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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUB!. I C SERVICE C0/11-1 ISS I ON 

I n re: GTE FLORIDA, INC. ' s tariff 
filing to int r oduce intraLATA to! I 
optional calling service 

DOCKET NO . 880643-TL 
ORDER NO. 21545 
I SSUED: 7- 14-89 

The f o llowing Commissioners participated 
disposition of this matter: 

MICHAEL Mc K. WILSON, Chairma n 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HI::RNDON 

ORDER APPROVING CERTAIN CHANGES TO AND 
EXTENSION OF" EXPERif.l ENTAL TARIFF" 

AND 
DENYING PERMANENT TARIFF FILING 

BY THE COI-tMISS!ON: 

I. BACKGROUND 

in the 

GTE Florida , Inc. (GTEFL) fi l ed an experimental int raLATA 
toll optional calling se r vice SuncoasL Preferred" " ( SPS ) o n 
March l, 1988 on a rna rket-tesl bas is (or customer dialed calls 
originating in the C l earwater-Coun try s ide, La k e land- Ma in, New 
Port Riche y - Main and Tampa-East centra l o f fice areas 
terminating within the Tampa LATA. By Or der No. 19517, i ssued 
o n June 20 , 1988, we approved the experimental SPS tariff . 
Under SPS , a subscriber will pay a min imum f l at monLh ly rae to 
r eceive a n additional di scount o ver and above the Li me-of-day 
di scounts presently applied under GTEFL ' s MTS tariff. The plan 
has two opt i ons. Subscribe r s may pay a monlhly rate of $1. 75 
per access 1 ine and receive a twen t y percen t ( 20\) di scount or 
pay a monthly rate of $12. 00 per account and rec eive a discount 
of ten, twenty or twenty-five percent ( 10\, 20\ and/o r 25\ ) 
depending upon the total v olume oC intraLATA calls . 

Teltec Saving CommuniCdtion Company (now Telus 
Commun1cat ions , Inc.) appeared at the Agenda Conference at 
whi ch GTEFL's SPS tariff was considered and requested t hat the 
tariff be suspended and set for hearing. 
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We considered Tcltec · s argument and GTEF"L ' s rcspons.e and 
decided it appropriate to approve GTEfL ' s SPS experimental 
tariff and deny Teltec' s r equest for suspension of and a 
hearing on the tariff. See Order No. 195 17. Subsequently, 
Telus filed a Petition for Reconsideration of Order No. 19517 
and Alternative Request for Hearing. GTEFL timely r esponded to 
Te1us' pleading. Telus then Cited an Amended Motion for 
Reconsiderati o n of Order No . 19517; Complaint and Pet i t ion to 
Change Rates of GTE Florida, Inc .; and Request for Heaong. 
GTEFL then filed a Mo tio n to Strike, Mot ion to Dismiss and 
Response to Telus Communications, Inc.'s Amended Pleading. 
GTEFL also requested that the tariff be extended beyond October 
31, 1988 until January 31, 1989. 

The aforementio ned pleadings were disposed of by Order No . 
20325, issued November 17, 1988, as follows : Telus ' s Moti o n 
for Reconsideration of Order No. 19517 was den i ed ; Telus's 
Motion to Amend its Complaint and Pet it ion was granted; GTEFL' s 
Florida Incorporated's Motion to dismiss Telus ' s amended 
Complaint was denied ·and GTEFL was given Len days to fi le an 
answer to Telus's amended complaint. Further, GTEFL's 
experimental SPS was extended unti I January 31, 1989; required 
repo rts were ordered to be filed; and, the docket was held 
open. Subsequ~ntly, GTEFL requested and wa s granted an 
additional ninety day exten sion until May 1, 1989. 

In approving this experimental toll plan, we were 
cognizant of the i ssue of pr icing intraLATA IotTS ca lls in the 
first two mileage bands below current access c harge levels. 
The SPS discounts further l ower t he charges below access 
charges. The prob l em had been addressed i n Docket No. 
830489-TI in connection with AT&T Commun icat:ons of tht:! 
Southern States, Inc. (ATT-C) where we determined t hat as l ong 
as access charges were recovered in the aggregate from all t ol l 
services, we would not require that each time, mileage or 
service category be priced to full y recover access c h arges. 
The data presented by GTEfL s howed tha t its MTS revenue s 
covered access charges in the aggregate. 

We no te that, in approving revisions t o Southern Bell' s 
11TS rates in our decisi o n in Docket 880069-TL (the Southern 
Bell Docket). we did not o rder any reductions in the first 
mileage band ( 0- 10 ) a nd ordered a very sma 11 reduct LOn in the 
second band (1 1-22). Ou r decisio n wa s to avoid further 
reducing MTS rates below access charges . 
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With the exception of mileage band 1-10, where no 
reductions were ordered in t h e Southern Bell docket the ra tes 
for the mileage-bands in GTEfL's SPS are equal to or higher 
than Sou thern Bell's MTS rates. In addition, only .34\ of 
GTEfL's intraLATA toll traffic is in the first mileage block. 
further, effective January 22, 1989, Telus, the o nly intervenor 
in this docket, fil ed a tariff to restructure its comparable 
rate schedule, Super Saver Service, which both increasC; s and 
reduces its toll r ates that were in effect when it initially 
protested GTEfL"s SPS filing. The restructure eliminates the 
fixed discount amounts and provides for time-of-day discounts 
instead. Telus' rest ructured ra tes are both higher a nd l ower 
than GTEfL's SPS rates. 

As of November 30, 1988, GTEfL h ad 
customers and 660 business customers under 
They had 25 business customers under Plan 2 
total of 3,175 SPS subscribers. 

II. fiLING fOR PERMANENT TARIFf 

2,490 residential 
Plan 1 {per line ). 
( per account) for a 

GTEfL's has now filed a t ariff seeking approval to modify 
the discounts under Plan 2, to e xpa nd the scope to compan y -wide 
and to offer the service on a permanent basis. Under Plan 2 
currently, a monthly r ate of $12.00 per account applies and the 
customer receives a discount of ten, twenty, or twenty-five 
percent (10\, 20\ and/or 25\) depending upo n the total volume 
of intraLATA calls. Acco rding to the Company, the mar keting 
result s indicate very little customer i n te rest under Plan 2 
which possibly was due to the more complex billing structure. 
GTEfL proposes to simplify Plan 2 and provide a flat 20\ 
discount rather than the tapered discount structure l ooking to 
increase c ustome r acceptance of t hi s o p tion. GTEfL a l so seeks 
to expand the experimental status from the four {4) centra l 
offices in Clearwater Countryside, Lakeland M~ in, New Port 
Richey Main , and Tampa East to company-wide application. 

Upon consideration, we find it appropriate to deny GTEFL's 
proposed changes to SPS. I t wou ld be inapprop r iate to expand 
the geographical scope of SPS and to make it permanent while it 
is subject to a pending complaint. Suspensi o n of the tariff is 
inappropriate in this case because the eight-month s uspens i o n 
period wou ld expire before the complaint could be reso lved. 
However:, we also find that GTEfL shou ld be permitted to submit 
revisions to the present tariff offeri ng making the discount 
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change under Plan 2 . This is consistent with the e xperimental 
nature of t he tariff. In additi o n, we also find it appropr iate 
to conti nue the e xperimenta l tariff unti l Ap r il l, 1990 or 
until a resol utio n of the Te lus compla in t i n Docket No. 
880812-TP is reache d, whichever comes first. Since SPS is an 
exper i mental tar iff, GTEFL sha ll co nti nue filing qu ar t er ly 
reports delineating, at a ffi inimum , a breakdown by mi leage ba nds 
of residence and bus iness s ubsc ribe r s , t he numbl!r of 
subscribers under each plan (per l ine vs . per account), the 
i n t raLATA revenues these subscr ibe r s generated and the 
discounted amount as t hi s info rmation wil l be benefic i a l in 
evaluation of the ta r iff o ffering s . 

Based on t he foregoi ng, it is 

ORDERED t .• at GTE Florida, Inc .' s Suncoast 
Service 5

" tariff fil i ng is dt..nit!d a s set forlh in 
of this Order . I t is further 

Preferred 
the body 

ORDERED that GTEFL ' s p roposed c harges to Plan 2 of the SPS 
a re approved fo r purposes o f t he e xper i mental tariff s ubject t o 
GTEfL ' s s ubmission of revised tar i ff s heels . rt i s f urther 

ORDERED that this SPS e xperimc nlal tariff s hall be 
extended unt i 1 Apri I l, 1990 or unti I t he resol u tion of t he 
Tel us Complaint whi c h eve r occurs first. It is fu r t her 

ORDERED tha t GTEFL s hall cont inue f ili ng reports as set 
fo rth in the body of this Order. 

By ORDER 
this 14th 

( S E A L ) 

TH 

o f the 
da y of 

Flo r ida 
Jul y 

Publi c Servir~989commiss ion , 

STEVE TR IB BLE , Director 
Divis i o n of Records and Reporti ng 

by:..· __..~{.~.( ~~C...:h=:il ""r,-::~~u:;::;re:::a-;r;u.z:o::.f ::;::;Re_c_o-rd~s 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUD IC IAL REVIEW 

The Flo rida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.59(4) , Florida Statutes, to notify parties of a ny administ r ative hearing or judicial re·liew of Commiss i o n orde rs that is available under Section s 120 . 57 or 1 20 . 68 , Florida Statutes , as wel l as t he procedures a nd time limits t hat apply. This notice sho uld not be cons trued to mean all requests f o r a n admini strative hea r i ng o r j ud i c ial r eview wil l be gran t ed o r result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely af f ected by Lhe Commission' :.; fi n a l ac t ion in thi s matte r may request: 1) r econ s ide rat i o n of t he decision by filing a mo tion for reco ns i deration with the Di recto r, Division of Records and Repo rting wiLhin fif teen ( 15) days o f the issuance o f this o rder in the fo r m presc ribed by Rule 25-22.060 , Flo rida Admt ni strati ve Code; o r 2 ) judicia l review by the Florida Supreme Cou r t i n the cas e of an elect ri c, gas or telepho ne utility o r t he Fi r s t District Cour t of Appeal in the c ase of a water o r sewer uti 1 i ty by f iIi ng a notice of appeal wit h the Director , Divisio n of Records a nd Reporti ng and filing a c o py o f the no tice o f appeal and the filing Cee wtth the approp r iate cou r t. Thi s fi li ng musL be completed wiLhi n thirty (30) d ays after Lhe i ssua nce o f this o rde r, purs uant to Rule 9 .110, Florida Rules o f Appella t e Procedure. The notice of appeal must b~ in the Corm specified i n Rule 9.90 0(a ), F l orida Rules o f Appel l ate Pro cedure. 
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