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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C0f-1MISSION 

In re: TARIFF PROPOSAL BY AT&T ) DOCKET NO. 
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, ) ORDER NO. 
I t-IC. TO RAISE DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE RATES ) 
FROM $. 25 to $.35 {T-89-447 FILED 8/30/89)) 

) ISSUED: 

The following Commi ss 1oners participa ed 
disposition of this matter : 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS t-1. BEARD 

GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

FINAL ORDER APPROVING TARIFF FILING 

BY THE COMloHSSION: 

89 1124 -Tl 
22248 

11/30/89 

in the 

On August 30 , 1989, ATT-C Ciled this tariff proposal to 
1ncrease 1ts directory assistance charge of $. 25 t o $.3 5 per 
call. Public Counsel pelit1oned o intervene o n September 22 , 
1989 . The fill ng states that ATT-C · s pu cpose foe the inc cease 
1s hat the $.25 rate does not cover the Company's costs and 
that the number of competitors o ffering directory assistance 
h as increased. If the increase is approved, the Company 
eslimates that it will r eceive a net revenue incr~ase o f 
$1,428,104. 

1) Evolution of Commission Polic Rg_gardi'l9 th~rovision 
~( D1rectory Ass1stance 

We in1 ially set AT&T Communications of the Southern 
States, Inc.'s (ATT-C ' s) directory assis ance charge at $.25, 
by Order No. 13934 issued in 1984. After a complete 
investigation, we determ1ned thl , due to public interest 
considerations, directory assistance should not be set at a 
rate to assure full recovery oC costs. we made that initial 
de ermination, in the context of the access docket, after 
reviewing all of the elemen t s of prov1din9 directory assistance 
service and their associated cos s. In Order No . 13934, we 
established three mai n poltcies regarding the directory 
assistance charge . The first o f those was to create a 
detctrent to customers· abuse resulting from attempts to 
circumvent the charge . The second po llcy was to provide the 
locill exchange companies (lhe LECs) and ATT-C a cost savings 
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resulltng from the repression effect of the rate increase when 
Lhe directory assistance plan was firsl implemented. The third 
poltcy wds o provide a con tnbution to the cost of providing 
the service--not to allow total recovery of costs. 

We determined that the pro vis1on of directory assistance 
was in the public interest and we re~oqnized this b y providing 
for three free local directory assistance calls per month and 
by allowing exemptions foL handicapped perso n s . We al~o 
recognized that the provision of direc ory assistance 
stlmulated overall usage of the ne wo tk and, th~refore , other 

han the operator time, he "costs" associated w1th 1ts 
provision would be inappropriatel y separated o ut as cost s 
un1que to directory assistance. 

We determ1ned tha some charge f o r directo ry assistance 

I 

should be established to allow the LECs and ATT-C to recover 
some of the cost to provtde directory assistance and to create 
a deterrent effect from customer abuse. Upon review of the I 
customer tmpact data subsequently submitted by t he LF.Cs and 
ATT-C, we issued Order No. 14452 permltting the implementatio n 
o f lhe direc ory assistance charge effective July l , 1985 . 

On Mat ch 2 , 1987, ATT-C filed a tariff proposal to 
tncrea ~c the 1moun1.. charged Cor interLATA intrastate directory 
asststance calls from $ . 25 to $ .30. By Ordet No. 18342, o n 
October 6, 19 87 , we denied hat tariff filing dnd found that 
ATT-C 's directory asststance c harge was nev r specifically 
designed to recover costs o n a per call basi s. The ma1n 
purpose of the local director y assis ance charge is o p r ovide 
Lhe LECs and ATT-C the cost savtngs tncurred from the decrease 
in use of directory assistance because of the charge we had 
authorized for the service. The directory ass1sla nce charge 
provides a contribution to the cost of prov1ding the service, 
but 1t is not intended to fully recover the costs of providing 
d1rectory asststance. 

2) Im act o f our 
Forbear ancf"' 

A 2.£!.Q_V .~ ... _1_ o f ATT-C ' s Petitton for 

ATT-C filed a "Petition to Forbeat From Earnings 
Regulation of ATT-C fo r a Trial Period· (the Petition) o n April 
2, 1987 , which basically requested exemption from traditional 
ra e base and rate of return regulation for a t 10-year trial 
peClod. ATT-C staled that it should be t r eated llke the other 
irterexchange carriers (the I XCs) and that the competitive I 
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marketplace could provide more effective regulation and more 
Cairly determine how much ATT-C would earn from it s provision 
of intcrexchange toll services in the State of florida. 

By Order lo. 19758 , issued August 3, 1988, we granted 
ATT-C's Pe 1 10n with the two year trtal peood beg1nning o n 
July ll, 1988, and ending July 10, 1900 . At the end of t he 
trial period, we will take wha tever action seems appropriate, 
whether it be to impose full rate of return regulation on 
ATT-C, to extend the forbearance period, or to choose some 
o ther alternative method fo r the regulation o r ATT- C that 
appears to be more in the public interest. 

3) An Increase in ATT-C's Directory Assistan..9::_ Cb~e~ 
Now Appropriate in Light of t he Forbearance c~1ment 
and Other Changes in the Toll Market 

Since our original directory assistance decision i n 1984 
the toll market has changed dramatically . There a re current l y 
8 7 i nle rexc hange carriers (IXCs ) competing for the provision of 
long distance service . further , ATT-C is no longer the o nly 
I XC offertng directory assista nce in florida. With the 
e xcept ion of ATT-C and t wo ot her r xcs , a 11 other I xes · rates 
ra ng e from $.50 lo $ 1.25 . Clearly , if some IXCs choose to 
c harge $1. 25 wh le o t hers charge $. 25 for directory assistance , 
it is nol a competitivel y priced service . Wh ile it is 
necessa ry to pr ovide directory assistance as a complement t o 
to ll service, it is c onsidered to be a nuisance service by the 
J XCs . This is why some IXCs charge as much as $ 1.25 . However, 
if the service is no coveri ng costs, those revenues must be 
recovered from another ATT-C service. It appears t hat ATT-C 
over the past yea r has attempted to align all of its rates to, 
at a minimum, cover cost plus provide some revenue. 

We find that this tariff filing is consi s tent with our 
decision i n granting ATT-C forbearance . At t he end of t he 
fo rbearance t rial period, July 10 , 1990, we will e valuate a ll 
o t ATT-C ' s act1ons during the two yea r trial and determine wha t 
act ion seems appropriate . We may impose full rate of return 
regulat1on on ATT-C , o r e xte nd the forbearance tr1al , o r select 
a n alternative method to regu lating ATT-C . At a minimum, the 
1mpac s of this tariff a nd resulting revenues will be e v a lua ted 
along with all other ATT-C actions in regard to public inte rest 
c onside ra tions. 
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The cost information ATT-C has submitted indicates that 
he costs of providing directo ry assistance have not changed 

significantly since we denied ATT-C ' s earlier proposal to 
1ncrease its rate from $. 25 to $. 30. However , while we 
established our pollcy to set direc t o ry assistance rates at 
less t han full cost recovery in 1984, and reaffirmed that 
decis1on tn 1987, we believe that changes in the market warrant 
reconsideration of hat d ecision. First , we have approved 
relaxing some o f the t rad1ti ona l regulatory treatment of ATT-C 
and allowing he ma rket place to es ablish t he price o f 
servi ces. Secondly, the current rate charged by ATT-C for 
directory dSSlS Jnce service to the e nd use r does not cover the 
cost o f provtd1nq he service and it is a ratio nal bus iness 
decision for ATT-C to desire to 1ncrease t he directo ry 
ass1stance rate to cover costs. Thtrd, t here are a large 
numbe r o f lXCs in the toll mdrket and they provide alterndtives 
to ATT-C's direc ory assistance services. 

Through regulatory price constraints. ATT-C has been 
bearing the burden of the nuisance directory assistance calls. 
ATT-C believes that due to the low rates they are forced o 
c harge, ha end users will utilize ATT-C's directory 
ass1stance services to acquire long distance numbers then 
proceed to place the call over ATT-C ' s competitors ' t o l l 
serv1ces. If, i n Cart, thts is happening , not o nly i s ATT-C 
unw11lingly benefit1ng its competitors , it is doi ng so witho u t 
the abiltly t o cover its costs. For these reasons , we find 1L 
app ro pC1a e to approve: ATT-C 's tariff request to increase it s 
directory assis ance charge from $. 25 to $. 35. 

Based o n Lhc foregoing , it is, therefore, 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commiss1 o n that AT&T 
Convnunications of the Southern States, Inc.'s tariff proposal 
Lo increase the amount it c harges for i nterLATA i ntras tate 
directory ass1stance calls from $. 25 to $. 35 is hereby 
approv~d. It is fur her 

ORDERED ha thi s docke is hereby closed . 
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By ORDER 
this 30th 

o f the Florida 
day of NOV~HBER 

Public Service 
1989 

Commission , 

~~ 
Division of Records and Reporting 

Commissioner Betty Eas l ey dissented (rom the Commission ' s 
decision i n this matter. 

( S E A L ) 

SFS 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REV IEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 
Section 120.1)9(4), Fl orida Statutes, t o no ify parties of any 
adm1nis rativc hearing or judicial review of Commtssion o rders 
tha is avatl a ble under Sections 120. 5 7 or 120.68, Flo r ida 
Statutes , as well as t he procedures and time limits that 
apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all 
requests f or an admi.nistrative hearing or judicial review will 
be granted or result in t he r e lief sought. 

Any par y adversely affected by t he Commission ' s final 
ction in t h1 s matter ma y request: 1) reconside rati on of the 

dec1s1o n by filtng a motion f or reconsideration with the 
Directo r, Di v1 s1on of Records and Repo rt i ng withi n fifteen (15) 
da ys o f the i ssuance o this o rder i n t he form prescribed by 
Rule 25-22.060, Flo rida Admi ni st rative Code; o r 2 ) judicial 
review by the Florida Supre~e Court in the case of an electric , 
gas or telephone utility or t he First District Cour of Appeal 
1n the case of a wate r or sewer utility by fillng a notice of 
appeal with t"e Director , Dtvi sion o f Records and Re po rting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with 
t he appropriate cour . Thi s filing must be completed within 
t hHty (30) days after t he issuance o f thi s orde r, pursuant to 
Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 
o f appeal must be in t he form specified in Rul e 9.900(a ), 
F lorida Rules o f Appellate Procedure. 
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