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I n Re: Pro po sed Tar iff F il ing by 
Sou thern Bell Te lepho ne and Telegraph 
Compa ny t o Intro duce Two -way Measured ) 
Service i n t he Wes t Palm Beach Exc hang e .) 

DOCKET NO. 881323-TL 
ORDER NO. 21019 
ISSUED: 4-1 1-89 

) 

The fo llowing Corruni ss l o ner s pa r t i c i pated 
d ispo sitio n o f t h i s mat ter: 

MI CHAEL McK. WILSON, CHAIRMAN 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
J OHN T. HERNDON 

GERALD L. (JERRY) GUNTER 

ORDER DENYING REQUESTS FOR HEARING 

BY THE COMMISS ION: 

in the 

On Oc t o ber 3, 1988, the Southern Bell Telephone & 
Tele g ra p h Company (So u t hern Bell) filed a tariff pro posal to 
pr ice l o c al s e r v i c e by incoming and outgoing usage, in a 
"liJ<'Ci fi c are a a nd f o r a s peci f i c c l a ss o f c usto me r s . On 
OC LObcl ! o , 1\ltlil, ~IC I 'l'u l u COIIUIIII II i Culi On s t:o r p O!li LI OII (MC I) 
f i led a Peti tio n to Suspe nd and Investigate Southe rn Bell's 
tariff. On No vember 15, 1988, the Coa l ition of Ope n Network 
Architecture Parties ( CONAP) and Committee of Corporate 
Teleco mmun i cations Users (CCTU) filed a Petition to Reject or 
Su s pend and a Request f o r Hearing o n the tariff. 

In Orde r No . 2052 1, i ssuo d Decembe r 27, 1988, this 
Co rM1 i ss i o n do t u r rnl rlu d l hll t l h o Lwo - w.:ty mc~ts ur cd us ogo t ariff 
s h o uld be appro ve d but only fo r So u t he rn Bell's West Palm 
Beach e xchange, t o c o incide with the simultaneous approva l o f a 
group o f features and functions as Limite d Service Offerings 
(LSOs) facilita t ing a n experiment of a voice messaqe service 
(VMS) . It was specifically dec i ded that this decisi~n carried 
no weigh t a s to Co mmissi o n po li c y o n network elements that 
s twulu lll o rror od t u lnrtnrnot l o n ::nr vl l:o :: pr o v l d ur :;. /\1.1 
s u bstant ivtl issue s wer e d e f er r e d to lhe ge ne ri c invc s lig a tl o n 
in Do cket No . 880423-TP, of information services and the 
ne t wo rk prerequi s ites thereof . Co nsequently, a l l revenues from 
t h e two -way t ariff we re ordered held subject to refu nd until 
t h e c ompleti o n of Docket No. 880423-TP. Our approval 
i mp l i c itl y denied t he Pet iti o ns t o Su s pend the ta ri f f. and 
Orde r No . 205 2 1 s o sta t ed. 

Outs t andi ng in the Petitions of MCI and CONAP/CCTU are t he 
requests f o r investigation and hearing respectively . Both 
pe t iti o ns raise essentially the same arguments, although 
CONAP/CCTU carries t hem to greater detai l. First, the parties 
s t at e tha t no (co st ) support i s o ffered for t he rates and 
s truc ture s p r o posed In t ho t wo - woy tari Cf. Socond, So uthern 
Bell's rati o na l for singling out ISPs f o r this tariff is 
challenged. CONAP/CCTU argues first t ha t there is no evidence 
o f excess usage or costs impose d by ISPs. Secondly, it argues 
that the two-way tariff is not a valid tool to recover any 
costs no t already reco vered by exi s ting outwa r d-based local 
e x c hanqe ra t e s . 
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l~e o lJtde tha t thd .:l e atu vallll anti mat e ri a l l :i::i Ut:IB o f 
dispute regard i ng this tariff . We find however, that it would 
b e redundant to conduct a specific hearing on the tl'riff in 
this d ocket. s outhern Bel l has pro posed this pricing appro ach 
a s a pe r ma nent po lic y toward ISPs in Docket No . 880423-TP. 
Thot e is evidence to bo inc luded in t he r ecord o ( tha t docket, 
whete ou r s t a t uwtdo . permane n t po l i c y o n t h is matter wi 11 be 
•':H aiJl t s lt•·ll . thn t .'lt!d t•l :>s u:: l h•• i~:; uos t .li s ud by lht.J 
Potttt on~r s h•HOl n. The par t1es wil l have f ull opportunity t o 
litigate t he issues relating to the two -way proposal in the 
generic d oc ke t . Therefo r e , the respective Petiti o ns fo r 
heari ng should be deni e d. 

We e x p ressly find that the Petitioners should be a llowed 
to argue the po 1nts ra i sed he reiu in s ubsequent proceedings. 
The t ct o r o . tht s doc t sl o n doos no t pt cclude eithe r MC I o r 
CONAPICCTU from raising their arguments in either Docket No. 
880423-TP o r otner related dockets . 

Based upo n t he foregoi ng, it is 

ORDERED by the fl or ida Publl. c Se rvi ce Commissi o n t hat the 
r .Jlit i ,l n t o Sus pond ,,nd lnvos l iCJtllO (il o d by MCf 
Telecommunications Corporation, and the Request for Hearing 
fi l ed by the Coalition of Open Network Architecture Parties and 
Committee o f Corporate Telecommunications Users are hereby 
deni e d. It i s fur t her 

OROF.RfO lhill lh<'S f' Pnlil i n ll('t :l nh,,ll l1n .,II OI~NI t o r.,i:Hl 
thu t :i:iuu s d lltJ d t t)umuul s t a t :J<!ll huto:ln ttt tdl a ted pt oceedlngs. 
It is further 

ORDERED that t his doc ke t remain o pen pursuant to Order No. 
20521 . 

By ORDER of the f'1 o r ida 
l h 1 s tit h d :1 y o ( Alii" I 1 

( $ E A L ) 

ELJ 

Public Service Commission, 
1•1:\'1 

Reporting 

NOTICE Of' FURTHER PROCEED INGS OR JUDTCTAL REVI EW 

The Fl o t lda Public Serv i c e Conuni ss i o n is requ ired by 
Sect i on 120 .59 (4), Flo rida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commissio n o rders 
thdt is av <l l l oblc under Section s 120.57 or 120. 68 , Fl ori da 
Statutes, as we l l as the procedures and time limi ts that 
a pply. Th i s notice should not be construed to mean all 
r <'cttH• :; t :; f o r 1111 .l dtni n l ::-: 1 rat ivo ho :~r lnQ o r j udl ci 11l rovl o1~ 141 II 
bo <,p a n ted o c t..:sult I n Lh~ t cllo f sought. 
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Any party adversely affected by t he Commission's final 
ac ti o n in t h is matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the 
du.· t!ln>rt lJy ri I iny ,, mo t I o n ( (ll t n r.on::ld•Jr ,1t;ion 141 Lh t h 
UltCcto i, D1v1sion .> l Records and Repo 1Li ng wit h i n fifteen (1~) I 
days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by 
Rule 25 - 22 . 060 , Florida Administrative Code; or 2) judicial 
review by the Flo r i da Supreme Court in the case of an electric, 
gas o r telepho ne util i ty or the First District Court of Appeal 
· n the case o f cJ wa ter o r sewer u t ility by filing a not i ce of 
~ppual w1th tho Directo r, Division of Records and Re porti ng and 
fi ling a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with 
the appro priate court. This filing must be completed within 
t hi rt y (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to 
Rule 9.110 . Flo rida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 
o f Jppeal must be in the f o rm specif ied in Rule 9.900(a), 
Fl o rida Rules of Appellate Procedu re. 
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