., such
that OL Conmunications, Inc. will become a wholly owned
subsi diary of Spectruniink.

Reconmendati on: The Conm ssion 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 ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 001062-W5 - Proposed repeal of Rule 25-30.470,
F.A.C., Calculation of Rate Reduction After Rate Case
Expense is Anorti zed.

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

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

Staff: APP. Helton
ECR Hewitt, Merchant, Rendel
LEG  VanlLeuven
PAl: WIIlians

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion repeal Rule 25-30.470,

Fl orida Adm nistrative Code, entitled Calculation of Rate
Reduction After Rate Case Expense is Anortized?

Yes, the Comm ssion should repeal Rule 25-

30. 470.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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4 DOCKET NO. 980643-El - Proposed anendnments to Rul es 25-
6.135, F. A C., Annual Reports; 25-6.1351, F. A C., Cost
Al location and Affiliate Transactions; and 25-6. 0436,
F. A . C., Depreciation.

Critical Date(s): None

Hearing Date(s): 8/ 24/ 99 Talla., Wrkshop, Staff
6/ 22/ 00 Talla., Rule Hearing, Staff

Rul e Status: Adoption

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

Staff: APP: Mbor e

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion adopt proposed Rul e 25-
6. 1351, Florida Admi nistrative Code, Cost Allocation and
Affiliate Transactions; Rule 25-6.135, Annual Reports; and
Rul e 25-6.0436, Depreciation?

: No. The Conmm ssion should adopt changes to
Rul es 25-6. 1351, 25-6.135, and 25-6.0436, Florida
Adm ni strative Code, as reconmended by the Hearing O ficer.
| ssue 2: Should the rules be filed for adoption with the
Secretary of State and the docket be cl osed?
Yes. The rules with the changes
recommended by the Hearing O ficer should be filed for
adoption with the Secretary of State and the docket shoul d
be cl osed.

DECISION: This itemwas deferred to a | ater Conmm ssion Conference.
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DOCKET NO. 000643-EU - Petition for declaratory statenent
regarding applicability of individual neter rule exenption
in Rule 25-6.049(5)(a)3, F.A.C., to Valencia Area
Condom ni um Associ ation, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: APP: Bel | ak
ECR. \Wheel er

(Parties may participate at the Commission’s discretion.)

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Florida Power & Light’s
petition to intervene?

Yes. FPL's petition to intervene should be

gr ant ed.

| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion conduct an informal hearing
regar di ng ValenC|a s request for declaratory statenment?
No. The request for an informal hearing
shoul d be deni ed.

| ssue 3: Should the Comm ssion grant Val encia Area

Condom ni um Associ ation’s petition for declaratory

st at enent ?

: No.
| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes, unl ess post-decision notions are filed.

DECISION: This itemwas deferred to a | ater Comm ssi on Conf erence.
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DOCKET NO. 000810-GU - Petition for approval of

nodi fications to tariff provisions governing transportation
of custoner-owned gas and tariff provisions to inplenent
Rul e 25-7.0335, F.A.C., by Tanpa Electric Conpany d/b/a
Peopl es Gas System

Critical Date(s): None (Conpany waived 60-day suspension
date.)

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

St af f: C\VP: Maki n, Bul ecza- Banks
LEG C. Keating, Walker

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion grant Peoples Gas Systenis
(Peopl es or the Conpany) petition for nodifications to its
tariff provisions governing transportation of customner-owned
gas and tariff provisions to inplenent Rule 25-7.0335,

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code (F.A C)?

No. The Comm ssion should deny Peoples’
proposed nodifications to its tariff provisions governing
transportation of custoner-owned gas. Staff would have
recommended approvi ng Peoples’ tariff had the Transition Cost
Recovery Charge been assessed to all non-resi denti al
cust omers.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no protest is filed by a person whose

substantial interests are affected wthin 21 days of the
i ssuance of the Order, this docket should be cl osed upon the
i ssuance of a Consummating O der.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved as nodified. The tariff as
outlined in staff’s 8/24/00 recomendation was approved (per the
conpany’s agreenment at the conference). A revised tariff, consistent
with this decision, is to be submtted by the conpany and approved by
staff.

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

DOCKET NO. 000744-TC - Request for exenption from

requi renment of Rule 25-24.515(13), F. A C., that each pay

t el ephone station shall allow incomng calls, by Bell South
Publ i ¢ Commruni cati ons, Inc.

Critical Date(s): 9/18/00 (statutory deadline)

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

Staff: CVP; | sl er
LEG Christensen

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the provider |isted on
page 4 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum an exenption
fromthe requirenment that each tel ephone station shall allow
incomng calls for the pay tel ephone nunbers at the
addresses |isted?

Yes.
| ssue 2: Shoul d this docket be cl osed?
Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon
i ssuance of a Consummating Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmmi ssion's
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 000894-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1724
i ssued to Southrep, Incorporated for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F. A C ,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000900-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2555
i ssued to Mchael Paglianti for violation of Rules 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CVP; | sl er
LEG Dandel ake

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies
listed on page 6 of staff’s 8/24/00 nmenorandum for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Conm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating Order. The fine
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. If the Commssion's Order is
not protested and the fine and regul atory assessnent fees,
including statutory penalty and interest charges, are not
recei ved, the pay tel ephone certificates |listed on page 6
shoul d be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies

- 13 -
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 000894-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1724
i ssued to Southrep, Incorporated for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F.A C ,
Reporting Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000900-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2555
issued to Mchael Paglianti for violation of Rules 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

listed on page 6 for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenents?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’ s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the information required by Rule 25-
24.520, F.A.C., Reporting Requirenents, and the fine are not
recei ved by the Conmi ssion within five business days after
the i ssuance of the Consummating Order. The fine should be
paid to the Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded
to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State
CGeneral Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. |If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and required information are not received, the pay
t el ephone certificates |isted on page 6 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 3: Should these dockets be cl osed?

. Yes. These dockets should be closed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel lation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. A protest in one docket
shoul d not prevent the action in a separate docket from
becom ng fi nal

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

- 14 -
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 000894-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1724
i ssued to Southrep, Incorporated for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F.A C ,
Reporting Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000900-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2555
issued to Mchael Paglianti for violation of Rules 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 000895-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1931

i ssued to Dammam I nternational Corporation for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F.A C, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F. A C ,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel Dammam I nternational Corporation s pay tel ephone
certificate for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conm ssion should i npose a $1, 000
fine or cancel the conpany’'s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consummati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Conmm ssion and forwarded to the O fice of the
Comptroller for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund
pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the
Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and the fine and

regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received, Pay Tel ephone
Certificate No. 1931 should be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
Danmam | nt ernati onal Corporation’s pay tel ephone certificate
for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Reporting Requirenents?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’s certificate if the information
required by Rule 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting Requirenents,
and the fine are not received by the Comm ssion within five
busi ness days after the issuance of the Consummati ng O der.

- 16 -
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DOCKET NO. 000895-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1931

i ssued to Dammam | nternational Corporation for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and Rul e 25-24.520, F.A C ,
Reporting Requirenents.

(Continued from previ ous page)

The fine should be paid to the Florida Public Service

Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to
Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the Comm ssion’s
Order is not protested and the fine and required information
are not received, Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 1931 should
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

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

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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

DOCKET NO. 000939-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3948
issued to Roller Ganes, Inc. for violation of Rule No. 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000962-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4202
i ssued to Link Tel ecomunications, Inc. for violation of
Rul es 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CVP; | sl er
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies
listed on page 6 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum f or
apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative
Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons

Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’ s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Conm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating Order. The fine
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the O fice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is
not protested and the fine and regul atory assessnent fees,
including statutory penalty and interest charges, are not
recei ved, the pay tel ephone certificates |listed on page 6
shoul d be cancel ed adm ni stratively.
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M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
10** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000939-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3948
issued to Roller Ganes, Inc. for violation of Rule No. 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000962-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4202
i ssued to Link Tel ecomunications, Inc. for violation of
Rul es 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies
listed on page 6 for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenents?
Recommendat i on: Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’ s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the information required by Rule 25-
24.520, F.A.C., Reporting Requirenents, and the fine are not
received by the Conm ssion within five business days after
the i ssuance of the Consummating Order. The fine should be
paid to the Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded
to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State
Ceneral Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and required information are not received, the pay
tel ephone certificates |isted on page 6 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 3: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of

t he proposed agency action order. A protest in one docket
shoul d not prevent the action in a separate docket from
becom ng fi nal




M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
10** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000939-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3948
issued to Roller Ganes, Inc. for violation of Rule No. 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

DOCKET NO. 000962-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4202
i ssued to Link Tel ecomunications, Inc. for violation of
Rul es 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

11**PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000917-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3238
issued to First Tel e Comruni cations Services, Inc. for
violation of Rules 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent
Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C ,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
First Tele Comruni cations Services, Inc.’ s pay tel ephone
certificate for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’'s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consummati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Conmm ssion and forwarded to the O fice of the
Comptroller for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund
pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the
Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and the fine and

regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received, Pay Tel ephone
Certificate No. 3238 should be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
First Tel e Conmuni cations Services, Inc.’s pay tel ephone
certificate for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenents?

; Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’s certificate if the information
required by Rule 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting Requirenents,
and the fine are not received by the Comm ssion within five
busi ness days after the issuance of the Consummati ng O der.
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M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
11** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000917-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3238
issued to First Tel e Comruni cations Services, Inc. for

viol ation of Rules 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecomuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F.A C ,
Reporting Requirenents.

(Continued from previ ous page)

The fine should be paid to the Florida Public Service

Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to
Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the Comm ssion’s
Order is not protested and the fine and required information
are not received, Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3238 should
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

12** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000896-TC - Cancel | ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2129

i ssued to Springer Pay Tel for violation of Rules 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conmpani es, and 25-24.520, F.A C., Reporting Requirenents.
DOCKET NO. 000916-TC - Cancel |l ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2814

i ssued to Sout hern Tel ephone Conpany for violation of Rules
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies
listed on page 6 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum f or
apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative
Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons

Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum i f
the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Conmmi ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State General
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. [|If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, the pay

tel ephone certificates |isted on page 6 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.




M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
12** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000896-TC - Cancel l ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2129

i ssued to Springer Pay Tel for violation of Rules 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conmpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting Requirenents.
DOCKET NO. 000916-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2814

i ssued to Sout hern Tel ephone Conpany for violation of Rules
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to the conpanies
listed on page 6 for apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520,
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, Reporting Requirenents?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’ s respective certificate as
listed on page 6 if the information required by Rule 25-
24.520, F.A.C., Reporting Requirenents, and the fine are not
received by the Conm ssion within five business days after
the i ssuance of the Consummating Order. The fine should be
paid to the Florida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded
to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State
Ceneral Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and required information are not received, the pay
tel ephone certificates |isted on page 6 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 3: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order. A protest in one docket
shoul d not prevent the action in a separate docket from
becom ng fi nal




M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
12** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000896-TC - Cancel l ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2129

i ssued to Springer Pay Tel for violation of Rules 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conmpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting Requirenents.
DOCKET NO. 000916-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2814

i ssued to Sout hern Tel ephone Conpany for violation of Rules
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

13** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000924-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3376

i ssued to Public Pay Phone, Inc. for violation of Rule Nos.
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporti ng Requirenents.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel Public Pay Phone, Inc.’s pay tel ephone certificate
for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conm ssion should i npose a $1, 000
fine or cancel the conpany’'s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consummati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Conmm ssion and forwarded to the O fice of the
Comptroller for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund
pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the
Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and the fine and

regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received, Pay Tel ephone
Certificate No. 3376 should be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
Publ i c Pay Phone, Inc.’s pay tel ephone certificate for
apparent violation of Rule 25-24.520, Florida Adm nistrative
Code, Reporting Requirenments?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel the conpany’s certificate if the information
required by Rule 25-24.520, F. A C., Reporting Requirenents,
and the fine are not received by the Comm ssion within five
busi ness days after the issuance of the Consummati ng O der.
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M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
13** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000924-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3376

i ssued to Public Pay Phone, Inc. for violation of Rule Nos.
25-4.0161, F. A C., Reqgul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenents.

(Continued from previ ous page)

The fine should be paid to the Florida Public Service

Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller
for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to
Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the Comm ssion’s
Order is not protested and the fine and required information
are not received, Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3376 should
be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fines, fees, and required information or
cancel l ation of the certificate, unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

14%*

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000899-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 2520
issued to Lyst Enterprises, Inc. for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWP; | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion accept the settlenment offer
proposed by Lyst Enterprises, Inc. to resolve the apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conm ssion should accept the
conpany’s settlenent proposal. Any contribution should be
recei ved by the Conm ssion within ten business days fromthe
date of the Conm ssion Order and should identify the docket
nunber and conpany nanme. The Comm ssion should forward the
contribution to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. If the conpany fails to pay
in accordance with the terns of the Conm ssion Order, the
conpany’s Certificate No. 2520 shoul d be cancel ed

adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

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

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

15** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000927-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3446

i ssued to Carman Comuni cation, Inc. for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000937-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3926

i ssued to Tel econmuni cati ons Service Center, Inc. for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000956-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4219

i ssued to Florida Conmunication International, Inc. d/b/a
FCl for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel the pay tel ephone certificates issued to the
conpanies |listed on page 5 of staff’s August 24, 2000

menor andum f or apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida
Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $1, 000
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 5 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Conm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating Order. The fine
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the Commssion’s Order is
not protested and the fine and regul atory assessnent fees,
including statutory penalty and interest charges, are not
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M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
15** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000927-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3446

i ssued to Carman Communi cation, Inc. for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Reqgul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000937-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3926

i ssued to Tel econmuni cations Service Center, Inc. for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C, Regul atory Assessnent
Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000956-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4219

i ssued to Florida Comuni cation International, Inc. d/b/a
FCl for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

recei ved, the pay tel ephone certificates |listed on page 5
shoul d be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.
A protest in one docket should not prevent the action in a
separate docket from becom ng fi nal

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

16**

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000425-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 5526
issued to Aoria Cockedile for violation of Rule 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWP; | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Aoria C ockedile’'s
request for cancellation of PATS Certificate No. 55267

This conmpany filed for bankruptcy on August
15, 1999. Therefore, the Comm ssion should grant the
conpany a “bankruptcy cancellation” of its Certificate No.
5526, effective April 5, 2000. |In addition, the D vision of
Adm nistration will be notified that the past due RAFs
shoul d not be sent to the Conptroller’s Ofice for

col l ection, but that perm ssion for the Comm ssion to wite
of f the uncollectible anbunt shoul d be requested.

| ssue 2: Should t hi s docket be cl osed?

Yes. |f the Comm ssion approves or
nodi fi es staff s recomendation on Issue 1, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon cancellation of the certificate. |If

t he Conm ssion denies staff’'s reconmmendation on |Issue 1
this docket should be closed adm nistratively.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Commi ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

17**PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000893-TC - Farid Hawa

DOCKET NO. 000901-TC - Phillips & Brooks/d adwi n, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000908-TC - M Iton MNeil

DOCKET NO. 000914-TC - Sunshine Pay Phones, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000929-TC - M ccosukee | ndi an Bi ngo

DOCKET NO. 000934-TC - Central Florida Comrunications, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000957-TC - Debra A. Dietz d/b/a J& I nvestnents

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CVP; | sl er
LEG Banks

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
the pay tel ephone certificates issued to each conpany |isted
on page 5 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’'s certificate as |isted on page
5if the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Conmmi ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State Genera
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Comm ssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, the pay

tel ephone certificates |isted on page 5 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.




M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
17** PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

. Yes. These dockets should be closed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON:  The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

18** PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000892-TC - West Florida Payphone LTD.

DOCKET NO. 000898-TC - M & S Goceries, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000909-TC - Qpus Correctional, Inc. d/b/a LocTel
DOCKET NO. 000910-TC - Rex H. Mers

DOCKET NO. 000913-TC - Hasan Akhtar

DOCKET NO. 000932-TC - Planet Tel, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000935-TC - Douglas Eric Hamilton d/b/a

Conti nental Tel ephone

DOCKET NO. 000938-TC - Pedro CGonzal ez

DOCKET NO. 000941-TC - Roka Enterprises, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000954-TC - J.K. M am Corp.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CVP; | sl er
LEG Dandel ake

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
the pay tel ephone certificates issued to each conpany |isted
on page 5 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should i npose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’'s certificate as |isted on page
5if the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Commi ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State Genera
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, the pay
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Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
18** PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

t el ephone certificates |isted on page 5 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

19** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000915-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3359
issued to Richard O and Ann C. Hance for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000926-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3403

i ssued to Yvanne Mesidor for violation of Rule No. 25-
4.0161, F. A C, Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000930-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3627

i ssued to Joseph Lukose for violation of Rule No. 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Dandel ake

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel the pay tel ephone certificates issued to the
conpanies |listed on page 5 of staff’s August 24, 2000

menor andum f or apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida
Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $1, 000
fine or cancel each conpany’s respective certificate as
listed on page 5 if the fine and the regul atory assessnent
fees, including statutory penalty and interest charges, are
not received by the Conm ssion within five business days
after the issuance of the Consummating Order. The fine
shoul d be paid to the Florida Public Service Conm ssion and
forwarded to the Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in
the State General Revenue Fund pursuant to Section
364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the Commssion’s Order is
not protested and the fine and regul atory assessnent fees,
including statutory penalty and interest charges, are not
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| TEM NO.
19** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000915-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3359
issued to Richard O and Ann C. Hance for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Reqgul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000926-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3403

i ssued to Yvanne Mesidor for violation of Rule No. 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000930-TC - Cancel |l ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 3627

i ssued to Joseph Lukose for violation of Rule No. 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

recei ved, the pay tel ephone certificates |listed on page 5
shoul d be cancel ed adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.
A protest in one docket should not prevent the action in a
separate docket from becom ng fi nal

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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| TEM NO.

20** PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,
F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000911-TC - Payphone Consultants, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000925-TC - St. Johns Conmuni cati ons

DOCKET NO. 000928-TC - Three Rivers Phone Corp.

DOCKET NO. 000931-TC - Wellington N. Dickson

DOCKET NO. 000933-TC - Tel Call Comunication Inc.
DOCKET NO. 000942-TC - Thomas N. Trego d/b/a TNT Tel com
DOCKET NO. 000958-TC - Tommi e Kell ar

DOCKET NO. 000959-TC - Nutrend Conmmuni cations, |nc.
DOCKET NO. 000961-TC - Jentel Corporation d/b/a Southern
Phone

Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: C\VP: | sl er
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Conmm ssion inpose a $500 fine or cancel
t he pay tel ephone certificates issued to each conpany |isted
on page 5 of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum for apparent
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
Regul at ory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cati ons Conpani es?
Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $500
fine or cancel each conpany’'s certificate as |isted on page
5if the fine and the regul atory assessnent fees, including
statutory penalty and interest charges, are not received by
the Comm ssion within five business days after the issuance
of the Consummating Order. The fine should be paid to the
Fl orida Public Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the
Ofice of the Conptroller for deposit in the State Genera
Revenue Fund pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida
Statutes. If the Commssion’s Order is not protested and
the fine and regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory
penalty and interest charges, are not received, the pay
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| TEM NO.
20** PAA

CASE

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of pay
t el ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-4.0161
F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Conpani es.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

t el ephone certificates |isted on page 5 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Shoul d these dockets be cl osed?

Yes. These dockets should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

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



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

21** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000960-TC - Cancel |l ation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4314
issued to MC. Trading & Associates, Inc. for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F.A C, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: CWP; | sl er
LEG Elliott

| ssue 1: Should the Commi ssion inpose a $1,000 fine or
cancel M C. Trading & Associates, Inc.’s PATS certificate
for apparent violation of Rule 25-4.0161, Florida

Adm ni strative Code, Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es?

Yes. The Conmi ssion should inpose a $1, 000
fine or cancel the conpany’'s certificate if the fine and the
regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received by the Comm ssion within
five business days after the issuance of the Consunmati ng
Order. The fine should be paid to the Florida Public
Service Comm ssion and forwarded to the Ofice of the
Comptroller for deposit in the State General Revenue Fund
pursuant to Section 364.285(1), Florida Statutes. |If the
Commi ssion’s Order is not protested and the fine and

regul atory assessnent fees, including statutory penalty and
i nterest charges, are not received, the conpany’ s Pay

Tel ephone Service Certificate No. 4314 should be cancel ed
adm ni stratively.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon
recei pt of the fine and fees or cancellation of the
certificate, unless a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Comm ssion’s decision files a protest within
21 days of the issuance of the proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.
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| TEM NO.
21** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000960-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No. 4314
issued to MC. Trading & Associates, Inc. for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

(Continued from previ ous page)

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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| TEM NO.

22** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991931-EG - Determ nation of appropriate nethod
of recovery for the last core of nuclear fuel for Florida
Power & Light Conpany and Fl ori da Power Corporation.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: ECR Lee, Slenkew cz
LEG C. Keating
SER:  Bohr mann

| ssue 1: \What is the appropriate recovery mechanismfor the
cost of the Last Core?

The exi stence of the Last Core is the
direct result of unit shut down, and there are nunerous
uncertainties surrounding the timng of unit shut down,
actual cost associated with the Last Core, and future
regul atory environnent. Therefore, staff recommends t hat
t he associ ated costs be considered a base rate future
obligation wth recovery afforded through an unfunded
reserve of nucl ear decomm ssi oni ng.
| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no person whose substantia
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within twenty-one days of the issuance of the order,
this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a
consunmat i ng order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was w t hdr awn.
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Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO. CASE

23** DOCKET NO. 000826-El - Request for approval of revisions to
its general rules and regul ations regarding installation of
underground electric distribution facilities to serve snal
commercial /industrial custoners, by Florida Power & Light
Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 9/8/00 (60-day suspension date)

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

Staff: ECR G ng, Springer
LEG Wl ker
RGO Yanbor
SER. Breman, Lee

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion suspend Fl orida Power &

Li ght Conmpany’s (FPL) petition for approval of revisions to
its small comrercial/industrial underground tariff
differential s?

Reconmendati on: Yes. The Conm ssion shoul d suspend FPL' s
proposed revisions to its small conmercial/industri al
underground tariff differentials.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remain open pending a
final decision on the tariff.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez



M nut es of
Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO. CASE

24** DOCKET NO. 000902-El - Petition for nodification and
extension of Experinental Real Tinme Pricing Rate, Rate
Schedul e RTP-GX, by Florida Power & Light Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 9/18/00 (60-day suspension date)

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

Staff: ECR  Springer, E. Draper
LEG Hart

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion suspend Fl orida Power &

Li ght Company’s (FPL) proposed revisions to its Experinental
Real Tinme Pricing tariff?

Yes. The Conm ssion should suspend FPL’ s
proposed revisions to its Experinental Real Tinme Pricing
tariff.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. The docket should remain open pending a
final decision on the tariff.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved.

Comm ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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| TEM NO.

25** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

Critical Date(s): 9/28/00 (5-nonth effective date)

Commi ssi oners Assigned: Full Comm ssion
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: ECR  Crouch, Merchant, Maurey, B. Davis, Quijano,
Munr oe
LEG Christensen, Gervasi
PAl: Golden, C. WIIlians

Issue 1: Is the quality of service provided by Indi ant own
to its custoners satisfactory?

Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
find the quality of service provided by |ndiantown
satisfactory.
| ssue 2: Wiat are the used and useful percentages for the
water treatnent plant, water distribution system wastewater
treatment plant and wastewater collection systenf
The water treatnment plant should be
consi dered 100% used and useful. The wastewater treatnent
pl ant shoul d be consi dered 64.6% used and useful. The
distribution and collection systens should both be
consi dered 100% used and useful. The utility’ s non-used and
useful plant adjustment should be increased by $20, 596 and
accunul ated depreciation by $6,170, for a net increase in
rate base of $14,426. Depreciation expense should be
i ncreased by $1, 135.
| ssue 3: Wiat adjustnment should be recognized in rate base
for utility |and?

Wat er rate base should be increased by

$4, 469 and wast ewat er by $383.

| ssue 4: Should adjustments be nmade to capitalize itens
that were expensed?

Yes. Average plant in service should be

i ncreased by $2,525 for water and $224 for wastewater.
Correspondi ng adj ustnents shoul d be nade to increase water
accunul at ed depreciation and depreci ati on expense by $163
and $326, respectively. Wastewater accunul ated depreci ation
and depreci ati on expense should al so be increased by $37 and
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CASE

DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

$74, respectively. The operation and mai ntenance (O&M
expense accounts shoul d be decreased by $5,049 for water and
$449 for wastewater.

| ssue 5: Are the costs incurred to nove personnel and

equi pnent, fromthe tel ephone building into the water plant
reasonabl e?

No, the costs of noving personnel and

equi pnent to the water plant should be shared with the

t el ephone conpany which al so received benefits fromthis
nove. The pro forma plant additions should be reduced by
$16, 675 for water and $16,676 for wastewater. The pro forma
depreci ati on expense and accunul at ed depreci ati on should
each be reduced by $930 for water and $932 for wastewater.
The pro forma O&M expenses shoul d be reduced by $1, 185 for
wat er and $1, 186 for wastewater.

| ssue 6: Are any adjustnents necessary to the anount of

Cl AC?

Yes, plant and Cl AC shoul d be increased by
$699, 632 for mater and $951, 277 for wastewater to show
contributed plant from I ndi anwood, Martin County and

| ndi ant own Non-Profit Housing. Accumul ated depreciation and
anortization of ClAC should al so be increased by $188, 636
for water and $253,560 for wastewater.

| ssue 7: Wiat is the appropriate all owance for working
capital ?

The appropriate anount of working capital
is $51,221 for water and $73, 318 for wastewater based on the
formul a approach. This is a decrease of $11,201 for water
and $18, 465 for wastewater to the utility’s requested
wor ki ng capital allowance.

| ssue 8: \What is the appropriate test year rate base?

The appropriate rate base for the test year
ended June 30, 1999 is $604, 149 for the water system and
$978, 814 for the wastewater system

| ssue 9: What is the appropriate capital structure for rate
maki ng pur poses?
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DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

The appropriate capital structure for rate
maki ng purposes is the utility' s actual capital structure.
The capital structure should then be adjusted to include pro
forma | oans for the pro forma construction, to renove non-
utility investnents and receivables to associ ated conpani es
fromequity, and to specifically identify used and usef ul
deferred taxes for the water and wastewater assets. The

adj usted i nvestor sources of capital should be reconciled on
a pro rata basis to rate base.

| ssue 10: What is the appropriate anount of deferred incone
taxes to be included in the capital structure?

. The appropriate amount of deferred taxes
for the test year is $388,955. This anmount should be
specifically identified in the capital structure and not be
subject to pro rata adjustnent.

| ssue 11: \What is the appropriate rate of return on equity?
. The appropriate rate of return on equity
shoul d be 9.46% with a range of 8.46% - 10.46% using the
current | everage formul a.

| ssue 12: \What is the appropriate overall rate of return?

. The appropriate overall rate of return
shoul d be 7.04% with a range of 6.46%to 7.62%

| ssue 13: Should the utility be allowed an AFUDC rate and,
if so, what should it be?

. The Comm ssi on shoul d approve an AFUDC rate
of 7.04% and a nonthly discounted rate of 0.586256% f or

| ndi antown effective July 1, 1999, based on the June 30,
1999, capital structure devel oped in this docket.

| ssue 14: Are the billing determ nates for the test year as
filed in the MFR correct and should test year revenue be

adj ust ed?

No. Test year water and wastewater billing
det er m nat es should be adjusted for conpilation errors and
annual i zed test year water and wastewater revenue shoul d be
reduced by $5, 143 and $2, 657, respectively, to reflect the
revised billing determ nates.

| ssue 15: Are the test year managenent fees reasonabl e?

- 47 -



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
25** PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

No. The nmanagenent fees allocated from
Postco do not reflect a reasonable distribution of the cost
of services provided to Indiantowmn. Managenent fees shoul d
be reduced by $67,178, or $33,512 for water and $33, 666 for
wast ewater. Contractual Services - O her should be reduced
by $7,196, or $3,598 each for water and wastewater.

| ssue 16: Are any adjustnents necessary to contractual

servi ces expense?

Yes. Legal and accounting contractual

servi ces expense should be adjusted to renove services
related to the I ndi anwood Devel opnent acquisition and rate
case expense. (Operation and Mai ntenance shoul d be reduced
by $5,355 for water and $5, 355 for wastewater. Anortization
expense shoul d be increased by $612 for water and $613 for
wast ewat er .

| ssue 17: Are any further adjustnents necessary to
Contractual Services-Accounting expense?

Yes. Contractual Services-Acounting shoul d
be reduced by $7,790 for both water and wastewater to
recogni ze accounting services that should be perforned in-
house. Also, nisclassified costs of $6,555 should be
renmoved from Water Contractual Services-Accounting and be

pl aced in Water Contractual Services-Q her.

| ssue 18: Are any adjustments necessary to transportation
expenses?

Yes. The transportati on expense should be
reduced by $795 for both water and wastewater for repairs
that are out of the test year.

| ssue 19: Are the annual allocations of the billing costs
reasonabl e?

: No. Operating and mai nt enance expenses
shoul d be decreased by $19, 148 for water and $19, 149 for
wastewater. Plant costs for billing should be decreased by
$1, 459 each to water and wastewater, with correspondi ng
decreases to accumnul ated depreci ati on and depreciation
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DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase in
Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

expense of $114 and $228, respectively, for both water and
wast ewat er .

| ssue 20: Are any adjustnents necessary to the pro forma
DEP required expenses for permt renewal conditions?

: Yes. The $22,000 requested for additional
annual WAMP testing should be reduced by $10,900 to $11, 100.
The $24, 000 requested annual engineering cost should be
reduced by $15,000 to reflect $9,000 in annual engi neering
reports. And anortization expense of $2,800 in annual
anortizati on expense should be recogni zed for one-tine costs
for engi neering reports.

| ssue 21: Should the pro forma adjustnent for maintenance
of the Indi anwood water and wastewater |ines be approved?

No. The $11,400 for water mai ntenance and
$11, 400 for wastewater mai ntenance in |ndi anwood shoul d be
di sal | oned.

| ssue 22: Are any adjustnents necessary to the annual costs
for renmoval of sludge?

Yes. The utility's request for $75, 000
annual ly for sludge renoval is not reasonable. Staff
recomrends that $60, 225 shoul d be approved for sludge
removal .

| ssue 23: |Is the lease on the land for the percolation
ponds sufficient and is the annual cost reasonabl e?

No. The utility should be ordered to
obtain either ownership of the I and where the percol ation
ponds are |located or a long-term | ease (such as 99 years).
Further, the annual |ease paynent for the | and shoul d be
$6, 000, or a reduction to O%M expenses of $20,964. This
$6, 000 cost shoul d not be escal ated annually for rate
setting purposes.

| ssue 24: Shoul d chem cal and purchased power expense be
adjusted to reflect the anticipated reduction to water and
wast ewat er consunption due to repression?

Based on staff’s recommended repression
adj ustment to water and wastewat er consunption discussed in
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Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 31, chem cal expense and power expense shoul d be
decreased by $2,665 for water and $3,490 for wastewater.

| ssue 25: Wiat is the appropriate anount of rate case
expense?

The appropriate rate case expense for this
docket is $86,707. This expense should be recovered over
four years for an annual expense of $21,677. The nethod of
al l ocation used between systens is based on percentage of
total ERCs at June 30, 1999. Therefore, the appropriate
increase in anortization expense for rate case expense for
water is $883 and $794 for wastewater per year.

| ssue 26: Should the anortization of contributed taxes be
refl ected above the Iine?

Yes. The anortization of contributed taxes
shoul d be refl ected above the line as a decrease to
operating expenses of $3,388 for water and $2, 454 for
wast ewat er .
| ssue 27: Are the taxes other than inconme appropriately
stated for the test year?

: No. Real estate and personal property
taxes shoul d be decreased by $2,153 for water and $9, 859 for
wast ewat er .
| ssue 28: Should the effect of the parent’s debt be
recogni zed in incone tax expense?

Yes. The effect of the parent’s debt
shoul d be recogni zed as a decrease to inconme tax expense of
$6, 254 for water and $10, 133 for wastewater.

| ssue 29: \What is the appropriate net operating inconme for
the test year?

The test year operating | osses are $8, 385
and $94, 182 for water and wastewater operations,
respectively.

| ssue 30: What is the total revenue requirenent?

The foll ow ng revenue requirenments should

be approved:
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Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, I nc.
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TOTAL $ | NCREASE % | NCREASE
Wat er $580, 011 $85, 470 17. 28%
Wast ewat er $831, 026 $273, 786 49. 13%
| ssue 31: |Is a repression adjustnent to consunption

appropriate for this utility, and if so, what is the
appropri ate adjustnent?

Yes, repression adjustnments of 12,686, 940
gallons to water consunption and 6,294,470 gallons to

wast ewat er consunption are appropriate. In order to nonitor
the effects of the rate increases on consunption, the
utility should be ordered to prepare nonthly reports, to be
filed on a quarterly basis, for both water and wastewat er
detailing the nunber of bills rendered, the nunber of
gallons billed and the total revenues billed for each nonth
during the quarter. This information should be provided for
each custoner class and neter size. These reports should be
provided for a period of two years, beginning the first
gquarter after the revised rates go into effect.

| ssue 32: \What are the appropriate water and wast ewat er
rates?

Staff has recommended nonthly rates using
the base facility and gall onage charge rate structure. The
recommended water rates should be designed to produce annual
operating revenues of $560,099, which is the $580, 011
revenue requirenment |less $19,212 in miscellaneous revenue.
The reconmmended wast ewater rates should be designed to
produce annual operating revenues of $830, 770 which is the
$831, 026 revenue requirenent |ess $256 in mscell aneous
revenue. The residential wastewater gall onage charge shoul d
continue to be capped at 6,000 gallons per nonth. The
approved rates should be effective for service rendered on
or after the stanped approval date of the revised tariff
sheets, pursuant to Rule 25-30.475, Florida Adm nistrative
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Code, provided custoners have received notice. The revised
tariff sheets should be approved upon staff's verification
that the tariff is consistent with the Conm ssion's
decision, that the protest period has expired, and that the
proposed custoner notice is adequate.

| ssue 33: In determ ning whether any portion of the interim
i ncrease granted should be refunded, how should the refund
be cal cul ated and what is the anount of the refund, if any?
The proper refund anount shoul d be

cal cul ated by using the sane data used to establish final
rates, excluding rate case expense and any pro forma itens
whi ch have not been incurred during the interim period.

This revised revenue requirenent for the interimcollection
period should be conpared to the amount of interimrevenues
granted. Based on this calculation, the utility should not
be required to refund any water and wastewater revenues

coll ected under interimrates. Therefore, the revenue held
subject to refund, and the letter of credit required by
Order No. PSC-00-0912-PCO- W5, issued May 8, 2000,
guar ant eei ng those revenues, should be rel eased.

| ssue 34: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within twenty-one days of the issuance of the order,
this docket should be closed upon the issuance of a
consunmat i ng order.

DECISION. This itemwas deferred to the Septenber 26, 2000 Comm ssion
Conference. A supplenental recomendation will be submtted
addressing i ssues discussed by the Utility and the Ofice of Public

Counse

at the 9/5/00 Conference.
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Critical Date(s): 9/19/00 (5-nonth effective date)

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

Staff: ECR Casey, T. Davis, Rendel
LEG VanLeuven

(ALL ISSUES PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION EXCEPT ISSUES 20, 21, AND
22.)

Issue 1: Is the quality of service provided by Park Water
Conmpany, Inc. considered satisfactory?

Yes. The quality of service provided by
Par k Water Conpany, Inc. should be considered satisfactory.

| ssue 2: Should the Conm ssion approve a year-end rate base
for Park?

Yes. The Conm ssion should approve a
year-end rate base for Park to allow it an opportunity to
earn a fair return on the utility investnent made during the
test year and to insure conpensatory rates in this rate
case.

| ssue 3: Should a growmh all owance be included in the

cal cul ati ons of used and useful plant?

Yes. Due to recent actual growth activity
since the test year, staff recommends that the usual nethod
of regression analysis (based upon historical growth) does
not result in a valid growth projection. Instead, staff
recommends that the conclusions of the Knepper & WI I ard,
Inc. report estimating a growth of approxi mtely 40

equi val ent residential connections (ERCs) per year for the
di stribution system be adopted, that 40 ERCs tinmes the five-
year grow h period tinmes 315 gall ons per day per ERC or

63, 154 gall ons per day be used as the growth all owance for
the water treatnent plant, and that 200 ERCs e+r—conneet+ons
be used as the growh allowance for the water distribution
system

| ssue 4: Wiat portions of water plant and distribution
system are used and useful ?
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The water treatnent plant should be

consi dered 46. 34% used and useful, and the water

di stribution system should be consi dered 55.52% used and
useful with the exception of that portion of Account Nunber
309 (Supply Mains) related to the interconnection with the
City of Lake Wal es and Account Nunmber 334 (Meters and Meter

I nstal | ati ons) which should both be considered 100% used and
useful .

| ssue 5: What adjustnents, if any, should be made to the
utility’s plant-in-service, land and | and rights, non-used
and useful plant, accunul ated depreciati on, and depreciation
expense”?

: Pl ant -i n-service shoul d be increased by
$130,930, land and land rights should be increased by $100,
non-used and useful plant should be increased by $190, 128,
accunul at ed depreciation should be decreased by $29, 722, and
depreci ati on expense shoul d be increased by $1, 970.

| ssue 6: What adjustnents, if any, should be nmade to
Contri butions-in-Ai d-of -Construction, Accunul ated
Anortization of CIAC, and Cl AC anortization?

Cl AC shoul d be increased by $90, 110,

accunul ated anortizati on should be increased by $32,390, and
Cl AC anortization expense should be increased by $2,997.

| ssue 7: VWhat is the appropriate working capital

al | owance?

. The appropriate amount of working capital
shoul d be $18, 183.
| ssue 8: VWhat is the appropriate rate base?

. The appropriate year-end rate base for Park
for the test year ended Decenber 31, 1999 shoul d be

$383, 388.

| ssue 9: What is the appropriate rate of return on equity
and the appropriate overall rate of return for this utility?
: The appropriate rate of return on equity
shoul d be 9.94% with a range of 8.94% - 10.94% and t he
appropriate overall rate of return should be 9.98% wth a
range of 9.71%- 10.25%

- 54 -



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
26* * PAA

CASE

DOCKET NO. 991627-WJ - Application for rate increase in
Pol k County by Park Water Conpany Inc.

(Continued from previ ous page)

| ssue 10: What is the appropriate test year operating
revenue?

: The appropriate test year operating
revenue shoul d be $182, 486.

| ssue 11: What adjustnents, if any, should be nmade to test
year operation and nai nt enance expenses?

Operation and mai nt enance expenses shoul d
be reduced by $5,821 as detailed in the analysis portion of
staff’s August 24, 2000 menorandum

| ssue 12: What adjustnents, if any, should be nmade to
Account No. 407, Anortization?

. Anortization shoul d be decreased by $2, 250.
| ssue 13: What adjustnents, if any, should be made to the
t axes ot her than incone?

. Taxes other than incone shoul d be decreased

by $4, 147.

| ssue 14: What is the test year operating inconme before any
revenue increase?

Based on the adjustnments discussed in

previ ous issues, staff recomends that the test year
operating incone before any provision for increased revenues
shoul d be $5,911.

| ssue 15: VWhat is the appropriate revenue requirenent?

The foll ow ng revenue requirenment should be approved.

TOTAL $ | NCREASE % | NCREASE
WATER $216, 361 $33, 875 18. 56%
| ssue 16: What is the appropriate rate structure for Park

Wat er and what are the recomended rates for this utility?
The appropriate rate structure should be
the existing inverted block rate structure. The recommended
rates should be 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.
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The rates should not be inplenmented until notice has been
received by the custonmers. The utility should provide proof
of the date notice was given within 10 days after the date
of the notice.

| ssue 17: What shoul d be the appropriate anount of custoner
deposits?

The appropriate anount of residential
customer deposits should be $30. Larger residential neters
and all general service neters custoner deposits should be
calculated at two tinmes the custonmer’s estinmated average
monthly bill. The utility should file revised tariff sheets
whi ch are consistent with the Comm ssion’s vote. Staff
shoul d be given adm nistrative authority to approve the
revised tariff sheets upon staff’s verification that the
tariffs are consistent wwth the Conm ssion’s decision. |If
revised tariff sheets are filed and approved, the custoner
deposits shoul d beconme effective for connections nade on or
after the stanped approval date of the revised tariff
sheets, if no protest is filed.

| ssue 18: Should the utility be allowed to initiate a |late
paynent fee for bills?

Yes. The utility should be allowed a | ate
paynent fee of $3 for custoner bills paid after the 20-day
paynment period provided in the utility s tariff. The
utility should file a revised tariff sheet which is
consistent with the Comm ssion’s vote. Staff should be
given adm nistrative authority to approve the revised tariff
sheet upon staff’s verification that the tariff is
consistent with the Conmm ssion’s decision. |If a revised
tariff sheet is filed and approved, the |ate paynent fee
shoul d becone effective for service rendered on or after the
st anped approval date of the revised tariff sheet, if no
protest is fil ed.

| ssue 19: Should the utility s existing service
availability policy be revised?

Yes. The utility s service availability
policy should be revised as detailed in staff’s anal ysis.
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| f the Comm ssion approves this new policy, 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 revised service availability charges
shoul d becone effective for connections nade on or after the
stanped approval date of the revised tariff sheets, if no
protest is fil ed.

| ssue 20: Shoul d Park be ordered to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined up to $5, 000 per
day for failure to maintain its accounts and records in
conformance with the National Association of Regulatory
Uility Comm ssioners (NARUC) Uniform System of

Account s(USQA), in apparent violation of Rule 25-30.115(1),
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code?

. No. A show cause proceedi ng shoul d not be
initiated. However, the utility should be ordered to

mai ntain its accounts and records in conformance with the
1996 NARUC USOA, and submit a statenent fromits accountant
by March 31, 2001, along with its 2000 annual report,
stating that its books are in conformance with the NARUC
USOA and have been reconciled with the Comm ssion O der

| ssue 21: Should Park be ordered to show cause, in witing
within 21 days, why it should not be fined up to $5, 000 per
day for collecting unauthorized custoner deposits, in
apparent violation of Sections 367.081(1) and 367.091(3),
Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-30.311(1), Florida

Adm ni strative Code?

No. Show cause proceedi ngs shoul d not be
initiated. However, the utility should be adnoni shed that,
pursuant to Sections 367.081(1), and 367.091(3), Florida
Statutes, it may in the future only charge rates and charges
approved by the Comm ssion. The utility should be all owed
to keep the deposits collected during the test year. The
utility should al so be put on notice that custoner deposits
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nmust be maintained in accordance with Rul e 25-30. 311

Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, including refund of deposits
after the custonmer has established a satisfactory paynent
record of 23 nonths, and paynent of interest as prescribed
in the Rule.

| ssue 22: Should Park be ordered to show cause, in witing
wi thin twenty-one days, why it should not be fined for its
apparent violation of Section 367.071, Florida Statutes?

. No. A show cause proceedi ng shoul d not be
initiated. However, the utility should be ordered to file
an application for transfer of majority control within 90
days of the effective date of the Comm ssion Order.

| ssue 23: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. If no tinmely protest is received
upon expiration of the protest period, the PAA Order wll
becone final upon the issuance of the Consummating Order and
t he docket shoul d be cl osed.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved with a nodification to
| ssue 3 deleting the text “or connections.”

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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territorial agreenent between Gulf Power Conpany and
Choct awhat chee El ectric Coop., Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: LEG |saac
SER.  Breman, WMatlock, MNulty

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion approve the Joint Petition
for Approval of a Territorial Agreenent between

Choct awhat chee El ectric Cooperative, Inc. and Gul f Power
Conpany?

Yes. The Territorial Agreenent between
Choct awhat chee El ectric Cooperative, Inc. and Gulf Power
Conmpany is in the public interest and shoul d be approved.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

| 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 Consunmating O der.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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Critical Date(s): None

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

St af f: LEG For dham
C\VP: T. Watts

| ssue 1: Should Bell South’s Request for Tenporary \Waiver of

Physi cal Collocation Requirements in the J. T. Butler
central office be granted?

Al t hough the pleading in this docket is
styled as a “Tenporary Waiver of Physical Collocation
Requirenents,” in the body of its Petition, Bell South is
requesting permanent relief. Staff believes Bell South’s
Request for Pernmanent Waiver of Physical Collocation
Requirenments in the J. T. Butler central office should be
denied. Instead, staff recomrends that the Comm ssion grant
Bel | South a tenporary wai ver of physical collocation

requi renents until the renewal date of the current | ease.
In the interim Bell South should pursue efforts to resolve
the issues listed in this recomendation so that physi cal
coll ocation nmay be possible in the future. |If BellSouth is
unabl e to do so, the conpany should be allowed to seek

anot her waiver, if necessary.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Comm ssion approves staff’s
recomrendation in Issue 1, this docket should be closed.

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 000684-EQ - Petition for approval of standard
of fer contract for qualifying cogeneration and small power
production facilities by Tanpa El ectric Conpany.

Critical Date(s): 2/2/01 (8-nonth effective date)

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

Staff: SER  Col son, Haff
ECR  Springer
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant TECO s petition for a
wai ver of the ten-year mninmmcontract termrequired by

Rul e 25-17.0832(4)(e), Florida Adm nistrative Code, to allow
TECO to provide a five-year ternf

: Yes. TECO has denonstrated that the
pur pose of the underlying statute will be net, and that TECO
and its ratepayers will suffer substantial hardship if the
variance i s not granted.
| ssue 2: Should TECO s petition for approval of a new
Standard O fer Contract, based upon a conbustion turbine
(CT) unit with an in-service date of May 1, 2003, and
associated tariffs be approved?

: Yes. TECO s new Standard O fer Contract
conplies with Rule 25-17.0832, Florida Adm nistrative Code.
Thus, the Standard O fer Contract and associated tariffs
shoul d be approved.
| ssue 3: On what date should TECO s proposed Standard O fer
Contract becone effective?

TECO s proposed standard of fer contract
shoul d becone effective upon the issuance of the
consunmati ng order for the waiver if there is no tinely
protest filed to either the waiver or the standard offer
contract portion of the order.
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29* * PAA DOCKET NO. 000684-EQ - Petition for approval of standard
of fer contract for qualifying cogeneration and small power
production facilities by Tanpa El ectric Conpany.

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no person whose substantia
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 ssioners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 000868-El - Petition by Florida Power & Light
Conmpany for approval of standard offer contract.

Critical Date(s): 9/15/00 (60-day suspension date)

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

Staff: SER  Futrel
ECR  Springer
LEG C. Keating, Stern

| ssue 1: Should FPL's petition for a variance of the ten-
year mnimum contract termrequired by Rule 25-
17.0832(4)(e), Florida Adm nistrative Code, to a five-year
term be granted?

Yes. FPL has denonstrated that the purpose
of the underlying statute will be net, and that FPL and its
rat epayers will suffer substantial hardship if the variance
i s not granted.

| ssue 2: Should FPL's petition for approval of a new
Standard O fer Contract, based upon a conbustion turbine
unit with an in-service date of 2002, be approved?

: Yes. FPL's new Standard O fer Contract
conplies with Rule 25-17.0832, Florida Adm nistrative Code.
Thus, the Standard O fer Contract and associated tariffs
shoul d be approved.
| ssue 3: On what date should FPL's proposed Standard O fer
Contract beconme effective?

FPL' s proposed standard offer contract
shoul d becone effective upon the issuance of the
consunmmati ng order for the waiver if there is no tinely
protest filed to either the waiver or the standard offer
contract portion of the order.

| ssue 4: Should this docket be closed?

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

DECI SI ON: The reconmendati ons were approved.
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Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 000982-El - Petition by Florida Power & Light
Conpany for approval of conditional settlenent agreenent

whi ch term nates standard offer contracts originally entered
into between FPL and Okeel anta Corporation and FPL and
Gsceol a Farns, Co.

Critical Date(s): 10/19/00 (PAA order required to satisfy
condition of settlenent agreenent.)

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

Staff: SER Haf f, Bohr mann, Harl ow, Lee
ECR: Lester
LEG C. Keating

| ssue 1: Should the Conm ssion approve Florida Power &

Li ght Conmpany’s Petition for Approval of Agreenment to Buy
Qut the Ckeel anta Corporation and Gsceola Farns Standard

O fer Contracts?

Yes. The Agreenent appears to be cost-
effective and in the best interest of FPL's ratepayers. The
Agreenment will enable the Ckeelanta and Osceola facilities
to beconme nerchant plants on the electric grid, thus
mtigating potential price spikes in the whol esal e
electricity market. |[If the Agreenent is approved, FPL
shoul d adjust the capital structure in its earnings
surveillance reports to conply with the equity ratio cap
contained in the stipulation approved by the Conm ssion in
Order No. PSC 99-0519- AS-EI

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If no person whose substanti al
interests are affected by the proposed agency action files a
protest within 21 days of the issuance of the order, this
docket shoul d be cl osed upon the issuance of a consummating
or der.

DECISION. This itemwas deferred to the Septenber 26, 2000 Comm ssion
Conf er ence.



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.

32* *

CASE

DOCKET NO. 000697-El - Petition by Tanpa El ectric Conpany
for approval of a pilot Geen Energy Rate R der and Program

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: SER Col son, Lee, Bohrmann
ECR.  E. Draper
LEG | saac

| ssue 1: Shoul d the Conmi ssion approve Tanpa Electric
Conmpany’s (TECO) petition for approval of a Pilot G een
Energy Rate Ri der and Progranf?

: Yes. TECO s proposed pilot is for a period
of three (3) years. |If approved, TECO s pilot programw |
be funded over the three-year period fromtwo sources:
custoner contributions, and a one-tinme $100, 000 al |l ocati on
fromits approved conservati on R& program TECO esti nates
the total cost of the three-year pilot to be approxi mately
$532, 296.
| ssue 2: Shoul d t he Conmmi ssion approve TECO s request for
an allocation of $100,000 fromits approved Conservation R&D
Pr ogr anf?

: Yes. Staff believes that TECO s al |l ocation
of $100,000 to its PCERRP is consistent with the approved
R&D program partici pation standards.
| ssue 3: Should the Comm ssion approve TECO s request for
adj ustnents to the Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery
Cl ause (Fuel C ause) and the Environnental Cost Recovery
Cl ause (ECRC) as a neans of crediting the programfor the
increnmental differences in cost and SO2 em ssions between
the green energy and energy otherw se generated or purchased
fromtraditional resources?

. Yes. Also, staff recommends that TECO
shoul d coll ect data throughout the three-year pilot program
to determine the extent that its ratepayers benefit fromthe
pi |l ot program
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| ssue 4: Should this docket be cl osed?
Yes, if no protest is filed within 21 days
of the issuance of the order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved. Wth the nodification

made by staff at the conference that the effective date of the pilot
programw || be the date of the Comm ssion vote.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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recovery through the environnmental cost recovery cl ause.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: SER  Breman, Lee, MNulty
ECR D. Draper, E. Draper, Lee, Maurey, Swain
LEG Stern

| ssue 1: | s Tanpa Electric Conpany’s Big Bend 1, 2, and 3
Flue Gas Desul furization System Optim zation and Utilization
Program el i gi ble for cost recovery through the Environnent al
Cost Recovery O ause?

Yes.
| ssue 2: Shoul d costs incurred prior to June 2, 2000, the
date TECOfiled its petition, be recovered through the ECRC
pursuant to Order No. PSC-94-1207- FOF-EI ?

. No. Section 366.8255(2), Florida Statutes,
only allows for recovery of prospective costs. |In addition,
TECO was not subjected to “extraordinary circunmstances” as
defined in Order No. PSC-94-1207-FOF-ElI. However, TECO may
i nclude the costs incurred prior to June 2, 2000, inits
surveillance reports.
| ssue 3: Should this docket be cl osed?

Yes. This docket should be cl osed upon

i ssuance of a Consummating Order unless a person whose
substantial interests are affected by the Conmmi ssion’s
decision files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of
t he proposed agency action order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendations for Issues 1 and 3 were approved. The
recommendation for |Issue 2 was deni ed.

Commi ssi oner Jaber dissented on |ssue 2.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber, Baez
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DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive Carriers for
Commi ssion action to support |ocal conpetition in Bell South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc.’s service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a

Accel erated Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to
ensure that Bell South Tel ecomunications, Inc., Sprint-

Fl orida, Incorporated, and GIE Fl orida I ncorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers wwth flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
collocation. (Deferred fromthe 8/ 1/ 00 Comm ssion
Conf er ence.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: DS JC
Prehrg O ficer DS

Staff: CMP: Hinton, Ileri, Fulwood, Dowds, Barrett, Audu,
Si nmons
LEG B. Keating

(ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED.)
| ssue 1: Should the Comm ssion grant Sprint’s Request for
Oral Argunent ?
. No. The pleadings nore than adequately
address the |l egal and factual i1issues presented in Sprint’s
nmotion. As such, oral argunent would not aid the Commi ssion
in rendering its deci sion.
| ssue 2: Should the Comm ssion grant GTEFL's Petition for
Reconsi deration, Bell South’s Mtion for Reconsideration and
Clarification and Sprint’s Mtion for Reconsideration and
Clarification?

Staff recomends that the Mtions for

Reconsi deration and/or Clarification be granted, in part,
and denied, in part, as follows:
| . Copper Entrance Facilities

Staff recomends that Bell South’s request for
clarification regarding the Comm ssion’s determ nati on on
copper entrance facilities be granted. The Conmmi ssion
should clarify that the Comm ssion’s decision only addresses
the use of copper entrance cabling within the context of
collocation outside a central office (CO, but does not
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reach the issue of copper cabling in other situations. The
Comm ssi on should also clarify that only collocation between
an ALEC s controlled environnental vault (CEV) on an |ILEC s
property and an | LEC CO was considered in this decision, not
i nterconnecti on between Bell South’s CO and the ALEC s CO
1. Conversion of Virtual to Physical Collocation

Staff recomends that Bell South and GIEFL’s Motions for
Reconsi deration regardi ng conversion of virtual to physical
collocation be granted. In view of the fact that a federal
court has now rendered an interpretation of federal |aw that
is directly contrary to this Conm ssion’s interpretation on
this point, staff believes that the Comm ssion’ s deci sion on
this point may be considered in error. |In conformance with
the U S. Court of Appeals for the DC. Circuit’s ruling (DC
Circuit or Court), the Conm ssion should determ ne that the
| LEC, rather than the ALEC, nmay determ ne where the ALEC s
physi cal collocation equi pment should be placed within a
central office, even in situations where the ALEC is
converting fromvirtual to physical collocation
I11. Billing for Conversion

Staff recomrends that Bell South’s request for
clarification on this point be denied. This issue has been
fully and clearly addressed in the Comm ssion’s Order.
Furthernore, there is no evidence in the record to support
Bel | South’s requested clarification regarding a space
preparation charge.
V. Cross-Connects between Col |l ocators
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Staff recomrends that Bell South’s and GIEFL’s Motions for
Reconsi deration regarding the Conm ssion’s decision on
cross-connects between collocators be granted. The FCC s
Order 99-48 and the FCC Rul es upon which the Commi ssion
relied for its decision on this point have been vacated by
the DC Circuit. In view of the fact that a federal court
has now rendered an interpretation of federal law that is
directly contrary to this Comm ssion’s interpretation on
this point, staff believes that the Comm ssion’ s deci sion on
this point may be considered in error. |In conformance with
the Court’s decision, the Conm ssion should find that |ILECs
are not required to allow collocators to cross-connect
within a CO Staff recommends, however, that |ILECs be
encouraged to consider requests by ALECs for perm ssion to
Cross-connect.

V. Reservation of Space

Staff recomrends that Bell South’s and GIEFL’s Motions for
Reconsi deration be denied as they pertain to reservation of
space within a CO Argunents regardi ng reservation of space
were fully addressed in the Comm ssion’s Order. Therefore,
Bel | South and GTEFL have failed to identify a m stake of
fact or | aw nmade by the Comm ssion in rendering its
deci si on.

VI. First-Come, First-Served Rul e

Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion grant Bell South and
Sprint’s Mdtions for Reconsideration regardi ng application
of the FCCs first-come, first-served rule. The notions
for reconsideration denonstrate a m stake made by the
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Commi ssion in rendering its decision on this point. The
Comm ssi on should determ ne that an applicant’s place on the
waiting list for collocation space should be based upon the
date the ILEC received the applicant’s collocation
appl i cation.
VII. Inplenmentation Date

Staff recommends that Bell South’s request for
clarification regarding the inplenentation date of the
Comm ssion’s Order be denied. The inplenentation date of
the Conm ssion’s Order was the issuance date of that Order
May 11, 2000.
VII1. Equiprent

Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion grant GTEFL's Moti on
for Reconsideration regarding the Conm ssion’ s decision on
equi pnent that an ILEC nust allow to be collocated, to the
extent that the decision indicates that parties should rely
upon the portions of FCC Order 99-48 that have now been
vacated by the DC Circuit. The Comm ssion’s decision
shoul d, however, remain in place to the extent that it
relies upon FCC Order 96-325 and the FCC rul es promnul gated
prior to FCC Order 99-48. Staff further recomends that
Sprint’s request for clarification be denied.
| X. Site Preparation Cost Recovery

Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion deny GIEFL’s Mbdtion
for Reconsideration as it pertains to site preparation cost
recovery. GIEFL has not identified any m stake of fact or
| aw made by the Conmi ssion in rendering its decision on this
poi nt .



M nut es of

Conmmi ssi on Conf er ence
Septenber 5, 2000

| TEM NO.
34

CASE

DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive Carriers for
Comm ssion action to support |ocal conpetition in Bell South
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc.’s service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a

Accel erat ed Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to
ensure that Bell South Tel ecomuni cations, Inc., Sprint-
Florida, Incorporated, and GIE Florida Incorporated conply
with obligation to provide alternative |ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinely, and cost-efficient physical
collocation. (Deferred fromthe 8/1/00 Conm ssion
Conf er ence.)

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

X.  Tour for Partial Collocation Space

Staff recomends that the Comm ssion deny Sprint’s Mtion
for Reconsideration regarding CO tours when an | LEC denies
an ALEC part of the collocation space requested. The
argunents presented by Sprint were fully addressed in the
Comm ssion’s Order. Sprint has not identified any m stake
of fact or |law made by the Comm ssion in rendering its
deci sion on this point.
XI. Response to Application

Staff recomends that the Comm ssion deny Sprint’s Mtion
for Reconsideration as it applies to the Comm ssion’s
decision on the timng of responses to applications for
collocation space. Sprint has failed to identify any
m st ake of fact or |aw made by the Conmm ssion in rendering
its decision on this point. The issue of collocation at
remote sites was not raised at hearing in addressing this
i ssue, even though it could have been.
Xi'l. Demarcation Point

Staff recomends that the Comm ssion grant Sprint’s
request for clarification regarding the appropriate
demarcation point. The Comm ssion should clarify that POT
bays are perm ssible as demarcation points, but may not be
required.
Xill. Price Quotes

Staff recomrends that Sprint’s request for clarification
regardi ng price quotes be denied. There is nothing in the
record to support the requested clarification.
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| ssue 3: Should the Comm ssion grant FCCA/ AT&T' s Cross-
Motion for Reconsideration?

FCCA/ AT&T' s Cross-Mdtion raises identical
points raised by the Mtions for Reconsideration addressed
in Issue 2, and nerely indicates that FCCA/ AT&T agree with
the novants. As such, the Cross-Mtion appears to be
redundant, and therefore, inappropriate. I1f, however, the
Comm ssion wi shes to rule upon the Cross-Mtion for
Reconsi deration, the Cross-Mtion should be granted, in
part, and denied, in part, as follows:

Tour for Partial Collocation Space

Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion deny FCCA/ AT&T' s
Cross-Mdtion for Reconsideration regarding CO tours when an
| LEC deni es an ALEC part of the collocation space requested.
The argunents presented were fully addressed in the
Comm ssion’s Order. FCCA/ AT&T have not identified any
m st ake of fact or |aw made by the Conmm ssion in rendering
its decision on this point.
First-Conme, First-Served Rule

Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion grant FCCA/ AT&T s
Cross- Motion for Reconsideration regarding application of
the FCC s first-conme, first-served rule. The cross-notion
for reconsideration denonstrates a m stake nmade by the
Commi ssion in rendering its decision on this point. The
Comm ssi on shoul d determ ne that an applicant’s place on the
waiting list for collocation space should be based upon the
date of the ILEC s receipt of that applicant’s collocation
appl i cation.
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Staff’s reconmendati ons on Issue 3 are consistent with
its recommendations for Issue 2 on these points. |If,
however, the Comm ssion nodifies or rejects staff’s
recommendations on Issue 2 with regard to these points, the
Comm ssion’ s decision on Issue 3 should be consistent with
the Comm ssion’s decision on the sanme points in |Issue 2.
| ssue 4: Shoul d these Dockets be cl osed?

. No. \Whether the Conm ssion approves or
rejects Staff’s reconmendati ons on Issues 1-3, these Dockets
shoul d remain open to address pricing for collocation in
further proceedings.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved for Issues 2, 3 and 4 with
the nodification that Issues 2(11), (IV), and (VIIl) be set for oral
argunment. The recomrendation for Issue No. 1 was deni ed.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs
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DOCKET NO. 990455-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 305/786 area code - Dade
County and Monroe County/ Keys Regi on.

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

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

DOCKET NO. 990517-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 904 area code.

Critical Date(s): 10/1/01, 10/1/04, 10/1/02, 1/1/02, and
10/ 1/ 02, respectively (exhaust dates for
area codes)

Hearing Date(s): Avail able upon request

Commi ssioners Assigned: DS JC
Prehrg O ficer - Pending

Staff: CVP; Il eri, Audu, Barrett
LEG B. Keating, Vaccaro, Fordham

| ssue 1: a) Should the Conm ssion approve the industry’s
consensus relief plans, and
b) If the Comm ssion does not approve the industry’s
consensus relief plan, what alternative plans should be
approved for the foll ow ng area codes:

A) 305/786

B) 561

C) 954

D 904
Staff recomrends that the Comm ssion approve
the industry’s consensus relief plan for the 954 area code,
and reject the industry s consensus relief plans for the
305/ 786, 561, and 904 area codes. Staff recommends that the
Comm ssi on approve Alternative #11 for the 561 area code,
Al ternative #12 for the 305/786 area codes, and the nodified
version of Alternative #6 for the 904 area code.
| ssue 2: a) What nunber conservation neasure(s), if any,
shoul d be i npl enented, and
b) If conservation neasures are to be inplenented, when
shoul d they be inplenmented for the foll ow ng area codes:

A) 305/786

B) 561
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C) 954
D) 904

Staff recommends that the Conm ssion adopt
and order various nunmber conservation neasures as foll ows.
First, staff recommends that the Conm ssion inplenent
t housand- bl ock nunber pooling in the Daytona Beach MSA in
the 904 area code and Fort Pierce-Port St. Lucie MSAs in the
561 area code with the tine lines presented in the analysis
portion of staff’s August 24, 2000 nmenorandum  Second,
staff recomrends that the Comm ssion order 75 percent
utilization thresholds at the NXX | evel for all non-pooling
carriers in the 305, 561, 786, 904, and 954 area codes as
presented in the staff analysis. Third, in non-jeopardy and
j eopardy situations, staff reconmends that the Conm ssion
adopt the aging periods as presented in the staff anal ysis.
Fourth, staff recomends that the Comm ssion limt the
ability of code holders to assign admi nistrative nunbers to
mul ti ple 1,000 bl ocks, as described in the staff anal ysis.
Lastly, staff reconmmends that the Conmssion |imt the
al l ocation of NXX codes through rationing to three NXXs per
nmonth in the 561, 904, and 954 area codes begi nning on March
1, 2001, April 1, 2001, and February 1, 2001, respectively,
according to the procedure described in the staff anal ysis.
| ssue 3: Wiat should be the dialing pattern for |ocal,
toll, EAS, and ECS calls for the foll owi ng area codes?

A) 305/ 786

B) 561

C) 954

D) 904
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County and Monroe County/ Keys Regi on.
DOCKET NO. 990456-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 561 area code.
DOCKET NO. 990457-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 954 area code.
DOCKET NO. 990517-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 904 area code.

Request for review of proposed
Dade

(Continued from previ ous page)

The dialing patterns for local, toll, EAS,
and ECS calls for the 305/786, 561, 954, and 904 area codes
shoul d be as follows: Local, EAS, and ECS calls on routes
closed to I XC conpetition should be on a 7-digit basis

wi thin a geographic area code, a 10-digit basis within an
overlay area, and 10-digit basis between area codes and
outside of an overlay area. Toll and ECS calling on routes
open to | XC conpetition should be on a 1+10-digit basis. A
summary is given in Table 3-1:

DIALING PATTERNS
TYPE OF CALL Within Within Between Area
Geographic Area | Overlay Codes, Outside
Code Overlay
Local/EAS 7 10 10
ECS Routes 7 10 10
Closed to IXC
Competition
ECS Routes 1 +10 1 +10 1 +10
Open to IXC
Competition
Toll 1 +10 1 +10 1 +10
| ssue 4: What is the appropriate relief plan inplenentation
schedule for the follow ng area codes?
A) 305/ 786
B) 561
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C) 954

D) 904

Upon approval of Issue 1, staff recomrends
that the Comm ssion approve the inplenentation schedul e
shown in the followng table. The Comm ssion should al so
order the affected LECs to send a letter to alarm nonitoring
conpani es advi sing themof the need to reprogramtheir

equi pnent as necessary nine nonths before the mandatory
dialing period in each NPA. The letter should be submtted
to Comm ssion staff for review in an expeditious manner so
as to ensure that the reprogramrng activities can be
conpleted within the respective perm ssive dialing period.

AREA CODE PERMISSIVE DIALING MANDATORY DIALING
PERIOD BEGINS PERIOD BEGINS
305/ 786 Novenber 6, 2000 August 6, 2001
561 June 4, 2001 June 3, 2002
954 March 5, 2001 March 11, 2002
904 January 15, 2001 Novenber 5, 2001

| ssue 5: Should these dockets be cl osed?

No. Staff recommends that these dockets
shoul d remai n open pending the inplenentation of the relief
pl ans and additi onal nunber conservation neasures in
accordance with the tinme franmes discussed in Issues 2 and 4.

DECISION: This itemwas deferred to a special Comm ssion Conference to
be hel d on Septenber 29, 2000.
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DOCKET NO. 981827-EC - Conplaint and petition by Lee County
El ectric Cooperative, Inc. for an investigation of the rate
structure of Sem nole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Critical Date(s): None

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

Staff: LEG C Keating
ECR.  \Weel er
SER.  Bal |l i nger

(PARTIES MAY PARTICIPATE AT COMMISSION’S DISCRETION.)

| ssue 1: Does the Conm ssion have jurisdiction over the
subj ect matter of Lee County Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s
conpl ai nt and petition7

Yes. The Conm ssion has jurisdiction over
t he subject natter of Lee County Electric Cooperati ve,
Inc.’”s conplaint and petition.

| ssue 2: Should this docket be cl osed?

No. This docket should remain open for the
Comm ssion to consider the nerits of Lee County Electric
Cooperative, Inc.’s conplaint and petition.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were deni ed. The docket is to be cl osed
if no notion for reconsideration is fil ed.

Commi ssi oner Jacobs di ssent ed.

Comm ssi oners participating: Deason, Jacobs, Jaber
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Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
2814 issued to Sout hern Tel ephone Conpany for violation
of Rules 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;
Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520, F. A C.,
Reporting Requirenments. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
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13** PAA

14%*

15** PAA

16**

17**PAA

DOCKET NO. 000924-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3376 issued to Public Pay Phone, Inc. for violation of
Rul e Nos. 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent

Fees; Tel econmuni cati ons Conpani es, and 25-24.520,
F.A . C., Reporting Requirenents. . . . . . . . . . . 23

DOCKET NO. 000899-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
2520 issued to Lyst Enterprises, Inc. for violation of
Rul e 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpanies. . . . . . . . . . . . 25

DOCKET NO. 000927-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3446 issued to Carman Communi cation, Inc. for
violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000937-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3926 issued to Tel econmuni cations Service Center, Inc.
for violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000956-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
4219 issued to Florida Conmuni cation International,
Inc. d/b/a FCl for violation of Rule 25-4.0161,

F.A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees; Tel ecomruni cations
Companies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 26

DOCKET NO. 000425-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Conm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
5526 issued to Goria Clockedile for violation of Rule
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpanies. . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Conmm ssion of
pay tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-
4.0161, F. A C., Regulatory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000893-TC - Farid Hawa
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DOCKET NO. 000901-TC - Phillips & Brooks/d adw n, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000908-TC - MIton MNei

DOCKET NO. 000914-TC - Sunshine Pay Phones, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000929-TC - M ccosukee | ndi an Bi ngo

DOCKET NO. 000934-TC - Central Florida Communi cati ons,

I nc.

DOCKET NO. 000957-TC - Debra A. Dietz d/b/a J&D

| nvestnments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
18**PAA  Cancellation by Florida Public Service Conm ssion of

pay tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-

4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomruni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000892-TC - West Florida Payphone LTD

DOCKET NO. 000898-TC - M & S G oceries, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000909-TC - Qpus Correctional, Inc. d/b/a

LocTel

DOCKET NO. 000910-TC - Rex H. Mers

DOCKET NO. 000913-TC - Hasan Akhtar

DOCKET NO. 000932-TC - Planet Tel, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000935-TC - Douglas Eric Ham Iton d/ b/a

Conti nental Tel ephone

DOCKET NO. 000938-TC - Pedro Gonzal ez

DOCKET NO. 000941-TC - Roka Enterprises, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000954-TC - J.K. Mam Corp. . . . . . . 30
19**PAA DOCKET NO. 000915-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public

Servi ce Conmm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3359 issued to Richard O and Ann C. Hance for

viol ation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regulatory
Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cati ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000926-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3403 issued to Yvanne Mesidor for violation of Rule
No. 25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000930-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public
Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.
3627 issued to Joseph Lukose for violation of Rule No.
25-4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecomuni cati ons Conpanies. . . . . . . . . . . . 32
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20**PAA Cancel l ation by Florida Public Service Comm ssion of

pay tel ephone certificates for violation of Rule 25-

4.0161, F. A C., Regul atory Assessnent Fees;

Tel ecommuni cat i ons Conpani es.

DOCKET NO. 000911-TC - Payphone Consultants, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000925-TC - St. Johns Conmuni cati ons

DOCKET NO. 000928-TC - Three Rivers Phone Corp.

DOCKET NO. 000931-TC - Wellington N. Dickson

DOCKET NO. 000933-TC - Tel Call Comunication Inc.

DOCKET NO. 000942-TC - Thonmas N. Trego d/b/a TNT Tel com

DOCKET NO. 000958-TC - Tommi e Kel | ar

DOCKET NO. 000959-TC - Nutrend Conmmuni cations, |nc.

DOCKET NO. 000961-TC - Jentel Corporation d/b/a

Sout hern Phone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 34
21**PAA DOCKET NO. 000960-TC - Cancellation by Florida Public

Servi ce Comm ssion of Pay Tel ephone Certificate No.

4314 issued to MC Trading & Associates, Inc. for

violation of Rule 25-4.0161, F.A C., Regulatory

Assessnent Fees; Tel ecommuni cations Conpanies. . . 36
22**PAA DOCKET NO. 991931-EG - Determ nation of appropriate

met hod of recovery for the |ast core of nuclear fuel

for Florida Power & Light Cbnpany and Fl ori da Power

Corporation. . . . . . . . : e ¥
23** DOCKET NO. 000826-El - Request for approval of

revisions to its general rules and regul ations

regarding installation of underground electric

distribution facilities to serve snal

commerci al /industrial custoners, by Florida Power &

Li ght Company. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
24** DOCKET NO. 000902-El - Petition for nodification and

extension of Experinental Real Tinme Pricing Rate, Rate

Schedul e RTP-GX, by Florida Power & Light Conpany. 39
25** PAA  DOCKET NO. 990939-W5 - Application for rate increase

in Martin County by Indi antown Conpany, Inc. . . . 40
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26* * PAA

27** PAA

28** PAA

29** PAA

30** PAA

31** PAA

32* *

33* * PAA

34

DOCKET NO. 991627-WJ - Application for rate increase
in Pol k County by Park Water Conpany Inc. . . . . . 48

DOCKET NO. 000805-EU - Joint petition for approval of
territorial agreenent between Gulf Power Conpany and
Choct awhat chee El ectric Coop., Inc. . . . . . b4
DOCKET NO. 000780-TL - Request for tenporary waiver of
physi cal collocation in the J.T. Butler Central Ofice
by Bel | Sout h Tel econmuni cations, Inc. . . . . . . . 5b

DOCKET NO. 000684-EQ - Petition for approval of
standard offer contract for qualifying cogeneration

and small power production facilities by Tanpa

Electric Conpany. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . b6

DOCKET NO. 000868-El - Petition by Florida Power &
Li ght Company for approval of standard offer contract.
e e e e 57

DOCKET NO. 000982-El - Petition by Florida Power &

Li ght Company for approval of conditional settlenent
agreenent which term nates standard offer contracts
originally entered into between FPL and Okeel ant a
Corporation and FPL and Osceola Farnms, Co. . . . . 58

DOCKET NO. 000697-El - Petition by Tanpa El ectric
Conmpany for approval of a pilot G een Energy Rate
Ri der and Program Ce e e e 59
DOCKET NO. 000685-El - Petition of Tanpa El ectric
Conmpany for approval of a new environnmental program

for cost recovery through the environnental cost
recovery clause. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60

DOCKET NO. 981834-TP - Petition of Conpetitive
Carriers for Comm ssion action to support | ocal
conpetition in Bell South Tel econmuni cations, Inc.’s
service territory.

DOCKET NO. 990321-TP - Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a
Accel erated Connections, Inc. for generic

i nvestigation to ensure that Bell South

Vi
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Tel ecommuni cations, Inc., Sprint-Florida,
| ncorporated, and GIE Fl orida Incorporated conmply with
obligation to provide alternative | ocal exchange
carriers with flexible, tinmely, and cost-efficient
physi cal collocation. (Deferred fromthe 8/ 1/00
Comm ssion Conference.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61
35 DOCKET NO. 990455-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 305/786 area code - Dade
County and Monroe County/ Keys Regi on.
DOCKET NO. 990456- TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 561 area code.
DOCKET NO. 990457-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 954 area code.
DOCKET NO. 990517-TL - Request for review of proposed
nunbering plan relief for the 904 area code. . . . 67
36 DOCKET NO. 981827-EC - Conplaint and petition by Lee

County Electric Cooperative, Inc. for an investigation
of the rate structure of Sem nole Electric
Cooperative, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 711



