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Michael W. w e  Suite 1400 
Senior Attorney 106 East College Avenue 

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
December 18, 1992 904 425-6360 

Mr. Steven C. Tribble, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
101 East Gaines street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Re: Docket No. 920260-TL 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Enclosed for filing in the above referenced docket are one 
(1) original and fifteen (15) copies of AT&T's Prehearing 
Statement. Copies of the foregoing are being served on all 
parties of record in accordance with the attached Certificate 
of Service. 

Yours truly, ~ 

/M&kfp- Michael W. Tye 
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AT&T'S PREHEARING STATEMENT 

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, InC. 

(hereinafter "AT&T"), pursuant to Rule 25-22.038, Florida 

Administrative Code, and Order No. PSC-92-1320-PCO-TL, issued 

November 13, 1992 by the Florida Public Service Commission 

(hereinafter "the Commission1') in the above-referenced docket, 

hereby submits its Prehearing Statement. 

A. Witness 

AT&T intends to sponsor the testimony of the following 

witness: 

1. Mike Guedel: Mr. Guedel is an AT&T employee who holds 

the position of Manager in the Government Affairs 

organization. Mr. Guedel's testimony: 

A. Demonstrates that "price cap" regulation is 

inappropriate given the current levels and structures 

of BellSouth Telecommunications' prices and recommends 

that the Commission reject BellSouth 

Telecommunications' proposal for "price cap" 

regulation; 



B. Supports BellSouth Telecommunications' proposals to 

lower switched access charges ($10 million reduction in 

local transport), and recommends significant additional 

reductions in the carrier common line charge 

(hereinafter 8tCCLC*8) ; and 

C. Demonstrates the inappropriateness of BellSouth 

Telecommunications' proposal to implement extended 

local service (hereinafter 18ELSf1) and recommends that 

the Commission reject this proposal. 

In addition to the foregoing witness whose direct testimony 

was prefiled on November 16, 1992, AT&T reserves the right to 

present responsive testimony, if necessary, in the event that 

there are matters raised by the parties for the first time at the 

hearing. 

B. Exhibits 

AT&T does not intend to present any exhibits. However, in 

the event that there are matters raised by the parties for the 

first time at the hearing, AT&T reserves the right to submit 

responsive exhibits, if necessary. 

C. Basic Position 

AT&T does not oppose the continuance of BellSouth 

Telecommunications' current incentive regulation plan, but 

submits that BellSouth Telecommunications' proposal for "price 

cap" regulation is inappropriate and should be rejected. AT&T 
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supports BellSouth Telecommunications' proposal to lower the 

local transport rate component of intrastate access charges, and 

further submits that at least one half of the revenues found 

available for rate reductions in this proceeding (or a minimum of 

$35 million) be utilized for access charge reductions. Ten 

million dollars of such revenues can be used to implement the 

local transport reductions proposed by BellSouth 

Telecommunications, and all additional revenues should be applied 

toward reduction of the CCLC. Additionally, AT&T opposes 

BellSouth Telecommunications' proposal to implement ELS inasmuch 

as such plan is an ill-disguised attempt to lqre-monopolizeqS the 

provision of toll service throughout a significant portion of 

BellSouth Telecommunications' operating territory. 

D. Fact Issues 

AT&T has no position at this time. 

E. Leaal Issues 

AT&T has no position at this time. 

F. Policv Issues 

AT&T has no position at this time. 

G. Position on Issues 

AT&T has no position at this time on Issues 1-26a, Issues 

31-32, Issues 35-37, and Issues 39-45. AT&T's positions on other 
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H. Stitmlated Issues 

AT&T is not aware of any issues which have been stipulated 

to by the parties. 

I. Pendina Motions 

AT&T is not aware of any pending motions. 

issues are set forth in Attachment 1 (AT&T's Position on Issues). 

r 

J. Other Reauirements 

AT&T is not aware of any requirements set forth in the 

on prehearing procedure with which it is unable to comply. 

Respectfully submitted, 

AT&T 
106 East College Avenue 
Suite 1410 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(904) 425-6360 

ATTORNEY FOR AT&T COMMUNICATIONS 
OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC. 
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ISSUE 26b: 

AT&Tfs POSITION: 

ISSUE 27: 

AT&TrS POSITION: 

Docket No. 920310-TL 
AT&Tfs Prehearing Statement 
Attachment 1 

AT&T'S POSITIONS ON ISSUES 

Has the current incentive regulation plan 
under which Southern Bell has been operating 
achieved the goals as set forth in DN 880069- 
TL? What are the positive and negative 
results, if any? 

The plan has offered BellSouth 
Telecommunications some additional incentives 
over those of traditional rate of return 
regulation, while offering the ratepayers a 
satisfactory degree of protection. The 
Commission should continue to monitor 
BellSouth Telecommunications' performance and 
periodically review the effects of this 
regulatory plan. AT&T does not oppose the 
continuance of the current incentive 
regulation plan. 

Southern Bell (SBT) proposes to change its 
current form of regulation. The proposed 
plan includes the following components listed 
below. On the basis of these components, 
what are the pros and cons of this plan? 
(List omitted). 

The current level and structure of BellSouth 
Telecommunications' prices, along with its 
continuing monopoly position with respect to 
access to the local exchange, renders price 
cap regulation inappropriate. Price cap 
regulation would only serve the interests of 
BellSouth Telecommunications, and the 
Commission should reject the proposal. If, 
through this proceeding, the Commission finds 
the current revenue sharing plan to be in the 
public interest, it should extend the trial 
while continuing to monitor BellSouth 
Telecommunications' performance under the 
plan. 
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ISSUE 28: Does SBT's proposed Price Regulation Plan 
meet the requirements of S. 364.036(2)(a)-(g) 
F.S. as follows: 

AT&T'S POSITION: NO. 

ISSUE 29: 

Is the Price Regulation Plan (PRP) 
consistent with the public interest? 

Does the PRP jeopardize the availability 
of reasonably affordable and reliable 
telecommunications services? 

Does the PRP provide identifiable 
benefits to consumers that are not 
otherwise available under existing 
regulatory procedures? 

Does the PRP provide effective 
safeguards to consumers of 
telecommunications services including 
consumers of local exchange services? 

Does the PRP assure that rates for 
monopoly services are just, reasonable, 
and not unduly discriminatory and do not 
yield excessive compensation? 

Does the PRP include adequate safeguards 
to assure that the rates for monopoly 
services do not subsidize competitive 
services? 

Does the PRP jeopardize the ability of 
Southern Bell to provide quality, 
affordable telecommunications service? 

I AT&T submits that, given the current 
level and structure of BellSouth 
Telecommunications prices, along with its 
continuing monopoly position with respect to 
access to the local exchange, the proposed 
"price cap" regulation plan fails to meet the 
requirements of Section 364.036(2) (a)-(g) , 
Florida Statutes. 

Should the Commission approve an incentive 
regulation plan for SBT? If so, what is the 
appropriate plan? If not, what is the 
appropriate form of regulation for SBT? HOW 
does the appropriate form of regulation meet 
the requirements of Chap. 364.036(a)-(g) 
F.S.? 
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AT&T'S POSITION: AT&T's position is the same as its position 
on Issue 26b. 

ISSUE 30a: Should Southern Bell be permitted to cross- 
subsidize their competitive or effectively 
competitive services? 

AT&T'S POSITION: No. Southern Bell should not be allowed to 
subsidize (cross-subsidize) its competitive 
and/or effectively competitive services or in 
any other way abuse its monopoly power to 
inhibit, manipulate, or otherwise distort the 
functioning of competitive markets. 

ISSUE 33a: Is it appropriate to combine local measured 
usage with discounted intraLATA toll 
offerings? 

AT&T'S POSITION: No. It is not appropriate to bundle the 
offering of a monopoly provided service (i.e. 
local service) with the offering of a 
competitive service (i.e. intraLATA toll). 
Such bundling will afford the monopolist an 
opportunity to distort the functioning of the 
competitive market. 

ISSUE 33b: Should Southern Bell's proposed Optional 
Expanded Local Service (ELS) plan be 
approved? If not, what alternative plan, if 
any, should be approved on IntraLATA Toll 
Calls? Over what distance? 

A. $0.25 Plan 
B. $0.25 Plan for Residences; Businesses 

C. Other, explain 

$0.10 first minute and $0.06 additional 
minutes 

AT&T'S POSITION: The Commission should reject BellSouth 
Telecommunications' proposed 40-mile calling 
plan (ELS). This proposal would restrict 
competition within the LATA and re-establish 
a BellSouth monopoly - ignoring a previous 
Commission finding that competition within 
the LATA (or EAEA) is in the public interest. 
The Commission should affirm the findings of 
its previous order (Order No. 23540), 
preserve the benefits of toll competition, 
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and reject the instant BellSouth 
Telecommunicationsr proposal. 

The available revenues proposed to support 
the ELS plan should instead be utilized to 
further reduce switched access charges. 
Lower access charges will result in lower 
toll rates for all Florida customers. 

ISSUE 33c: Is Southern Bell's proposal to eliminate or 
grandfather various existing measured and 
message rate offerings appropriate? 

AT&T'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 33d: If the Company's Optional ELS plan or any 
other alternative is approved, should 
stimulation be taken into account? 
how? 

If so, 

AT&T'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 33e: If the Commission approves an OELS or similar 
plan, what other action should the Commission 
take, if any? (e.g., route-specific switched 
access charges, 1+ IntraLATA presubscription) 

AT&T'S POSITION: If the Commission were to approve the OELS or 
similar plan, then it should simultaneously 
take additional actions to attempt to 
preserve competition within the LATA. These 
actions should include 1) prohibiting the 
LECs from blocking any customer attempts to 
reach the carrier of hisfher choice for the 
purpose of making any telephone call and, 2) 
reducing intrastate switched access charges 
to a level below that of the rates charged 
for the approved plan (or conversely require 
the imputation of access charges in the 
development of the plan rates). 

ISSUE 34: Southern Bell has made proposals in the areas 
of switched access service rates, the 
interconnection usage rates for mobile 
service providers and toll services as shown 
below. Should SBT's proposals be approved? 
Should there be any other changes in switched 
access, toll or mobile interconnection usage 
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rates (e.g., reduce intrastate switched 
access rates to interstate levels)? 
(List omitted). 

Telecommunications proposal to reduce the 
local transport rate from $.016 to $.01328. 
Further, the Commission should order 
BellSouth Telecommunications to significantly 
reduce other switched access charges 
(specifically the CCL). Intrastate rates are 
approximately twice what BellSouth 
Telecommunications charges for like services 
in the interstate arena. Approximately $100 
million in rate reductions would be required 
to bring intrastate rates to interstate 
levels. The Commission should, therefore, 
order that at least one-half of the revenues 
found available for rate reduction in this 
proceeding (or a minimum of $35 million) be 
utilized for access charge reductions. 

ATbT'S POSITION: The Commission should approve BellSouth 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Docket No. 920260-TL 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a correct copy of the foregoing has 

been furnished by U. S.  Mail or hand-delivery to the following 

parties on this / r  & day of , & d 7  , 1992. 

Angela Green, Esq. 
Florida Public Service 

Commission 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Peter M. Dunbar, Esq. 
Habin, Culpepper, et. al. 

Tallahassee, FL 32302 
P. 0. BOX 10095 

Richard D. Melson, Esq. 
Hopping, Boyd, Green & Sams 
P. 0. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr., Esq. 
Ervin, Varn, Jacobs, 

Odom & Ervin 
P. 0. Drawer 1170 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Joseph Gillan 

P. 0. Box 547276 
Orlando, FL 32854-7276 

FIXCA 

Patrick K. Wiggins, Esq. 
Wiggins & Villacorta, PA 
P. 0. Box 1657 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Michael J. Henry, Esq. 
MCI Telecommunications Corp. 
MCI Center 
Three Ravinia Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30346-2102 

Chanthina R. Bryant, Esq. 
US Sprint Communications Co. 
3065 Cumberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA 30339 

Harris R. Anthony, Esq. Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
Harry M. Lightsey, 111, Esq. McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves 
c/o Marshall M. Criser, I11 315 S. Calhoun St., Suite 716 
150 S. Monroe Street Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Jack Shreve, Esq. Monte Belote 
Office of Public Counsel Florida Consumer Action Network 
c/o The Florida Legislature 4100 W. Kennedy Blvd., #lZ8 
111 West Madison Street Tampa, FL 33609 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 



Dan B. Hendrickson 
P. 0. Box 1201 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Michael B. Twomey, E s q .  
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Legal Affair 
Room 1603, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 

Benjamin H. Dickens, Jr., Esq. 
Blooston, Mordkofsky, 

Jackson & Dickens 
2120 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Bill L. Bryant, Jr., E s q .  
Foley & Lardner 

Tallahassee, FL 32302-0508 
P. 0. BOX 508 

Thomas F. Woods, E s q .  
Gatlin, Woods, Carlson & Cowdery 
1709-D Mahan Drive 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 

Douglas S. Metcalf (Ad Hoc) 
Communications Consultants, Inc. 
1600 E. Amelia Street 
Orlando, FL 32803-5505 
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Mr. Cecil 0. Simpson, Jr. 
Mr. Peter Q. Nyce, Jr. 
Regulatory Law Office 
Office of the Judge Advocate General 
Department of the Army 
901 North Stuart Street 
Arlington, VA 22203-1837 

Lance C. Norris Laura L. Wilson 
Florida Pay Telephone Messer, Vickers, Caparello, 

Association, Inc. Madsen & Lewis, P.A. 

Suite 202 Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876 
Jacksonville, FL 32256 

8130 Baymeadows Circle, West P. 0. BOX 1876 


