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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

R. EARL POUCHER 

FOR 

OFFICE OF PUBUC COUNSEL 

BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 850He·n 

Pl .... 8tate your name, bualn"• addre .. end title. 

My name Ia R. Earl Poucher. My buslnesa address Is 111 West Madison St.. 

Aoom 812, Tatrahusee. Florida 32399-1400. My title is Legislative Analyst. 

Wh~ Ia the purpoae of your teltlmony? 

The purpose of my testimony Is to rebut the testimony tiled wtth this Commission 

by GTE wttneu Robinson. GTE malntaina that there is Insufficient COIT!munity al 

lnterell for the Commission to order EAS between Haines City and 11s sister cities 

In Polk County. Second. GTE otfetB a variety of optional pricing plans as the best 

solution tor the calllng needs of Its Haines Ctty cuatomens. The Citizens do not 

agree wflh either of these posltlons that are advocated by GTE's wi1ness. 

Why do you believe the Com minion aho.Jid conalder prcwtdlng EAS between 

Hal"" City and n. alater cltl" In Pol" County? 

The Commlaelon n.tfea require a sufficient community of intere~t betwt..Jn 

exChanges In order to implement elimination of existing toll rates betweel'l 

exchangea. In the past, the Commission has adopted two separate methods for 

detennlnlog whether a sutrlclen1 communtty ol o'lterest ensl.8 betwec.n e.1u.hanges. 



I 
I 

1 The Commiaalon ftnlt reviewstrattlc volumes to detennloe H the exl&dng tOll traffic 

2 between exchanges Ia sufficient to grant o. deny EAS or an ahemattve plan. 

I 3 Secvnd, the Ccxnmlaalon has admowtedged that community of Interest between 

4 exchange~ can aJso be demonstrated by non-rraffic considerations, that I 

I 5 addreased exlenalvety In my direct t881lmony. It Is mt~ ballet that the testimony 

I 6 entered In this docket by the public whn88888 Is suffldent to justify an order by the 

7 Commlaslon requiring the company to ballot Haines City customerB for flat rate 

I 8 EAS between Halnea City and Ita slater chlee based on the Commlaalon's 81andard 

I 9 25125 pilln. Attemattvefy, should the commlaalon decide not to allow the 

10 customers to ae~ their preference, there Is sutfident pUblic testimony to justify 

I 11 the offering of ECS (otherwise known aa the $.~5 calling plan) between Haines 

I 
12 City and all of Its sister cities In POlk County. 

13 a. DoMn, the Comm .. alon require tramc velum" to exceed 3 MAM before It 

I 14 coneldeR otrering fl .. me EAS or •n •ltemltlve plen? 

15 A. No. The Commla&kln has no standard for countywide calling requests, which 

I 16 haw, In the past, been considered to be significantly different rhan requests for 

I 17 EASon a route by route basis. 

18 Q. H .. the Commleelon ever ordered "-' ,.t. EAS bllloUng When meauge 

I 19 volum .. and/or the dlatributlon ot tramc nra '"• th•n the thrnhhold• 

I 20 ntabl .. hed In the PSC ruiM? 

21 A Yea. For Instance, the Commission ordered baJJotJng for nat rate EAS for I'll routes 

I 22 In FrankHn County on January 7, 1gQ1, when the traffic vOlumes on rhe 10 routes 

I 
23 In question ranged from .02 to 2. 12 and the distribution feU far short of the 

24 Commlas)on'e standard. \Exhlbi1 AEP-3) 

I 25 

I 2 

I 
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Again, In Ooc:ket No. 900039·TL.the Commission ordered a flat rate lAS ballot to 

prcMde flat rate EAS beM-een Mt. Dora and .111 exChanges In Orange County, 

desphe the fact that both the traffic va~o~mas and the distribution on all of the 

routea faHed to meet the th1'89hholda astabllahad In the Cc-IT'Imlaalon rulee. 

(Exhibit REP--4) 

H111he Com minion ever ordered non~on•l ECS ($.25) e~~lllng pl1na when 

lhe me••• voturnea 1nd/or &he diW'tbution of traffic were Ina then the 

thrnhhOide nteblleh•d ln the PSC ruin? 

Y88. The : ~ exceptions Is long. 

1. The Commission ordered Centet to provfde $25 catung plana on a countywide 

bull In June 1991 In Holmes. Jackson, Okaloosa and Walton Counties. The 

traffic vall.lfT18S and distribution on most of these 1"001as fell shOtt of the 

Comrniaakln standards. (Exhlblt No. REP·2) 

2. The Commlaalon ordered St. Joe to provide coumyw4de $.25 caiUng throughOU1 

Franldln County when the ballot for flat rate EAS fai led In 1991 . The traffic. 

volumes on the 10 routea In question Included six routes with less than 1 message 

per accesa line per month. The Comm\s.sion order mentioned specifically the lade. 

of medical fadltuea In Alligator Point u /uat1flcatlon for Ita approval. The traffic 

betweefT AJIIgator Point and Appalacl'llcola was .19 massages per access line per 

rnorl!h wtth 4.5% of the customers making two Off more calla per month. (Exhibit 

REP-3) 

3. The Commlsalon orde~ the ECS (.$25) plan between Mt. Dora and all 

Orange County exchanges In 1991 when \he ballot fOtr fill! rate EAS failed. wtlen 

3 
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1 balh the traffic vaumes and dlatrtbutlon failed to meet the Comrrlssion threshokj 

2 1eYe1a on all routes. (Exhibit REP-4) 

I 3 

4 4. The Commission ordered the $.25 calling plan on a counrywtde baala In 

I 5 Gilchrist County on November 13, 1991 even though nona of the routes In 

I 6 queetion exceeded the threshold limits established by PSC rules. (Exhibit AEP-5) 

7 

I 8 5. On November 15, 1991, the Commission ordered St. Joe to implement a 

I 
g countywide $.25 calling plan In Gutl County In response to a Gulf County 

10 Commla.. • .Jn petition, even though the tn.tfic on all four of the routes failed to meet 

I 11 PSC EAS threshholds established by the PSC rules. (Exhibit REP~) 

I 
12 

13 6. On January 6, 1992. In Docket No. 910022-Tl, the Commission ordered 

I 14 All TEL. Cemel and Southern Bell to implement the $.25 calling plan on the 

15 following routes In Bradford, Union and Alachua Counties: (Exhibit AEP-7) 

I 16 Btoaker to Start<e Waldo to Start<e 

I 17 Kaystone Heights to Ga!nesville Slalke to Gainesville 

18 Kevstone Heights to Waldo Raiford to Gainesville 

I 19 Lake Butler to Lake City Lawtey to Waldo 

I 20 Lake Buder to Starke Lawtey to Galnesville 

21 Lawtey to Brooker 

I 22 Thill order Implemented the $.25 c..alllng plan on a countyWide basis fOf Bradtord 

I 
23 County and atao pnwtded $.25 calling from all Bradford County exchanges to 

24 Galnesvtlle. The tratftc volumes were confiden\Jal, but the Commlaalon order 

I 25 staled that all of the routes In queaUon hed leu than two messages per acces& 

I 4 

I 



I 
I 1 Nne p« monttl. The Commlsslon order In this docl<et noted the Importance of 

2 nearby Ga.lnesvflle aa the largest cfty In North Central i=lorida, which offered 

I 3 edueatJonal facitMes, majOf medical eeiVices, shopping, etc. The longest route In 

I 
4 this order waa Raiford to Gainesville, which Is well over 30 miles. (Exhibit REP-n 

5 

I 6 The Comnlsaloo order In Docket No. 919922-n. emphasized two other important 

I 
7 factm. It mentioned that the $.25 plan had gained favor because of tis simplicity 

8 and Ita rneuage rorte stn.rcture. The order a.l8o stated that optional EAS plans are 

I 9 sanewhat confusing to cuetomers. that the additives Of buy-Ins are generally 

10 ra1hef' high, and the take rates are rather low. (Exhibit REP·n 

I 11 

I 12 Next, the Commtsalon order waived Rule 25-4.061, stating as foilows: 

13 "Becauae the community of Interest fae10f8 are sufficient to warrant 

I 14 Implementation of an alternative to toll rates and the toll relief plan being 

I 
15 authorized does not consider costs to :wtt rates, we do not believe It is 

16 nece&Saty to require the companies to conduct cost studies on these 

I 17 routes.• (Exhibit AEP-7) 

I 
18 

19 Finally, the Commlsalon waived Its Rule 25-4.062(4) which provides for full 

I 20 tecovef'IJ of <Xl8ta conaJstent with Its me1hod 0( treating this Issue In numerous EAS 

21 caaea It hu approved In recent yeare. (ExhlbH No. REP·n 

I 22 

I 23 7. On February 5, 1992 the Commiulon ordered Florala Telephone Company to 

24 lmplemem the $.25 calling plan between Glendale and Paxton, even though only 

I 25 17% of the customers made two or more "..ails per month and the MMM'B on the 

I 
5 

I 



I 
1 rou!e were 1.23. (ExhlbH REP-8) 

I 2 

I 3 8. On Fet.n.Nuy 24, 1992 the Commission ordered implementation ot the $.25 

4 caJ/ing plan on 20 routes between Creecent City, Palatka, Hawthorne, Interlachen. 

I 5 Orange Sptfnga, Keystone Heights, FIOI'Bhome, Melrose and lntenachen. In Its 

I 6 order the Commiaalon stated that none of the rou!es had sufficient camng volume 

7 or dlstrlbu1Jon to satisfy the Commission's threshholds In rule 25-4.060(2). This 

I 8 request waa honored due to a petition from the Putnam ~,.,QJnty Board of County 

I 
9 CcmmleeJonet8. No hearings were held In this docket and, therefOte, the PSC did 

10 not have aubatlntlal Input regarding the oommunlty ot lnterast between the 

I 11 exchanges HM:Wed, as has been offered by the public witnesses In suppof'f of the 

I 
12 Halnee City request. (Exhibit No. REP-9) 

13 

I 14 9. On Man::tl 9, 1992, the Commlsaion ordered Southam Sell to Implement the 

15 $.25 caJIIng plan between the only two exchanges In St. Johns County even 

I 16 though the caJUng YO(umes were .40 between St. Augustine and Ponte Vedra and 

I 17 1.29 bet\wen Ponte Vedra and St. Augustine. The Commission Otdered t~e 

18 aJtemattve EAS plan while notlng that Ponte Vedra's economic community ol 

I 19 Interest was ptii'I'UUily Jacksonville, while its county govemment community of 

I 20 lntef96t was St. Augustine. (Exhibit REP-10) 

21 

I 22 10. On July 7, 1993 the Commlsal(.o(l Otdered Southam Bell to Implement the $.25 

23 calling plan be!viteen Green Cove Sptfngs, Jullngton and St. Augustine. when the 

I 24 calling YO(umee were less than lhe threshholds levels required by the rule. 

I 25 (Exhibit REP· t1) 

I 6 

I 
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11. On NOYember 23, 1992 the Commlaalon ordered the $.25 calling plan 

between Cedar Kay and ChHiftand and Cedar Key and 8 , on.son In view of the fact 

that the calling • 'Oiumee on these routes failed to meet the Commlaalon's threshOld 

levels u apedfled by the rule. The Commlsalon made nate of the fact that this 

declskJn ,. ooneistent with our actlona In similar EAS dodtet.s wl1h rural areas 

where we haw ordered the $ .25 plan. Recent eqmples lndude Franklin, Gull, 

Jackson, Holmes, Okaloosa and Walton Counties. "(Exhibit AEP·12) 

12. On July 20, .J92 the Commlaalon ordered a $.20 calling plan between 

Vemon and Bonifay and between Vemon and Westville, when the traffic tailed to 

meet rhe 1hreshhdds established by the Commlstdon. (Exhlbn No. AEP· 13) 

0. Hn the Commlak)n •pproved other •. 25 ECS pine when th• tm'l'lc vol.,;mn 

.. ,.. len thin the threeholdl Mtabllah.a' In the PSC rvln? 

A. Yas. The Commission has approved numerous ECS plans In response to EAS 

requesta In "pocket areas• where county boundaries are nO'I consistent w;th 

exchange boundarles. The Commission ordered ECS service on four pocket arec:. 

dockets on November 13, 1995. While the traffic volumes In these pocket areas 

usually exceed the thresholds, the total traffic between the two exc.:.anges rarely 

approachea lhe thresholds. Howawr, In order to serve the community of Interest 

car· l9 needs of the pocket, the Commlsalon has tradlllonalty ignored the fact !hat 

Ira ordering toll relief for the enttre exchange. This l8 yet another ttliUlmple where 

the Canmlakln has disr\o!iJ81'ded the actual tlatftc volumes and has acted in 

response to the OCher community of Interest factors as discussed In my direct 

lestlmony. (Exhlbll REP·14) 

7 



I 
I 1 In Docket No. 921194, the Commlasion approved the S.25 calling plan tor 

2 EastpolnVBristol when the calling rate was .39, baaed on the Sumatra pocket o1 

I 3 56 ctJStomens who wanted access to their county seat. Subsequently, based on 

I 
4 peUtJona froM the Uberty County Comml8slonera, the Commia.•ion approved the 

5 $.25 calling plan for Eastpoint/Hosford route that had the following calling rates: 

I 6 HOlford to E.aslpojnt .24 

7 Eutpolnt to Hosford .07 

I 8 Hosford to E"Citpoint (Uberty County Pocket) .06 

I 9 Eastpoint to Hosford (Uberty County Pocket) 1.03 

10 {Exhibit REP·14a) 

I 11 Q. How would you dlat8Ctertza the actJont of the Commltalon In the preceding 

I 12 dodcm? 

13 A. Comnuy to whal GTE would have you believe. the Commission Implemented 

I 14 numerous $.25 calling plans that failed to meet the threshholds prior to the timt~ 

I 
15 that It agreed to a moratonum to develop more comprehensive EAS nJiesln 1993. 

16 The $.25 calling plans Implemented by the Commission during this time period 

I 17 were generally In response to requests for countywide cafffng where calling 

18 volumes wete elgnmc.ntty Ienihan the threshholds established for nat rate EAS 

I 19 The Commlaalon haa embraced the concept that community of interest may be 

I 20 quantlfled by either absolute traffic volumes, or by demographic data Including the 

21 factcn diacuased In my direct test::nony. Countywide calling requaats have been 

I 22 subjected to algn.lflcantly leas stringent standards than other routes between 

I 23 exchanges In other counties. The Commission has placed substantial weight 

24 upon the concept that the need& for countywide calling alone constitute a valid 

I 25 community of lnterea1 that Is sufficient to juqtity the offering of an altematlve toll 

I 
8 

I 



I 
1 plan 8UCh 88 the $.25 caJIIng plan. (See Ponte Vedra/St. Augustine REP· tO) 

I 2 0. Did the EAS rulemakJng rHutt In MW rufH thllt would d•al with county'wtde 

I 3 amng requttll? 

4 A. No. The Commission decided to deal with requests for countywide calling on a 

I 5 case by case basis. 

I 6 0. ta GTE'• propo .. l to eetabtlah optionat calling plana the betlt way to r .. pond 

7 to the r.qultrt of Halnn Ctty for EAS? 

I 8 A. No. Since 1991, lhls C<lmmlulon haa continually stated In every single order 

I 
9 lmplern,.'1tlng lhe $.25 calling plan that the plan Is superior to the old optional 

10 calling plans that were In vogue In Florida In the late 1980's. GTE's proposal is 

I 11 lnconal8tel'11 with the orde1'8 of the Commlsalon and its own testimony ,, Docket 

12 910179-Tldeallng with the Tampa Bay ECS calling plan and Docket No. 920188· 

I 13 Tl, which was the general rate case filed by the company in 1992. 

I 14 o. Whllt t..Umony did the company offer ,-eearelng ECS In the Tampa Bay ECS 

15 docbt? 

I 16 A. The Company-a current testimony Is Inconsistent wtth Its prior pos1tlons taken in 

I 17 1he Tampa Say ECS docf<et. Staff asked the company the following 1ue.stion: 

18 "WhiCh of the following factors listed below should be considered in delermrning 

I 19 the existence of a community of Interest?" GTE witness Kissell's response 

I 
20 lnciuded most all of the factOfS mentioned In my direct testimony. He added the 

21 following: "However, lhe particular COITimunltles of Interest between Individual 

I 22 telephone users rrtay vary dramatlcally ... For this reason. GTErl belleveQ Its ECS 

I 
23 Ia the moet appropriate plan to address the Widely varying needs of Its customers 

24 In the proposed ECS areas.• GTE wttness Robinson proposes In the Haines City 

I 25 dod<et the offering of four lCP options that are reminiscent of the EOEAS plans 

I 9 

I 



I 
I 1 that the Commlaalon has rejected for OYer five years. in place of flat rate EAS and 

2 $.25 calling plans. (Exhibit AEP-15) 

I 3 Q. Wh.r. did GTE say about the ECS plan In tt. teltlmony In Docket 8101 N? 

I 
4 A. Witness l<lssell teslifled as follows: 

5 "GTEFL strongly believes that Its ECS proposal Is the best aHematlve for 

I 6 meeUng the local calling needs of Ita Tampa Say customers. Firs,, 11 Is an 

I 
7 extremely fair plan In that only those custOf"lers Who actually make ECS 

8 calls pay for them. ECS customers who do not make ECS calls do not 

I 9 h • ....ur ECS usage Charges. (Exhibit AEP-16) The original ECS tiling 

10 reccmmended by the company In the Tampa Bay plan was slightly 

I 11 different that the ultimate plan Implemented by the Commission, but the 

I 12 advantages for customers were almost laentical. 

13 Q. Weren1 the ttatflc volumes in Tampa Bay algntflcantly higher than for Halnn 

I 14 City? 

I 15 A. Not Particularly. There were six routes In Tampa Bay with traffic that exceeded 

16 two messages per acx:esa line per month. Those routes were: 

I 17 Cle81W8terto Tampa Central (4.31) 

I 
18 Tampe Central to Clearwater (2.47) 

19 S1. Petersburg to Tampa Central (3.94} 

I 20 Tampa Central to St. Petersburg (2.57) 

21 Tarpon Springs to Tampa (2.36) 

I 22 Tarpon S;:.rlngs to St. Petersburg (2.04) 

I 23 

24 The remaining 25 routes had traffic volumes consistent with those between Haines 

I 25 City and lt8 sister cities In Polk County ani! in the other countywide dockets Where 

I 
10 

I 



I 
I 1 the Commles£on has Implemented the $.25 calling plan. Twenty of these routes 

2 had less ttwn one message per access line per month. (AEP-17) GTE witness 

I 3 Robinson Is conect when he contends that the calling rates from Haines City to 

I 4 ltB slater dtJes In Pofk County do not aaiJ&fy the Commlaslon'8 guidelines for EAS. 

5 However the routes Included In the Tampa Bay plan failed to mee1 the 

I 6 Comrnisak)n'8 gukM!Ines either, and GTE supported the ECS plan approved by 

I 
7 the Commlukxl. 

8 a. How don GTE'a current poettlon rel.te to Ita propoule In Docket 820118-TL? 

I 9 A. Once again, the company Is Inconsistent In i's positions. In Docket 920188-TL. 

I 
10 GTE propoyd countywide calling tor all of Polk County utilizing the same $.25 

11 plan that was In place for the Tampa Bay area. The oon1pany's proposal included 

I 12 lmplementallon of the $25 ECS plan for all of Its countl96. Ha.vever, the PSC 

13 rstused GTE'a bWinket request for countywide calling, stating as follows: 

I 14 "While we haw generally responded to countywide needs when requested 

I 15 by a community or govemment entity, we iind a wholesale conversion to 

16 countywide calling absent such a request to be Inappropriate ." 

I 17 (Exhibit AEP-18) 

I 18 Q. Old are propoee ECS for countywide c.IUng In Docket 8201118-TL? 

19 A. Yes and with enthus'eem. GTE's p~ng statement In that docket includes the 

I 20 following 81atement: 

I 
21 -GTEFL believes that cour1ty boundaries In GTEFL's aervice terr1toi'J are 

22 reaaonable determlnatfons for a customer's local calling area. GTEFL 

I 23 believes that ECS Ia the best method to address customers· needs for 

24 expanded local calllng.(Klsaellt (Exhibit AEP-19) 

I 25 

I 
11 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 Q. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 \. 

PitaM eummana your teetlmony. 

I agree wtth GTP.s prehear1ng statement In Docket 920188-TL, stating that county 

boundaries In GTEFL'8 service territay are reasonable determinations for a 

customer'8 local calling area. tf the Commission determines that it will not allow 

the CUfltom8f'l to vote for or against nat rete EAS, then ECS Is the best methOd 

to address customers' needs for expanded local calling. 

Doee thte conclude your t.et~mony? 

Yes It does. 

12 
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HO~rs, JACKSON, OKALOOSA, WALTON COUNTY ECS 
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COUNTY COICIU8810K£RS 
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) 
) 
) 
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) 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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) __________________________________ , 

DOCKET NO. lt12C6-TL 

DOCKET NO. 1115Cl-TL 

DOC~ET NO. 110069-TL 

DOCKET NO. 1702C8-TL 

~IT NO. 900539-TL 
ORDER HO. 24178 

The follovift9 Co-iaalonara participated in the diapoaltlor. of 
tbla uttera 

APPEA.RAHCUI 

'ftiOMAS M. BEARD, Chalnan 
Br:rrY EASLEY 

GERALD L. GUNTER 
P1WI1C S. Mt:SSDSMI'ftl 
MICHAEL llcX. WILSON 

LB8 L. WILLIS, JOKM P. FOifl, anct KENNETH R. KART, 
ataquiraa, Avaley, KcJCullan, tlcGahee, Carothara and 
Proctor, Poat Office lox 391, Tallahaaaaa, Florida 
32302, and LORELI P. COKM, &.quire, 17C5 Hi99lna Road, 
Cbica90, Illinoia 60631, on h9balf af C£NTRAL TELEPHONE 
QQMPANX or fLORIDA. 

JACK SHRBVB, CHARLES J. REHWIQI.L, and' CHAJU.ES J. BECX, 
&aqulraa, Office of Public counaal, cJo The Florida 
La9ialature, 111 Meat Kadiaon Street, Roo• 812, 
Tallahaaaae, Florida l2l99•1400, gn babalt of tho 
Cl1'llllfl Of Dll .JITA'l'l Qf FLQ).SIOA. 

OOCW".!MJ N~"!.,~~-I).·,J~ 

01991 rn 20 ~$1 
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ORDER MO. 24171 
DOCJ:ETS VOS. 111246•TL, IIUU•TL. 18006t-'I'L, 170241-TL 6 900519-TL 
PAGE 51 

!be appropriate rataa for 100 Sarvlca are •• tollovat 

100 IUVJa aAftl 

JIOU .. DAr IVUIIIO •rcona 
I 
WKUIID 

0-10 114-11 flO,IO fl.lO 

10.1-n SU.ll u.n ... 10 

21.1-10 SU.20 ,, .. , ... 10 

10.&-10 uo.n u.n f&,10 

O.er tO ••••• ... 10 16.10 

2. Hga~IMY~~iam ~~~s11 

Cantal propoaad 25' acroaa-the-board !ncr••••• for 
nonrecurrJn9 WATS/100 aarvice rata •l•••nta. Cental•• propoaal 
would raault in the corraapondin9 rata al•••"ta for Iaale Duainaaa 
Service axcaedin9 thoaa of WATS/100 aervica, except for the char~a 
tar pra•1••• v1aita. No co1t juat1f1cat1on for auch a dlaparlty 
haa been offered. Upon conaldaratlon, va find that the rata• for 
WATS/100 Pri•ary Service Ordera, Secondary Sarvlca ordara, and Line 
connection Cbar9e1, should ba equal to the analOCJOUa rata ale•anta 
approved tor Baalc auain••• Service. 

DD. IHTAACOUN'l'l' TOLL•FREE CALLING - AND PROPOSED AGEHCI' ACTION FOR 
INTERCOHPAHY ROtrl'ES 
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ORO!R NO. 24171 ~~ 3 oS.. \ 
ooc:KtTS NOS. 19l24tS-TL, 88154l•TL, 880069-TL, 870248-TL' 900539•Tt. 
PAGE 59 

our action haraln ahall be in the fora of a notice of propoaed 
agency action for thoaa routea included in ~~· above calling plan 
that involve local exchange co•paniea other than centel 
(intercoapany routea). These routaa aret (1) betveen Sneads and 
Chattahoochee (St. Joaaph Telephone and Taleqraph Coapany}l (2) 
between Bonifay and Chipley (Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph 
Coapany (Southam lall))l (3) between cottondale and Chipley (So. 
Bell)l and (4) batvaan Graceville and Mol••• and Jackson counties 
(So. Ball). Since the route between Graceville and Ponca de Leon 
is inter.t.ATA, Southern Ball shall i•ediataly begin action to 
obtain a waiver fro• the Modified Pinal JUd9'1Dent to carry thh 
traffic. The intercoapany route• ahall be iapltaented no later 
than July 1, 1991, aaauaing there ia no protest to our proposed 
action. so. Ball sh~.l provide revenue calculations for each of 
its routes and ahall be alloved to offaet ita toll and acceas 
losses in Docket No. 8800tS9-TL. Oockata Hoe. 870248-TL and 
9005l9 ... TL ahall be cloaad following expiration of the protest 
period. 

Wa nota that aoaa of the intracounty routes for vhich this 
plan ia bai119 prescribed currently offer the Toll-Pac plan to 
aubacribara. centel ahall eliainate ita Toll-Pac offarin9• 
ai•ultaneoualy vith the iaplaaantation of the $.25 aaaaaga rata on 
all of thaaa routes except rraaport to rt. Walton Beach. 

!E. BUSY HOUR MINUTE OF CAPACITY CHARGE 

The Busy Hour Minute of Capacity (BHMOC) charge ia a rate 
eleaent daaignad to encoura9• trunking efficiency by lntaraxchange 
carriers (IXCa). Specifically, the SHHOC charge ia a fixed aonthly 
rate per busy hour ainute of avitched acceaa capacity ordered by 
tXcs. Centel proposes to reduce ita BHMOC froa $tS.47 to $5.00. 

cantel aaaarta that the goala ot reducing the BHHOC vould be 
to reduce the threat of blpasa and to bring intrastate svitched 
access rat•• aora into par ty vith interstate rates. Wa agree. 

AT,T-~ ar9Ued that the Bl~oc ahould be set at $4.85; than it 
should ba further reduced by $1.62 annually until.it ia coapletely 
eliainated. 

We aqrea that Cental• a BHHOC should be reduced •ora than 
propoaed. Rovever, ve do not agree that it should be fully 
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DOCKET NO. 8tl24,-TL 
JANVARY 18, lt91 

issued as a PAA ord~r. 

Other 

All centel intraeo~pany routes should be i~ple~ented no 
later than June 1, 1991. Only then can the changes in basic 
local rates and regroupin9 discussed in I~sues 84 and 88 become 
effective. 

Southern Sell should inmediately seek an expedited waiver 
!rom Judge Rarold Greene on the Ponce De LeonjGrac~~ille 
interLATA route. The Graceville/Holmes and Jackson routes and 
the Bonifay/Cottondale - Chipley routes should be i~plemented ~n 
or before July 1, 1991. Centel and St. Joe should eoordinat~ 
implem£ntetion of the .eadsjChattahoochee route which should be 
on or before July l, 1991. 

Upon implementation of the Centel routes, ehe Toll-Pac rates 
in Section 21 of General customer Service Tariff should be 
deleted on the tollowin9 routes: !rom crestview to tt. Walton 
Beach, between Destin and Seagrove Beach, from Seagrove Beach and 
Freeport to Ft. Walton Beach and from Freeport to Valparaiso. 

In summary, 
3.0 (Table 78-13 

The revenue impact ot this chan9e, based on statf•s 
recommended KTS rates and local rates, is $1,653,485. This 
includes $2,179,142 in lost toll offset by $525,656 in regrouping 
revenues. This will be further offset by the $29,166 annual 
revenue !rom the $.25 message charge on the Sneads/Chattahoochee 
route. 

-343-
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OUCKEl ~u . ~~1246-lL 
JAN~ARY ld, 1~~1 1A8LE 78·13 

COUNTYWIDE CAlLJNG HOLKES COUNlY 
MfSSAGES PER ACCESS LINE 

IJll· .. ,. 
Kl SlttJOIS JI{UaUS JJtiiTU 1(\'(IU[ 

IOIItrAT U 101~1/llSIIICIOI ... 2,ts• 1,n1 u.m.n 
ltfiiiLDS IJL l .. ·~lilts '" J.l41 S,llc 11.m.u 
IUlrUU ' IUliUIDI/IOlR!S '" 1,,11 1.m "''·" 
IOitl Dl UDW U IOUIU/MI 101 J,l'c 1,190 ••• u nu.n 

IOICl Dl UDw II •jlllla,IIDIIIIS J.IIO J.m 
l '" 

IUt . ,1 

lDtal ~.lO) 1,4\l u.m IC,Ht.U 

Source : EXH lOZ, p.297 

- 3~9 -

I[Y(IU( l[f[IU[ t•:L~ 

,[l ,,, 1[1 

1.70 U1 u 
D.fc 1.21 J ' 

uo 0,,1 u 

1.10 Ul ~.) 

o.u 0.~~ I 0 

O.l' e. t' I.J 



I UUC~ll ~0. ~91246-Tl 
Jl\c41JAKY ld • }991 "~~- ~ 1 

I 
TABLE 78·13 

COUNTYWIDE CALLING OKALOOSA COUNTY 
H£SSAG£S P£R ACCESS llNE .. 

I l( '""'[ I(Y(IU{ cans 
I 

.... _ ....... ·. Ill(• M%1 fLt ,, . ,,. 
I riiO!: JO '" COI/r1T ltal10fS IU!StUS Rlr::!fS lfY{IU{ •m•'f .. ,. ••:• 

lsunMl taltl 2S OUl.Sl ,,~J' Wt 2.m am.u u• o.,. C I 

tl[$h'HW n· Olt\OOU l.~u •.no u.m ll,c4Ul J.U u' I C 

111 ... UOI ttt.'IC Ul!l 21 Ot&lDOS& .u.m c,ttl lt,OOl .••.• n.H •••• o.u Cl.l 

I 
WShlll n ''mosa u.m 4l,U' act,tJ• IU,"~.ll t.tt 1.11 ).1 

tJ.WVHII 0("1J• 2t Oltl' 't/"llflll t,m •• lh u.ul ,.,,,,_,, 1.1\l o.u .... 
I 

fl •• l;10a ,,,: •• U Oa&~O~' •.m n.m IU,,U m.o~uo 1 .'oa Ul ~ ) 

su~ Ill~_; u ''''o~s" t.m ua ll,llt U,SJO.l6 l.J' Ui (,.~ 

. ~A.u.: :.:s~ u ou:c~i,/t:.; 10~ ,,,;! n,an a:.m aU.lOUJ O.f~ I .H u 

-t.Jt:. 
. . 

~w:~ :• ou~~~S,!¥,,tc-- J,Hl '" I.·~~ ,m.H o ... (,.2• ,.l 
rt .• ,.:o• t!~:~ u ou.:~:s• J.m !, ltJ ~S.•!: ''·•u.n lUI 2.tl .. 

I 
• I 

!•t.!:~l U Ot~~O~S' J.m 6it u:; Ull.l• U·l ' ., ( . .. 
\'1~:··~:!~ 2l ~~t;O~U!•~: 1>o , . ,~. '·'" U~J U.U!.H Ul ( \. u 

I,~J.r.,:.:s: t:t[~ n ou.o~5' lUlt J.H: .. ,,~ u.nu~ Ll~ 0.1! t I 

I 
ttUhH• u outoest. lUte :'LW tUU 114.0~'.)\ ~.f! l :.t , ' 

ti!~!· ••f!r ,. 0".~:!~ ". ~·t ~~· :.w sm ~~ J.O) ( .. ; ( .. 
I tf.H ~ tii• :4 ou:o~~' )U'~ t,hl'l P.H' ''·~!;.a t.~t u; C.4 

1oal ,~,4!\ l6f,U~ i;Uh 

I 
Ut,ll41 .t. ,. 1.(.., , . ; 

I Source:· EAH 102. p. 296 
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I 
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I '"V~ 1 0~ l 
I UOC~ET NO. 8~1246·1L 

JAnuARY lo, 19~1 
TABLE 78·13 

I COUNTYWIDE CALLING JACKSON COUNTY 
MESSAGES PER ACCESS LINE 

I ar r(ll/1 ll•t•ul caa' 
IJU· .... m "' m 

n011 1D "' CIW11 IU1101S III[SUm «I•IY'ICS l!f(IUI II!SUH lUll ••1~ 

I JACKSON COUNTY 

trDlD lAUD IJDC[ n ~UUDI J,IU • • IO.to uo 0.00 ' t 
Cl((rrji)i) Jt ~·mo- J,Ui m ,,tiC IUUt I .U u~ ' 4 
llo\LDI! 2J )atlSOI J,UI • • 10.10 1.00 0.00 t {. 

I a-rm 17 ~.CIJDI J,/&1 • • IUO uo '·" t ' 

i~10•D*L( CU!i~ AIOU JJ .IUlSDt J .... 0 • 10." t.C.O 0.?~ t .( 

'tr.:u)~~ H ~at .. ••••• l)t l.m am.n 0.61 o.u c ~ 
~&.II~! n mnoer s.o.e 'It ),.,. 1141 .0, P:IJ O.ll t \ 

I S•ll.;~ 21 muo-> I,O•t 0 ~ IU: G,J.~ u: u 

::-.:' l;~~~ a: rlir: 2, Je:ISD~/US~l•~ 1D• l,6tl 0 0 au: 1.00 t (: t t 

I ,, ! ~ .. ::: 14 J~o:rso• J.m uu 1 u•~ II.IU .6~ Ul u : I I 

~;:!•! II '':t!~• I,U J ! ,H ; h .U~ lUlU! t l i J ! • ' . ,! ...... f,~ I c.:: '' J.l:f~J· ,'•:!·:~; · ~· Uf ~~J UH wu; 0.6: I l t ~ 

ceii\·•::.r •• H:LSC.• Uf lU •.m mo.!! c..it. , .. . .. J : 

I 'w: 1;;,;!. H o~•:m· "! 2.HI J~.m IJ , ftl.6C. 0.60 ,,;; 3 1 

Sli,:! u Ja:n~· Ul 6it l.W 1111 H u: e ~ . • • 

lo~! ·~ 'r.,:· u ~·:' s~~t tn!•l••' ~ l.O'l t. 0 IO .OC. c ,, ~ ~: ~ c 
t~l : o·~'; t Jl .I&CUiil J.m ;:} ; .U2 u" .•o ~ . )i u: ' . 

I 
Cl.&l: J.ltl;! " ~mtD• J,Ol! ).m a.nl 11,1/UJ .0 ~~ l .• , t • . . 
S•i•t~ 2l J&USPII l,Oil 0 0 IU~ o.oc. ~.o: O.t 

l:::s AHO~.D Jl 11tli~/-'S•I•'t~ t.cn ' 0 IO. OCI 0 . 0~ rd: U· 
C01T,.Oalt n ~uuo- l,Ut ' • 10.00 '·'" 0.00 (, ~ 

I 
".HU,DD II ~UlSOI 1.m Sol J,ll' a.m.,, O.lt t.ll ~ . 
M~OI{ JJ JaUIDI ),()9 • 0 10.00 1.00 0.00 t c 

I TthJ ll.lt-4 IU)L 11 .m u.m o ••• . .. , u 
Sourct : EXH 102, p. 294 

I 
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FRANKLIN COUNTY EAS/ECS 

Exhibit REP-3 
Docket No. 950699-TL 
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\)t:t I o~ II 
B'IPORB '1'HB FLORIDA PU8L%C SERVICE C:OIOIISSIOH 

In res Requ•at for county-vida toll ) 
fraa telephone aarvice by tha Franklin ) 
county Board of co .. iaaionera. ) _____________________________ , 

DOCKET NO. t00302-TL 
ORDD NO. U96Z 
ISSUED~ 1/7/91 

Tile follovinc) eo-l•aionara participated in tha diapoaition cf 
t:hia aattera 

MICHAEL MciC. WILSON, Chairaan 
'l'HOMAS M. 8!AJU) 

BE'ri'Y EASLEY 
GERA.LD L. GUNTER 

FRAJlJt 8 • JIU&DSIU:'l'H 

NQTICI or raopqsm AGACX ACTION 

pBDEB 81011-,IHCj I'MPLEimfTATIOM or EXTENDED AREA SERVICE 

BY "I'HE C:OKIIISSJOH 1 

Tbia docket vaa initiated upon a raaolution filed vith thia 
CO..iaaion by the Franklin county BOard of County oo .. iaaionara. 
Tbia raaolut{on raquaatacS that v• ccnaicSar requlrih9 iaplaaantation 
of extandad area ••rvica (!AS) betvaan all axcbangaa in r.tanklin 
County. Pour axcha"9ll are affected by thia raquaat1 Alligator 
Point, Apalachicola, taat Point, ancS C.rrabella. Tbaae axchangea 
are aarved br st. Joaepb Telapbona and Talagraph Co•peny (St. Joa 
or tha Coapanr), vhicb ia aubj•ct to regulation by tbla co .. iaalon 
purauant to Chapter 314, Plorida Statutaa. By order No. 2l044 , 
1aaua4 June 7, ltto, va directed st. Joa to parfo~ traffic atudiaa 
betvaan theaa axchanv•• to datanine vhatbar a aufficiant c:o .. unity 
of intareat axiatecS, purauant to Rula 25•4.0&0, Plorida 
AdBinhtrativa Coda. Tha coapany vaa raquirad to prapara and 
aubait tbeaa atudiea to ua within aixty (60) daya of tha iaauanc• 
of Ordar No. 23044, aaking tha atudiaa dua by Au9Uat 6, 1,0. 
Subaequantly, St. Joe aubaitt•d tha required traffic atudi••· 

Cella batvaan the Apalachicola axchan9a an4 the z.at Point 
axchani• ara local calla. All other intaraxchanga calla within 
rrankUn Countr are toll Galla. 

'l'ha 4••0CJrapblca of the areaa .tnvt"lvad in thia EAS raquaat are 
daacribed belov. 

D••pqr•phisa 

Franklin COunty .ta priaarily • rural county with aaploywant 
aainly in tha fiahi119 and t1abar lnduatriaa. 'n\a reaidanta ot 
Alli9ator Point ara aaaaonal, vitb aajor intaraata alaavbara. Tbe 

J 
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OaD!R MO. 23962 
tJOCU'J' lfO. 900302-TL 
PMB 2 

o\ \\ 

prt.aty brpetu tor t:hla ctoc1tat vaa t:ha concern axpraaaed b 
raaid~nta of earra~lla for toll trea catlin~ to Apalacbicola, th• 
COWtty aaat. 'l'Jie c:oapany ia I'Ot aware of any propoaed. changaa 11 
nrtaoe tranaportation for the county. Grovth in t:he county i• 
axpacta<l to ba wodarata. Ra•iclanta of rran»tUn county art 
depenctant upon ~alachicola aa the rrb~ary aourca ot in•coun.t! 
••cUcal tacilitiaa. Tba only· hoap tal in Fran»tlin County it 
locate<! J.n Apalachicola, aa vall •• aavaral other clinic• anc 
•edical fac:Uitiaa. Virtually all rran»tlin C:o~nty branchaa ot 
atate •9•nciaa, in p~rticular, KRS oftlcea. are locetacl 1r 
Apalachicola. 

current baaic local aarvica rataa for tha axchanqaa involved 
in thia !AS raqueat ara ahovn balov. 

Jt-1 
.8-1 
llotary 
P.8X 

Jt ... l 
B-1 
Rotary 
PBX 

aLLIVA'lQR fOIHT 

$ 5.90 
145.15 
21.00 
)1.15 

$ $.30 
11.25 
22.40 
33.1' 

~IIalUimf 

ly Ordar Mo. 23044, st. Joa vaa directed t~ conduct traffic 
atudiaa on tha axcbangaa attectad by tha reaolution to dateraina if 
a .utticiant community ot intaraat axleted pursuant to ,ula 25-
4.060. For thaaa atucliea, va raqueatad that the company aeaaure 
the .. •••9•• par •ain and equivalent aain atation par aonth (M/K/M) 
anct parcanta9a of aubacribara aaking two (2) or aore calla aonthly 
to tha axchangaa tor vhlch lAS vaa pr:opoaad. 

Tba r•aulta of. tha tr~ttic atudla• indicate that tha ona-vfty 
calllnq rata• on the affected routaa ara aa tollowaJ 
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ORDER 110. 2151162 
~ET MO. tOOl02•TL 
PAGB l 

BQial 

Alli9ator Point 
ApalaChicola 

Alliqator Point 
carrabelle 

Alliqator Point 
Eaat Point 

' Apalachicola to 

to 

to 

to 

Alli9ator Point 

Apalachicola to 
carrabelle 

carrabelle to 
Alli9ator Point 

carrabelle to 
Apalachicola 

carrabelle to 
Eaat Point 

Eaat Point to 
Alli9ator Point 

East Point to 
Carrabelle 

\ \ 

"'"'" t MUllfii a ga ams~ ~l.LS 

.1t 4.5 

••• 1.0 

.,. 2.0 

.02 .5 

1.22 15.0 

.u 2.5 

2.09 2t.o 

2.12 25.0 

.02 .04 

1.14 21.0 

Rula 25•4. 060 (2) (a) raqqiraa a aini•wa of l. 00 K/H/Ka, vltsa :st 
laaat fifty parcant (SOt) ot tha axchanqa aubacribara aakinq tvo 
(2) or aora calla par aontb, to qqalify tor nonoptional lAS. Aa 
the raaulta ot tha atudiaa above indicate, nona of tha routaa 
involvact in tbia raqqaat aat tbe thraahold raqqiraaant of the Rula. 

Since tbia docket vaa opanad, our •taft baa aat vith tha 
Carrabelle City council and baa had aavaral d1aouaaiona vith tha 
Coapany ravar~lnt tba al~~ation in Franklin Co~nty. The county 
co .. iaaion baa continued t.~ advocate toll fraa aocaaa to tha county 
aaat, •• vall •• county-vida toll tr•• calling. 
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ORDER ~. 23962 
DOCD'.r ItO. tOOl02-'l'L 
PACB 4 

Wa haw conaiclvecl tha taaaibility of a vida variety of 
callint plau in raachint ou.r 4aoiai.::.n in thit~~ doc:Jc:at. Jn eo 
cloift9, ve bav• att .. ptecl to atr!Jte a fair balance t>.wean the 
aublc::rlber• • dee ire for toll relief and tha Coapany • • naecl to 
reoovar ita ooata for proviclint avch raliat. While va do a,rea 
that than ia a couunity of J.ntara•t hween the raaiclanta of 
Carraballa and the Alligator toint, Apalachicola, and Eeat Point 
axcban, .. , the traffic voluaea do not jvatify tapl .. antation of 
nono.Ptional, flat rata, tvo•vay callint t>.t.vean thaaa axcban«J•• 
without pi:O'f'iclin«J coat racovary to the coapany. Tile ax;h;ctad coata 
to the eowpany include loat toll ravanua plua the additional 
facilitiaa nacaaaary to convert tba axiattnq toll ~effie to local 
t.l'aff'i:. !'he additional faciUt.iaa naacled ara priaarily additional 
tNnJclft9 and avitchint coata. 

Upon c ·aidaration, va hereby propoaa ~aquiring st. Joe to 
aurvey all Franklin County aubacribara for nonoptional, flat rata, 
tvo-vay callinq batvaan all axcban;ee in franklin County. Til• 
rataa at vbicb tha cuatoaara ahall ba aurvaya4 are a• follova: 

s;;,a•w•a:: et••• 
R•1 
B•l 
Rotary 
PBX 

ALLI<i&TOJ rona 

Q&rrent Batt 

t s.to 
16.15 
21.00 
l1.15 

curr•Dt aau 
$ $.30. 
17.25 
22.40 
ll.15 

Htv htl 

$ 7.10 
19.75 
25.00 
)1.00 

HIV Batt 

• 7.10 
19.75 
25.00 
li.OO 

Onder thia calling plan, all four Franklin County axchant•• vould 
~•eeiva toll frat ealllnq to and tro. each otbtr. !'ht nav rates 
would t>. un!fora throughout tht four axchangaa. 

St. Joe bat atatad that tba axptcttd coata of tbt additional 
facilitlat ntc~aaary tor county-vida toll frat calling are 
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approxi•ately $200,000. The coata would be auch 9reater, axcapt 
that the Company, aa part of ita on-9oin9 aodernhatlon plana, vJll 
already be layin9 aubetantial tiber facilitiea in Franklin County 
in liil, irraapectiva of the outcoae of thia docket. Tbe expected 
coat of $200,000 for trunting and avitchin9 ia over and above the 
coat of tha fiber tacilitiaa already being planned. To thh 
fiqure, tha loaa of toll revenue for the routea .uat be added. 

Baaed upon tha traffic atudy data provided in thia docket, the 
total toll ravanua tor intra-county toll calla tor the on• aonth 
Juna 1, 19io, billinq period waa $I,021.t6. Annualilad, thia coaaa 
to $96,347.52 in loat toll revenue. The total ravanua Jncreaae on 
a aonthly baai• uain9 our propoaed rat•• for countyavida callln9 
v~uld be $1,672.25, vhicl:a co••• to $116,067.00 on an ann.,al baaia. 
Tbt. raven\1• increaaa would replace the loat toll revanu• at 
$96,347.52 and leave an ad,~tional $lt,71i.41 annually toward tha 
atatad $2001 000 coat of additional faciliti•• required to iapleaant 
us. 

Tha aubacribara in tha Allivator Point, Apalachicola, 
carraballa, and Eaat Point axchan9aa ahall ba aurvayad by st. Joa 
within thirty (JO) day• of tha data thia Ordar bacoaa final. Prior 
to conductin9 tha aurvay, St. Joa ahall aubait ita explanatory 
aurvay latter and ballot to our atatf for approval. 

If tha aurvay paaaaa by a aiapla aajority of tha cuatoaar• 
aurvayad, at. Joa ahall than iaplaaant th• county•wida, toll rree 
callinv· plan vithin tvalva (12) aontha ot the iaauanca data of our 
order on aurvay approval. 8y our raquirin9 a aiapla aajority, we 
ara haraby waiving tha fifty-one (5Ul favorable vote raquiraaant 
of Rula 25-4,06l(5l(a), Plor1da Adain atratlva Coda. 

Baaad on tha fore9oin9, it 1• 

ORDERED by tha Plodda Public Sarvic• co-i••ion that the 
raaolution filed by tha Franklin county Board of county 
Coaaiaalonara la hereby approved to th• •xt•nt outlined in the body 
of thia Order. It ie further: 

ORDERED that lf no prop•r proteat ia filed within the tiae 
fr••• aat forth below, at. Joaaph Telephone and Telegraph Co•pany 
•h•ll, vithin 'thirty (20) daya of the dat., thi• Order baco••• 
final, ai.U"Vay the aubacribara in t.ha .'\1li9ator Point, Apalachicola, 
carrabelle, and Eaat Point axchan9•• on t.ha iaplaaantation of a 
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flat rata, .tvo-vay, nonoptional axtanclac.t area aarvic:a plan that 
co.pliaa vith the tara• ancl condition• aat forth harain. It ia 
further 

ORDERED that st. Joaaph Talaphona and Telaqraph Coapany ahall 
autrait ita aurvay latter an4 ballot to our •t.-ff for approval prior 
to their cliat:.ribution. It 1• further · 

ORDERED that certain rulaa aa cleacribac.t harain hava bean 
val vacl tor tha raaaona a at forth in tha body of thia Orclar. It 1• 
furthar 

ORDERED that if the aurvay paaaaa, tha plan cteacribed herein 
ahall ba lapleaantacl by St. Joaaph Talaphona ancl Talavraph Coapany 
vithin tvalva (12) aontha of the iaauanca elate of our orclar on 
aurvay appro~ '• It ia further 

ORDIR!:O that tha affact.ha data of o~r action daacribecl herein 
ia the tirat vorkih9 day fo11ovin, the data apacifiad ba1ov, if no 
proper protaat to thia Propoaad Avancy Action 1• filacl vithin tha 
tiae fra .. aat forth ba1ov. It 1• further 

ORDERED that thia docket ahall raaain opan. . 
By ORDER of the l'loricla Public sarvica co-haion, this 

h b day of JA!IJAII , _ ___.:l....c.L.L.---"""":=E-
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BEFORE 111.£ FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CCIOIISSION 

In re: Raque•t. tot· county-wide toll ) 
tree ••rvica by the Franklin Co~nty ) 
Board of coaai••1oner• ) ______________________________ ) 

DOCk~ NO. 900302-~L 
ORDJR NO. 24135 
ISSUED& 7/19/91 

The tollov1"9 Co-baionera participaCad in the <Si•po•it.ion of 
tM.• Mt.tar• 

'1110.HAS H. BEARD, Chainan 
3. 1'ENlY t.U.SON 

BE'rl"t EMLEY 
MICHAEL KcK. MILSON 

OBQEB QWXIUG RtgUEst FOB Dl'ENDED AREA sgyxc:E 
.!.HD 

NOTJ~ Ot PBOPOSEJ) AGZNCX AC'TIQH 
oBpEft BIOUJJUlfG IHPI,.EM£NTATIOlf Of ALTERNATIVE 'l'()LL PLAK 

BY TKE COKHISSIOK& 

.t. BAC'KGBO!DfD 

Thi• docket wa• ·initiated upon a reaolution tiled vit.b thla 
co .. iaaion by the Franklin County Boatd of county co .. ieaionara. 
rnie reaolutJ.on r~eated that we condder requiring bpl•••nt.ation 
of extan4ad area aarvtce (ZAS) between all exehan9•• 1n Franklin 
county. rota ••chaft9•• are affected b)' thia requeat1 AlliCJU.or 
Point, Apalacbicola, Eaat Point, and carrabelle. Th••• ••chang•• 
ara aerve4 by St. Joaepb Telephone an4 T•legrapb Co•pany (St. Joe 
or the Ca.pany) , v.hicb .ia •ubject to regulation by thia ca.ai .. 1on 
pur•uant to Cb&pter J 64 , Florida Sta tutea. ay Order No. :n OU , 
i••u•4 June 7, 1910, ve directed St. 3oe to partor. tratfic •tudi .. 
bet.ve•n tJJaaa axchanqe• to 4etenaina whether a auft .lc:iant co•unlty 
of .lntereat exiat:ed, purauant. to Rule 2 s~4 • 060, I' lor id& 
AdaJ.ni•t.rativa Cod•. 'rhe Co•~nr vaa raqu1rar1 to prepar• and 
aubait: thaae atudlee to u• vtthin •i•~Y (60) d•Y• ot the iaauance 
ot Ordar lfo. 23044, uk.inq tha atudia& due by Au~uat 6, 19110. 
Subaaquantly, st. Joe aub•1ttad tha required traffic atudy data. 

II order Mo. l:l,62, i••u•d January 7, Ut1, ue p-roposed 
requiJ:' ng at. Joe to •urv•y aU of ita rrank11n County aub•cribera 
for i•pl..-nution of nonaptional, tlat rata. tvo-vay calU.n9 
betweeft all udlantJ.. in the county, at rata• aat forth in tba 
Order. ~o prot•.t vaa filerS to our propo•ad action, ao Order ~o. 
2ll62 beca .. final on JanuaJ:'f 29, 1991, tollovinCJ •~piration of tha 
prota•t p41riod. 
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B~FORE THE FLORIOA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

[
: Request for county-wide toll ) DOCKET NO. 900302•TL 
service by the Franklin county ) ORDER NO. 2~63S 
of commissioners ) ISSUED: 7/19/91 

I _) 
The following COIIUilissioners participated in the diapoaition ot 

~matter: 

THOMAS H. BEARD, Chairman 
J. TDRV' OEASON 

BET'l'Y EASLEY 
MICHAEL HeX. WILSON I 

I ORUift DEUXlNG 8EOVE~FOR EXTENDEQ 6REA S£BY1~1 
Mm 

lfOTIC£ Ol PROEOSEQ 6GCBCX A<:TlOH I OBQEB B£0UIRIH(i ltfPLEHENTA'UQH 2.[ 6WJUfMIYE ,l'OLL pLAN 

IE COMMISSION: 

I. IACGBOUHD 

~his docket waa initiated upon a resolution filed with tnia 
.ission by the Franklin county Board of county coamiaaioner•· 
.resolution requested that we consider requiring iaplementation 
~ended area service (EAS) between all exchangea in Franklin 
ty. Four exchanges are affected by this request: Alligator 

~ 
Apalachicola, East Point, and carrabelle. These exchanges 

rved by st. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph company (St. Joe 
~ompany), which is aubject to regulation by this co .. isaion 

Ent to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. By order No. 23044, 
June 7, 1990, we directed St. Joe to perfor. traffic atudiea 

n thesa exchan9ea to determine whether a sufficient community 

f terest eldsted, pursuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida 
strative Code. The company vas requir•d to prepare and 
these studies to ua within sixty (60) days of the is•uance 

(iier No. 23044, makinCJ the atudie• due by August 6, 1990. 
IPuently, St. Joe subaitted the required traffic st~d~ data. 

f Order Ko. 2.ltl J., iaa\led .:tanuaty 7, 1991, ve propo•e4 
in9 st. Joe to aurvey all of ita Franklin County subaoribers 
plementation of nonoptional, flat rate, tvo-vay calling 

[ 
all exchan9ea in the County, at. ratea sat forth in the 
Ko proteat vaa file4 to our propoee4 action, so order No. 

. ecame final on January 2t, 1991, follovinCJ expiration of the 
:st period. 

I 
I 
I 
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It. ~VEX B£SQLTf' 

In accordan~evith the 4irective contained in Order Ho. 23962, 
st. Joe proceeded to survey its Franklin county custoaera. st. Joe 
mailed S397 ballot• to all customers of reeord in Franklin County. 
The results of the survey are as follows: 

HQMBEB tEBCEHT 

Ballot• Mailed 5397 lOOt 
Ballot• Returned 2651 .9, 
Ballots Hot Returned 2746 Slt 
Ballots for EAS 1717 32t 
Ballot• '9ainst EAS 889 l6t 
Invalid .,allots 45 lt 

In order for the survey to pass, ve required a mar9in of fifty 
percent (50') plu• o~e (1) favorable vote (at least 2699 votes) out 
of all •ubacriber• aurvayed. Therefore, the survey hae failed and 
ve shall not require st. Joe to implement EAS on any of the routes 
in Franklin County. 

III. ALtEBNATXYE l:QLL £J..M 

NOTICE is hereby qiven by the Florida Public Service 
·coJDai•sion that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and vill become final unless a person whose interest• are 
adversely affected files a petition for a fonaal proeeedinq, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative code. 

Altbou9h the survey has failed, we believe there are several 
eompellinq reasons why soaa form ot toll relief should be offered 
to the residents of Franklin county. Amon9 these are comaunity of 
interest factors other than traffic volume. Presently, ealls fro• 
both the Alliqator Point and carrabelle excban9es to Apalachicola 
(tbe county ••at) are toll calls. Residents are dependent upon 
Apalach1~ola a• the pri111ary source of in-county medical facilities. 
The only bo•pital in Franklin County !• located in Apalachicola, 
alon9 vith nu.eroua clinics and medical ••rvic:e provider•. In 
addition, virtually all Franklin county branches of state a9encie•, 
in particular HRS otficea, are located in Apalachicola. These are 
the saae factor• ve reco9ni&ed when we 1aaued our Order in Ja"uary. 
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Upon conaldaration, ve hereby propose requiring st. Joe to 
ement the alternative toll plan known aa the $.25 plan ill 
klin County. Calla between all exchange• in Franklin county 

be rated at $.25 pe~ call, reqardlaaa ot call duration, 
t between Apalachicola and Eastpoint, vhere toll tree calling 

lready in place. Theae calla ahall be turniahed on a aaven
basia and shall be reclassified aa local. They ahall ba 

ed by pay telephone provider• aa any other local call. 
mers may make an unlimited number ot calla at $.25 per call. 

Lst. Joe shall implement thia calling plan within twelve (12) 
s ot the date this Order becomes tinal. The optional calling 

n presently in place betveen Alligator Point and C..lrrabelle 1r. be eliminated simultaneously vith implementation ot the $.25 

l we recognize that there !a an economic impact to St. Joe as a 
t ot our proposed calling plan. Baaed upon the trattic atudy 

~ provided in this docket, the total toll revenue tor intra-

I Y toll calla tor the one •onth June 1, 1990, billing period 
8,028.96. Annualized, this comes to $96,347.52 in loat toll 

~nue. Baaed upon the number ot meaaagea shown in the trattic 
~data, i•plementation of the $.25 plan vould yield $3,209 in 
~ly revenue. Annualized, the $.25 plan vould yield $38,508 in 
~nue, resulting in an annual revenue loaa ot $57,840. A loss ot 
• magnitude vould repreaent a 0.43t reduction in return on 
~Y tor st. Joe, vhich ve do not aee aa aignitlcant, given st. 
s present healthy earnings poaition. It should be noted that 

I 
t igurea do not include any atbn.tlation. AlthoUCJh atiaulation 

s can be ditticult, even impossible to predict, it the number 
alla on theae routes vere to little more than double, the 

•

cted revenue loaa vould be negated. Accordingly, va tind it 
priate to valve Rule 25•4.062(•), Florida Ad•iniatrativa Code, 
provide• tor full recovery ot costa vhare the qualitlcation 

f.s is dependant upon calling levels and •ubacriber approval ot 
et!tionin9 exchange (the entire county hera). 

I
F'inally, tollovinCJ impleaantation ot the callinCJ plan, st. Joe 

tile qua~erly report• vith our atatt, ~roken down on a 
ly baaia- These repo~ shall include a detailed analyaia ot 

distribution ot callinCJ uaa-?e a110n9 aubscribara, over each 

I , segregated between buain••• and residential uaera and 
ned, shoving tor each category the nuaber ot cuatoaara making 

, (O) calla, one (1) call, at cetera, through twenty•tiva (25) 

I 
I 
I 
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calls, and in ten (10) call incre•ents tberaatter, to ninety-five 
(95) calla, and nin•ty-aix (96) or more call•. Tb••• report• on 
usaqe shall be filed for a one year period follovinq 
implementation. Th••• uaaqe report• shall alao include a record of 
any cuatoaer contact, along vitb the reason tor aucb contact, 
reqardinq the $.25 callin9 plan. 

Based on the foreqoin9, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida public Service ~"'oaaiaaion that tbe 
surv~y required by order Ho. 23962 bas failed and that st. Joseph 
Telephone and Tel~-aph Company shall not be required to iapleaent 
the extended area aervice plan contemplated by Order no. 23962. It 
is further 

ORDERED that i! no proper proteat is filed within the time 
frame aet forth belovt St. Joaepb Telephone and Teleqraph Co~pany 
shall, vithin twelve aontha of the date tbic Order becc~ea final, 
i11plement an alternative toll plan in franklin county in accordance 
vitb the teras and conditions set forth in section III of this 
order. It ia further · 

ORDE.RED that Rule 25-4.062 ( 4), Florida Adrainiatrati ve code, 
bas tJeen valved for the reasons discussed in the body of this 
order. It is further 

ORDERED that St. Joseph Telephone and Teleqrapb Company shall 
tile certain reports aa set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that our actions described in Section 111 of tb.:.a 
Order shall becoae final and this docket shall be close~ tollovinq 
the expiration of the protest period specified below# if no proper 
protest to our proposed aqency action is filed in accordance with 
the r~~ireaenta set forth belo~. 

By ORO~ of the Florida Public SArvice Commiaaion, tbia 19th 
day of J LY , 1991 • 

(SEAL) 
ABG 
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lira: Raaolu~ion ~y the oranv• coun~y J OOCIET No. tOOOlt-TL 
,ard of eoun~y eo .. iaaionara for •x~andad) 

I
a aervica ~·~waan t.b• Moun~ Dora ) ORDER MO. :~992 
banga and ~ha Apopka, Orlando, Winter ) 

, k, Eaa~ oran9a, Ready Craat, Winder- ) ISSUED~ · t/29/91 t•' and LaJc.a Juana _v~a~a axc:ba~aa ~ 

I 
Tha follovin9 co-laaionar• partlcipa~ad in tha d1apoai~lon ct 

• aat~ar: 

II 
I 
I 
I 

THE COMMISSION: 

II 

THOMAS "· BltAIU>, Chainan 
J. '." ""R.RY DEASON 

Bl'rn EASt.BY 
"ICJQU. KeK. WILSON 

I. 

I ~hia docka~ vaa inltiatad ~auant ~o aaaolut1on No. et-N-118 
4 with thia eo .. taalon bf the oran;• eountf Board ot eo~nty 

alaalonara, raquaatin, that ve ccnaidar raqull' ft9 iapleaantation 

[~andad area aarvice (lAS) batvaan t.ba "t. Dora ••chan;• and 
exehan9aa in Or&J19a Coun~y. By order Mo. 22567, iaauad 
·~ 16, ltto, ve directed aoutbam Ball Talapbona and 

Eapb coapany (SOuthern Ball), UAitad Talapbone eoapany of 
a (Uni~•-'), and Viata-United 'talaco..anlcationa (Viata
) ~o parfora traftio atudi•• batvaen thua eJecban9aa to 

E
ina Vhatber a auftJ.clant coaunity of tntareat: axiatad, 
nt to Rule 25•4.060, Plozoida AUiniatrativa Coda. In 

euler, tba· coapant .. var.4 directed to aubatt at:udiaa of tha 

lie batv .. n tbe Mt. Dora excban;a (vith aapara~• atudi•• for 
raft9• CO\lftty pookR uaa ot tba Nt. Dora ••Gh•ft9•) and the 
a, &aat OI'&J19a, Lake 8\aana Viata, orlando, Raacly Craet, 

Iamere, Wintu Gar4en, and Wiater Park axcbant••· All of thea• 
lllnaaa ·•r• Hrvad 1bJ VDlt.d, ace .. t. ~· orlanclo and &aet oran9a •ni••, Vl\lc:h ara ••rvect 1bJ aouthem .. 11, and t.ba Lata auena 
.:a axchan9•• Vblcb 1a aarvad t1J Viata•Unlted. In ad41tlon to 

l vtng lnt.arcoapany routaa, W.a r•qu••~ alao involvaa 1ntarU.TA 
1 ace••• tranaport araa) routea. tba Mt. Dora axchan9• 1• 

I 
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located in the caineaville .t.ATA, while the re•ainil\9 exchan;•• ara 
located in the orlando LATA. ~· coapaniea vere to prepare and 
aub.lt theaa atudie• to ua within alxty (60) daya or the laauanca 
of order Ko. 22!67, aakift9 the atudiaa due by April 17, ltto. 

On April 4, 1110, southern Ball filed a Motion for Extan•ion 
of Ti .. , requaati119 an axtenaion through and inclu4in9 Kay 1'7, 
1110, ln Vhicb to prepare and to aubait the required traffic 
atucUea. b vrouncla for ita requeat, Southern Ball cited the 
coaplexitiu inherent in the preparation of traf: 1c: atucUaa for EAS 
pocket araaa, includiiiCJ the naad to coaplla and tabulata tha data 
aanually. ly Order Ia. 22107, iaaued April 12, 1910, va ;ranted 
Southam Jell tha ra . Jaated extenaion of tiae thrOUIJh May 17, 1990. 

SUbsequently, all thraa coapanlea filed the required tr~ffic 
atudlea in raaponae to Order Mo. 22567. on Kay 17, 1990, Southern 
Bell filed a reque•t tor confidential traat•ant of certain portion• 
of ita traffic atudly datil. Southam Ball raquaatad apec:Uiad 
confidential traablent of only that data Which repreaentad a 
quantification of traffic aloiiCJ lntarLATA routaa. By order Mo. 
22913, iaauad Kay 21, 1190, va granted Southern Ball•• request, 
Siallar raqueata for apecif14td confidential traataent vera filed by 
United on July 1• 1910, and by Yiata•Unlted on Au9uat 2, 1990. By 
order •o. 2)303, laaued Auguat 3, 1990, and Order Mo. 2Jl51, !•sued 
August 1', 1910, ve ,ranted each of theae requeata. 

BY Order Ito, 2'635, iaaued October 18, 1990, ve pYoposed · 
raquirliiCJ United to aurvey ite cuatoaera in th• oran9a Caunty 
pocket area of the Mt. Dor• exch&ft9e for • tranater to the Apopka 
exc:haftCJe, at ~ate• aet forth in the Order. No prota•t vaa filed to 
our pr~ed action, ao Order No. 2l6l5 bacaae tlnal on Noveabar t, 
1910, fol~lng expiration ot the prote•t period. 

II. IQBYIJ BISQLTS 

In accot'dance vitb the directive contained in Order No. 2J635, 
United proceeded to •u.rv•y it• cuato••r• in the oran9a County 
pocket. area of tbe lit. Dora exchan«J•· United ••iled 7&& ballota to 
all cueta.ar• or record 1n the eurv•y area. The result• of tha 
•urvey are a• fallowwa 



I 
LER NO. 2~992 . 
OCKET NO. 9000J9-TL f£ 3 

I 
I 
I 

Ballot• Mailed 
Ballota Returned 
Ballota Not Returned 
For Tranafer 
Againat Tranafer 
Invalid Ballot• 

lfugbu: 
744 
531 
21) 
192 
335 

4 

P.trc:tn~ 
100, 
71, 
21, 
2,, 
45. 
<1, 

I order for the aurvey to paaa, va required a ••rcJin of fifty 
'lcant (50') ~lua one (1) fr •orable vote (at leaat 373 votaa) out 
' all aubacribera aurveyed.., Aa the table above revaala, the 
~•Y haa tailed and, therefore, we ahall not require United to 
~leaent the exchange tranater conte•platad by order No. 23635. 

I III. ALTEBifATIVE ts)LL PL&lf 

NOTICE ia hereby 9ivan by the Florida Public Service 
Liaaion that the action diacuaaed herein i• prell•inary in 
.ure and vill baco•e final unl••• a peraon who•• intereata are 
;varaely · affected filea a petition for a tonaal proeeedin9, 
t•uant to Rule 25-22.029, Plorida Ad•iniatrative Code. 

All ot the rout•• under conaideration in thia docJcet are 

l •rLATA routee. The actual reaulta of the traffic atu41ea were 
nted confidential traataant by Ordara Noa. 22983, 23301, and 

351. 

' a , • 
ratea to the Orlando, Apopka, and. 

~er park exchan~e vblcb vould quality only for an optional !AS 
~ under our rulea, it optional plana vera technically teaaible 
r inter LATA rout••. " 

I Since the tiae ot the oritinal deot•ion in thia dOCket, a nav 
!\ alternative plan baa coaa into favor. In aavaral recant 

'

eta ve have ordered an alternative to traditional D8 Jtnovn aa 
$.25 plan. !bia plan baa tained favor tor aavaral reaaona, 
udint ita alapllcltr, it. .. aaa9e rata atructure, and the fact 

l it can be iapleaentad aa a local calliftCJ plan on an 1nterLATA 
•· optional EAS plana, particularly OIAB pla~a, are aoaewhat 
uaint to cwato•era1 the a4cU~1vaa or buy•ina are t•narally 

I 



I . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OROER lfO. 24992 • • 
DOC'Jtft MO. 900039-'tL 
PACE t 

rather biCJh; and tba taka rataa for aoat ODS plana have bean 
rather lov. Wa bava alao axpraaaad our concern that vhare Toll-Pac 
ia bpl-antecS. a t:ftrea •inuta •••••CJ• atill baa a aubatantial coat 
t:o the cuato .. r. POl" axupla, in the peak period, a three alnuta 
•eaaata fro• Mt. Dora t:o Orlando would only be reduced fro• $.7050 
t:o $.4950. Kovavar, tba •oat iaportant raaaon ve favor tha $.25 
plan in thia particuJ ar iaatance la that tha $. 25 plan (vhlch 
convarta th• traffic to local at:atua, and ia iaplaaentad on a seven 
ditlt baaia) ia feaaibla tor intarLATA routea, vheraaa aoat other 
~•aCJ• aanaitiva altarnativaa to £AS ara faaaibla onl) for lntraLATA 
routaa. 

Vpon conaidarat:ion, va hereby proro•a requirinCJ United and 
southern Ball to lwplaaant tha alternat ve toll plan known aa tha 
$.25 plan on tha follovint routaa: betwaan Mt. Dora and Apopka; 
betvaan Mt. Dora and orlando, ancl between Mt. Dora and Winter Park. 
Calla betvaan thaaa axchangaa ahall be rated at $.25 per call, 
raC)ardlaaa of call duration. Thaaa calla shall be furnlahed on a 
aevan di9it baaia and shall be reclassified ae local for all 
purpoaaa. Tbaaa calla ahall be handled by pay telephone providara 
in tha aa.. vay and at the aa•e price to and uaera aa any other 
local call. cuatoaara aay aaka an unlialted number of calla at 
$.25 par call• · Affacta<l cuatoaara ahall be provided with 
appropriate directory liat:int•• · 

In reaching the above dacialon, wa conaidered United's 
co-anta raczardift9 our propoaal, particularly ita concern• with our 
requirin9 aavan ditit 4lalint. Althouth ald'\auation of NXX codea la 
a l&CJltlNta concern, va do not ••• thia aa rale'!ant in tnia 
particular caaa, Vbara 1+ dlallnt will not ba utilized (our plan 
raquiraa aavan ditit 4lal1ft9, llka all other local calla). 

Prop4tr aaai9'ft'Mftt of IIXX. baa hiatorically avoided t:he proble• 
of tha •a•e. JfXX beint uaacl in two HPAa, yat both ·within tha l~cal 
calllnt area, or potantlally within tha local eallift9 araa, of one 
axchanta.. Por axaiiPla, HXXa which ara ..laaitn•d to tha Orlando 
exchanta in tha 40, araa ooda would not ba •••itnad in tha taka 
county araa ·cnaar Orlando~ but in tha t04 aru coda). Rather, NXXa 
uaad 1ft Orlando ahould ba •••itnad ln Jackaonville or Penaacola 
(904 araa coda INt aora diatant fr011 Orlando)., since thara ia 
llt:t:la llltaU.bood of local calllnt betvaan Orlanclo r 1d 
Jackaonville, o~ Orlando and P•naacola, tha uae of the aaae HXX in 
both area• ahould not: poae any awitchlnt or dlalint probl•••· 
AlthOUCJb aaven ditit: dlalin9 acroaa NPA boundariaa ~Y aaka future 
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lqnment of NXX• alightly aora difficult, va do not tind the 
tional difficulty to be vary •ignificant. In fact, ••van digit 
1 calling acroae NPA boundariee already axiata in aeveral areaa 

the atate. 

I An additional conaideration here 1a the calling acora of the 
~taverde axchan9•• The Monteverde exchange haa local calling to 

l•x~hangas which the Mt. Dora exchange can preaently call. In 
tion, the Monteverde exch; 'ge haa local callin9 to the Apopka, 

lando, and Winter Park exchangea, aa vall aa aeveral other• in 

1407 area. Becauae of thia lar9• callin9 acope (into tvo NPAe -
and 904), no NXX• can be asaigned in both NPAa vhich vould be 

local call fro• Honteverda. tberefore, regardleaa of vhether 

I n digit or ten digit dialing vera ordered in thia docket, the 
re assign.ent of NXX• would be unaffected. Accordingly, ve 

ld it appropriate that the $.25 aeaeage rate plan be iapleaented 1r aeven digit baaia. 

We recoqnize that there i• an aconoaic iapact to united and 

rhern Bell •• a reault of our propoaed calling plan. Baaed upon 
traffic atudy data ·provided in thie docket, the aati•ated 

1tbly revenue loaa, without conaiderin9 atiaulation, ia '53, 166 -

1414 for United and ti,2ZZ - 19,110 tor Southern Ball. It 
ld be noted that thaae figure• do not include any atiaulation. 
ou9h atiaulation levela can be difficult, even iapoaaible to 

l ict, if the nuaber of calla on theae routea vere to little aore 
double, the projected revenue loaa would be negated. 

rdingly, ve find it appropriate to va i ve Rule 2 5-4. 062 ( 4) , 

-

ida Adalniatrative COde, vhicb providea for full recovery of 
a vhere the qualification for lAS ia dependant upon calling 
la and aubacrittr approval of the petitioning exchange, to the 

ilnt that th1a rule arguably eppllaa in thia acanario. · 

United and Southern Bell ahall lapl~ent thla calling plan 

•

in tvelve (12) aontha of the data thia order bacoaaa final. 
hern Bell ahall 1-edlataly begin aaekin9 a valvar of the 
fled Final Judqaent to allow it to carrr the traffic on the 

acted routaa. 

I finally, following bpleHntatlon of the calling plan, United 
Southern Bell ahall file quarterly ~•porta vltb our ataff, 

l en down on a aonthly beal•. fteae report• •ball lnolude a 
llad analy•i• of tba dl•trlbutlon of calling uage ••ong 

•cribera, over each route, •agretated batvaan bu•1n••• and I . 

1 

• 
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rea!clential uara and eoabinlld, ahovin9 for each cate9ory the 
n~aber ot cuato .. ra aakin9 zero (0) calla, on• (1) call, et cetera, 
throu9h tventy-tJve {25) call•, and in ten (10) call increaenta 
thereafter, to ninety-five ('5) calla, and n!naty-elx (tl) or •ore 
calla. Th••• r•poru on uaa9• ehall be tiled for a orwe year period 
tollovint l•pl .. entat!on. The•e u••9• report• ahsll elao in~luda 
a reeord ot any cuatoaer contact, alon9 with the reaaon tor auch 
contact, re9ardin9 the $.25 callin9 plan. 

Baaed on the for89oin9, it ia 

ORDER.£0 by the Florida PUblic service couiaalon that the 
•urvay requirei! by order No. 23635 ha• failed and that United 
Telephone Coapany of Florida •ttall not be required to impleaent the 
exchan9e tran•ter conteaplated by order No. 23835. It ia further 
• ORDERED that if no proper proteat ia tiled vithin the tim• 
traae aet forth belov, United Telephone Coapany of Florida and· 
southern Bell Telephone and Tale9raptt Coapany anall, within twelve 
aontha of the data thia order becoaaa final, iaplament an 
alternative toll plan in accordance vith the te~• and conditiona 
••t torth in Section III of thi• order. lt ia further 

ORDERED that Southern Ball Telephone and Tela9raph Company 
ehall •••k a vaiver of the Modified Final Judqmant in accordance 
vlth the requir .. ent aet forth in Section III of thia Order. It ia 
further 

ORDERED that Rule 25-4.0,2(4), Florida Adainiatrative C~da, 
hae been valved tor t.ha reaeona diacu•aad in the body of thia 
order. It i• further 

ORDERED that United Telephone company of Florid• and So~thern 
Bell ~elephone and ~•189raph coapany ahall tile certain raporta aa 
•et forth herein. It !a further 

OROJI!Itt'" t.bat our action• da•cri~d in Bac:tion III of thi• 
Order •ball beco• final and thia docket ahall be c:loaed followin9 
the expiration of ~e proteat perio~ •pecified ~lov, if no proper 
prot.at to our propoaed •9'ncy action 1• filed in accordance with 
the raquireaenta aet forth below. 
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I 8y ORDER ot the Florida Public service co-taalon, thla 29th 
tY ot AUCUS"r , 1991 • 
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HOTICE Of [JJBTHD PBOCIIDIHGS QB JUD"IAL REVIEW 

I The Florida PUbllo service co .. iaaion ia required by section 
0.59(4), Florida statutaa, to notlty part!•• ot any 
•lnlatrat.lva haarlRCJ or judicial ravlav ot CoD1aalon ordara that 
.. vailabla under 8actlona 120.57 or 120.61, Florida 8tatutaa, •• 
11 aa the procedure• and tiM llatta that apply. Thla notice 
IPld not be conatruad to aaan all raquaata tor an ad•lnlatratlva 
~ln9 or judicial ravlav vlll be 9rantad or raault in the rallat 
ught. 

I Aa idantitiad in the body ot tbia Ordar, our action daacribad 
~action III ot tbia Order !a pral!aln.ary in natura and will not 

1 .. attactiva or final, except •• prov!dad by Rule 25-22.029, 
ida Adalnlatrat~va COda. Any paraon Vhoaa aubatantlal 
raata are attac~d br tba action propoaad by thla Order aay 

I a patltlon tor a toraal procaadift9, aa.provJdad by aula 25-
2t(4), Florida Ada!nlatratlva Coda, ln the to~ provided by 

25-22.036(7)(a) an4 (t), rlorlda Adalnlatratlva COda. Tbla 

l t!on ..aat be racalvad by tba Db·actor, Dlvlaion ot bcorda and 
rt!RCJ at b!a ottice at 101 laat Gain•• 8traat, ~allahaaaaa, 
ida 32311-0170, bf the cloaa ot bualna•• on '''I'll . In the abaanca ot aucb a petition, 15 or ar ahall &icoaa altactlva en tba data aubaaquant to the 

•• data •• provided by INla 25-22.029(•), Florida Ada!nlatrat!va 
~ .. 
I 
I 
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BEFORE THE FLORID~ PUBLIC SERVICI COMMISSION 

ll re: Request by Gilchriat county ) 

l maissionars for extended area service ) 
roughout Gilchriat County ) 

DOCIET NO. 170790-~L 
ORDER NO. 2Sl40 
ISSUED: ll/13/91 _________________________________, 

The follovinq Coamiaaionera participated in the diapoaition of 
matter: 

J. TERRY DEASON 
MICHAEL McK. WILSON 

NOTICE OF PRQPOSED AGEJ(CX AC%1011 
ORPEB ACCEPTING SmLEifEJt't AGBEf!MENT 

I THE COMMISSION: 

• NOTICE is hereby 9iven by the Florida PUblic service 
-=iasion that the action cUac:uased l\er<·in ia praU.ainary in 
ature and will bec:o•• final unleaa a person Vboae intaraata are 
••raely attectad tiles a petition tor a forwal proceeding, 
Jtsuant to ~ule 25-22.0~9, Florida Adainlatrativa Code. 

I 
This docket waa initiated in responae to a resolution tiled 

h this couisaion by tbe Gilchrist County Board of county 
llllllissioners (Gilchrist county). Thia resolution raqueated that 

onaider requiring 1•plellentat1on ot extended area service (EAS) 
ouqhout Gilchrist county. Four exchange• are attectad by tbla 
est: Branford, Higb Springs, Newberry, and ~anton. ~· 

l ntord and High Sprin9s exchange• are served by ALLTEL Florida, 
• (ALLTEL), while the Newberry and 'f'J:anton axc:ban9a• are aarvad 
Southern Bell Telephone and Tela9rapb ca.pany (Southam Bell). 

'

addition to involving interco•pany routea, thia request also 
olves inter.LATA (local access trauport area) routea. ~e 
ntord and Hiqh Sprinqa ex:chan9as are located in th• Jacuonville 

TA, while tha Newberry and Trenton ex:changaa are located in the 
•••villa LATA. Not one of the tour exc:bangea la located 
•lusively in Gilcbrl•t couftty. 

L Thera has been a aub•tantial amount ot activfty in this docket 
• it va• t irat opened in lt87. 1. rsvlav or that biatory can be 

und in Order• No•. 23856 and 2475Z and vill not ba rap•atad bare. 

t uaa Gilchriat County bad pr~~eatad our propo .. l to deny any 
her EAS in tba county, thia •attar vaa aat tor hearing on July 

, 1991, in Bell, Florida. Subsequently, it caaa to our attention 

I a nuatJar ot · pertiaa to tbe c1oc:kat bad entua4· into 
tiationa vit.b the 9oal ot resolving all ot the laaue• praaanted 

Gilchrl•t county•• petition. In an att .. pt to taollltata t.baaa 

I 
I 
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efforta, ve cancelled the acheduled hearinq to allow the parties to 
continua their negotiations. 

Subsequently, an aqreaaant was reached between Gilchrist 
County, ALLTEL, and southern Bell. The operative portions of this 
aqreement are aet forth below: 

1. Southern Bell aqrees to charqe a local messa9e 
rate ot $.25 per call reqardless ot the call duration for 
calla aade between Southern Bell'• Trenton exchan9e and 
Newberry exc:han9e and to treat auch calla aa local calls. 

2. ALLT!'L a9rees to charqe a local messaqa rate of 
$.25 per call re9ardlesa of the call duration for calls 
=~de between AlJ~EL•a Hiqh Sprin9s exchan9e and Branford 
exchan9e and to treat auch calla aa local calls. 

3. Southern Bell will not object to the CoiiUDission 
orderim, a local 11eaaa9e rate of $. 25 per call to be 
applied to calla which are currently tran•ported ·over a 
LATA boundary froa the Trenton exchan9e to the Hiqh 
Spring• or Branford exchan9e or over a LATA boundary from 
the Newberry exchan9e to the Branford exchan9e. ALLTEL 
will not object to the Co1Niission ordering a local 
message rate of $.25 per call to be applied to calls 
which are currently transported over a I..ATA boundary fr...p• 
the Hi9h Sprin9• or Branford excnan9ea to Trenton 
exchange or over LATA boundary from the Branford exchan9e 
to the Newberry exchanqe. All parties recognize that 
Southam Bell'• ability to provide such service ia 
contin9ent upon obtainin9 appropriate relief of the court 
havin9 juriadiction over the Moditication of Final 
Judpent ("K'FJ"). Southern Bell aqrees to use due 
diligence in •e.tin9 a waiver of the KFJ restrictions. 
The exiatin9 rates and services between the Newber~ and 
High Sprin9• exchange• ahall remain in effect. 

4. It i• the intent of Southern Bell and ALLTEL to 
impleaent the $.25 local message rate, if so ordered by 
the comaiaaion, by July 1, 1S92. 

·5. Southern Bell will discontinue all its Enhanced 
Optional EXtended Area Service ("EOEAS") option• in 
Gilchriat county with the exception of the !OEAS premiua 
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I 
option. Notwithstanding the toreqoinq, Southern Jell'• 

I EOEAS options vill continue to be offered to cuatoaer• in 
the Trenton exc:hanqe for calls made between the Trenton 
exchanqe and the Gainesville axchanqe. All other 

I existinq local rates in Gilchrist County vill re .. in in 
effect. The parties aqree that tbia A9reeaent shall not 
preclude ALLTEL, Southern Bell or Gilchrist county troa 

I requestinq rate relief in the future .far any rates 
associated with the exchanqes in Gilchrist county. 

I 6. The parties aqrea that this A~••••nt ahall not 
have precedential value for other proceedinqa and h•• 
been entered into solely for the purpose of reaolvinq all 

I disput.es reqardinq the provision of £AS in Gilchriat 
County. 

I 
Upon reviev of the facts and circua.tances aurroundinq this 

, we find it reasonable and appropriate to approve the 
J tiated settleiDent aqreement in its entirety. Accordinqly, 

Is between Branford and Hiqh Springs, Branford and Newberry, 
ford and Trenton, Hiqh Sprinq• and Trenton1 and Newberry and 
ton shall be rated at $.25 per call, re9ardl••• of call 

l
tion. These calls shall be furnished on a aevan-digit baaia. 
s at pay telephone• shall be treated as local tor both end 
s and pay telephone providers. ALLTEL and Southern Bell ahall 

(
mer.t this callinq plan no later than ~uly 1, 1112. Southarn 
shall immediately beqin seeking a waiver ot tha Modified Final 
ent to allow it to carry the tratfic on the attectad routes. 

I Based on the foreqoinq, it is 

ORDERED .by the Florida Pu.blic Service co-iaaion that the 

l ement Aqreement entered into by the Board ot county 
ssionera ot Gilc:hriat county, soutbem Bell 'l'elephone and 

1graph Company, and ALLTEL Florida, Incorporated tor tbe purpose 

t solvinq tba ia•uea in tbi• docket is beraby approved in ita 
ety. It is turth~r 

I ORDERED that it no proper protaat ia tiled vit~in tbe tia• 
aet forth below, our propoaed action a~all bacoae tinal and 

• docket shall be closed. 
I . 

I 
I 
I 
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8y ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commi~sion, this -lllh 
day of lfOV!KJ£1. , 1991 • 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Divi•ion of Record• and Reportin9 

(SEAL) 

by: t..1t J ~ ftwL 
C ef. Bu;c;;gc;f Records ABG 

NQXICE or FURTHER fBOC££PINGS OR JUQICIAL 8~1EH 

The Florida Public Service Conmission i• required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearin, or judicial review of coaudssion orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedure• and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be con•trued to aean all requests for an administrative 
hearinq or judicial review will be 9ranted or result in the r•lief 
SOU9ht. 

The action propo•ed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except a• provided by Rule 25• 
22.029; Florida ~ini•trative Code. Any person whose substantial 
interests are affected by the action propo•ed by this order aay 
file a petition for a formal proceedinq, as provided by Rule 25-
22.029 ( 4), Florida Aclainistrative Code, in the for~~ provided by 
Rule 25-22.l36(7)(a) and (f), Florida Adr.inistrative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Director, Divi•ion of Recorda and 
Reportinq at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallah••••e, 
Florida · 32399-0870, by the clo•e of busine•• ~Q 

12/4/91 • 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

ln re: Reque•t to~ extended ar•• aervice 
(EAS) throughout Gilchrl•t County 

) DOC~ET NO. 170790-TL 
) ORDER HO. U856 

-----------------------------------------) ISSUED: 12-10-90 
The tollowlnq Co11udedon•r• putlclpeted in the dhpo•ltion of 

this •atter: 

KlCHAEL KclC. WILSON, Chairaan 
THOMAS H. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 

FRAH~ S. HESSERSHITH 

HQIICE OF PROPQSEO AGENCY Ac;TlQH 
OBQ£8 DENXIHG R£0Ut$T [OR EX7lND!Q AREA SERVICE 

BY TH£ COHKISSIOH: 

NOTICE la herebv qiven by the Florida Public Service 
Colllllllsdon that the .. _tion dbcuaaad herein 1a preliainary in 
nature and will become final unleaa a parson vho•• lntereats are 
adveraely affected f llaa a petition tor • to~al proce•dln9, 
pur•uant to Rule 25-22.021, Florida Adalniatrative Code. 

This docket was initiated upon a r••olution tilad with thls 
coaaiaaion by the Gilchrl•t county Board of County co .. i••ionera. 
Thb resolution requ .. ted that ve conaider requirinq 1apl•••ntao: ~on 
of extended area aervice (EAS) throuqhout Gllehriat County. Fou~ 
exchanqe• are affected by thl• requeat1 lrlnford, Klqh Springs, 
Ne~berry and Trenton. The Branford and High Spring• exehanqe• are 
aerved by ALLTEL Florida, Inc. (ALLTEL), wbile the Newberry and 
1'renton e)(chanqea are aarved by southern Bell Tllephone and 
T•leqraph Coapany (Southern Bell}. Both coapaniea are aubjeet to 
requlatlon by thh Coutaaion puuuant to chaptall:' l64, Florida 
statutea. 

In addition to involvln9 interco~any route•, thia request 
also involve• interLATA (loeal ace••• tranaport area) rout••· the 
Branford an4 JU. 9 h Spring • excban<J•• are 1 oca ted 1 n the J acJc.so nv llle 
LATA, while the Newberry and rrenton exchanqea are located in th• 
GaJ.ne•viUe LATA. Not one of the four exchanqea b located 
axclualvely ln Cilchriat County. 

By Orde. No. 17941, J.aaued Auquat a, ltl71 ve directed ALLTEL 
and southern Ball to prepa~• and aubait traftlc at\ldiea on the 
route• affected by tbia reaolut1on •o that we could daterain• if a 
auffJ.cient co .. unity ot lnter••t exiated purauant to Rule 2,-4.060, 
Florida Adalniatratlve Code. For tho•• atudlaa, va raqueated that 

DOCtMCNT Nl.'.~: E~·C.\ T£ 

1 o 9 2 ,. ore 1 o 199~ 
: r ~C -AECOAOS/REPOR l iN~ 
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the co•panlea •eaaure the •••••9•• par •ain and aqui~alant main 
station per aonth {M/M/M) and percanta9• of aubacrlbera makin9 two 
(2) or •ore calla •onthly to the axchan9•• tor which EAS vas 
proposed. 

At the tiae ve laaued order No. 17943, Gilchrist County 
consisted of the follovin9 noh-EAS routea: 

BQillJ 

Branford to Hi9h Sprln9s 
Trenton to Newberry 
Branford to Trenton• 
Ki9h Sprin9s to Trenton• 
Branford to Newberry• 

*InterLATA route• 

"ILEAGE 

22 
ll 
2, 
21 
30 

The Hi9h Springs to Newberry route, an interLATA route, already ha~ 
flat rate, tvo-vay, nonoptional !AS, which had been implemented 
prior to divestiture. 

Subsequently, both ALLTEL and Southern Ball filed their 
respective traffic studies in reaponae to Order No. 17943. Aa part 
of their trefflc studiea, the companies alao subaitted demo9raphic 
intor.ation •• described below. 

The Gilchrlat county seat ia located in Trenton. The averaqe 
income level in the Trenton exchange ran9es from lover to middle 
income. Medl~al facilities, achoola, and ao•e atoree are located 
in Trenton. The Newberry exchan9• ia co~priaed of •any retiree• 
end second ho•ea. The avera9e income level in the Newberry 
exchan9e is lover to alddle inco•e. The veatern twenty percent 
(20\) ot the Newberry exchan9e ia located in Gilchrist County, 
while the raat of the exchange lie• in Alachua county. The 
reaidenta in the veatern tvanty percent (20\) of the county 90 to 
school, shop, and have poat office delivery in Trenton. The 
residents of the aiddle alxty parcant (60\) of the Hevberry 

. exchan9~~>. located in Alachua county, are tied to Hevberry tor 
achoola and shoppin9. For aedlcal treat•ent, aoae raaidenta 90 
aouth to Willlaton, but ~•t 90 eaat to Galneaville. The residents 
of the •••tern tventy percent (20\J of the exchan9e have a 
coamunity of lntereat v4th Gaineaville. ALLTEL report• that the 
co.aunlty of intereat Lor the Gilchrist county reaide~t• in the 
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Branford, Nevberrf and High Springs exchange• are the governmental 
offices, banka and other ~uain••••• located in Trenton. 

The traffic atudiea au~aitted bf the coapaniaa in re•ponae to 
Order No. 17941 rev~aled the followln9 ona-vay calling rate• on the 
affact•d routea, including foreign exchange (FX) data: 

BOtrrE 

Branford to High Sprlnga 
High Springe to Branford 
Trenton to Newberry 
Newberry to Trenton 
Branford to Trenton• 
Trenton to Branford* 
High Springe tr Trenton* 
Trenton to High Sprin~•· 
Branford to Newberry• 
Newberry to Branford 

"'"'"' 
.u 
.93 

1.88 
4.09 
1. 78 
r./a 

1.15 
n/a 
.17 
n/a 

t MAKING 2 
OR MORE CALLS 

u.u, 
8.49\ 

2Z.651 
;n.Jll 
.. ,.50\ 
nta 
7. 76\ 
n/a 
Z.45t 
n/& 

•Interlata routea - ALLTEL filed traffic atudy reaulta, 
~ut southern Bell did not. 

Rule 25-4.oeo(~)(a) require• a •intaua of :J.oo H/H/Ha, with at 
least fifty percent (~Ot) ot the exchange au~•cribera aaking two 
(ZJ or aore calla per aonth to indicate a autticient c~unity of 
lnt•r••t to warrant ~s. The reaulte of the traffic atudhs 
indicated that the one-vay callihg rates on the routaa tor vhich we 
had traffic atudy data fell belov thb threahold rule requh·eaent 

At our February 2, 1918, Agenda Conference, ve heard co•menta 
fro• tvo .. abera ot the Gilchriat county Board of County 
co-iaaionera (the county Couiaaion) requesting a aurv•y for 
countywide calling. While we believed the callin9 ratea vere very 
lov, nevertheleaa, ve lnatructed ALLTZL and southern Bell to 
develop a countywide tlat rate on vhich the cuatoaera could be 
aurveyed, 

SUbaequently, the coepanlea fihd the requested countyvide 
flat &~tea, alonv vith a eorreaponding revenue iapact atatement. 
The aatter vaa acheduled to be ~ken up again at our Octob•r 18 1 

1911, A1•ncta conf•renca. ltovevsr, prior to that ACJenda conferance, 
the ott ce of Publie Counael requeated indefinite deferral of this 
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it.. on b.half of tha Ooanty co.aiaaion. The county co.ala•ion; 
~liav~ tbat tha probability of the aurv.y paa&int va• vary lov 
~o.\I.M all row:: of tha exct~.anv•• ill Oilcbriat CO'Wlty aleo 
partially lie in other OO'Wltiea. 

l'ollovU. t:Aia dete.rra1. ow:: ataff continued. t:o pw:aua varioua 
po .. tbi11t1.. tor- pnv1clincl toll :alief u tbe CNato•an in 
Cilehriat. CCNnty. 'l'ba county ('opef•aian bea at.:a .. ect tha need for 
tho~_aw.er.u.n. Uv1DcJ outaide ~ftt.on to ~ ula to call tbair 
CO\&nq ... t. one cw.taMJ: Hnt. a latter u CNJ: ataft ill Dec.U.r 
ot it .. ,· CNtlillincl tba oalllDv ,PZ"Oblaa J.n t:ha county and Mltln9 
•119;ut:1ona tor: a eolut.ton. 'ftlia GW~t:.a1Mr cluc:ibect tba rural 
naau:. of tba county and the probl ... tbia caua• for tbo ... ill 
wtlyfhl ueaa, part1c:ululy tbe need of tho .. .W.c:riMI'a vbo .. 
c:bild.l'an attencl •c::bool 1n ·anton u be able to contaot the achoole 
and vice .ar.a, alont vitb the need to contact. co~ty office• in 
~enton. 'ftlia cuat~ noted that While aa.. ;overn~~ant ofticea 
did bave n ltrwaa to otbu excbancJaa, be ~Uavad a 110re attioiant 
ua ot acoaa lirwaa could ~ acbiaved vith u.s. On• of bh 
eunalltiona vaa to nrvey only tbe owtto.&ra Uviftt vithin the 
Gilcbciat. county port1ona of tba tour exrbant.. tor a flat. rata, 
t:wo-vay, nonoptlonal oallint plan. 111• aacoftd. aunaation vaa to' 
iapl..a.nt • t:vo-vay opUonal plan, I'&COCJnialft9 the na~ to~ aanual 
Uipl...nt.at1on t:.brou9b blllincl ill tbe llnnlol'd axcha.ft9a ~cauaa of 
ita at:ap-by-atap avitc:b. 

u to tala CWJt.oaar•• tint propoaal, vbila f ... tblel va bava 
~n avatrwat. Uipl ... nt:atlon of flat rata t:wo-val z.u u pocket 
araaa in tha paat.. Alloft9 ow:: naaou for thia ua the aca:eity ,of 
IIXI c:odu and 1aftea of tairnaaa. ••v•rth•l••• 1 bacau•• ot 
aaaart.iona of both tba Oo'l&nty attorney an4 county reaidant.a that 
tha port:lou of t.ba ucbant .. outaida ollohrlat. CQ\mt.y obacw:ed the 
ca111n9 patt.az'NI vi thin Oilohdat county 1 va laauad o:dar •o. 20101 
on .:ramauy 17, Ul9; 4h'ectin9 tba eoapaniaa to p.rfor. pocket area 
traffic aba4laa. · 

. lD tba ...m:.1M_, in e attulpt to provide aoae raUat to 
cut:c:.era, ow:: .tatf filed a rec::oaencSatlo.n that. county teat 
C.llint be ~1..-ntad in Ollcbl.'iat county. 'l'bla plan ba•lcally 
pnvldu for: tr.. oa11in9 to partlQ&la: county 90YUMHtnt:al 
•9eneles, IIC'boollt, at:c., aa det.U'IIt.n.d by t.be 1a0at frequently 
called lnilllbal.'a wit.bl.D tba county. At. ow: Karcb 21, 1tlt, A;enda 
contenn< Vbe~:• ve OONJ14ared thia propo .. l1 .IU.L'nL r89iatarad ita 
oppodt1on, atat.incJ t.bat. it bed not. ~en 9iven aufticient tbla to 
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etudr the proposal and did not knov the coat• to the coapany for 
i•ple .. ntation. lntarexchan9• carrier• ClXCal alaa hed concerns 
~1~ the pr.cedent-••ttlnq natura of •~h a propoaal, conaldarinq 
the interLA'rA routea J.nvolvad. Accordingly, 11e deflrrad the ••ttec 
and directed the coapanlal and our ataff to 9athar rurthar 
inforaatlon on the propoaal. 

Aft•~ tba A9enda conf•rancl, o~r ataff recaivad a ru•b•r of 
lattera outllnin9 probl••• and concarna with County Saet CallJnq. 
Our ataff alao had convaraationl vltb th• county attorney and 
o~er• Vho atatad that Co~.anty S.at Callil\9 vaa not a aolutton 
bacauaa calla to buainaaaaa and •any other nacaaaary pllcaa woutd 
not be included. Our ataff than awaited tha raault- or the pocket 
traffic atudlaa. 

&ubaequ.ntly, both AL~TEL end Southern Ball tiled the 
requaated traffic atucUaa, alonv vith a raq~••t for apaclfied 
confidential tr& .. nt or certain portion• of the data. By order• 
lloa. 21452 and 21453, ilallltd June 27, !tat, ve denhd th••• 
r•qu•ete. On J'uly 11, 1919, both ALt.TEL and AT•T co-unication• ot 
the Sou~•rn 8tatH, Inc. (A1"1'•C) tiled Prota1t1 or Order No. 
21452. On July U, lilt, Southern Bell filed a Hot.Lon for 
Ext•n•lon of Ti•• in Which to reepond ~o Order "o. 3145), on ~uly 
1•, lttl, ~TT-c filed it• P~otaat or order No. 2145l, along with • 
"otlon to Accept Protaet FJ.ll4 OUt of Ti-. On July 26, 11119, 
Southern Be U f Uad ita Proteet oC order llo. 2 U 5 l • At ter 
con•idaratlon of the arCjJU .. nta •dvanced in th••• protel!ta, we 
iaauad Ord•~ No. 21154 on OCtober Zl, 1tto, and 9rantad apecified 
confldenthl treat-nt to the tratfio data tor the 1nta~LATA rout•• 
in thh c!ockat. 

on lepta•ber '• 1919, Cllchriat county filed a Motion 
ltequ••Uft9 heuanc• of Propoaed Afanc)' Acth•n Ortll•~ (Motion), ~lon; 
vith a braft ot Propo•acS ~91ncy Action Order Cr•ntinQ countywide 
£xt•nded Are• larvice (Draft order}. Thil Motion, •• well a• the 
reaulta of the pocket trafUo •tudiee, war• cona!darad ~t our 
Mova~r t, litO, A9anda conference. 
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Each of the involved exchanq•• currently ha• £AS •• follow•: 

B~;.anford 

Hiqh Sprinq 

Trenton 

Newberry 

ActUS LIMES 

:1,5U 

3,07~ 

2,517 

2,797 

Ql CALLJNG ScoPE 

Dovlin9 Park, rlorida 
Sharirr•• Boy• Ranch, 
Live Oak, LUravUle, 
Hayo, Wellborn 

Jolachua, tort White, 
Galnaeville, KewMrry 

Chiefland 

Alachua, Archer, 
Galne•ville, Hlqh Spring• 

The ~oute vitb the hl9heat callinq rate in both the initial 
trartic atudy and Ute aeeond trattlc atudy vu the Newberry to 
Trenton route. In Ute initial atudy, Ute callinq rate waa 4.09 
H/Hfa., vith 21.)1t of the cuat~•r• .. kinq tvo or .ore calla per 
.onth. The pocket ~tudy revealed callinq ratea troa the Oilchrl•t 
County pocket or Ute Newberry exchanqe to Ute '!"renton excha"9a ot 
5.44 H/H/Ha, with 49.67t ot the cuatoa•r• aak1"9 tvo or aor• calla 
per .onth. Toll relief waa recently provided for th1• route. By 
order Mo. 2)200, in Docket Mo. 180069•TL, we ordered Southern Bell 
to laple .. nt ita Enhanced Optional EAS (EOEAS) plan on thfa route. 
The coapany vaa ordered to iapleaent !OEAS at the tollovln9 rat•• 
effective June 20, 1990: 

B'SID£HCE OPTIONS 

Preaiua (Option 2) 
Oieeount (Option )) 
Jncoainq (Option 5) 
Dl'op-aac:k (Option 4) 

IUSIMESS OPTIONS 

Ol•eo~nt (Option ll 
%111e~inq (Option 5) 
Drop-Back (Option 4) 

s 4.70 
2.20 
4.9~ 
8.40 

• (.40 
ao.eo 
22.90 
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~Uacounc (Option 3) 
lnco•in9 (Option 5) 

\\· o~ r~ 
FPSC 

~he pock•t ltudi•• •~ovad cell1"9 ret•• rro• the Gll chrlst 
County poc:ket of the Branfor-d exct1an9• to the Trenton exct1en9• that 
Nt the rule raquit·a•ant tor M/l'f/Ms, but "•• tar belov th• 
r•quir•••nt ror percenta9a ot eu•to.er• .akinq two or aore calla 
per aonth. Und•r ao•e clrcuaatanc•• in the pa1t, we have ord•r•d 
.lapl•••ntatlDn or 'J'oll-Pac on 1uch routea. In this 1natence, 
however, we do not beli•v• auch action 1• appropriat• beceu•• thia 
1• an intarLA~A route and such rout•• have bean da•••d co•p•titlva 
sine• dlve•tlture. The eituation on thll route h further 
eoaplicated ~ the exl•tenca of a atap-by-•t•p •witch in th• 
Branford exchal'l9•1 tharafore, any typa or diacountad toll plan 
would have co be ••nually iapla .. ntad thro~9h the billln9 ayate•. 
It Ja our underatandinq that ALL~EL plan• to convert this svitch by 
Oeceaber, 1991. The ~at atudla• revealed that for the reat or 
tha ~outea, both int.cLATA and lntraLATA, calling ratea vera vary 
lov. A.ccordinqly, va announce our intention to deny turther 
consldaration of EAI in thla docket. 

In addition, va •hall deny tl'te Kotion t lled by C:llchr ht 
County. A• detailed at 1an9th abova, none or the non*tA5 rout•• 
•eat the threabold of Ru 1• 25• 4 • 06 0. AccorcU n9l y, thne h no 
tactual or legal ba•i• tor 9rantinv the relief raqueatad in tha 
Drart Order. 

~•••d on the tore;oln9, lt l• 

O.RDatED by the Floz-ida Public Service co .. iadon that t.he 
reaolution flle4 by the Oilchriat county Board or county 
co .. iaaionera requeatin9 axtanded area aarvic• between all 
GUchriat countr exchanv•• 1• hereby denied tor tt•• raaao.,. ••t 
torth herein. It le further 

OJtDJ:RID t.hat the Motion Requeaclnq Iasuance of Propo .. cf A9ency 
~ctlon Order f1lad 8eptaaber 7, lilt, by GJlchr1at county i• hereby 
denle4 fQr the raaaona aet tor~ herein. Zt ia further 

O.RDERI!D that tJia effective dete of our action daacrlbad herein 
la the firat vork.lnq day fol1cvinq the date •P•cifled below, 1r no 
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proper prote•t to thla propo•ad a9ency action l• filed vithin ~he 
ti•• tta•• sat forth below. It 1• furth•r 

ORDERED that if no proper protaat la tlled within tha ti•• 
traaa aet forth belov, thl• doc~et ahall be eloaed. 

By ORDEa of the Florida PUblic 8•rv1ce co .. la•ion, thJa lOth 
d•y of nrc'"''' '9'0 

StEVE TRIB~L~, blrector 
Olvlalon of Recorda and Reportln9 

(SJ!~L) 

ABG 

NQTICB QF IJIB1'HE8 PROCEI:DIIfC5 08 JUDICIAL BEyll3f 

Tbe Florida PUblic Service Co .. iaalon le required by Section 
1ZO.Sf(4). Florida atatut4a to notify r.rtia• at any 
a<S..tn1atreUve bearlr19 or judicial review ot co.. aalon ordera that 
1a avallabla under Sactlona 120.57 or 120.61, Florida ltatutaa, •• 
~all aa tba procedure• and tl .. li•lta that apply, Tbia notice 
ahould not be constned to •••n all requ•at• tor an adalnlatratlve 
haarinq or judicial revlav vill be tranted or raault in the rallar 
aOUCJht, 

The action propoaed herein ia prallaJnary in nature and vlll 
not beca.a att.ctha or Unal, except •• provided by Rule 2!!1-
2Z.02t, Florida Adafniatratlva Coda. Any per•on vhoaa aubatant1al 
intaraata are affactad by the action propo•ad by thl• order ••Y 
tile a petition far e toraal proceedlnq, •• provided by Rule 2'-
22.02t(4J, Florida Adalni•tratlve code, in the fora provided by 
Rule ~5-22.0l6(7)(a) and (f), rlorlda Adalnlatratlve Code. Thl• 
patl Uon .~uu be recal ved by tb• Director. Dlvi.ton of Aacorda and 
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BEFORE TRE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In res Petition for countywide extended ) 
area aervice by the Board of County ) 
commia•ionara of Gulf County ) _________________________________ ) 

DOC~ET NO. 910122-TL 
ORDER NO. 2S3S2 
ISSUED: 11/15/91 

Th• follovin<J Co.adaaioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

THOMAS tt. BE:AIU>, Chair~~an 
SUSAN F. CLA.RK 
J. TERRY Df:ASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
MICHAEL KcK. WILSON 

tiOTXCE Of lBOPOStP AG£NCX ACTXQH 
ORDER PEUXING BEQYEST FOB EXIEHPEQ ABL4 SERVICI 

AND REOtliBIHG DJlLFJfDI't6IlQH OF ALtERNATIVE TOLL PLNf 

BY THE COKMISSIOH: 

NOTICB is hereby 9iven by the Flu1i~~ rublie Service 
co-lesion that tbe action disc:ussecS herein is preliminary in 
nature and vill bacoae final unless a person whose intereets are 
acSversely affected filea a petition for a for~~al proceecSinq, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Ad~inistrative Code. 

This <Socket VAs initiate<! pursuant to a resolution file<! vitb 
this Commission by the Gulf county Board of County Commissioners. 
The resolution requeated that we consicSer requiring implementation 
of ext•ncSed area aervice (EAS) between all exchanges in Gulf 
County. Three exchan<J•• are affectecS by this request: Port st. 
Joe, The Beache•, ancS Wewahitchka. These exchanges are served by 
St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph coepany (St. Joe or the coapanyJ 
which is subject to reCJUlation by this commission pur:suant to 
Chapter 36•, FloricSa Statutes. 

Each of the involved exchanges currently bas EAS as follows: 

EX<;IWfGI 

?ort St. Joe 
The Beaches 
Wevahitcblta 

A~ESS LitiES 

3,344 
1,851 
1,671 

£AS CALLINQ $COPE 

The Beaches 
Port St. Joe 
Non• 

By Order Ho. 2•2•.1., iaaued March 14, U91, st. Joe was 
directed to conduct traffic atudies on tne exchanges affected by 
the reaolution to cSetermine if a sufficient coamunity of inteteat 
exiatecS purnant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Code. 
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I 
Lr these stucUea, we requested that the coapany aeaaure the 
l'assaqes per main and equivalent main atation per month (H/M/H) and 
~rcentaqe of subscriber• aakinq two (2) or aore calla •onthly to 
Ire exchanqes for which EAS was proposed. 

t 
The results of the traffic studies indicate that the one-way 

llinq rates on the affected routes are as followaa 

' or cuSTOMERS WING I ROUtE M£Hltl 2 08 MORE <;ALI,S 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Port st .. Joe to 
Wewahitchka 

Wewahitchka to 
Port St. Joe 

The Beachea to 
Wewahitchlca 

Wewahitchka to 
The Beaches 

1.39 18t 

3. 39 39t 

.82 12\ 

.29 ., 
Rule 25--&.060(2) requires a two-way calling rate ot 2.00 

IH/K3, with at least fifty percent (50') of tha exchanqe 
bscribers ukinq calla each month to indicate a sufficient 

:ommunlty of interest to warrant turthar study of tha feaaibility 

' 

lmplementinq nonoptional EAS. Alternatively, a ona-way callinq 
te of at least l.oo H/M/H•, with at laaet tifty percent (SOt) o! 
a exchanqe subscriber• 11akinq two (2) or aore calla per aonth is 

Equate if the petitioninq exchange ia lese than half the aiza ot 
exchange to which EAS is aouqht. The results of the traffic 

dies revealed no routea that aeet or exceed these threshold 
~irementa. Accordingly, ve shall deny any turther conaidexation 
1nonoptiona1, flat 7ate, two-way EAS alon; the abOve routea. 

· In several recent clocketa ve have ordered an alternative to 

t cUtional EAS knovn as the •• 25 plan. Thia plan bas ga1nad favo-r 
several -reasons, includinq its at.pl1a1ty, ita .. aaaqe rat• 

tructure, and .the fact that it can be iapl-ented as a local 
lllinq plan on an lnterLA'l'A baeia. Optional · DB plana, 
~icularly OEAS plana, era •oaewbat confuainq to cuatofler•l the 
~ditivee or buy-ina are generally rather hi9bl and the take rata• t •oat ODS plana bave been rather lov. We have al•o expressed 

I 
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our concern that where Toll-Pac is implemented, a t.hrea •inuta 
messaqa •till ha• a •ubstantial cost to the customer. In addition, 
the $.25 plan (which converts the traffic to local status, and is 
impluented on a seven diqit basis) is feasible for interLATA 
routes, whereas ftost other usaqe sensitive alternatives to EAS are 
teasible only tor intraLATA routes. Althouqh nona of the routes 
currently under consideration in this docket are interLATA routes, 
this taetor baa been an important one in the development of the 
$.25 plan. 

Upon consideration, we hereby propose requirinq St. Joe to 
implement the alternative toll plan known as the $.25 plan between 
Port St. Joe and Wewahitchka and betweer The Beaches and 
Wewahitchka. Call• between these exchanqes shall be rated at $.25 
per call, reCJarcUe•• of call duration. These calls shall be 
furnished on a seveft diCJit basis and shall be reclassified as local 
for all purposes. .~ese calls shall be handled by pay telephone 
providers in the ea•e way and at the same price to end users as any 
other local call. CUstomers may make an unlimit~d number of calla 
at $.25 per call. Affected custo~:~~ers shall be provided with 
appropriate directory listinqs. st. Joe shal~ implement this plan 
within six (I) aontha of the date this Order becomes final. 

We recogni&e that there is an economic impact to St. Joe as a 
result of our proposed callinq plan. Based upon the traffic study 
data provided in this docket, the total toll revenue for 
intraeounty toll calla tor the month of the traffic study is 
$11,040. Annuali&ed, this amounts to $132,480 in lost toll 
revenue. eased upon the number of messaqes shown in the traffic 
study data, iapleaentation of the $.25 plan would yield $2,901 in 
monthly revenue. Annualized, the $.25 plan would yield $34,812 in 
revenue, resultift9 in an annual revenue loss of $97,668. A loss of 
tbie IUlCJnitude vould represent a o. 73t reduction in return on 
equity tor st. Joe, which we do not see as siqnificant, qiven st. 
Joe•e present healthy earninqs position. It should be noted that 
these figures do not include any stimulation. Althouqh stimulation 
levels can be difficult, even impossible to predict, if the number 
of calls on these routes were to little more than double, the 
projected :avenue lo•• would be neqated. Accordinqly, we find it 
appropriate to waive Rule 25-4.062(4), Ft~rida Administrative Code, 
which provide• for full recovery ot coats where the qualification 
for EAS i• depend•nt upon callinq levels and subscriber approval of 
the petitioninCJ exchange, to the extent that this rule arqUably 
applies in tbi• context. 
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I Finally, tollovinq i•pleaentation or tne calling plan, St. Joe 
~hall tile quarterly reports vith our atatt, broJten down on a 

l nthly basis. These reports shall include a detailed analyeia of 
a distribution of calling usa9e aaong aub•critMra, over each 

:outa, aaqreqated between buain••• and reaidantial uaara and 

l mbined, shoving tor each cataqory the n~r ot cuatoaara aaking 
ro (O) calla, one (1) call, at cetera, througb tvanty-tive (25) 

:alls, and in ten (10) call incrementa thereafter, to ninety-five 
.S) calls, and ninaty-aix (96) or aore calla. Theae Taporta on 
F9• shall be tiled tor a one year period tollovinq 
mplementation. Th••• ueage reports shall also include a record of 
AY customer contact, along with the reason tor auch contact, 
IP•~ding the $.25 calling ~.an. 

I Based on the toreqoinq, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida PUblic Service 

l
olution tiled with this co .. isaion by the 
nt.y co-isaioners is hereby approved to 
ain. It is further 

co-1aa1c:n that the 
Gull county Board of 
the extent outlined 

I ORDERED that if no proper proteat ia filed vitbin the time 
•• set torth below, St. Joseph Telephone and Tale,rapb Coapany 

Ill, within six aontha ot the date ot this Or4er !Mco••• final, 
\e111ent an alternative toll plan that co•pliea with the t.eru and 
ditiona set forth in the body ot thia Order. It is further 

I ORDERED that Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida ~iniatrative Code, 
been w4ived tor the rea•ona di•C\J•••d in th• body of this 

4er. It i• turther 

I ORDERED that st. Joaeph Telephone and 'l"•lecJraph CoJIPany aball 
le certain report• aa ••t forth berein. It 1• further 

I ORDERED that: o··r prapose4 action shall tMc011e final an4 thia 
:ket shall be closed tollovlnq expiration ot the p~oteat period 

l itied below, it no proper prote•t to oqr propoaecl a9ency action 
ile4 in accorclance with the r~ir ... nta aat tortb below. 

I 
I 
I 
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By ORDER ot the Florida Public Service Commission. this 15th 
day Of HOVf;)!IEl , 1991_ 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Division of Recorda and Reporting 

{SBAL) 

NOTICE Of.fUBTHEB PBOCEEDING~ OR JYQICl&L REYl~ 

The Florida PUblic Service Commission is required by section 
120.59(4), Florida statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative bearing or judicial review ot CoJNDiasion orders that 
is available under sections 120.57 or 1~0.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not ~ construed to aean all requests !or an administrative 
hearing or judicial reviev vill be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The action propoaed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not ~coae effective or final, except as provided by Rule 25-
22.029; Florida Adalniatrative Code. Any person whose substantial 
intereata are eff.eted by the action proposed by thia order may 
tile a pe ition tor a formal proceeding, aa provided by Rule 25-
22.029(4), Florida A4Jiiniatrative code, in the ton~ provided by 
Rule 25-22.03&(7)(a) and (t), Florida Administrative Code. Thia 
petition auat ~received by the Director, Division of Recorda and 
Reporting at hia office at 101 East Gainea Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0870, by the close of buainesa on 

12/6/?\ • 
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I BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

I In re: Re•olution by Bradford 
Commission requestiDg extended 

I s•rvice within Bradford County 
between Bradford county, union 
and Gainesville 

County 
area 
and 
County 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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ORDER NO. 25566 

ISSUED: 1/6/92 

1----------------------> 
The follovinq Commissioners participated in the disposition ot 

1 
this 11atter: 

I 
I 
I 

THOMAS K. BEARD, Chairman 
SUSAN F. CLARK 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 

NOTICE "f PRQPOS£0 ACEHCX &CTIOH 
ORPEB D£HYING BEQUEST FOB EXTENDED AREA SEBYICE 

ANQ REOUIBIHG IMPL£M£NTATION OF ALI£BNATIV£ TOLL PL&N 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I NOTICE is hereby qiven by the Florida Public Service 
Co~mission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 

l
nature and will beco•e final unless a person whose interests are 
adversely affected files a petition for a foraal procaedinq, 
pursuant to Rule ZS-22.029, Florida Ad•iniatrative Coda. 

I IACIABOO"HD 

I This docket vaa initiated pursuant to a resolution filed with 
this commission by the &radford county Board of County 
Comaiasionera. The resolution requested that we consider requiring 

'

implementation of extended area service (EAS) between all exchanges 
in Bradford County, betveen Bradford County and Union County, and 
between Bradford County and Gainesville. Bradford county contains 
all or part of the Brooker, Keystone Heivhta, Lawtey, Melrose, 

lstarke, and Waldo exchanges. Union County consists of the Lake 
Butler ·and Raiford exchanq•s, aa vall as a very s•all portion of 

lthe Lake City exMhange. Gainesville is located in Alachua county. 

By Order No. 24208, iaaued Karch 1, 1191, ve directed ALLTEL 
Florida, Inc. (ALLTEL), Centrt.ll t'elephone Co•pany of Florida 

I (Centel), and Southern Bell Telephone and Tel89raph Co•pany 
(Southern Bell) to perfora traffic atudies between theae exchange• 
to dete~ina whether a aufficient co-unity of interest exists, 

t urauant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Aduinistrative Code. ALLTEL 
arvea the Brooker, Lake Butler, Melrose, ~aitord, and Waldo 

I 
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exchangea, while Centel aerves the Lawtey and Starke 8¥Chan9ea, and 
Southern Bell servea the Gaineaville, Keystone Hei9hta and Lake 
City exchanges. In addition to involvin<J intercompany routea, tbla 
requeat also invol•tea interLATA (local acceaa transport area) 
routes. The Brooker, Gainesville, Keystone Heiqhta, Melrose, and 
Waldo exchangea are located in the Gainesville LATA, while the Lake 
Butler, Lake City, Lawtey, Raiford, and Starke exchange• are 
located in the Jackaonville LATA. The companiea were to prepare 
and submit the traffic atudiea to us within aixty (60) daya ot the 
issuance date of Order No. 24208, making the studies dae by Hay 7, 
1991. 

on Hay 7, 1991, ALLTEL tiled a Motion for ~xtenaion of Time 
requesting an extension through and including June 28, 1tt1, ln 
which to prepare antt aubait the required traffic studiea. As 
qrounda for ~ta reque~e, ALLT£L cited the complexities inherent in 
interLA.TA trattic atudiea in general, aR well as the particular 
complexities here, where nwaeroua routea and multiple co111paniea are 
involved. On Kay t, 1t91, Southern Bell tiled a similar aotion. 
By Order No. 24Sl7, issued Kay 15, 1991, we granted ALLTEL the 
requested extension ot time throu<Jh June 28, 1991. By Order No. 
24538, also issued May 15, 1991, we <}ranted Southern Bell•s 
requested extension through June 6, 1991. 

Subsequently, all three companies tiled the required traffic 
studies in response to Order No. 22567. on June 6, 1991, Southern 
Bell tiled a request tor confidential treatment ot certain portions 
ot ita traffic study data. Southern Bell requested specified 
confidential treatment ot only that dataa which represented a 
quantification ot trattic alon<J interLATA routes. By Order No. 
24685, iaaued June 20, 1991, we granted Southern Bell's request. 
A aimilar requeat tor specified confidential treatment waa tiled by 
ALLTEL on June 28, 1991. By order No. 24754, iasued July l, 1991, 
ve qranted ALLTEL'a request. 

Eacb ot the. involved exchanges currently has EAS aa follows: 

Brooker 
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1 Exchanqe Access Lines EAS Ca 11 incr Scor:>e 

Gainesville 79,932 Alachua, ArcheL·, Brooker, 

II Hawthorne, Hiqh Springs, 
Lake Butler, Melrose, 
Micanopy, Newberry, Waldo, 

It Keystone 

(Keystone Hei_ghtsl• 

Heights 4, S77 Melrose, .Starke, Florahome 

rLake Butler 

J661)~ lGainesville~• 

2,021 Alachua, Gainesville, 
Raiford 

~~Lawtey 962 Kingsley Lake, Raiford, 
Starke 

~Melrose 2, ,egg Gainesville, Hawthorne, 
K~stone Heights, Waldo 

~Raiford 46:2 J<in9sley Lake, Lake Butler, 
Lawt~ Starke 

Starke 5,46J Keystone Hei9hts, Kingsley 

lWaldo 

Lake, Lawtey, Raitord 

1,484 Brooker, Gainesville, 

1: Melrose 
•Optional EAS Plana 

In 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

current basic local aervica rates tor the exchanges involved 
this EAS request are shown below: 

Raiford CALLTELl 

R-1 $ 9.35 
B-1 23.40 
PBX 44.55 

BrogJc:er. Mtlroae. and Waldo CALLTELl 

R-1 $ 9.95 
B-1 24.70 
PBX 47.20 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ORDER NO. ~)5?o 
DOCKET NO. 910D22~tL 
PAGE 4 

L4ke Butler lALLT£Ll 

R-1 $12.15 
B-1 30.65 
PBX 60.60 

Lo!ftey (~nt.ell 

R-1 $ 6.90 
8-1 15.55 
PBX 3l.05 

Barke tC'epteU 

R-1 $ 7.30 
8-1 u. 45 
PBX 32.85 

~tYitQDA Heights 1joutb~n Dtlll 

R-1 $ 8.10 
B-1 21.90 
P&X 49.39 

Glin&s~lle (§outbern pelll 

R .. l $ s.eo 
»-1 23.85 
PBX 53.68 

QII~IliiiOlf 

By Order No. 24208, the companies war• directed to conduct 
traffic atucUes on the exchanges affected by the resolution to 
determine it a aufficient comaunity of interest existed pursuant to 
Rule 25•4.c;o. For these atudi••, we requested that the companiee 
measure the •••••9•• per aain ancl equivalent aaain atation per aonth 
(H/M/H) ancl percentage of •ubacr ibara makia.q one ( 1) and two ( 2) or 
more calla monthly to the exchanges tor which £AS wa• propoaecl. 

A larqe number ot the routes under consideration in thia 
docket are interLATA rout••· The actual reault• of the traftJc 
studiea tor theae particular routes were qranted confidantial 

------
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treatment by Orders Nos. l4685 and 24754. We can report, however, 

l that none of the routes under consideration met the threshold ot 
Rule 25-4.060(2) . That Rule requires a two-way callln9 rate of two 
(2) M/H/Hs or higher, with at least fifty percent (50t) of the 

I exchange subscribers making one (l) or 11\0ra call• par month . 
Alternately, a one-way. calling rate of three (J) H(M/Hs or higher, 
with at least fifty percent (50\) ot the exchange subscribers 

I making two (2) or more calls per month ia suft icJ.ent, if the 
petitioning exchange is less than half the size of the exchange to 
Which EAS is sought. Since none ot the routes exhibited calling 

l
rates that met these levels, we shall deny any further 
consideration of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS alon9 the 
above route;;. 

I Upon c:onsider'ation. wa hereby propose requiring ALL1'Et., 
Centel, and Southern Sell to imple•ent the alternative toll plan 
known as t:he $.25 plan on the following routes (between these 

l•xchanges): Brooker to Starke; Keystone Heights to Gainesville; 
Keystone Heights to Waldoj Lake Butler to Lake City; Lake Butler to 
Starke; Lawtey to Brooker; Lawtey to Gainesville; Lawtey to Waldo; 

I Raiford to Gainesville; starke to Gainesville; and Waldo to Starke. 
Calls between these exchanges shall be rated at $. 2S per call, 
regardless of call duration. These calls shall be furnished on a 

lseven-diqit basis and shall be recla11•ified as local tor all 
~urposes. These calle shall be handled by pay ~elephone provlders 

in the same way and at the aame price to end users as any other 
a1ocal call. Cus~omers aay aaka an unliaited nu•bar of calls at 
~.25 per call. Affected customers shall be provided with 

appropriate directory liatinga. 

II The companies shall iapleaant this plan within six (6) months 
of the date this Order baco .. a final. Southern Bell shall 

.-..ediataly begin •••king a waiver ot the Modified Pinal Judgwant 
~o allow it to carry traffic on the affected routes. The premium 
flat rate option currantl) available under the enhanced optional 
~ (EOEAS) plan shall be continued on the ~eyaton• He!ghta to 
F•~nasville route. 'J'eninatiftCJ ace••• char9•• ahall not be paid or 
collected on route• where the $.l5 plan ia i•plaaented, since such 

Jfoutes are considered local. 

In reaching thia deciaion, ve coneidered those routea with 

Elling volumes that would qualify for traditional ~s. but with 
a percentage of custoaers ••king two or more calla below the 
reshold of the Rule. We have al•o included those routes wbich 

I 
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would be •l•aptroq~ed• by our propo•al. Th• calling rat•• on tbe 
reaainin; route• ar• relatively •••11. By our action herein, every 
Bradford County exchanve will have callin9 to Starke, the county 
aeat. Unlike the aora rural count!•• Where countywide !AS ha• be.n 
i•pla .. ntad (or ordered), Bradford County~· r•latively clo•e to • 
eity which offer• educational racilitiea, •ajor aadical aarvicaa, 
aboppinq, ate. In addition, avery Bradford County axcha~ve will 
have callin9 to the larqe•t city in Horth cantral Florida, 
Cai.,.avUle. 

In c:aaaa where cal Un9 ntaa and co-unity of J.ntareat 
conaidarationa ware not auftlcient to ju&ti~y traditional EAS, wa 
have conaidared varioua optional toll dhcount plana. '••l• apacific: 
plan otfar~ ia venarally dependent upon tha traffic voluaaa on tha 
route• under conaideration. In ca1e• where traffic voluaea ere 
axtra .. li low, or ·ere co .. unity of intara•t factor• are 
inauffic ent, va ha11e ao .. tJ.aaa rejected any toll altarnacive 
whetaoaveJ". 

Tha $.l5 plan haa vained favor for &evaral reaaona, Aaon9 
thea are ita aiaplioity, ita .. •••ve rat• atructure, and the tact 
that it can be iaple•entad aa a local callin9 plan on an lnta~LATA 
baala. Optional EAS plana, particularly OEA& plana, are ao•awhat 
confuainv to cuato•era, the ·additivea or buy-ina are tenerally 
ratbar hi9h, and the taka rata• tor •oat OEAS plana are rather low. 
We have alao axpreaaa4 our concern that when Toll-PAC is 
iapla .. nted, a tbree ainute •••sa9e vill still have a aubatantlal 
coat to the cuatoaar. ror exa•ple, in the peak period a three 
•inute ••••a;e froa Starke to Ca1neavilla wo~ld only be reduced 
froa f.70 to $.C9 (b.aad on ATT-C rataa). Howevar, a .are 
iaportant reaaon ln thia particular inatanc• 1• that the $.Z5 plan 
(which converta the tratfio to local atatua, and ia iapl••anted on 
a aaven-dltit t».•ia) ia faaaible for interLATA routea, where•• aoat 
other ua•t• ••naitive altarnatlva• to EAS are feaalble onl)' for 
intraLATA rout••· 

We recotnbe tbat there !a •n econoaic Lapact to M.LTEL, 
Cantal, and Southern Ball •• a reault of our propoaed calllnv plan. 
However,· if the f.25 plan ia eoapared with traditional EAB, 1~ 1a 
clear that the iapact ot the $. 25 plan ia not •• 9raat •• flat rate 
EAS. In tact, the $.25 plan otfera the opportunity for additional 
revenue if there ia auff1c1ant atiaulat1on, Althouqh atl•ulat1on 
levela c n b. difficult, evan iapoadbla to predict, initial 
report• concarninv cha $.a5 plan ln other ar••• of the at•t• ahow 

FPSC 
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that the number of calls can increase dra111atically. While the 

.;emoqraphics of these areas may differ, we do believe thal some 
~timulation is inevitable. Accordin9ly, we find it appropriate to 
waive Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Administrative Code, which provides 

~
or full recovery of costs where the qualification tor EAS is 
ependent upon callinq levels and subscriber approval of the 
etitioninq exchan9e, to the extent that this rule arquable applies 

•

n this context. In addition, we shall approve southern Bell's 
equest that any revenue reduction be applied to its EAS offset 
mount, to the extent that there is any actual revenue reduction 

.tfter stimulation. • 

II We also find it appropriate to waive Rule 25-4.~61, Florida 
Administrative Cocle. Because the community of interest factors are 

t uff icient to warrant implel'lentation of an a~ternative to toll 
ates and the toll relief lan bein9 authorized does not consider 

costs to set rates, we do not believe it is necessary to require 
lthe companies to conduct cost studies on these routes. 

Finally, followin9 implementation of the calUnCJ plan, the 

l ompanies shall file quarterly reports with our staff, broken down 
n a monthly basis. These reports shall include a detailed 

analysis of the distribution of callin9 usa9e a~onq subscribers, 

l ver each route, segregated between business and residential users 
nd combined, showing tor each cateqory the number ot customers 

aaking zero (0) calls, one (1) call, etcetera, throuqh twenty•five 

125) calls, and in ten (10) call increments thereafter, to ninety
iva (95) calls, and ninety-six (96) or more calls. These reports 

on usage shall be filed for a one year period followinq 

'

mplementation. These usage reports shall also include a record of 
ny customer contact, alon9 with the reason for such contact, 
egarding the $.25 callin9 plan. 

I Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Co1111isaion that the 
llesolution filed with this Coaaission by the Bradford county Board 
lit County Comais•ionera is hereby approved to the extent outlined 
~erein. It is further 

I ORDERED that it no proper protest is filed within the time 
frame set forth below, ALL'l'EL Florida, Inc., central Telephone 

l ompany ot Florida, end Southern Bell Telephone and Tele9raph 
ompany shall, within eix aonths ot the date ot this order beco111es 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ORDER NO. ;s>oo 
DO~KET NO. 910022-TL 
PAGE 8 

final, imple~ent an alternative toll plan that compliea with tb• 
teraa and ~onditions set torch in t~e body ot thiu Order. It it 
further 

OROE.P£0 that Southern Bell Telephone and Teleqraph co~pan) 
shall seek a waiver of the Modified Final J'udqment as set fortt 
herein. It is further 

ORDER£0 that certain rules as described herein have beer 
waived for the reasons set forth in the body ot this order. It i1 
further 

ORDERED that ALLT!L Florida, Inc., ~entral Telephone coapanl 
of Florida, and southern Bell Telephone and Teleqraph company ahall 
file certain report• •• aet forth·herein. It is further 

ORDERED ~tat our proposed action shall become final and tbit 
docket ahall be closed follow~nq expiration of the protoat peri~ 
specified below, if no proper protest to our proposed aqency actior 
is filed in accordance with the requirements set forth below. 

By ORO£R of the Florida Public serviee CoJ~UDission, thi! 
6th day of JANUARY 

(SEAL) 

ABG 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMKISSION 

In re: Modified Min!aua Filin9 
Requireaenta Report of FLORALA TE~EPHONE 
COMPANY. 

) DOCKET NO. 910729•TL 
) 
) 
) 

, 

In re: Requeat tor extended area 
aervice between the Glendale and Paxton 
exchangea by Walton County Comaiasion. 

)DOCKET NO. 911187-TL 
) 
)ORDER NO. 2569) 

------------------------------------)ISSUED: 02/05/92 

The tollovinCJ co-iaaionera participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

THOMAS M. B&JUU), Chairman 
SUSAN F. CLAlUC 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 

NQTICE Q[. EB~iEP AGENCY ACTION 
OBDD RIGMQIIfi f:JQBALA TELEPHONE COMPANY • S 

JQIFBS l'fD REQUIRING IMfLDfEHtATIOH Q[ AN 
ALiiBlfATlyE EAS PLAN BET!!!EEH THE GLEHDALE AND 
2AXTON EJCHANGES BY ELOBALA ~'LEfUQUI ~~e&H~ 

AND 'ENTRAL tEL£PHOHE COMPANY OF FLORI~ 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

on July 31, 1991, Florala Telephone Company (Florala or the 
company) tiled Modified Minimua Filin9 Requirements {HHFRs) for the 
12 months ending December 31, 1990. our staff conducted an audit 
ot the MMFBa and issued ita report on November 6, 1991. 

I. 1290 EABHIHii 

The coapany•a currently authorized ran9e ot return on equity 
(RO£) ia 11. 9t to 1J. 9t with a midpoint of 12. 9t. Thi~:~ was 
established by Order No. 22261, issued December 4, 1982, in Docket 
No. 821233-TL. The Coapany'a Earninqs Surveillanee Report (!SR) 
and the MMFRa indicate that ita achieved ROE vas 8.64' tor the year 
ending. Decellber 31, 1990. Upon review ot the audit report, it 
appears that the Company did not overearn in 1990. Baaed en the 
audit, the calculated average of the company•• achieved ROE tor 
1990 waa 10.64t. The ROE was calculated using Florala'• financial 
atateaenta and a reviaed final 1220 coat study which waa tiled with 
us on July 3, 1tt1. The differences in ROE between th6 audit and 
the ESR are attributable to: the jurisdictional aeparationa 
tactora; tha chang•• in ~llocation •ethod for Univeraal service 
Fund (USF) revenue, the cnan9ea in allocation aathod tor t-'te. 
9eneral support ·~•eta; and the prior period revenue adjuatmant. 

At the ti•e of tiling the HHFBa and the ESR, the ltto Coat 
study had not been co.pleted, thus Florala had uaad the eati•ated 

, ..• ,..,.~ •c•·r ··~rv~=R "ATE t. ,, •. ~ ....... , ••• .. ~•..,.,. -u 

013 2 5 (fa -5 1!9l 
-#'\·- -- .. 
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throuqh a bill stutter within 30 days or the effective date of thia 
order. 

The eliaination of Touchton• leavaa $55,842 for further 
reductions (53,588 overearninqs + 4,919 unbundle qrosa receipts tax 
- 2, 665 elJ.ainate Touchton• charqea) • Thera are three qenera1 
araaa which we find to be appropriate tor these reductions: EAS1 
MTS; and Ace••• Char9••· 

We recently received a req~est for toll relief fro• the Walton 
County Board of couiaaionera on the Gle"'dale to Pa)tton route. 
Docket No. 911187-TL vas established to review the request. In our 
lnveatiqation in thia cJocket, a traffic study ot the Paxton to 
Glendale route indicates that approximately 17t of the J:a.xton 
cuatoaara aake w~o Sf \ore cal!•· Thl K/K/Ka on thla route •t• t.n. thli !alia a or o! die requirement for 5 R/R/Ri and at 
fiilt sot of the aubacribera makinq l or more calla for flat rate 
toll free callinq. Thus, we will not require the Company to survey 
the affected custoaera. 

We are currently eonsiderinCJ rulemakinq on county-vide EAS and 
have previously approved similar int-ra-county routes. In eddition, 
va have previously ordered Centel to provide county-vide callinq 
within Walton County for all Centel exchanqaa. This vas done in 
the context of the Cente1 Rate case - Docket Ho. 891246-TL. No 
action vas taken at that time concerninCJ the Paxton exchanqe 
because of the potential revenue impact on Florala. Paxton 
presently baa local flat rate ca.lllnCJ to the DeFuniak Sprinqs 
exchan9e (the county seat). With the approval ot $.25 local 
callinq to Glendale, the Paxton exchanqe will nave local callinq to 
all contiquoua exchangea. 

Therefore, we find it appropriate that the $.25 Plan ba 
implemented on the Paxton to Glendale route. This, in combination 
with the reduction of toll rates discussed below, wiil result in a 
deere••• of approximately $4,500 in revenue if no stimulation ia 
taken 'nto account. It we assume 100\ stimulation the impact 1• 
reducecJ to lea• than $236. We only aJdre•• the iapact to Florala 
due to the reduced toll ratea·on traffic fro• Paxton to Glendale. 
Aa diacuaaed belov, ve ahall requlre Centel to iapleaent a aodified 
$.25 plan on the Glat.dale to Paxton route. Thua, Florala •hall 
tr•at the revenue froa the Paxton to Glendale route aa local 
revenue, and no teninatlnCJ access charqe will apply. f'Urtheraore, 
all calla on thia route will be considered local traffic and anall· 
be provided on a ••ven diqit dialed baals. 

With the i•pleaentation of the $. 25 Plan on the Paxton to 
Glendaie route and the· toll rate reductions, revenue• will be 
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IX. P9CIETS to II CLQSED 

We have reviewed Florala Telephone Coapany•a earnin9a for tht 
12 110ntba endli'MJ Decelll:>4er ll, 1990, the teat year in the Kcxtit14te 
Kiniawt Pillnc, Jtequireaenta docket, •• vall •• tbe Co•pany•• 
projected aaminta tor 1991 and 1992. The coapany did not eam 1t 
exceaa of ita authorized ROE ceilin9 in the 1990 teat year, ane 
tbia Order reaolvea iaauea aurrounding the 1991 and 1992 aarninga. 
Therefore, Docket No. 910729 shall ~ cloee4 at tbe expiration o~ 
the Propoaed Agency Action (PAA) period it no tiaely proteat 11 
tilec:l. 

Additionally, Docket No. 911187-TL, requeatin9 toll relief on 
the Paxton and Glendale route shall be cl~sed at the expiration of 
tba PAA period, if no tiaely protest ia filed. 

Baaed on the for~oing, it ia 

ORDERED t the Florida Public Service co-iaaion that. each and 
every tin41nq 8et forth herein 1a approvec:l in avery respect. lt ia 
further 

ORDERED thal Florala Telephone Company did not earn in exc••• 
of ita aaxiaua authorized ROE of 13.9\ for 1990. It ia further 

ORDERED that ve shall take no action re9ardinq Florala 
Telephone coapany•a 1991 earnings at this tlae. It ia further 

ORDERJD that the comaiaaion shall adjust the utllity•a equity 
ratio to 45' of invaator sources for r~temaKin9 purposes. It ia 
further 

ORDERED that on a prospective basis, the appropriate return on 
equity ia 12.1' plua or ainua 100 baaia pointa. It ia f~rtber 

ORDER£0 that the projected e'Kcess earnin9• of $53,588 anc1 
,4,919 ot gToaa raceipta tax shall be disposed of by reducin9 rat•• 
aa aet torth in tha body of this Order. Jt ia turthe~ 

ORDEREO.that tariffs shall be filed by Janu~ry 28, 1992 to 
become effective March 2, 1991. The Co~rpany shall advise cuatoaera 
of the rate reductions and availability ot Touchton• at no 
additional charge tbrou9h a bill atuCfar. It i• further 

ORDERED that centel ahall implenent the •edified $.35 Plan, 
$.20 per aesaage, on the Glendale to Paxton route. It ia turthar 
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I 
I oRDER£0 that Centel shall file a tariff to i•pleaent the 

aforementioned plan by March 2, 1992. It ia turt~er 

I 
ORDERED that this KHFR docket shall be treated as the ~oat 

recent rate case tor all purposes. It is further 

I 
ORDERED that Dockets Nos. 910729-TL and 911187-TL, shall bP. 

closed at the expiration ot the Proposed Aqency Action pe~iod 1: no 
proteat i• timely tiled. 

I By ORDER ot the Florida 
day ot fEBRUARY 

I 
I 
I( s E A L ) 

CWM 

IChairaan Beard diaaented re9ardin9 the disposition of 
in revenues vhich the Co•pany is required to reduce. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

this Stt'! _ 

the $5l,58A 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUTNAM COUNTY ECS 

Exhibit REP-9 
Docket No. 950699-TL 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBtrc SERVICE COMMISSION 

In ret Requen by PU'1'KIUf COUNTY BOJUU> ) 
or COUNTY eoKMISIIONEAa for extended ) 
~»rea aervtc.e betv.eft U\e eraacent City, ) 
Ravt.horne, orant• sprint•, and Melro•• ) 
exchant••• and tba Palatka axchant•· ) 

) 
ln re: Patit1orw of SOUTHEIUf BELL ) 
TELEPHONE AND 'J."ZLLlGRAPH COMPANY for ) 
rata •tabililation and iapl .. antation ) 
order• and other raliaf. ) 

----------------------------------> 

~IT KO. 91052t-TL 

ooat:r MO. ttoo69-TL 

ORDER tfO. 2577a 

ISSUED: 02/2./92 

The follovinqcoaaieaionara participated in the dlapoaition ot 
thb •atter: 

"l'ROKAS M. BEARD, Chainaan 
SUSAH F. CLA.IUC 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
t•··s J. UUR!%)0 

lfPl:lCI! or PBQPQSED AGEtfCX AC:TIOJI 
08DEB QINXXHG 81QUIST FOB J;Xl'£NDEP ABE& SQU'E 

MD B&QSJI8IN(i t:MPLpiMATIOtf Qf ALTIIUfATJ~I TOW. PL&K 

BY 'l'H£ COIGUSSIOlf' 

NOTICE ia haraby 9iven by the Florida PUblic s.rvica 
comab•ion that the action l.tiacus .. d herein ia prali•Ln.ry in 
nature and will ~ final qnle•• a peraon whoa• intareata are 
adveraaly a.ftactecl fil•• a pat1t1on tor a torael proceadinq, 
pur•uant to Rula a!-22.029, Florida Adalniatrative Coda. 

B&CJ{GROU}Ig 

Thia docket waa initiated punuant to Raaolution Mo. 91-ll 
filed Witb thia COialiadon by the PUtnaa County Board of County 
co-iadonar:a. '.l'ha r:aaolution requaatecS that ve couider: re~~Uir:ing 
1•pl .. ent4tion ot e.Undad aree ••rvlce (Da) between tbe CZ'eKent 
c1 ty, Ravthoma, orant• Bpr in9•, and Kelrotte axchant••. and the 
Palatka exch~a. Yh ... exchen9•• are earved by ALLTEL Florida, 
Inc. (ALtTEL) and so~thern Bell Telephone and Telewzoaph co.pany 
(Southern Bell). 

8Y Order N~ 2.717, iaauad June 26, 1991, va directed ALLTEL 
and southel:'n Bel .... to perfona traffic •tudi.ea on tl\a af.,ected ro~.ataa 

oncr~::~T tMEEll-DATE 

o1e6 «. ru 2«. mz 

FPSC 
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to CS.tenlne vt..thu a aufUctant co .. unitr of intereat eJChta, 
purauant to aula 25·4.0,0, Florida AdainSatratlva Coda. In ord•r 
to pr~ll' evaluate tba £AS r4tqU .. t, v• ~r.czulred ttl• c::oapanl•• t.o 
perfcrm · t.nftiG •t\141•• betvaan the PalatJta uch•ft9• and th• 
cr..cant. Citr. Kavthorna, ~ayaton• Hai9hta, Kelroaa, end Oran9• 
Sprint• uc:ban9•• (with ••parata at.udiaa for the Put.na• count.)' 
pocket u .. a of tba Havtnorna, ltayatone Heivht•, Kelroaa, and 
Dran.Ja SprincJ• udaanqa•). In addition, ~cau•• of tlta potanthl 
for •IaapfrD99!nw,• traffic atudSaa var• al•o required betvaan the 
Interlachen axcbanta and the Havthorna and Malro•• •xchan9••• and 
betveeh tba craacant city axchanga and the Poaona Park and Walaka 
axcbaft9... ALL'l'II:L aarvu the Craacant City, lntarlacha", Malro••, 
and oranqa Spr.U.,a •zeb•nCJ•• I While Southern Ball •• v•• th• 
BavthOl"M, Kay.tcme Be1CJhU, Palatka, Poa.ona Park, and Welaka 
axcb...,u. Each of tbe•• axchan<J•• 1• located either vholly or 
partiallr vltbin PUtnaa county. 

In ..sditlon t.o lnvo!Vifti intarc:oiiP•ny routaa, thia r~ueat 
al•o illwolv .. i.DtvLl'fA (local ace••• tunaport area) route•. 111• 
crucent. City, Int.arlaaben, Pale~, Poaona Park, and Nelake 
•Xdt•NJ.. are looatad in the J"ackaonv1lla 1..\TA, vhUe the 
Bavthoc'ne, Kept.one 11•19h~e, Nall·oae, and oral"t9• sprinqa ••~hanq .. 
ue loaat.d in tbe Ga1neavilla 1..\TA. 'nle ~anl•• .,.ra to prapua 
and .W:.it tlle traffic •twtiae to u• vitJain dxtr (60) daya or ~h• 
ia.uanc. data of OE'der llo. 24711, .. ll:il"t9 the atucUaa due by Au9u•t 
21, lttl. 

on ~t. t, lltl, Southern Bell tiled a Motion for ~enaion 
of ~t.a requesting u artenaion thrOU9b and incl\14lft9 Sapteabar .24, 
lttl, in tltllcb to prepare and .W.lt tba r.crulred et\141••. A• 
CJE'OUftda lor ita requeat, Southern Ball aited the co.plnitiaa 
lbber.nt 1a in~TA traffic atudl•• in 9enara1, •• vell aa tha 
particnalar co.plax1~1u hare, Vbtr• nu.aroua routu and pocket 
area• are laYolv.d. on AU9U8t. 14, lltl, ALL~ tiled a at.llar 
~ion. -, OE'der •o. 24912, !a•uad Auquat 27, 1111, va 9rantad 
botb of t:b .. • raquute. 

8\~Meqautly, both CC8paniae t Uad the r.cru••t..S b:affic •tudy 
4at.a, along vitb ~ tor 8pee1tied ContlcSantial Cla .. utcati.on 
of eutala portlcma ot t.ba t.a:'attic •bady clat.a. SOUtham leU uda 
1ta f111nt on ~r:- 24, lPPl, and AI.U'ZL .. de ita f111"9 on 
Septeaber 27, 1111. &scb of tJia COIIpUl!•• raqueated apacitied 
contidantlal treaa.nt of onlr tha~ data Vblob rapruanted • 
quaratifiaatior of trattio alon9 intarLl~A .a::outea. By Ord•r lfo. 
25261, iaaued uct.ober 21, 19t1, .,. ~r-anted both of t-beaa r.cruaeta. 
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crea~ant city 1,t7a Palatka•, Pieraon, Po.ona Part, 
We lata 

Havthorna 2,917 G•ineavilla, Nelroaa, Micanopy 
Intarlacban l,209 Floraho••• Palatka 
Xeyatone Beithta 4,577 Floraho .. (611), Gainaavilla•, 

Relroae, Starke 

"•Iroa• 2,499 Caineavilla, Ravthorna, 
Kayatona HeiCJhta, Wal•o 

oranqa Sprift9a 1,407 Bellaviev, Citra, roraat, 
Rcintoah, OCala, Otlav~, Salt 
Sprift9a, Silver 8prift9a Shore• 

Pala·..ka J._,241 cr••~•nt city•, FloraJJ~, 
HaatinCJ•, Interlachen, Po.ona 
Park, Welaka 

..,_,na Park 2,501 cr. a cent City, Pa1aUa, WalaJca 

lfalaka 2,074 cr••~•nt City, Palatka, ..,_,n• 
Perk 

•Optional O.llin9 Plan 

current baaio local aervi~ rat•• for the axch&ft9•• in1r.::.1ved 
in tltia lAS requ .. t are abovn Mlovr 

cnweant City 
• t.J5 
2J.40 
44.55 

Jnterltsban IJU.L'tU.l 
a-1 
B-1 
Pill: 

hlrqta 
R•1 
8-1 
PBX 

t '·'0 24.10 
45.15 

tml Oranat Sprinqa 
• 9.95 
24.70 
47.JO 

FPSC 
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ltyatpnt Hwiqhtl. Pgmona Park. 
and Welaka CSgy~htrn Btlll 
R-1 $ 1.10 
B-1 21.90 
PBX 49.J9 

Ptlatka <Sgytbern Belli 
R•1 $ 1.40 
B-1 22.90 
PllX 51.59 

Haytborn1 <ioythern Btlll 
R-1 S 8.80 
B-1 2J.65 
PBX 53.68 

DISCUSSION 

L\ o.\ <6 
92 FPSC 2:515 

By Order Mo. 24717, the co•panie• vtre dlrtcttd to conduct 
traffic ttud1 .. on tht txcban9•• afftcted by the re•olution. to 
dtt.ar.ina lf a autficient coaaunity of 1nttnat exlatecl pUrautnt to 
Rule zs-•.oto. ror thete ttudltt, vt r~••t•d that the coapan.l•• 
... aure tbt .. , .. ,,, par aain end equ.lve1tnt .. tn atation per •onth 
(M/11/M) aJI4 parc.nt191 of tu.btcribtn ••kin; one (1) and t:vo (2) or 
•ore calli .onthly to th• wxcbang•• for vbicb EAS VII propoaed. 

A 1arvt naber of tbe routes undtr conalcltratlon ln thh 
dodtet art int.tr~'I'A routaa. Tbt actual r11u.1ta of the trtftic 
atu41u for ~•• particular route• vert vr•ntecl conf14tntlal 
tr11t::aent by order Ko. 25:161. Wt can report, bovtYtr, t~Yt none ot 
tht zooutu ~E....S2121l!!!!!£•t1on -~· ....lbE.UI!illt or lbi'ii B-
4. bid i 2) • tBri CiiW1Pii I tomt C:il&Yratt or tvo ( 2) 
11/11/b or blpu, vl~ at lt .. t fifty percent (50t) of~~ axchan91 
aabacrlbara ..tln9 one (1) or aore call• par .onth. Alternately, 
a ont-vay cal11n9 rat. of thrtt (3) 11/M/tu or bl9htr, vltb at ltatt 
fifty peroent (SOt) of tba exchange aubtcrlbtra aaklng tvo (3) or 
.,r• calla per .ontb la .uftlclent, 1t tht patltloniftg ucbanqt h 
1••• than balt tba alat or tht tXcb&nf• to Vblaa .a. la aouvbt. 
Sinca nona of tba routta ublblt:ecl calling r•t•• that: •t th••• 
ltYala, ve aball dany any further oonaldtratlon ot nonaptlonal, 
.flat: rat., tvo-vav EAS alOJMI the abovt routta. 

Upon conai .eratlon, vt htreby propo•• requlrlnq ALLTEL •nd 
Southern .. u to hlpl,..nt: the altamatlv• toll plan tnovn •• U1• 
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$.25 plan on the tolloW1ft9 routaa (betwaan th••• exchantea): 
Crescent City to ••latka; Hawthorn• to Intarlacban1 Hawthorne to 
Palat..ka; Interlachen to oran~• Sprin~•J · Jtayatona Haiqbta to 
Florahoaa: ~ayatona Balqhta to Intarlachant ~ayatona Rei9hta to 
Palat:Jca; Melroaa to Interlachen; lllah;oaa to Palatka; and oran9• 
Sprinqa to Palatka. Calla between theaa axchan9aa ahall ba ~•t~ 
at ~.25 per call, r~ardlaa• or call duration. Th••• calla ahall 
ba.turniah~ on • .. ven-diqit baaia and ahall ba raclaaaifiad •• 
local tor all pUrpO .. a. Thea• calls ahall be handl~ by pay 
telephone provldara ln the .... way and at the .... price to and 
~••r• aa any otbar local call. cuatoaara ••r aaka an unliait~ 
nuabar of 'calla at $.25 per call. 

8acawta c:.tlla on thaaa routea shall ba local for all purpoaaa, 
· affe:t~ cuato.ra .,.._11 be provided with appropriate directory 
'liatlft9•• aovev~, i.plaaantation ot the $.25 plan ahall ftOt be 
dala¥ed nor ~11 apacial diractoriaa ba requir~. Rather, thaaa 
Uatin;a aball be turniahad to affact.d cuatoaara at the next 
r&9"larly aoheclulacl cU.raotory publiahin9 and dhtrlbutlon data. we 
believe thla interpretation of Rule 15-4.040(2), Flori<la 
Adainiatrative COda~ 1• reaaonabla, particularly ainc• baalc loeal 
rate• <lo not inc::r•••• undar the ~.25 plan aa they <lo vith 
traditional flat rata ZAS. 

Yh• cowpaniaa aball iaplaaent thia plan within aix (6) aonth• 
ot the data thla order becOta•• tinal. Southam Bell ahall 
t .. •diataly ba9in ••akin, • valvar of the Koditl~ rtnal Judqaant 
to allow it to carry traffic on the affactecl rout••· Tba exbtlft9 
Toll-PAC plan on the Craacant City to Pal•tka route ahall ba 
<li•conttnua<J at.ultanaoualr with iaplaaantatlon of tha $.25 plan. 
Tarai.natbct ace.•• c.b&t'9•• ahall not ba paid or collect~ on routaa 
where tba •• 25 plan 1a i•pl•••nt~, ainca auch rout•• ara 
con•ldar~ local. 

In r-chin; thla · daciaion. wa conaider~ thoaa rout•• vlth 
cal1 ln; volu.ea tbat would quality tor traditional ZAS, but wltb 
t.h parcanU9• ot cnaat011ara a&Jr.iftiJ two or .ora c:.tlla below the 
th..atthold of the Rule. "• have alao includecl thoaa routaa 'Vblcb 
vould ba "laapfr099acl" by our propoaal. Yhe calll.,q rataa on th• 
raaa.t.nlncJ rout .. are relet! valy •aall. By our act Jon herein, avery 
Putnaa COunty axcbaft9• will have callit'l9 to Palatka, tha oounty 
•eat. Vhl 4 Jte the 1101"& rural counti•• vhara countywide ZAS haa bean 
laplaaanted (or or<Jara<J). PUtnaa County ia relatively oloaa to a 
city Which offera educational tacilitl••· aajor aedic•l aarvic••, 
shoppift9~ ate. In acScUtion, the exc:hal"'qaa ln waatarn PUtnaa county 
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already hava callinq to the larqa•t ctty ln "orth central rlorida, 
caine.vllla. 

In caaaa vhara callinq ratea and co..unity of intareat 
conaidarationa vera not aufficiant to juatiCY traditional !AS, we 
have conaider..S varioul optional toll diacount plan.. ftaa apecitlc 
plaa otteracl la qanarally dependent upon the traf''c volwtea on the 
rout .. under conaideration. In ca••• where traffic volwtea are 
axtr ... l! lov, or vhare coaaunity of interaat factor• are 
irunaffic ant, ve bava ao .. ti••• rejected any toll al ternati va 
vbauoevar. 

~· •• 25 plaa baa qainad favo~ to~ aavaral reaaona. ~onq 
theaa era ibl aillpllci~,, ita •••••t• rata atructura, and tha tact 
that it can M illpl ... nt.d aa a local c&lllnq plan on an intart.ATA 
baaia. Optional IA8 plana, particularly OEAS plana, are ao.ewhat 
contuaiftq to cu.toaera, tha additivaa or bUy-ina ara venarally 
rather hlp, ....S t.M uta rat•• tor aoat OEU plana are rather low. 
We bava alao expraaa..S our concern that when ?oll-PAC t• 
laplaaanted, a tbr .. alnuta aeaaaqa will atill have a aUbatantial 
co.t to the cut.oaar. For axaapla, in the peat period a three 
alnuta ..... ,a fro& Bavthorna to Palatka, or Kalro•• to Palatka, 
would only M racluced froa $. 70 to t.49 (baa..S on Aft-c rataa). 
&ov.vet', a .ora illportant raaaon in thla particular inatanca t. 
that t.M •• 25 plu (vhlcb convarta the trafflo to local atatua, and 
ia lapl .. anted on a aavan-diqit baala) ia faaaibla for lntarLATA 
routaa, vberaaa aoat othu u .. 9e aanaitiva altarnativaa to !AS are 
faaa1bla only for intraLATA routaa. 

•• ~acovnlaa that tbara ia an econoaic iapact to ALLTEL and 
tcNtharn .. u aa a r .. ult of our propoaad calUJ19 plaa. Kowevu, 
.U tha •• 25 plan 1a cc:.paracS vltb traditional EA.S, it ia clear tbat 
the 1apaot ot tba •·25 plan la not •• treat .. tlat rata IAI. In 
taot, tbe t.25 plu offara the opportunity- tor adclitlonal r.vanu• 
it ~ ia .vtflclent atiaulatlon. Altbou9b ati.ulation level• 
caa M dlttiwlt, awn lapoaaibla to pradlot, Initial rapor:t• 
concemlft9 tba _ $. 25 plan in other araaa of t.M atata IIbov tbat the 
nuabar ot calla caa ~aaae ctr ... tically. VbUa the clellocJraplllca 
of thaaa ..--.. aar 4ltfar, ve do Mlieve tbat ac.a att.&lation 1a 
inevlt:U:.l•. J.ocor4iftl1y, ve find it appropdat. to val.w Jt\lla 2._.
,.0,2(4), J .. or.t.cSa Adainlat:rativa coda, vhlcb providaa for full 
raocmarr of co•ta vbua tha qua lit loation to~ aa la dependant upon 
oallift9 lawla and au.bacrlbar approval of tba petitionlft9 axchanqa, 
to tba extent that tbla rule a,rvuably appUaa in tbia context. We 
aball tab atlaalation into ac-:.ount to cletaraina tba actual r:avanua 
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ORDER KO .. 25112 
~ET9 MOS. 910541-TL ' 110069-TL 
PAGE 1 

illpact to SOUtham lell vhan applyin9 thia lo.1t ravanua to tha EAS 
aoniaa .. t aaida ln Docket No. 110069-TL. tn addition, va aball 
approve SOUtham Bell'a requaat to reeogniaa any additional coat. 
of bpl•entat1on, other than !oat revenue. Becauaa va bali ave 
tbat the l:NlJt of etiaulation occ:ura vithin tha tirat fav Mntha 
tollovin9 1•pla.entation, va find aix (6) •ontha to be an 
appropriate lanqth of ti•a attar vhleh to conaidar ati.ulation tor 
thia pUJ:pOaa. 

we alao find it appropriate to valve Rule 25-4.061, Florida 
Adainiatrativa COda. lecauaa tha c:o .. unity of intaraat factors are 
aufficiant to van-ant iaplaaantation of an altarnativa to toll 
rataa and tha toll raliat plan btlnt authoriaed doaa not conaldar 
coata to aat rataa, ve do not blliava lt ia nec:eaaary to require 
tha coapant .. to conduct coat atudiea on thaaa rout••· 

Finally, follovift9 i•pla .. ntation ot the cal lint plan, the 
c:ompaniea ~11 fila quarterly report• vith our atatf, brotan dovn 
or a Mnthly baai • Th••• report• aha!l inoluda a detailed 
analyaia ot the dia~i~tion of callin9 uaa9a aaonq aubacrlbera, 
ovar eac:b roaata, 8419Z'419ated betvaen bu•inaaa and raaidantial uaara 
and co.b!JMd, abov!ft9 tor each cattttorr tha nabar ot cuatoaara 
u.Jtin9 san (O) calla, ona (1) c.~ll, at cetera, taro~9h tvantJ-fiva 
(25) c.t~llA, U.S 1a tua (10) call incraaenta thereafter, to n nety
tiva (t5) call•• and nlaaty-.t~e (96) or aora c:alb. 'l'h••• raporta 
on UH9• aball ba · tiled tor a ona yau period follovin~~ 
1apla..ntaticn. ftaae uaa9e reporta ahall alao include a record of 
any cuat~ contact# aloniJ vith the reaaon for auch contact, 
reqardin9 the t.2S callint plan. 

Baaed on tba tcn:tttoift9, 1 t 1a 

ORDERED by tbe Florida PUblic Service co .. iaaion that 
Reao1ution Mo. tl•:SI tiled vith thia Co_i .. ion by the PUtnu 
County loU'd of COW&ty coaiaaionera ia hueby approvecl to tha 
extent outliaecl baraia. tt ia further 

ORDEUD tbat it no proper proteat b tiled vitbin tba tiM 
traae aat fortb balov, ALI.TIL rlorlct., Ina. and 8o'lltharn lell 
Telaphc:ma and ftlec)1:apb eo.peny •hdl, vithin a.t.x •ntba of tbe 
data af tbia ordtr ~· final, iapl ... nt en alternati .. toll 
plan that co.pliaa vitb tha teraa and condition• aat forth in the 
body ~f thia ordar. lt 1• further 

FPSC 
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ORDERED that southern Ball Telephone and Teleqraph Co•pany 
ah&ll aeek a waL~er of the Modified Final ~~nt •• aet Co~th 
herein. Jt La further 

ORDatm tnat certain nale• •• dle•crit.d herein have been 
valved for the reason• •et forth in the body of thia Order. It i• 
further · 

ORDERED that AL&..TEL Florida, Inc. and Southern Bell Telephone 
af'd TeleCJrepb ca.pany ahall tile certain raporta •• ••t torth 
herein. It ia further 

ORDERED that any revenue iapact, includint adlditior•l coata, 
to Southam Bell Telephone andl Tele9raph coapany •hall be applied 
to tbe e.Unded area ••rvice aoniea aet a•ide in Docket No. 
110069-~, in accordan~ vith the directive• h•rain. It i• further 

OPDERED that our pr oaad action ahall beco .. final followinq 
expiration ot tbe prot••t period apecifiad balov. U no pl"o; •r 
protaat to our propoaed avency action 1• filed in accordance with 
the requir ... nta aet forth below. It 1• further 

ORDatm ~t Docket Mo. 910521-TL •ball re .. in ~n until 
Southern Bell Telaphona ancl 'l'ele<Jr&pb co.pany baa aecund the 
n•caa.ary nivar, after vhich tia• the docket ehall be cloaed 
adainiatretively. It b further 

ORDERED that Docket No. 880069-TL ahall r ... in open. 

By OIDia of the Florida PUblic Service co.aleaion, tnb 2t.th 
day Of f!IIVAII 

(SEAL) 

ABO 
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Exhibit REP-10 
Docket Nu. 95C699-TL 
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BU'OU TKB FLOUDA PUBLIC SERVICE COHMISSIOII 

In Rea Requen by St • John• 
County Board of Comaiaaioner• 
for -.tended area aervice 
~tweeD the Green Cove Springa , 
Julington, and St. Auguatine 
excbaag••· 

) DOCkET NO. tZ0667·TL 
J ORDEA NO. PSC-tl-Ot,7-FOF-TL 
) ISSUED 1 7/7/93 
) 
) 
) 

...----------------------------> 
The .following CO!DIIliaeionera participated in the dbpoaltion ol 

thb matter& 

J. TEJU'tY tiEASOH, Chai~n 
SUSAH F. CLUIC 

JULIA L. JOKNSOH 

npti<;B OF P.BOPQSED AGENCY AC1'1Qtf 
Q.RDER PEHXUfQ BIOJJEST FOR EXt£tmEP 

MD sgayxa. RiPYIRINQ IHet.EMENTP,TIQN or 
KXUIP $, 25 pLNf. ANP WitHpBAWJHQ cotlltQEtrTIAL 
TB~ QP PPCUMENTS NQS. llS00-21 ANp 1128·2) 

BY THE COHMISSIOHa 

NOTICI IS KER!JY GIVEK by the florida Public Serviee 
eo..ba.f..on chat the action diacu .. ed herein il preliminary in 
nature and will ~com. final unleaa a per1on whoee intere•t• are 
adveraely affected Ulea a petition tor a to~l proc:eeding, 
purauant to Rule 25·~2.02t, Florida Adminiatrative Code. 

Thia docket wea initiated purauanc to Reaolution No. 92·72, 
filed witb thb Coaai .. ion by the St. John• County Board of County 
Cot~~~~abaioner•. 11\e Re•olution r•queated that ve con•1der requb:in9 
impleNnt:atio.a of extended •~•• ••rvlce (EAS) between the St. 
Auguatine aJCCb&Dge and the Julington and Green Cove Spring• 
exch&D;e•. Tbeae exchange• are aerved by BellSouth 
Telecommunicationa. Inc. d/b/• South•rn Bell Telephone and 

' 'relqraph ~u.y CSoutbern Bell or the coa.pany) and an •11 
located witbia the Jack•onvill• LATA (locd acceet tran1port 11real · 
TM .. .&ling-ton and St:. AUtJUatine •KChar1ge• are locat.ed in St . John• 
county, while cba Green Cove Spring• exchan;• 11 located primarily 
in Clay County, witb approxim.tely so' aee••• l1n•• in st . John• 
County. 

• -if 

. ;;;.;~..:. 
: c·J•4 1 ' 

;· 7· 7·~ ---·-
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By Order No. PSC·n-oa71-PCO·~. i .. ued Auguet ::as • . 1U2, we 
diracted Southern Bell to conduc~ traf£ie •t~i•• on thea• route• 
to determine whether a •ufficient COIIW!Nnity of intu .. t exht•. 
,ur1uant to Rule 25·4.060, Flo~ida ~ni•traeive Code. 

By Order Mo. PSC:-92-UU·CFO•Tt., i••ued Decea~Mr U, Ut2, and 
... nded December 23, lt92, tre granted the CO"ftP&&'Y' • requeet f..,r 
coafidential treat.-at of it• intraLATA traffic •tudy. By Order 
JO, iSC-tl-0457·CFO-TL, i••ued "arch 25, ltfl, we granted Southern 
.. 11'• reque•t tor confidential ~reatment of the rem.inder of•the 
uaffic •tu.diu. 

Each of the involved exchange• currently ha• the following 
c.1Ung acope.: 

EJCKANGS ACC£98 .!!! .. tM eAI.Lllm &~21 
~ 

Orttn Cove Spring• C,Sil 6,581 ~ansre Park', 
Julington1 , 

Jac:k•onville', 
HaxvUle' 

h1ln9ton 2,111 Ul, 568 Jaek•onville, 
Or•~• Park 

lt. lu9Uatine 20, 5U 25,750 Haat.inga, 
Jack•onville', 
Jac:kaonvUle Beac:h1 , 

JuU.ngton•, 
Ponte Vedra' 

(EOU..S) 

u- CUrrent ba•ic local ••rvice rate• for the involved ~xc~ng•• 
~ tbo.ln below, 

Greta Qqyf GRr~ 
R•l $ 1.70 
8-1 20.10 
PI~ 4,,t7 

I .; 

~ 
.. 

I 
~ .:: 

··. r.-
. ~' 
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ORDER NO . P8C-Il·Ott7•fOF-TL 
DOCKET NO. 120,,7-TL 
PAOI) 

Juliogton 
R·l $ ,.10 
8-1 26.60 
nx st . 7J 

St. Auqunino 
R-1 $ 1.40 
8•1 12,,0 
PBX 51.59 

Rule 25·4.0,0(2) requf.na a calling rata of at lea•t three 
me•aagee per acceee line per month tH/A/Mel in caeea where tho 
petitioning ~ &nga contain• le•• than half the number of acce•• 
line• .. tbl excb&Dge to vbich EAS ia d~aired . Thf.• Rule further 
require• that •~ laaat 50' of the aub•crf.~r• in the petitioning 
exc:hanve 111&ke tvo or .ore c:alh per month to the larger exchange to 
qualify for traditional EAS. lin\ oi the ro~ue .,5 thsre 
~·iJ!~r••HI' Tbenfon , wa f 1 E ppropPU a to env any u if ! lderatiOA of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way £AS along 
theae route• at thi• ti••· 

Tha calling ratae on the Oreen Cove Spring• t o St, Augu•tine 
and the Julln;ton to St. Augue~ine rou~e• exhi bit one•way calling 
volu .. • vhlc:b are C:OMi•teDt with calling volu .. e eeen in other £AS 
reqve•t• l~ ~ral coamunitiee for calling to the county aeat . 
Accordingly, .. fiDd it appropriate to require i•plementation of 
the $.25 h)'brid plan between th4f Green Cova Springe and St. 
Augvatlna exc:bange• and the Julington and St . Auguatlne exchangea . 
Thta action 1• conai•tent our deef.aiona in other recent EAS docket• 
with rural areal t~t had al•ilar calling ratee . £xamplea include 
Franklin, OUlf, Jac~on. Holme•, Okalooaa, Walton , Voluaia, •nd 
Highland• c:ountlea. 

The hyDrid 1.25 plan haa gained favor for aevaral rea•one. 
Among the•• are ita •i•plicity, ita me•••sr• rate tor reeidential 
cuatomera, &ad the fac~ that it can be !mple~nted •• a local 
calling plaa. Ia addition, the •eaaured ratea are preferrod by 
buain••• aubac:ribera alnce buaineae calla, on average, tend to be 
' aho~ duration. 

South•~ lell ahall be required to i•plement the meaaage rate 
plan of $.25 per call tor rtaidential cuatoMere (regardleaa of call 
duration) oa the•• routea. Calla by bueine•• cuatooara ahall be 
rated at $.10 for ~he initial Minute and $.06 tor each additional 
•inuta . Theae calla a hall be turniahed on • locd , ••v•n-digi t 
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dialed buh and be available in both direction•. NonL£C p•y 
telephone providar• ahall charge end ueera $.2S per call, the aame 
•• any local call, and ahall pay the atandard .. aaured uaage rate 
to the LEC. southern Sell ahall implement thia calling ~lan on 
theae route• vithiD aix aaontha of the date thh Order become• 
tinal. 

Folloving impleMentation, Southern B'll &hall file quarterly 
reporta vith our ataff, broken down on a IDOnthly beaia, for & 
period of one year. Theae xcporte •hall include .. detailed 
.nalyei• of the diatribution of ueage amon~ •ubacribera, over each 
route, ae~regated betv.en buaineaa and reeiuential uaera, ahovlng 
the number of cuatomet~ ~king zero calla, one call, at cet•r•, 
through 25 calla, and in ten call incrementa thereafter, to 9S 
calla, and U or .ore calla. For each calling rate category. 
eeparately for reeidenee and buaine .. , the report ehall dao 
include the aaaociated to~al meaaagea, •inutee, reven~e. and linee. 
Finally, Southern Jell ehall provide a aum aero•• all callin9 rate 
categoriee, aeparately for raaidence and buaine••· \)f t.he total 
~e•••gea, einutea, revenue, lin••· and cuatomera. The•• report• 
ehall elao include a record of any cuetomer contact regarding the 
$.25 hybrid plan, along vith the reason tor auch contact. 

'Finally, one• the $.25 hybrid plan h imple~nented on t} • .:ae 
routes, tha ro~t•• become local and no longer aubjeet to 
competition. Accordingly, it vill be unneceaaary to m&intain the 
confidentia_l ity of theee route a once the $. 25 plan ia i111Plernented. 

Ba•ed on the foregoing, it ia 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commiaaion that 
Reeolution Mo. t2-72 filed by the St. John• County Board of County 
Commiaaionera 1• hereby denied to the extent outlined herein. It 
h further 

ORDBR&D that if no propar prote•t ia filed w1thin the time 
frame ••t forth belov, BellSouth Telacommunicatione, Inc. d/b/a 
SoutMru Bell Talephone and Telegraph Ccxapany &hall. within aix 
montha of ;he data thi• Order become• final, implement a calling 
f:~ that compli•• vith tha term. and condition• ••t forth in the 
~r of thie Order. It 1• furthar 

ORDER&D that the efff'etive dat• of our action& deacribed 
herein ia the tiret working ~Y followln!J tt.e date •pecitied below, 
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ORDER NO. PSC•tl·Ott7~FOF-T.L 
DOCICBI NO. t20,fl•1'L 
PAO£ 5 

FJ 

if no proper proteat to thh propoud agency action ia filed within 
the ti .. fr ... ••t o~t below. · It ia f~rther 

ORDIRED that tha traffic at~dy data contained in C~i••ion 
Document• Noa. 12500•t2 and 2121-tl ahall no longer be conai~sred 
confidential whaD thia Order beco~• final. lt 1• further 

ORDERED that BaUSo~th 'telacOCNIIunicationa, Inc. d/b/a Southern 
Bell 'telephone &nd 'telegraph Company ahall file certain report• aa 
detailed herein. lt ia f~rther 

OlD&RED that thia docket ah&ll be closed at the concluaion of 
the proteat per~~ it no proteat baa been ~il•d. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Se~ice C~iaaion, chi• 2tb 
day of ~. 111.1. 

Director 
ecorda and Reportin9 

(StAL) 

ABO 

tml$3 OP flJBtHEB PBOCEEpltroS 08 JtlDICIAL 8Ei.JEH 

Tbe florida Public Sarvice Commiaaion ia required by Section 
120.59(4), 'lorida Statutaa, to notify partie• of any 
ac:S4lilliatrat1va head.ng or judicial review of C0111111heion ordera that 
ia available under Section• 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutea, a• 
well •• the procadurea and time li~ita that apply. Thi• notice 
ahowld not be conatruad to mean all requeata for an adminiatrativc 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or reault in the relieC 
aought. 

not 
'tha action p~,~•d herein ia preliminary in nature and will 
become effective or final, except a• provided by Rule 
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Docket No. 950699-TL 

ST. AUGUSTINE/GREEN COVE SPRINGS ECS 
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8EFO~ THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COHMISSIOP 

I DOCKET NO. PlD667·TL ln Rea Requeat by St . John• 
Co~nty Board ot Commiaeionera 
for extended area aervice 
between the Green Cove Spring•, 
J~lingto.l, and St. Augustine 
excbangee. 

I ORDER NO . PSC·9l-OPP7-FOF·TL 
I ISSUED: 7/ 7/ Pl 
I 
I 
I 

-------------------------------------' 
The following Corrudedonen participated in the dhpodtion of 

thie matterz 

J. TERRY DEASON, Chairnuan 
SUSAN F, CLARK 

JULIA L. JOHNSON 

NQTIC'E OF PftQpoSEp AC£NCX ACTION 
ORDER PElfXltf.G 8£0YESI fOR EXTENDED 

AREA SERVIC£. BEQUIBINQ IMPLEMENtATION OF 
HYJBIP $.25 PLAN. AND HltHPRAHING CQNFIQENTIAL 

TBEATM£NT OF DOCUMENTS NOS. 12500-92 AND 2128-93 

BY THE COMMISSION1 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the F~ur1da Public Service 
COlftlllieaion that: the action dbcueaed herein 1e preliminary in 
nature and will become final unle•• a per•on who•e interest• are 
adveraely affec~ed !ilea a pe~ition for a formal proceeding, 
p~reuant to Rule 25·22.02~. Florida Administrative Code. 

BAC'JCGROtJNQ 

Thie docket wae initiated pursuant to Re•olution No. 92·72, 
filed with thia Co~leeion by the St. Johns County Board of co~nty 
Commisaionera. The Re•olut.lon requested that we con•ider requirin!l 
implemencatiop ot extended area service (EAS) between the St · 
Auguatine exchange and the Julington and Oreen cove sprir.g• 
exchangee. Theee exehan;•• are •erved by BellSouth 
Telecommunicationa, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell Telephone and 
Telegraph co.pany (Southern Bell or the CoP~pany) and are all 
loca~ed .,.lt.hin t.be .:Jacksonville t.ATJ. {local aecea• t.ranaport. are.al · 
The Julington and St. Auguatine exchaogea ar• located in St. Johns 
County, while the Oreen Cove Springe exchange i• located primarily 
in :lay County, with approximately 5D~ acce•• line• in St. Johns 
County . 

. ~~ ........ : :,.,,.,,. 
. 
f'7 · '1 · ~ 
--·· ,..,..-

-
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By Order No. PS~·92•0871•PCO-TL, i•aued August ZS, 1~92, we 
4ire~ted Southern Bell to conduct traffic •tudie• on these route• 
to detf:ndne whether a •utticient com&nunity of intere•t exi•te, 
~r•uant to Rule 25•4.0,0, Florida AdMinistrative Code. 

By order No. PSC•92·1461-CFO-TL, inued December U, U92, and 
,..nded December 2l, 1992, we granted the Company' • requ4ut for 
~fidential treet.ent of ita !ntraLATA traffic atudy. By Order 
~. PSC•9l·0457·CF0-TL, ieeued March 25, 1'Jl, we granted Southern 
.. 11'• requeet tor confidential treat~ent of the remain~er ot•the 
uaftic etudiee. 

Each of the involved exchange& currently hae the following 
ullin~ ecope: 

EXCHANGI &;au £AS ~6& ~Liw:i &s:Qfi 
LINES LIHiS 

Or•cn Cove Springe ,,$81 '· 581 Orange ParJc', 
Julington', 
JacJcaonvi lle', 
Maxville' 

~~tUng ton 2,871 381,568 Jacksonville, 
Orange Park 

•t. Augu•tine 20,SU 25,750 Has tinge, 
Jackaonville,, 
Jackeonville Beach,, 
Jul ington*, 
Ponte Vedra• 

' Local Exception Area - Optional 
1 Local Heaaured Service (Tier calling) 
, En$ hanced Optional Extendea Area Service (EOEAS) 

.25 Plan 

\ ...... CUn-ent baaic local eervice ratee tor .the involved exchange• 
I -~ •~ belowa 

! 
i ·. 

:.(·:::. •. 
·-. . --. I 

Green Coyo_springt 
R•1 $ 7.70 
B•l 20.80 
PBX U." 

.. 
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DOCXET NO. t20,,7-~ 
PAGE l . 

Julinqton 
R·l $ 9.80 
B-1 ~6.60 
PBX 5t.73 

.st. Auguath:c 
R-1 $ 8.~0 
B•1 22.90 
PBX 51.59 

Rule 25 .. 4. 0'0 (2) require• a coallini rate ot at lealt three 
me .. a9ea per: ac:ceaa line per: I'I\Onth (H/A/Ha) ::1 ca•e• where the 
petitiontnw axchangt contain• leae than hall the number ot acee•• 
linea aa tbe exc:hanit to which £AS ie d~•ired. Thia Rule !urther 
require• that ow leaat so• of the •ubacriberf in the petitioning 
exchange ~~~aka two or I!IOre call• per I!IC>nth to the larger excohange to 
eJUalify for traditional u.s. Nln\ 2' tt)o fAVS'l '§t t.hue 
i'Hftifmenti • 'ftlerefoll:'e, w-e fin t appropr ate o UV aKj 
u~e \Eon t4eration of nonoptional, flat rate, tw-o•w-ay ~ alor; 

theae routaa at ~hia time. 

c 
, opr a • o rsqu re mp ementat on 

the $. 25 ybdcl plan between the Green Cove Springe and St.. 
Auguatine axc:hangea and the 3ulington and St. Auguatine exchangea. 
Thi• action ia conaiatent our deciaiona in other recent EAS docket• 
with rural area• that had aimilar calling ratea. £xamplea include 
Franklin, Cult, Jackaon, Holme•, Okaloo•a• Walton, Volu•ia, and 
Hl;hlande countle•. 

Tbe hybrid $.25 plan ha• gained favor for aeveral r•aeuns. 
Among theae ar• ite •implicity, it• ~eaaage rate tor re•idential 
cueto11un·•· and the tact tha~ it. can bo b•plemented •• " local 
calling plan. In addition, the meaeure4 r&te• are preferred by 
bu•in••• •Ub•cll:'i~r• •lnce buein~•• calla, on average, tend to be 
ot ahor~ duration. 

Soutbera Bell •hall be required to implement the meaaage rate 
plan of $.25 per call tor reddenttal cuatomeu (reg.ardleaa ot call 
duration} on the•e rout••· Calla by ~uein••• cuatomor• ahall be 
rated at $.10 for the initial minut• and $.06 for each additional 
minu~e. The•• call• ahall b• furniahed on a local, aeven-digit 

. : 
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dialed baaie and be avaUabl~ in both dh·ec::tiona. NonL£C pay 
telephone provider• ahall charge end u•era $.25 per call, the ••me 
•• any local call, and ahall pay tha •tandard mea•ured ueage rate 
to the LEC. Southern 8•11 ahall implement thia calling plan on 
these route• within dx tnontha of the date thia Order become. 
final. · 

Following imple~entation, Southern Bell •hall fila quarterly 
reporu with our a taU, broken down on a t~~enthly batt., for a 
period of one year. Theae report• ahall include a detailed 
analyai1 ot the diatribution of u•age amon9 •ubecribera, ~ver each 
route, •egregated betwee~ busine•• and residential u•era, ehowi~g 
the number of cuetomera ~king tero calla, one call, et cetera, 
through 25 calla, and in ten call inc:re111enta thereafter, to 95 
cells, and 96 or 1110re calla. For each calling rate cat~gory. 
•eparatdy t.or reeidence and buaineas, the report ehall aho 
include the •••oc:iated tot.oal ~ae••agea, minute•, revenue, and lines. 
Finally, Southern Bell •hall provide a aum •~ro•• all eallin9 rate 
c::ategoriea. separately l.or reeidence and bueine••, of the total 
111euages. minutes, revenue, linet, and cuetOft\era. Tl.e•a repocta 
•ball alao include a record of any customer contact regardln9 the 
$.2S hybrid plan, along with the reaeon for •uch contact. 

·rinally, once the $.25 hybrid plan 1• illlplelllented on these 
routes, the route• become local and no longer •ub,~ct to 
competition. Accordingly, it will be unneceJeary to lllaintAin the 
conUdentia.lity of these route• once the $.25 plan 1• implemented. 

Baaed on the foregoin9, it i• 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Servico Commiaaion that 
Resolution No. 92•72 tiled by the St. Johna County Board of County 
Commiaeionere ie hereby denied to the extent outlined herei". It 
is further · 

ORDERED that if no propec pretest ie filed within the time 
frame aet forth below, BellSouth TelecOMMunicationf, Inc::. d/b/a 
Southern lell Telephone and Telegraph Company ahall, within alx 
111ontha oc the data thla Order beeo111•• final, 1111plement a calling 
~lan that co~pl1ea with the terma and condition• •et forth in the 
body of thia order. It ia further 

ORDER.ED that th• et!'ec:tive date of cur action• de•cribed 
herein ia the firat workin9 day following the date •peclfied below. 
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if no pro~ar proteet to thie propo•ed agency action ia filed vithin 
the time frame eet out belov. • It ie further 

ORDERED that the traffic atudy data contained in Co~iaaion 
Document• Hoa. 12500-t2 and 2128•9) lhall no longer be con•idered 
confidential vhen thie Order becomea final. !t i• further 

ORDERED that 8ellSouth TelccOfMiunicatione, Inc. d/b/a Southern 
Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company •hall file CG~tain report• •• 
detailed herein. It ie further 

ORDERED that thia docke~ ahall be clo&~d at the concluaion of 
the proteat period tt no proceat haa been til~d. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commiaeion, thie ~ 
day of ~~ 1111· 

(SEAL) 

ABO 

NQXXCE QP FURTHER PBQC£,QXNwS 08 JUPIClAL B£YIEH 

. The Florid& PUblic service C~iaaion ia required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutea, to notify patti•• of any 
adminbtrative hearing or judicial r:eviev of Co111111iadon ordn·a that 
ia available und•r Section• 120.57 or 120.,8, Florida Statute•, •• 
vell •• tha proc•dure• and ti~• li~ita that apply. Thi• notice 
ahou14 not be conatrue4 to ~ean all requeata for an admjnietrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or reault in the relief 
aought. 

The action propoa~1 herein ia preli~inary in nature and will 
not become ~~!active or final, except •• rrovided by Rule 

f • 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Request by Levy County ) DOCKET NO. 920149-TL 
Board of county Commissioners ) ORDER NO. PSC-92-1350-FOc-TL 
for extended area service between) ISSUED. 11/23/92 
Cedar Key, Bronson, and Chiefland) 
exchanges . ) 

----------------------------------1 
The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 

this matter: 

SUSAN F. Cr..ARK 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
LUIS J. LJ\UREOO 

NOTICE Of PROPO~~p AGENCY ACTION 
ORPER PENYING fLAT-BATE E~ 1Hfw2MF~TING S.2~ 

ELAH IITWEEN CEDAR KEX ANP IRONSON. AND 
CIQAB UY ANP CHIEFLANP, b~D TERMINATING 

CONFIPENTIALlTX OF TOLL DATA 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HF.REBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
n3ture and will become final unless a person whose interests are 
adversely affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. 

On February 7, 1992, the Levy County Board of County 
Commissioners filed a resolution requesting implementation of 
Extended Area Service (EAS) from the Cedar J<ey exchange to the 
Bronson and Chiefland exchanges. All of these exchanges ar~ w~thin 
Levy County, and all are served by BellSouth Communications, Inc. 
d/b/a Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company (Southern 
Bell). 

On June 8, 1992, we issued Order No. PSC-92-0469-PC.:>-TL 
requiring southern Bell to conduct traffic studies on these routes. 
on August 7, 1992, Southern Bell filed a Request for Confidential 
Treatment of its intraLATA traffic study. On September 16, 1992, 
we issued order No. PSC-92-0999-CFO-TL granting confidential status 
of Southern Bell's study. 

c~~rently, Cedar Key (rate group 1) does not have any form of 
flat rate EAS. It does have Optional Extended Area Service (OEAS) 
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to Chiefland. Chiefland (rate group 3) has EAS to Bronson and 
Trenton and OEAS to Cedar Key. The Bronson exchange (rate group 3) 
has EAS to Archer, Chiefland and Williston and OEAS to Gainesville. 

This proposal is consistent with our actions in ~imilar £AS 
dockets with rural areas where we have ordered the $.25 plan as an 
alternative to traditional EAS. Recent examples include Franklin, 
Gulf I Jackson, Hol>nes, Ok.aloosa and walton Counties (with the .:ate 
~ubsequently reduced to $.20 per call in all but Franklin and Gulf 
Counties). 

The $.25 plan has gained favor for several reasons. Among 
these reasons are its simplicity, its message rate structure and 
the fact that it can be implemented as a local calling plan on an 
intraLATA or interLATA basis (except Southern Bell and GTE Florida 
Incorporated would require a MFJ waiver for interLATA). Optional 
EAS plans are somewhat confusing to customers, the additives or 
buy-ins are generally rather high, and the take rates tor most OEAS 
plans are rather low. 

Therefore, we propose that the $.25 plan be implem~nted on a 
two-way basis on the Cedar Key/Chiefland route and Cedar 
Key/Bronson route. Specifically, the $.25 plan means that all toll 
traffic on these routes shall be reclassified as local ~nd be 
message rated at $.25 per message regardlese of the duration of the 
call. These local calls shall be dialed on a seven digit basis and 
shall be handled by ·pay telephone providers as any other local 
call OEAS shall be discontinued simultaneously with the 
implementation of $. 25 message rate between the Cedar Key and 
Chiefland exchanges. 
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5 

In computing revenue impact, a model was developed, using 74 
existing EAS routes, to predict new calling rates based ~n the old 
calling rate and the percent change in pricL. Using this model, an 
overall stimulation of 62.92\ and an associated annual revenue loss 
of $17,313.77 was estimated. Absent stimulation, the annual 
revenue loss would be $33,566.40. 

The new plar should be implemented within six months of the 
date this Order becomes final. 

Once the $.25 plan has been implem~nted, the rou~e(s) at issue 
become local and no longer subject to competition. Thus, it is 
unnecessary to maintain the confidentiality of such routes. Since 
all routes are granted the $.25 plan, it is apcropriate to simply 
remove the traffic studies that have been idehtified as Document 
No. 08866-92 from the confidenti5l files and place them in the 
regular case files. 

This docket should be closed at the conclusion of the protest 
period if no timely protests are filed. The progress of the plan 
should be monitored to ensure the Southern Bell submits appropri~te 
tariffs. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that 
BellSouth Telecommunicat1ons, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell TPlephone 
and Telegraph Company shall implement a two-way $.25 plan hetween 
Cedar .Key and Bronson and between Cedar Key and Chiefland as 
outlined in the body of the Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the current Optional EXLended Area Serv~ce plan 
between Cedar ~ey and Chiefland should be discont inuE'd 
simultaneously with the implementation of the $.25 plan between the 
two exchanges. It is further 

ORDERED that any protest of ~his Order shall be filed pursuant 
to the requirements set forth below. It is further 

. ORDERED that the traffic studies previously granted 
confidential status by order No. PSC-92-0999-CFO-TL shall lose 
confie ntial status and be moved from the confidential fil~~ into 
the regular case files upon this Order becoming final. It is 
further 
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ORDERED that if no protest is timely filed, this docket shall 
be closed and the matter monitored to ensure the filing of 
appropriate tariffs. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this l..lr:.2 
day of Noyemb<tt, l.ill· 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E .A L ) 

,JJ<A 

NOTIC~ Of fY8lUe8 PROCEEDINGS 08 JUOICIAL 8EVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. Th1s notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an adminiutrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in t.he relief 
sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and w1ll 
not become effective or final, except as provia~d by Rule 
25-22.029, Florida .Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests are affected by the action ~ropo~ud by this 
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by 
Rule 15-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 25-22.036(7)(a) and tf), Florida Administrative 
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of 
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Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines ~tree ... 
Tallahassee, Florida· 32399-0870, by the close of busineas on 
December 14. 1992. 

In the absence of such a petition, this order sh~l! becom~ 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6) Florida Administrative Code. 

Any objectivn or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unles~ it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is rE-newed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above, any party adversely affected may requesL judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric. gas 
or telephone utility or by the First District Court of Appeal in 
the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a notice of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the 
appr~priate court. ~his filing must be completed within thirty 
(30) days of the eftective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The not1ce of appeal 
must be in the form. specified in Rule 9.900(a). Flor.:.da Rule5 of 
Appellate Procedure. 
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VERNON/BONIFAY/WESTVILLE ECS 
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BEFORE THE FLvRIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 911186-TL In re: Resolution for extended 
area service between t-.he Vernon. 
Bonifay and hestville exchanges 
by Washington County Commission. 

ORDER NO. PSC-92-06 74-FOF-TI. 
ISSUED: 07/20/92 

The following Commissioners pttrtJ.cipated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

THOMAS M. BEARD, Cha~rman 
SUSAN F. CLARK 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
LUIS J. LAUREDO 

NOTICE OF PROPQSEP AG£NCX ACTIQtl 
QBDER IMPLEM£NTIHG MQDIFIED S.25 PLAN 

AH~ RELeASING INFOBMATIQN HELD CQNFIDENTXA~ 
BX QRQJR NO. PSC-92-0S~t-PCO-TL 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and will become final unless tt person whose interests are 
adversely affected files a petition for a formal proceedinq, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. 

This docket was initiated pursuant to a resolution passed by 
the Washington County Board of Commissioners. The petit ion 
requested implementation of extended area service (EAS} between the 
Vernon and Bonifay, and Vernon and Westville exchanges. Southern 
Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company (Southern Bell} ~erves the 
Vernon exchange (Washington County), and Central Te1ephonu com(>any 
of Florida (Centel) serves the Bonifa} (Holmes County) and 
Westville (Holmes and washington County) exchanges. These 
exchanges are all located within the Panama City LATA. Bonifay and 
Westville currently have EAS to one another. 

By Order Number 25617, issued January 21, 1992, we required 
the companies to conduct traffic studies on these routes. By 
Orders Nos. PSC-92-0137-PCO-TL and PSC-92-0138-PCO-TL, issued April 
l, 1992, we granted Southern Bell and Centel ttn extension of tim~ 
to file the required traffic studies. Southern Be 11 roque tj ted 
confidential treatment of incraLATA traffiC' data filed by the 
Company. This request was granted by Order No. Order No. PSC-92-
0599-PCO-TL. issued on July 1, 1992. 

Rule 25-4.060 (2), Florida Admini.iitrative Code, sets forth t-.he 
requirements for EAS. Upor :teview of the t rttf f 1c data fnr the 
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routes at issue , we find that none of the routes meet the 
requirements of this Rule . 

However, the Vernon to Bonifay ..-oute exh i .b .1. ts a or.e-way 
calling volume significant enough to indicate a convnun i ty o! 
interest . This route meets the requirements in Rule 25-4 . 064 , 
Florida Administrative Code, which provides that Nwhenever 
interexchange traffic patterns are · such that subscriber needs may 
be adequately served by alternative service offerings , or requests 
may not fully meet the requirement of these rules but higher than 
average interexchange calling may exist, the Convnission may give 
consideration to other alternatives.· The remaining routes had a 
low calling volume with a small percentage of customers making 
calls. 

In considering an alternative to traditional EA~. ~e note that 
the message rate plan has gained favor for several reasons . These 
include the plan's simplicity, its mes6age rate structure , and its 
implementation as a local calling plan on an intraLATA or interLATA 
.basis. In contraat, ~.tiona! EAS plans, particularly OEAS plans , 
are confusing to customers, the additives or buy-ins are generally 
rather high, and the take rates for most OEAS plans are rather low . 
Addit i onally, we have ·expressed concern that under such plans, when 
Toll-PAC is implemented a three minute message wi ll still have a 
substantial cost to the customer . 

The Vernon to Bonifay route, which shewed a community of 
interest, leapfrogs the Westville exchange . It has .been our policy 
that whenever two exchanges meet the requirements for EAS , or an 
alternative plan, and have exchanges between them which do not 
qualify, that the leapfrogged exchanges receive the same E:AS 
considerations as the routes which qualified . 

Upon review, we find that a modified S . 25 plan she~ll be 
implemented on the routes at issue. In this instance, the messa~e 
rate plan ahall be rated at $.20 per message instead of S . 2S. This 
is consistent with the rates which Bonifay and Westville customers 
currently pay for message rated routes in Centel's territory ~nd 
also is consistent with Order No. 24985, issued on August 28, 19Yl, 
in Docket No. 891246-TL. The message rate plan shall be 
irr.plemented on a two-way basis for Vernon to Bonifay and Vernon to 
Westville since the Westville route would ' .be leapfrogged by 
allowing Vernon to call Bonifay. 

Spec if .1cally, the $ . 2 0 calling plan means that all toll 
traffic on these routes will .be reclass1fl.ed as local and be 
message rated at $.20 per message resardless of the duration of the 
call . Customers may make a~ unlimited number of calls at S.20 per 
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call. These local calls will be dialed on a seven digit basis ~nd 
will be handled by pay telephone providers as any other local call 
($.25). These routes shall be implemented within six mo.lths of 
this Order becoming final. The revenue loss for Centel and 
Southern Bell shall De addressed in future rat~ cases. 

Since these routes will now be local, we find the intraLATA 
traffic data which has been held confidential. pursuant to Order 
No. PSC-92-0599-PCO-TL, shall be released upon implementation of 
the service. 

Inasmuch as the traffic studies reflect sufficient community 
of interest to warrant implementation of an alternative to toll 
rates, and the alternatives being recommended in this docket do not 
consider the costs in order to set the rates, the C< ~panies shall 
be relieved of the burden of conducting the cost studies required 
by Rule 25-4.061, florida Administ~ative Code. 

Although this Or"'.:r requires an alternative to traditi.<.>nal 
EAS, similar cost issues arise. Under our rules, in situations 
where the qualification for EAS relies on the calling interest of 
the petitioning exchange as well as subscriber approval of the 
plan, recovery of coats ~s assigned as follows: 

(T)he requested service may still be 
implemented, provided that the entire 
incremental cost for the new service, less any 
additional revenues generated by regrouping in 
either or both exchanges, shall be borne by 
the subscribers of the petitioning exchanqe. 
Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Administrative Code. 

However, it has been shown in every EAS docket for which cost 
information has been submitted that full recovery of costs woulJ 
result in unacceptably high rates to customers. for this reason, 
we have waived this Rule in every !AS docket for which traditional 
EAS has been approved. Similarly, we find that full recovery of 
cost in this case would result in unacceptably high rates to 
customers. Therefore, we find that full cost recovery ~~all not be 
permitted and that Rule 25-4.062(4) shall be waived. 

Therefore, based upon the forgoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public service co~mission that none of 
the routes at issue qualify for nonoptional, flat rate, two-way 
toll free calling. It is further 
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ORDERED that calls on the Vernon to Bonitay and Vernon to 
westville routes shall be rated at $.20 per C4ll in b~th 
directions, regardleaa of the call duration. These calls shall be 
furnished on a seven-digit basis. Non-LEC pay telephone ploviders 
shall charge end users as if these calls were a local $.25 call, 
and the providers Sh4ll pay the standard measured usage rate to the 
LEC. Southern Bell and Centel shall implement this change w1thin 
six (6) months of this order becoming final. It is further, 

ORDERED that intraLATA traffic data now held confidential 
pursuant to Order No. PSC-92-0599-PCO-TL shall be released upon 
implementation of the service. It is further 

ORDERED that Rule 25-4,061, Florida Administrative Code, which 
requires certain cost studies, is hereby waived. It is further 

ORDERED that Rule 25-4,062 ( 4), Florida AdJftinistrative Code, is 
hereby waived. The toll alternative plan shall not require full 
recovery of costs and lost revenues, including incremental costs. 
It is turther 

ORDERED that this docxet shall be closed at the conclusion of 
the proposed agency action protest period. assuming no t.imely 
protest is filed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this ~ 
day of ~. 1121. 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

{SEAL) 

CWM 
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NOTICE OF FURtHER PRQC,EPINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florid~ Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes. as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an admini~trative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 
25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests are affected by the action 1-:oposed by this 
ordei may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(4), 'lorida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 2S-22.036(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative 
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on Aug~st 
10 I 1292 + 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above, any party adversely affected may request judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas 
or telephone utility or by the First District court of Appeal in 
the case of a water or wastewater uti U ty by filing a not. icE' of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reportln~ and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the fil;ng fee with the 
appropriate court. This filing must be completed withln thirty 
(30) d.ys of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal 
must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. 
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NOV f 3 1995 
OHi~-&ll:co 

Public eou~PRE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Resolution by the ) 
Liberty County Board of County ) 
Commissioners for extended area ) 
service {EAS) between East Point ) 
and Bristol, and East Point and ) 
Hosford. ) 
~----~--~--~~--~--~~--) In Re: Resolution by the Baker ) 
County Commission requesting ) 
exte~ded area service (EAS) ) 
between the Lake City exchange ) 
and the Sanderson, Macclenny, ) 
Baldwin, and Jack•onville ) 
exchanges. ) 

~~--~~~--~~~--------> In Re: Petition by the ) 
residents of Polo Park ) 
requesting extended area service ) 
(EAS) between the Haines City ) 
exchange and the Orlando, West ) 
Kissimmee, Lake BuenA Vista, ) 
Windermere, Reedy Cr~ck, Winter } 
Park, Clermont, Winter Garden ) 
and St. Cloud exchanges. ) 

------~~~--~~--~--------) In Re: Resolution by the TAYLOR ) 
COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ) 
for countywide extended area } 
service (EAS) within Taylor ) 
County. ) 
~~--~--~--~~--~--------> In Re: Resolution by Sarasota ) 
County Commission requesting ) 
countywide extended area service ) 
(EAS) within Sarasota county. ) 
--------~--~~--~--------~---) In Re: Resolution by rown of ) 
Hastings requesting extended ) 
area service {EAS) from Flagler ) 
Estates,(Palatka) exchange to ) 
the St. Augustine exchange. ) 

------------------------------> 

DOCKET NO. 921194-TL 

DOCKET NO. 930040·TL 

DOCKET NO. 930173-TL 

DOCKET NO. 930235~TL 

DOCXET NO. 930578-TL 

DOCKET NO. 940699-TL 
ORDER NO. PSC-95-1396-FOF-TL 
ISSUED: November 13, 19~5 

OOClJHE H J HHI"EI£R -OAT£ 

I I I 9 5 NOV 13 ~ 
F'PSC-f<£CORCIS/REPOATIHG 
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The following Commissioners participat..ed in the dispositl.on of 
this matter: 

SUSAN P. CLARK, Chairman 
.:J. TERRY DEASO~ 

JOE GARCIA 
JULIA L. JOHNSO~ 

DIANE K. KIESLI~G 

NQTICE Qf PROPQSEP~NCY ACTIQH 
Q&DER REGABPING EXTENDED AREA SERVlC~ 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and wil become final unless a person whose intP.rest.s are 
substantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, 
pursuan~ to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. 

I . Background 

The Commission postponed making decisinns for these dockets 
until after the conclusion of the extended a.~.·ea service CE.A.t) 
rulemaking docket, Pocket No. 930220-TL. This delay was to enable 
our staff to investigate the problems concerning EAS and revise the 
rules. 

Because of the revisions to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, by 
Chapter .95-403, Laws of Florida, we closed the EAS rulemaking 
docket at the August 15, 1995 agenda conference. We directed our 
staff to address the pending EAS dockets based on surject areus 
such as intraLATA alternatJve plan, interLATA alternative plan, 
and pocket area situations. 

This Order addresses the pending £AS dockets which have pocket 
areas. Generally, pocket areas are defined a~;J a portion of an 
exchange that has a different calling interest than the majority of 
the exchange. The Liberty, Baker, Sarasota and St. Johns coun~'es 
"t- .scket" dockets are all intraLATA, and the appropx·iate traft ic 
study data has been provided. However, Taylor County and Polo Park 
•pocket" dockets are interLATA, anj we do not have the required 
traffic data. Southern Bell and GTEPL state that they no longer 
perform the b1lli•.:3 and collection functions on these routes for 
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AT&T. As a result, we granted relief to these LECs from conducting 
interLATA traffic studies on these routes. 

Sections II through IV of this Order concern intraLATA routes. 
The pocket are~s in these dockets involve customers who cannot call 
their county seat on a local basis, because the exchange from which 
they are served is primarily located in a different county. We 
refer to this situation as an ~intra-county" p~cket. Section V of 
this Order addresses an interLATA, intra-cour.ty pocket route. 
Section VI concerns interLATA routes that do not involve intra
count·y calling. 

II. pock~t No. 921194-IL 

By letter 'dated September 25, 1995, St. Joseph Telephone and 
~elegraph Compa~v (St. Joe) notified us that it intends to 
implement ECS between the Eastpoint and Bristol exchanges. For 
ECS, residential calla are rated at $.25 per call regardless of 
duration and business calls are charged at $,10 for the first 
minute and $.06 for each additional minute. St. Joe states that it 
has made its analysis of the pocket situation and has concluded 
that the best way to resolve the problem of the Sumatra residents 
is to implement ECS between the entire Eastpoint exchange and the 
Bristol exchange. St. Joe intends to file a tar~ff on or before 
October 20, 19~5. 

In Order No. PSC-93-1705-FOF-TL, issued November 29, 1993, we 
directed staff to investigate pocket situations in the EAS 
rulemaking docket. Staff was further directed to revisit the 
Eastpoint (Liberty County) pocket/Bristol route once a solution was 
found. 

In addition to an alternative toll plan, we considered 
changing the boundary and moving the 56 Sumatra customers into the 
Bristol exchange. The cost of moving the Eastpoint (Liberty .:ounty 
pocket) into the Bristol exchange is estimated to be $135,839.29 
which is $2,425.71 per customer. We determined in Order No. PSC· 
93-1705-FOF-TL that this was cost prohibitive. 

We also considered making an exception area for the yocket, 
which would make it look like its own exchange without using a 
separate NXX. The pocket area telephJne numbers could be class
marked to allow them to have ft different calling scope. However, 
anytime an exception ~rea is created within an exchange, customer 
confusion is imminenc::. This ranges frorn the location of the 
boundary defining the exception area to the telephone operat~rs 
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assisting with information calls. In addition , St . Joe can only 
identify the outgoing calls. Thus, we do not believe thar this is 
appropriate. 

Historically, we have considered implementing an alternative 
toll plan on routee that met the calling rate requirement and 
exhibited a subst.ant 1a 1 dis t ri but ion f actc:;>r. Typic a 11 y, these 
cases were close to meeting our requirements but fell short by a 
small percentage on the distribution factor . l'l the past. on 
pocket routes that met the M/A/M requirement for EAS and had 
significant distribution factors, we have considered alternative 
toll plans as resolutions to pocket situations, such ~s Docket No. 
920667-TL - St.. Johns County Commission for EAS between Green Cove 
Springs, Julington, and St. Augustine. In addit ~ on, we have denied 
toll relief on pocket routes that did not meet the E.AS M/A/M 
relllirement or demonutrated a significant distribution factor, such 
as Docket No. 9201 ' -TL - Highlands County and Docket No. 921~68-TL 
- DeSoto County. 

The calling volumes of 7.23 M/A/Ms on the Eastpoint. (Liberty 
County pocket)/Brietol route exceeded the M/ A/M requirement for 
traditional EAS under our rules, but the distribut ion factor fell 
below the SO' threshold requirement with 3 ... \ of the cust omers 
making two or more calls. 

Thus, we believe this pocket route warrants an alternative 
t oll plan since the calling rates and distribution fact':)rs are 
similar to those approved in 920667-TL. In addition, we find that 
it is appropriate to allow interexchange carriers (IXCs) to 
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that 
they are now authorized to carry. This js consistent with Order 
No. PSC- 94 - 0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994, in Docket No . 911034~ 
TL - Reques~ by the Droward County Commission for EAS between Fort 
Lauderdale, Hollywood, Nor~h Dade and Miami. 

In computing revenue impact, we considered a SO\ stimulation 
factor . With atimulation, an annual revenue loss of $4. 535 is 
estimated for St. Joe Telephone. Absent stimulation the annual 
revenue loss would be $10,647. 

. =cordingly, s~. Joe's proposal to implement extended calling 
service between the East Point and Bristol exchanges in Docket No. 
921194-TL is approved. Any action on t~e questions concerning the 
Eastpoint/Hosford route will re deferred for further review. The 
Eastpoint exchange 1-:. primarily located in Frankl ir. County and 
traffic data indicate that there is d community of interest between 
the residents of Li~rty County served irom the Eastpoint exchange 
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into the Bristol exchange which is the county seat of Liber ... y 
County. This proposal would provide toll reli~f for the Eastpoint 
(Liberty County pocket) customers to access their county seat, 
local government offices and schools. 

The Company shall file an appropriate ta~iff to implement the 
ECS plan as soon as possible. The tariff should be approved 
without further Commission review. Residential customers shall pay 
$.25 per call regdrdleas of duration, and business calls on these 
routes shall be rated at $.10 for the first minute and $.06 for 
each additional minute. When implemented, pay telephone providers 
ahall charge end users no more than $.25 per message and pay the 
standard measured interconnection usage charge. Interexchange 
carriers may continue to carry the same types of traffic on these 
routes that they are now authorized to carry. 

III. Docket No. 930040-IL 

By Order No. PSC-93-1700-FOF-TL, issued November 24, 1993, we 
directed our staff to investigate pocket areas in the £AS 
rulemaking docket. Staff was further dire~ted to revisit the Lake 
City (Baker County pocket)/Macclenny and Lake City (Baker County 
pocket)/Sanderson routes once a solution was found . The Lake City 
exchange is provided service by Southern Bell and the Macclenny and 
Sanderson routes are served by Northeast Telepho.te. 

Because two local exchange companies (LECa) are involved, a 
boundary change to resolve the pocket problems was not considered. 
The expense, time and complications involved with a transfer of 
territory would be cost prohibitive due to the lengthy negotiations 
that may or may not result in a solution. 

As mentioned previously, historically, we have considered an 
alternative toll plan on routes that met the calling rate 
requirement and exhibited a substantial distribution factor. rhe 
calling volumes on the Lake City (Baker County pocket)/MacclennJ 
route exceeded the H/A/H requirement and distribution factor for 
traditional EAS under our rules. The Lake City/Sanderson route i6 
included to avoid leapfrogging. 

We find that the Lake City/Macclenny route warrants an 
alternative toll plan since the calling rates and distribution 
factors for the Lalce City (Baker Coun-ty pocket) /Macclenny route are 
similar to those approved in 920667-TL (St. Johns County). This 
will allow the Baker County residents who ~re served out of the 
Lake City exchange access to their county government and schools. 
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The Lake City/Sanderson route is also included for an alternat~ve 
toll plan to avoid leapfrogging. 

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow IXCs tc 
continue to earry the same types of traffic on these routes that 
they ~re no~ authorized to carry. This is consiutent with OrdP.r 
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994, in Docket No. 91103~
TL (Request by the Broward County Commission for EAS between Fort 
Lauderdale, Hollywood, North Dade and Miami). 

Northeast stated it could not readily provide che data needed 
to determine the revenue impact. In computing the revenue impact 
for Southern Bell, we considered a SO\ stimulation factor. With 
stimulation, an annual revenue loss of $46,710 iu estimated for 
Southern Bell. Absent stimulation the annual revenue loss would be 
$62,637. 

Accordingly, we find that ECS ahall be implemented on the Lake 
ciry/Macclenny and Lake City/Sanderson routes. w~ include the Lak~ 
City/Sanderson ro~ ~~ to avoid leapfrogging. Residential customers 
shall pay $.25 per call regardless of duration, and business calls 
on these routes shall be rated at $ .10 for the first minute and 
$.06 for each additional minute. ECS shall be implemented on these 
routes as soon as possible but not to exceed six months from the 
issuance date of this Order . When implemerted, pay telephone 
providers shall charge end users no more chan S . 25 per message and 
pay the standard measured interconnection usage charge. IXCs may 
continue to carry the same types of ~raffic on these routes that 
they are now authorized to carry. 

IV. Docket No. 930578-TL 

By Order No. PSC-94-0843-FOF-TL, issued July 12, 1994, we 
directed our to investigate pocket situations in the EAS ruiemaking 
docket. We also directed the staff to revisit the Engle~o~ood 
(Sarasota County poeket)/Saraeoca route once a solution was found. 
The Englewood and Sarasota exchanges are served by OTEFL. 

As mentioned previously, historically, we have co~taidered an 
alternative toll plan on routes that met the calling rate 
requirement and exhibited a substantial distribution factor. The 
calling volumes on the Engle~ood (Sarasota County pocket)/Sarasota 
route ~eeeded the M/A/M require~ent and distribution factor for 
traditional EAS under our rules. Thus. we find that this .. ·oute 
warrants an alternative toll plan since the calling rates and 
distribution factors are simil~r to those approved in 920667-TL 
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(St. Johns County). This will allow the Sarasota County resid~nts 
who are served out of the Englewood exchange access to their county 
government and schools. 

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow !XCs to 
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that 
they are now author{zed to carry. This is consistent with Order 
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994, in Docket No. 911034-
TL. 

In computing revenue impact for GTEFL, we considered a sot 
stimulation factor. With stimulation we est!..mate an annual revenue 
loss of $458,330 for GTEFL. Absent stimulation the annual revenue 
loss would be $588,393. 

Accordingly, we find that. ECS shall be implemented on the 
Englewood/Sarasota route. Residential customers ehall pay S. 25 per 
call regardless of duration, and business calls on this route shall 
be rated at $.10 for th~ first minu~e and $.06 for each additi~nal 
minute. £CS shall be il..~lernented on this route as soon as possible 
but not to exceed six months from the issuance date of this Order. 
When implemented, pay telephone providers shall charge end users no 
more than $.25 per message and pay the standard measured 
interconnection usage charge. Interexchange carrle~s may continue 
t~ carry the same types of traffic on this route that they are now 
authorized to carry. 

v. pocket No. 94Q6,9-TL 

By Order No. PSC-95-0353-FOF-TL, issued March 14, 1995, we 
directed our staff to investigate pocket situations in the EJ\S 
rulemaking docket. We alao directed the staff to revisit the 
Palatka (St. Johns County pocket) I St. Augustine route once a. 
solution was found. The Palatka and St. Augustine exchanges a~e 
served by Southern Bell. 

As mentioned previously, historically, we have considered an 
alternative toll plan on routes that met the calling rate 
requirement and exhibited a substantial distribution factor. The 
callJ.ng volumes on the Palatka (St. Johns County pocket) /St. 
Augustine route exceeded the M/A/M requirement and distribution 
factor for traditional EAS under our rules. Thus, we believe thia 
route warrant. an alternative toll plan since the calling rates and 
distribution factor• are similar to those approved in 920667·TL 
{St . .:Johns County}. This will allow t.h~ St. Johns County resid • .mts 
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who are served out of the Palatka exchange access to their county 
JOVernment and schools. 

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow :xes to 
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that 
they are now authorited to carry. This is consistent with Order 
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994. 

To compute revenue impact for southern Bell using a 50\ 
stimulation factor, we estimate an annual revenue los& of $236,623. 
Absent stimulation the annual revenue loss would be $32~.266. 

Upon review, we find that ECS shall be implell'\~nt.ed on the 
Palatka/St. Augustine route. Residential customers shall pay S.2S 
per call regardless of duration, and business calls on this route 
shall be rated at $.10 for the first minute and J.06 for each 
additional minute. ECS shall be implen.ent.ed on this route as soon 
as pos~ible but not t~ exceed six months from the issuance datP. of 
this Order. When implemented, pay telephone providers shall cha1.ge 
end users no rnore than $. 25 per message and pay the standard 
measured interconnection usage charge. IKCs may continue to carry 
the same types of traffic on this route t.hat they are now 
authorized to carry. 

VI. Docket No. 93Q23S-TL 

This route involves a pocket of Taylor County subscribers who 
cannot call their county seat. These customers are served by 
Southern Bell from the Cross City exchange, which is prim3rily 
located in Dixie County. The county seat for Taylor County is 
located in the Perry exchange, which is s~rved by Gulf. The Cross 
City and Perry ex~hanges are interLAiA, and the LATA line does not 
correspond to the boundary between the counties. 

By Order No. PSC-93-1168-FOF-TL, issued August 10, 1993, w~ 
granted SoYthern Bell relief from filing interLATA traffic studies 
on the routee in this docket. Sout.hern Bell states that. i::. no 
longer performs the recording and rating of interLATA traffic for 
AT&T; therefore, it no longer has the data, or access to it. 

Gulf provided traffic studies on iLs interLATA routes; 
however, ~outhern Bell could not provide any traffic data in the 
required format. At the September 12, 1995 agenda conference, we 
determined that no additional traffic stuaies should be required 
from Southern Sell in thiR docket. 
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WA did not consider a boundary change, in this instance, to 
resolve the pocket problems, because it involves two local exchange 
companies. The expense, time and complications involved with a 
transfer of territory would be cost prohibitive due to the l~ngthy 
negotiations that may or m•y not result in a solution. 

Historically, we have determined a community of interest based 
on the toll volumes between exchanges. We have also considered 
whether the area has toll-free access to its county seat. This 
case is unique in that it involves a pocket that cannot call ita 
count.y seat, and we cannot obtain the toll information in the 
required format to make a community of interest determination. 
Because these routes involve a county that is not only split by an 
exchange but also a LATA line, we are limited in our options. 

Because of this unique situation, we believe that these routes 
~hould be ccnsidered for an interLATA alternative toll plan. The 
decision regarding an int.erL..rA alternative toll plan for the Cross 
City (Taylor County pocket)/Perry and Cross City (Taylor County 
pocket)/Keaton Beach routes will be made when we consider other 
pending dockets regarding interLATA alternative toll plans. 

VII . Docket No. 930173-TL 

The routes involved in this EAS request as shown in Table A 
are interLATA and involve GTEFL, Southern Bell , United and Vista
United. 

-
UOOBITm Ilft'DLATA ROVTS8 FOil ltU 

ftON1 T01 

Hainea City Xiaai-c, Weat Kia•iii'IM!e 
(Except Poinciana t27 pocket) 

Haines City O~lando, Lako Buena Viata, 
Windermere, Reedy Creek, Winter 
Park, Clermont, Winter Garden, 
St. clouct 

Hainel City Orlando, Lake Buena Vilta, 
(including 427 Poinciana pocket) Windermere, Reedy Creek , Winter 

Par.lc, Clermont , Wi nter Garden. 
St. Cloud 
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We do not have the traffic data from the requesting exchange, 
Haines City, or any other community of interest information other 
than the petition to assist in making a determination of whether 
these requested routes warrant EAS or ECS . Since this EAS request 
does not involve calling to the county seat, we do not believe that 
it is appropriate to implement an alternative plan without first 
determining i£ a community of interest exists. 

By Order No. PSC-93·1168-FOF-TL, issued August 10, 1993, we 
granted southern Bell relief from filing interLATA traffic studies 
on these routes. By Order No. PSC- 94-0304 -FOF-TL, issued March 16, 
1994, we granted GTEFL relief from f1ling interLATA traffic data in 
this docket. Both LECs state that they no longer perform the 
recording and rating of interLATA traffic for AT&T; therefore, they 
no longer have the data, nor do they have access to the data. In 
addit.ion, they state that they are unable to f-.-ovide traffic data 
in the format required by the EAS rules. 

United and Vista-United provided traffic studies on their 
interUTA routes, llowever GTEFL and Southern Bell could not provide 
ar.y traffic data l.·• the required format. At t.he September 12, 1995 
agenda conference, we determined t.hat no additional trafi ~c studies 
should be required from Southern Bell or GTEFL in this doc~et and 
that we did not have sufficient information to make a 
recommendation rega1ding whether routes in Table A qualify to be 
balloted for EAS. Since this docket invol vee a pocket of the 
Haines City exchange (Polo Park), we also determined that this 
docket should be evaluated with the other pending EAS dockets that 
involve pocket areas. 

Historically, we determined a community 0~ interest based on 
the toll volumes between exchanges. This is consistent with Rule 
25-4.060(3), Florida Administrative Code; however, since this 
information is unavailable in the format required the rule, other 
community of interest criteria should be considered. Tt,is is 
supported by that fact that this EAS request does not involve 
calling to the county seat. Thus, we should not decide whether on 
alternative plan is appropriate without first determining if a 
sufficient community of interest exists. 

Accordingly, this docket shall be set for hearing to allow the 
parties an opportunity to present community of interest criteria. 
Thus, we will have an opportunity to conside ... community of interest 
information that otherwise would not be presented in this case. 
This is co· gistent with the decision in Dock ~ t No. 941281-TL (EAS • 
Groveland to Orlando) . 
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Based on the foregoing, ic is 

ORDERED by che Florida Public Service comm1ssion that St. 
Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company's proposal to implement 
extended calling service between the Eastpoint and Bristol 
exchanges in DocKet No. 921194-TL iM hereby approved. Any action 
on the questions concerning the Eastpoint/Hosford route will be 
deferred for further review. It is further 

ORDERED that extended calling service shall be iMplemented on 
the LaKe City/Macclenny and Lake City/Sanderson routes in Docket 
No. 930040-TL. It is further 

ORDERED that extended calling service shal~ be implemented on 
tl':~ Englewood/Sarasota route in Docket No. 930578-TL. It is 
further 

ORDERED extended calling service ~hall be implemented on the 
Palatka/St. Augustine route in Docket No. 940699-TL. It is further 

ORDERED that for the extended calling service plans in Dockets 
No. 921194-TL, 930040-TL, 930578-TL, and 940699-TL, residential 
customers shall pay $. 2S per call regardless of duration, and 
business calls on this route shall be rated at $.10 for the first 
minute and $.06 for each additional minute. Each company shali 
file an appropriate tariff to implement the extended calling 
service plan as soon as possible. The tariff shall be approved 
without further Commission review. When implemented, pay telephone 
providers shall charge end users no more than $.2S per message and 
pay the standard measured interconnection usage charge. 
Interexchange carriers may continue to carry the same types of 
traffic on this route that they are now authorized to carry. It is 
further 

ORDERED that the decision regarding an interLATA alternative 
toll plan for the cross City <Taylor County pocket)/Perty and Cross 
City (Taylor Co;Jnty pocket} /Keaton Beach routes in Docket No. 
93023S-Tlt vill .be made v.hen ve consider other pending dockets 
regarding interLATA alternative toll plans. It is further 

ORDERED that Docket No. 930173-TL shall be set for hearing eo 
that community of interest criter)~ other than toll may be 
presented and considered for the routes listed in Table A of this 
vrder. It is furthe~· 
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ORDERED that this Order shall become final and effective on 
the date aet forth belo.,.. if no timely protest. is filed p·1rsuant to 
the requirements set forth belo~. It is further 

ORDERED that Dockets No. 930040-TL, 9305'18-TL and 940699-TL 
shall. be closed if no protests are filed .... ithin 21 days of the 
issuance of this Order. A protest regarding one route shall not 
keep the action regarding other routes from be~oming !inal. It i~ 
further 

ORDERED that Dockets No. 921194-TL, 930173-TL and 930235-TL 
shall remain open as discussed .,..ithin the body of this Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this l1kb 
day of November, ~· 

BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

(SEAL) 

DLC 
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NOTICi QF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JVDlCIAL REY!~W 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statuces, to notify parti~s of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.~8, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hea~ing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 
25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests are affected by the action proposed by this 
order may file a petition for a formal proceedi..g, as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 25-22.036(7) (a} and (f), Florida Administrative 
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of 
Records and Repon-ng, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0850, by the close of bus1ness on Q~cember 4. 1995. 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6}, Florida Administrative Code. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified procest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above, any party substantially affected may request 
judicial review by the Florida Supreme court in the case of an 
electric, gas or telephone utility or by the First District. Court 
of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewacer utility by filing a 
notice of appeal with the Director, Division of Records and 
Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing 
fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be completed 
within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this order. 
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900{a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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BEFORE THE ?LORIDA PUBLIC S£RVICE COMMISSION 

In Be: Resolution by the 
Liberty County Board of County 
Commissioners for extended area 
service between East Point and 
Bristol, and East Point and 
Hosford . 

) DOCKET NO . 921194-TL 
) ORDER l!O , PSC-95-1 586-FOF-TL 
) ISSUED: December 26 , 1995 
) 
) 
) 

-----------------------------' 
The following Commies ioners participated in the dis pos .it ion v f 

this matter : 

SUSAN F. CLAR~. Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 

.JOE GARCIA 
JULIA L. JOH~SON 

DIANE K. KIESLING 

NOTICE OF 2ROPOSEP ACENCX AC'• +ON 

ORQEB AfPRQVING IMPLEMENtATION OF EXTENDED CALLING SERVICE 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed here i n is preliminary in 
t1ature and will become final unless a person whose interests are 
s ubstantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding . 
pursuant to Rule 25-22 . 029 , Florida Administrat i ve Code . 

I . BACKGROUND 

This docket was initiated by Resolution No. 92-15 filed 
October 30, 1992 by the Liberty County Board of Cv nvn :.. ssioners 
requesting extended area service (EAS) between Sumatra, Florida, 
which is located in Liberty County, and the other areas of Liberty 
County (Bristol and Hosford exchanges). Sumatra subscribers {56) 
are provided service from the Eastpoint exchange, which is 
primarily located in Franklin County. There are also seven (7) 
Liberty County residents served from the Carrabelle t.•xchange. 
Eastpoint, Carrabelle, Bristol and Hosford are all provided service 
by St . Joseph Telephone company (St. Joe or the Company) . 

St . .Joe conducted traffic studies January 1993 on the 
Eastpoint/Bri•tol, Eastpoint (Liberty County pocke t ) / Bristol, 
Ea$tpuint/Hosford and the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/ 
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Hosford routes. In addition, upon our own motion, we determined to 
explore the feasibility of moving the Liberty County pocket of the 
Eastpoint exchange and Carrabelle exchange into a Liberty County 
exchange. 

By Order No. 
we decided that 
flat rate EAS. e etenn ne t at no alternat1ve p an 
would Sl o!!ered on the toll routes considered in this docket, and 
that the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route would be 
considered when our then pending generic EAS investigation was 
completed. Finally, we decided that a boundary change to move the 
Liberty County pockets of the Eastpoir.t and Carrabelle exchanges 
into an existing Liberty County exchange was cost prohibitivo. 

On Hay 15, 1995, the Commission receive a copy of Resolution 
94-0S from Liberty County. The resolution is c~sentia11y the same 
as Resolution 92-15 except that ·the Liberty County Commission 
.requested the$ 25 plan rather than EAS. In addition to the 
resolution, the ~¥mmiss~on has also received letters and a pet1t1un 
supporting Liberty County's request for countywide toll-free 
ealling. 

By Order No. rsC-95-1396-FOF-TL, we approved a proposal by St. 
~oe to implement extended calling service {ECS) on the Eastpoint/ 
Bristol route. we also determined to examine further whether any 
relief on the Eastpoint/Hosford route is appropriate. 

II. IHPLEMINTATION OF ECS ON TH~ EASTPONT/ijOSfORD ROUT£ 

During the agenda confe1ence at which we considered the 
request for ECS on the Eastpoint/Hosford route, St. Joe proposed 
that it be allowed to implement the ECS plan on this route. In 
view of the support of St. Joe of the request by Liberty County for 
ECS on the Eastpoint/Hosford route, we find it appropriate to 
approve the Company's proposal to implement ECS on thi~ route. ECS 
on this route will provide toll relief for the Eastpoint (Liberty 
County pocket) customers for the remaining areas of Liberty County 
not previously provided toll relief. 

The Company shall file an appropriate tariff to implement the 
ECS ~lan on the Eastpoint/Hosford route. ECS shall be implemented 
on ~his route as soon as possible, ~ut not to exceed six month& 
from the date this Order becomes f ina1. Resident i.~tl cugtomct:; 
tihall pay $.2S per call regardless of duration, dnd bu~iness calls 
on these routes shall be ra":ed at $.10 for the first miuute and 
$.06 for each addit•onal minute. When implemented, pay telephone 
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providers shall chl'll."ge end users no more than $.25 per message and 
pay the standard measured interconne~tion usage charge. 
Interexch.snge carriers may continue to carry the same types of 
traffic on these routes that they are now authorized to carry. 

Based on the foreqoinq, it is, theref~re 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Coi'Miission that St. 
Joseph Telephone and Teleqraph Company•s proposal to implement the 
Extended Calling Plan on the Eastpoint/Hosford route is approved as 
set forth in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the Company shall implement ECS on the 
Eastpoint/Hosford route as soon as possible, but not to exceed six 
months from the date this Order becomes final as set forth in the 
body of this order. It is further 

ORDER~D that this Order shall become final and effective on 
the date set forth below if no timely protest is filed pursuant to 
the requirements set forth below in the "Notice of Further 
Proceedings or Judicial Review." It is further 

ORDERED that in the event this Order becomes final, thif" 
Docket should be closed. 

By ORDER of the ~lorida Public Service Co~,ission, this )~ 
day of December, liii. 

(SEAL) 

DLC 

Lsi PlAnca s. Bay6 

BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Report1ng 

This is a facsimile copy. A si9ned 
copy of the order may be obtain~d bt 
calling l-904-413-6770. 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REviEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is r~quired by section 
120 . 59(4) , Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders Lhat 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 1~0 . 68 , Florida Statutes , as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply . This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought . 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 
25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests are affected. by the action propos~d by this 
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding , a s provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 25-22.036(7)(aJ and (f), Florid~ Administrative 
Code . This petition must be received by the Director , Division of 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0850 , · ., the close of business on January 16. 1996. 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22 . 029(6) , Florida Administrative Code . 

Any objection or protest filed in this C.oc ket before the 
issuance date of this order is cons ide red abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is rene ... ·::d within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on thP date 
described above, any party substantially affected may request 
judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric, gas or telephone utility or by the First District Court 
of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a 
notice of appeal with the Director, Division of Records and 
Reporting and filing a copy of the ·notice of appeal and the filinq 
fee with the appropriate court. This f ilinq mus t be completed 
within thirty (30) daya of the effective date of this order. 
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 1he 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9 . 900(al, 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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FAOM 

RE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
FLETCHER BUI~IBG 

101 BAS'l' GAlUS STRKt'l' 
ratJ~SBE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

MIMORANDUM 

OCTOBEA 2Bf 1993 

DIUC'l'OR OP' RECORDS JUfD REPOR'l'lNO 

DlVJIIOH OP COHMUHICA'l'IOHS [&BELFER, WIDELL, REITH) 
DIVlSJ~H OP LEGAL SERVIC~S (MURPBf] 

DOCU:'l' BO. 92119t-TL-EAS - REQUIS'l' BY LIBERTY COUNTr 
BOARD OF COUW'l'X COMMISSIONERS FOR EX'l'ENDED AREA SERVICE 
(lAB) BBTMB!B ZAS'l'POINT AND BRI&'l'OL AND EAS'l'POIN'l' AND 
HOSFORD. 

AGENDA: HO'VDCBIR 9 1 1993 - COIITROV£RS1AL ... PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 
- P&aTIIS MA~ PARTICIPATE 

PANEL I FULL CONMIBSJOII 

SPECIAL INSTaUCTIORSt TBlS ITEM WAS DEFERRED FROM 'l'HE AUGUST 
11 , 1993 AGENDA . ISSUES 2 AND l HAVE 
BlEB REVISED. 

CRITICAL DATES: I:PSC\CMU\WP\921190.RCM 

-----------------------------------------------------------

• 

• 

• 

CASE BACKGROUND 

This docket was deferred from the August ! 7 , 1993 . agenda . 
Staff was directed to review the feasibility of mov i ng the 
Liberty county pocket (approximately 56 access lines) of the 
Eastpoint exchange into a Liberty County exchange (Bristol or 
Hosford). In addition, staff was to look i nto movin~ lhc 
seven (7) Liberty county residents served out of the 
Carrabelle exchange into a Liberty County exchange . 

On August 30, 1993, staff sent a data request to St. Joe 
Telephone Company requesting cost information. 

On October 1, 1993, staff met with St . Joe Telephone staff at 
the Eastpoint central office to view facilities and discuss 
the information provided in the response t o staff's data 
reques• . 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Docket No. 921194-TL 
October 29, 1993 

• This recommendation addresses Liberty County • s request for r AS 
from Eastpoint to Bristol and Hosford, and the feasibility of 
a boundary change for the Liberty Count:· customer:.. being 
served out of the Eastpoint and Carrabelle exchanges. 

• This docket was initiated pursuant to Resolution No. 92-1 S 
passed by the Li6erty County Board of Commissioners reque5ting 
extended area service (EAS) between the Eastpoint exchange, 
and the rest of Liberty county (Bristol, Carrabelle, and the 
Hosford exchanqes). (The Eastpoint to Carrabelle route is not 
addressed in this docket since there are <...1ly seven ( 7) 
customers in the Liberty County portion of the Carrabelle 
~xchanqe and thiP route was reviewed in Docket No. 900302-TL
Franklin County ~; the $.25 message plan was implemented 
between Eastpoint and Carrabelle on July 19, 1992.) St. Joe 
Telephone (SJT or the Company) serves the Bristol, Carrabelle, 
Hosford, and Eastpoint exchanges. Bristol and Hosf~rd are 
totally located in Liberty County, the Eastpoint exchange has 
c..nly fifty-six (56) subscribers in Liberty County and the 
Carrabelle exchange has only seven (7) subscribers in Liberty 
County. These exchanges are all in the Panama City LATA. 
Attachment A contains pertinent exchange data and Attachment 
B is a map of the exchanges. 

PERTIHBBT ORDBR81 

• Order No. PSC-93-0030-PCO-TL, isaucd January 6, 199J, t·cqt: ired 
the company to conduct traffic sLudies on these routes. 

DEMOGRAPHIC DBICRIP~IOHl 

• ~he Ba•~poiD~ ezc:haDge - consists of 524. 25 square miles. mort> 
than half being forest land, and containing 1, 958 access 
lines. In the Sumatra/Liberty County area of the Eastpoint 
exchange there are 56 customers 8 businel.ises and 49 
re•~~enta (of the 8 business lines, 3 are SJT company lines). 
Of the residential lines, 23 have local addresses and the 
remaining 25 have mailing addresses ~utside the area. This 
could indicate that almost h.tlf of the residential lines are 

-2-
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secondary residences. It is a toll call for the SumQtra 
Community (Liberty County) residents to call their schoo.s or 
county <JOVernment since the County does not have toreiqn 
exchange lines or 800 service to this area. Liberty County 
provides emergency services tor residents of sumatra. 

MILEAGE; 

Bristol to Eastpoint - 49 miles 
Hosford to Eastpoint - 46 miles 

-3-
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~ 

I$$UI l; Do the calling rates on any of the toll routes considered 
in this docket qualify for a survey for non~ptional. ilat rate, 
two-way toll free calling? 

!,f;COMMINPA1'10Ht ~to. The Eastpoint/Bristol, and Eastpoint/Hosford 
routes did not qualify for nonoptional. flat rate, two-way toll 
free calling. 

STAFF ANALISI&r None of the routes qualify for nonoptional, flat 
rate, two-way toll free calling. Rule 25-4.060(3), F.A.C. 
specifies a two-way calling rate of two (2) M/1\/Ms (messages per 
access 1 ine per month) and fifty (50\) percent or more of the 
subscribers in the exchanges involved making one or more calls per 
month (the routes were reviewed on a two-way ba~is instead o{ a 
one-way basis since the petitioning exchange did not have less than 
half the number of access lines as the larger exchange). 

The calling ra~es for the routes at issue in this docket are 
listed below. The calling rates for the Liberty County pocket 
(Sumatra) of the Eastpoint exchange are also included. 

TABLE A 

Ilft'IJU~ CA.LLI•o IIA'DS - ('l'WO WAY) 

FJI.QM/'1"0 CALLI•O IIA1'1t CUSTOMERS MAKING 1 
N/AIM OJt MOU 

CALUJ PER MONT~ 

Bristol to ta•tpoint .)9 .,.,..,.. 8.9\ 

•Bristol to Ea•tpoiot .18 4.H 
(Liberty County pocket) --tastpoint to Bristol .38 10.2\ 

•eastpoint (Liberty Coun~y 7.2) 43.0\ 
~~cket) to Bri•tol 

Hasford to ~astpoint .24 7.0\ --
-4-
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•Hosford to Eaatpoint 
(LibertY CountY pocket) 

Eastpoint to Ho•ford 

•Eaatpoint (Liberty County 
pocket) to Ho•ford 

• indicates p,...c:xet rout~ 

.06 3.2\ -. 07 2.SOl 
-! 0) 2~ 0\ --

Based on Rule 25-4.060(3), none of the routes qualified for 
nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS. 

ISSUE 2 i. Should any alternative plan be offered on 
routes considered in this docket? 

the toll 

ftiCOMMINDATIONi No. The calling rates on thes~ intraLATA routes 
as a whole have a low calling volume with a small percentage of 
customers making calls, and hence, do not exhibit a suffici<?>l"'t 
community of interest. Even though the Eastpoint (Liberty County 
pocket)/Bristol route does have calling rates that exceed th~ EAS 
rule requirement and could qualify for an alternative toll plan. 
staff recommends that no determination be made at this time. and 
reevaluate this route once pocket criteria have been establislwd. 
The Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Hosford route did not exhibit 
calling patterns that would warrant any forrr• of altt:rnative toll 
relief. 

~1AFf NfALYSlS; Currently, the Eastpoint exchange, which is 
primarily located in Franklin County (except for 56 subscribers 
located in Liberty County), has local calling to the Apalachicola 
exchange (county aeat of Franklin County), and the $.25 message 
plan to Alligator Point and Carrabelle. The fifty-six {56) Liberty 
County customers cannot call their county seat of Bristol toll
free. 

~ock c areas have always been a problem when extended area 

-5-
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lC 

service (EAS) is involved. Because city and county boundary lines 
often differ from exchange boundaries, consumers within one county 
could be provided telephone services from an exchange in another 
county. This creates "pocket communi tieR". Gene1.ally, when 
reviewing countywide EAS requests, the calling volumes from an 
exchange which includes a pocket will not meet our EAS 
requirements, because· the exchange as a whole is located in another 
county and does not have a community of interest with the 
petitioning county. Unless separate traffic studies are conducted 
on the pocket areas, there will no indication of a community of 
interest. It is the residents of these pocket areas, however, who 
are often very vocal about the need to call within the county. 

The routes requested in this docket are intra-county, intra
company, and intraLATA routes. Residents of the Eastpoint/Liberty 
County pocket do not have local calling to theix county government 
or to the public schools (children attend school in Hosford). 
Liberty County does not provide an 800 or FX line to the school or 
county offices. 

The traffic information provided in Table A indicates that the 
Eastpoint exchange as a whole does not have a community of interest 
with the Bristol and Hosford exchanges. However, the results of 
the pocket traffic study indicate that there is a community of 
inLerest between the residents of Liberty county served from the 
Eastpoint exchange and the Bristol exchange (7.23 M/A/M with 43\ 
making one or more calls), which is its county seat. Calling rates 
to the Hosford exchange (M/A/H 1.03 with 28\ making one or more 
calls) from the Eastpoint pocket did not indicate a community of 
interest. 

Historically, the Commission has implemented the $.25 calling 
plan on routes that exhibited a substantiaJ calling volume and/or 
distribution. Typically, these cases were close to meeting our 
flat rate EAS requirements but failed either on the distribution or 
volume level by a small percent:age. These routes (with the 
exception of the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route) 
were not close to'meeting our requirements. 

It does not seem reasonable or cost effective to require St. 
Joe Telephone Company to provide an alternative toll plan, such as 
the $.25 plan, between Eastpoint and Bristol, when only the Liberty 
County DOcket of the Eastpoint exchang~ had significant calling 
volumeb and distribution to warrant any form of toll rolief {The 
Eastpoint exchange has a total of 1,951 access lines; only the 

-6-
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1\ ot 

Liberty County pocket of 56 access lines met the M/A/M 
requirement). 

It is staff's opinion that since only the Eastpoi.at (Liberty 
County pocket)/Bristol route exhibited calling rates that warrant 
any form of alt~rnative toll relief, that the Commission not make 
a determination on this route at this time. 

Staff is currently reviewing EAS in general. Task groups, 
which consists of local exchange companies (LECs), interexchange 
carriers (lXCs) and counties, have been set up to examine and 
develop solutions to EAS problems including pocket ~~~as. once an 
acceptable solution can be developed, staff will bring this pocket 
route back before the Commission to be reevaluated. 

Staff recommends that the Co~ission not m~~e a determination 
on the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route at this 
time. Once the g~~eric EAS investigation is complete, staff will 
reevaluate this ruute. The remaining route, Eastpoint. {Liberty 
County pocket)/Hosford, did not exhibit a significant community of 
interest; therefore no alternative toll plan is warranted. 

ISSUE 3 i Should a l>oundary change be considered to move the 
Liberty County pockets of the Eastpoi lt and Carr~belle exchanges 
into an existing Liberty county exchange (Bristol or Hosford)? 

RECOMHEHRAtiON; No. The estimated cost of moving the Eastpo~nt 
Liberty County pocket of 56 customers into the Bristol excharge is 
estimated at $135,839.49 ($2,425.71 per cU3tomer), and the 
estimated cost of moving the Carrabelle Liberty County pocket of 7 
customers into the Bristol exchange is $119, 187.60 ($17,026.80 per 
customer}. 

nAU ANALXSIS; At the August 1 7, 19 9 3, agenda the Commission 
hearo testimony from Mr. Hamlin, a resiJent of Liberty County whose 
local service is provided from the Eastpoint oxchange (in Franklin 
County). Mr. Hamlin contend3 that he is isolated from his county 

-7-
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and government because he is unable to call t he other areas of 
Liberty County toll free . 

The calling rates between the Eastpoi1t exc hange , as a whole , 
to Liberty county were extremely low . However , traffic studies 
indicate a aiqnificant community of interest between the Eastpoint 
(Liberty Count1 pocket) and the Bristol exchange . Bec ause only the 
Mpocket• route warranted any form of alternative toll relief. the 
Commission requested staff to investigate the feasibility of moving 
this •pocket• into a Liberty County exchan9e to resolve the county 
calling problem. 

On Au9ust 30, 1993, staff st:nt St. Joe Telephone a data 
request asking the Company to determine which Liberty County 
exchange it would select to serve the .. pockets.. if a boundary 
change was required, and what would be the cosl involved . St. Joe 
Telephone chose the Bristol exchange because of current facility 
configuration . 

The 56 East.,..oint (Liberty County) customers are presently 
served with a di9ital subscriber concentrator . This system uses T-
1 carrier facilities between the central off ice termina 1 
(Eastpoint) and the remote terminal (Sumatra) . This system also 
serves some subscrioers in the northern port i on of Franklin County 
in the vicinity of the Sumatra remote tennin~ ls . If o rdered to 
transfer the Liberty County subscribers fro m Eastpo i nt to Bristol . 
the company plans to relocate the central office terminal to 
Bris t ol central office . They will need to place 6 . 9 miles of new 
cable from the end of existing cable out of Bristol to the Sumatra 
remote terminal location and add 16 T carrier repeaters to develop 
facilities to work the concentrat.or out of Bristol. In addition, 
Franklin County subscribers served by the concentrator system will 
have to be removed and served out of Eastpoint . The estimated cost 
breakdown is listed below: 

Cable facilities 
Electronic Facilities 

Total 

$ 70,753.49 
6S.086 .Q.Q 

$135,839.49 ($2,42S . 7l per cu~tompr) 

It should be noted that this plan is base d o n an out of 
service cut. The Company estimates that the Sumatra suo~cribers 
would be out of service for about 5 hours . 

St. Joe Telephone estimates the cos ~ of movinq the seven (7) 

-8-
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Carrabelle (Liberty County) customers into the Bristol exchange at 
$119,187.60 ($17,026.80 per customer). It would require an 
extension of the cable on the Hoeiord route to connec~ into the 
Sanborn Landinq cable facility. A new carrLer system would then be 
installed on the cable from the Hosford ~entral office to Sanborn 
Landing. The cost breakdown is listea below: 

Cable facilities 
Electronic facilities 

Total 

$ 93,929.60 
25.258.00 

$119,187.60 

On October 1, 1993, staff visited the Eastpoint central office 
to review the facilities in place and to get a better picture of 
what would be requi.r.:ed to move these pocket-s into the Bristol 
exchange. 

Based on tt information provided in the data request and toe 
additional information that was supplied at the meeting. staff 
agrees with the engineering specification and the cost estimates 
provided by St. Joe Telephone. 

Another conslderation is who would absorb the cost. Since 
Doundary changes do not require an additive. the Company does not 
have any way to recover the cost. As a result, this could place 
upward pressure on local rates for all of St. Telephone's 
ratepayers, not just the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket) 
customers. 

This recommendation is consistent with past Commission action 
in Docket No. 930918-TL (Petition by Foxridge Subdivision to change 
the Tampa-North boundary to include the residents of County 
Crossing (Zephyrhills exchange)), where the Commission denied the 
boundary request because of the high costs (estimated at $361.877 
at $1,274 per customer). In Docket No. 930035-TL (Request by 
Vo1usia County to move the Lake Ashby community from the Sanford 
exchange into the New Smyrna Beach exchange) the Comrnis~ion has 
directed staff to investigate the feaaibility of the I.ake AHhby 
customers absorbing some of the cost to move the boundary 
(estimated cost of $184,500 at $1,085 per customer). This docket 
is also scheduled for the November 9, 1993 agend~. 

The traffic study supports the customer's argument that there 
is a community of interest between t~P. Eastpoint {Liberty County 
pocket) exchange and the Bristol exchange. However. the traffic 

-9-
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study does not support a 
Eastpoint (Liberty County 
exchange. 

community 
pocket ) 

of interest 
exchanqe and 

between the 
the Ho~ ford 

The dilemma is what should be done about a pocket that does 
exhibit a commun.!ty of interest to another exchange, but the 
exchange as a whole has little or no interest. The cost involved 
in a boundary change is usually high due to equipment and facility 
requirements, and may not be reasonable. Alternative toll relief 
plans, such as the $.25 plan, providea toll relief not only to the 
pocket area that needs the relief but also to the remaining 
subscribers in the exchange that do not warrant it. 

Staff is currently conductinq a g~neric EAS review. One of 
the crucial topics of investigation is what can or should b~ done 
about pocket areas. Staff believes that no actior. should be taken 
on the Eastpoint (Liberty County)/Bristol route until an 
appr~priate solutior to the pocket problem has been developed. At 
that time, staff w ..... d reevaluate the Eastpoint (Liberty C<Junty 
pocket)/Bristol route. 

Based on the currently EAS review and the high cost involved 
to change the boundar~es, staff recommends that the Commission not 
change the boundary. 

ISSUE 4: Should Docket No. 921194-TL be closed? 

ftE'OHMBM~AtiOBl Yes. This docket should be closed at the end of 
the PAA protest period if no timely protest is filed 

StAff ANALYSIS& This docket should be clo~ed at the conclusion uf 
the PAA period, assuming no timely protest is filed. 

921194 ..• iS 
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Attachment A 

Paqe 1 ot 1 

EXCHANGE DATA 

~l!;~l:l~~t ~ l.AI.6 M:~l:li:i Lllit;S iA~ 'b.t.Llt:l~ S~Q£:.; IU1~1S: Mit;:i 
EAS LINES 

BRISTOL ST JOe Pan&~~~a City l. 559• Blou.nt.ltown, lt-1 $ 9 1'> 
H<>aford, and B-1 $24.00 

159,424 .. T'llahasaee PBX $46.00 

CARRABELLE ST JOE Pana.rDa.City 1. 707. 'Titollahaue,. R-1 s 6.30 
1. 707• .. Sopchoppy, and 8-l $17.25 

Crawfordville PBX $33.15 
l~lli9ator ~oint. 
Apalachicola. und 
hatpoint 1 ·-

EASTPOINT ST JOE Panam.. O:ity l. 958• Apalachicola R-1 $ 6.30 
8-1 $17 2':. 

),845•• (hlliqator Point. 
and caxrabellej 

f'BX sn <>H 

HOSFORD ST JOE PanUIA City 594• Blountstown. R-1 $ 9. 15 
Briato.L and 8-l $24.00 

154,492•• TA-llahassee PBX ~46 00 

• HOH£ EXCIIA.NGE 

"* TOTAL LOCAL CALLING AREA 

I I $ . 2 S MESSAGE RATE PLAN 
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EXHIBIT NO: 

WITNESS: KJa_~eu 

DESCRIPTION: 
GTEFL'a responses to staffs 
1st set of Interrogatories (1·5, 7·9, 11, 13·30, 
32·34. 40-46, 48·56) 
2nd set of Interrogatories (60·62) 
3rd set of interrogatories (64·75, 80-88, 95 .. 96, 
98, 100-102, 109·111, 115·120, 123-128) 

PARTY: G7EFL 

PROFFERING PARTY: STAFF 

DOCKET NO: 910179-Tl 
Proposed tariff filing to Introduce Extended CaJUng 
Service (ECS) plan which allows the conversion of 
lntralATA toll routes between exchangea of Tampa. 
Clearwater, Tarpon Sprfngs and St. Petersburg to 7·dfglt 
local measured service, by GTE FLORIDA, INC. (T·91· 
037 flied 1/29/91) 
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' , J , . '-'l•1~oh of tht following f•ctors listed btlow shauld bt constdtred 
tn determ1ntng the existence of 1 community of tnttrcst? 

1. access to emergency services 
b. tCCISS ta publte schools and other educational 

facilities 
c. aetess to a~ed1cal servtces, doctors, hcapitlh 
d. acctss to shopptn; fac11tttes 
•· 1ccess to county government 
f. access to state QOvernment off1cts 
g. access to principal •~ploytrs 
h. other (please specify) 

Response 

GTEFL belitves all of the above mentioned factors •re 
constderat1ons for ~hat determines • community of tntrrest. 
However, the particular commun1t1es of interest btlween tnd1v1d~al 
telepho~e users may vary dramatically. For ••ample, for young 
adults, access to edutatfonal factltties and principal employers 
may be the most significant factors. For rettr1d people, access 
to medical servfces and government offices may be more important. 
Jt must also be understood that among each of these groups 
111ent 1oned, there un be s iqnifttant degrees of iu1port1nce on each 

of the above w. tioned factors. For th1s r••son, GTEFL believes 
its ECS 11 the most appropriate pl1n to address the widely vary ing 
needs of 1ts customers 1n the proposed ~CS are•~· 

·- :; Q 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Proposed tariff filing to Introduce 
Extended C.IIJng Servtce (ECS) Plan which 
allow the converalon of lnttaLATA toll 
routes betw•n exchanges of Tampa, Clear
water, Tarpon Sprtnga and Sl Petersburg 
to 7-dlglt loc.l measured aervlce. by GTE 
Florida, Inc. 

DIRECT TESTlMONY 

OF 

JEFFREY C. KISSELl. 

GTE FLORIDA. INC. 

DOCKET~!~. 910179-il 
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GTEFL strongly betlevea that Ita ECS proposal Is the best 

alternatJve for meeting the local caiUng needs of Its 

Tampa Bay customera. Arst. It Ia an extremely fair plan 

In that onty thoae cultomer~ who actually make ECS calla 

pay for them. ECS cuatomera who do not make ECS calls do 

not Incur ECS uaage charges. Under usual EAS circumstances 

all cultomer~ are requfred to pay tor EAS, whether they use 

the service or not. The proposed Ecc; calls rates represent 

a significant rate reduction over current ton calling, so 

cuatomera wm be able to make significantly more say Area 

calla for the aame or leas amount of money. 

GTE'a experience with very slmllar types of local calUng 

plana point to the fact that customers really Uke plans 

along the lines of ECS. For example, GTE conducted 

cuatomer opinion research after an is1ltlal trial period 

with Ita TriWidesm program In North Caronna and found that 

73% of residence customers and 83% of business customers 

wer~ favorable towards the plan. Very simply, customers 

Uke the fairness ("you onry ·pay for the calls you make") 

and the cost effectiveness ("sJgnfflcantly less per call 

than toll") of the approach. GTEFL would like to repeat 

thla strong. poslttve customer reaction In the Say Area and 

feela · E<;S Is the best and most proven method to achieve 

lt. 
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c1 
4; Fl.ORIDA ECS CJFs 

-
cf" Clc:.arwater "hmpa Central Tampa Central Clearwater 

4.31 2.47 

Clearwater Tampa Eaat Tampa East Clearwater 
.24 1.09 

Clearwater ~pa Hortb Tampa North C!earwater 
.11 1.05 

Clearwater Tampa South Tampa South Clearwater 
.04 .47 

Clearwater Tampa Combined Tampa Combined Clearwater 
4.70 2.12 

c::le&rwlata BC&Jtoata ECSRoutes Clearwater 
4.70 2.1a 

N 

St. Petenburg 
3.94 

Tampa Central Tampa Central 
2.57 

St. htenburg 

St. Pftcraburg nampa Eaat 
.23 

Tampa Eaat St. Pdenburg 
1.31 

' 
St. Pacnburg 

.09 
Tampa North Tampa Noreh 

.90 
St. Petcnburg 

St. Pet.enlbui-g nampa South 
.05 

'Jampa South St. Petcnburg 
.68 

St. Petenburg Tampa Weat 
.19 

Tampa Weal St. Peteraburg 
3.66 

- - - - - - ~tena~r 1990 Usage Data - -.... - -~ - ..- ...... - - - -



St. Pctc:raburg Tampa Combined 
4.50 

St. Peunburg Tarpon Spnngs 
.24 

st. hten1nlrC BC8 ....... 
4.74 

Talporl Spnng.s 
.11 

TampaEut 

TarpoD Spnngs nampa North 
.13 

Talporl Spings 
.02 

Tampa South 

Tarpon Springs 
.75 

Tampa West 

Talporl ~.3 "nampa ~eel 

Tarpon spnng. St. Petaebwg 
2.CM . 

---

Fl.DRJDA ECS ClFa 

Tampa Combined 
2.35 

Tarpon Sprtngs 
2.04 

I:CSR.oata 
2.32 

Tampa Central 
.22 

Tampa East 
.09 

Tampa North 
.19 

Tampa South 
.03 

Tampa West 
1.86 

Tampa Combined 
.26 

St. Petuaburg 
.24 

ECSRolltee 
.28 

St. Petersburg 

St. Ptterabw'g 

at. Pete:&wl>cul 

TU'pOn SsJdngs 

Tarpon Spnngs 

Tarpon Spnngs 

Tarpon Spnngs 

Tarpon Spnnga 

TUpon ~pdnga 

Tarpon Spnnge 

Tarpoa8,..., (."') 

C.j 
0 ... : 
(I') 

vt ------
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9J FPSC 1:592 

OROtR NO . PSC-tJ-0101-FQF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS . 920JII-TL ' 920939-TL 
PAC£ 102 

· t""~ 1 o-t \ 
FPSC 

c.ouuni~y. Althouql'l we a9r-•e ~o~ith the principle of toll reliet, 
ECS •oy no~ be the apprgpriata vehicle tor auch relief. Moreover, 
not all ot the call1n4 volumea tor th• propo•ed £CS routea under 
conaidera~ion in thl• Docket warrant toll relief. 

By Order "u•ber 2~701, ia•ued in GTEFL'a initial ECS DocKet, 
""• at•ted that, in addition to trattic data, •coa•unity oC 
intereat• cQnaiSeratlona ahould inclu~e ecceaa to varioua 
tacilitlea and aerv.lcee auc:t\ aa eper9ency aervlcea, educational 
facilitiaa, aed.lcal aervieaa, ahoppin9 tacilitiea, atat• and county 
govern•ental ottlcea, principal eaployera, eaployaent, and 
recreational facilltiea. CTEFL was able to de•cnatrete in that 
caaa that there waa • h19h de9ree ot co .. unity of intareat which 
warranted tne ECS plan. 

However, in the !natant ceae. the only intor••t ion wh lch <OTEFL 
provided in eupport ot e•p•n•ion of the ECS plan waa traEfJc data, 
EAS pet 1 tiona by f'.roatproor and Mana toe and 'P.aaco count i ••, and 
custoaer lattera. CT£FL did not pr•aent eny evidence reqardin9 
C0111111e.rc io 1 o~ c:o••u~in9 pat t a rna, populu t icm 9.rowt.1., hO&pi tala . 
qovarnaent cantece, and cenaua information on the routae tor which 
•t proposed a•p•ndln"ii tCS. Althouqh C~Ef'L choae the propoaed ECS 
route• bec•u•e it . • lievea there is a "cuatoDer need fer e~panded 
local cellin9 on thaee routea , • it did not prove that auch • need 
exiata for tn• rcutea lt haa propoaed. 

2 . CDuDtYYidl Calling 

Aa support Cor ita y1ew that county boundariea are appropriate 
5tandarda tor deter•ininq local callinq areaa, CTLf'L referred to 
our deciaion in Docket No. 9l0529-TL. wnerein we ewpanded local 
calling on intracounty routea , six of which involved CT£fL 
e:~~:chenqee. However, that Docket we a op•n•d 1n reeponse to • 
reque•t by the Board of County co .. ia5ionere of Peaco County to 
elCpand loc:al callini,J. While we nave CJenerall y rea ponded to 
countyvide needa wnen requeated by a co••unity or 9ovarnaant 
entity, we find a whol•••l• converaton to countywide callini,J abaent 
auch • raqueat to be inappropriate. 

). flot Rttt EAS 

Traditional EAS w•• cr••t•d to provide apacftJc •r•••· ~hich 
had tn eattbli•he~ co~~unity of Jnt•~••t ~ith enothar •~•a, aun• 
for• of toll rellet. EAS ia a rata etructur• plan that provide• . 
local callin9 at • ~onthly flat rata between ••chani,J•• which have 
demonstrated cp••unitiea ct ln~erest. 'T'h.ls arran9e•ant provldee 
tor nonoptional, Clat rete, two-~ey, unllaited callJn9 be~ween two 
or •ore tKc hanqaa. ~ypJeally a s~all owchnnCjle requ••t• tAS to a 
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ISSUE 38A: 

ISSUE 39: 

Should GTEFL·s requested changes be approved? Are any oU"Ier 
chMgts to access services appropriate? 

11me of Day (TO D) Acceq rata do not accompllah thttlr economic 
obfedMt ot redlatrfbutlng paak a~ otf-puk calling volum•. 
Dmlnlltlon ot TOD acceu rata wUI rec:ruce current peak penod 
ltOC*It prtca and provide a bet1ar economic dletrtbutlon of acceat 
procet. (Fulp) 

Should ATI.C be required to flow through any reductions in GTEFL's 
8CCe$8 charges? · 

GTEFL takas no poattlon at thlt time pending receipt ot Ita 
outatandlng discovery requeat.t. 

~S/ECS 

GTEFL is pi'QpOslng to expand the availability of its existing ECS 
(Exter 1d call.ing Service) plan; the eompany·s proposals include: 

(a) conwtttng to ECS cenain exi&Ung tea routes that are IMs than 
35 mileS and that have CtFs greater than 3.0; 

GTEFL bellev• that toll rout• that exhlbtt the cnaractertatlcs of 
high voiUm• of trlffic at dtmonttnrted by a CIF great« than 3.0 
and .,. ahort dlatancet, defined •• 35 mu .. 01' .... , ehould quality 
for toU nlfltlf In U'lt form of expanded local calling. GTEFL beflev• 
thlt ttl cunent ECS hal been an ex.celfent plan tor m..Ung cc.-to,....,.. neMa for expanded local catllng. ECS enaur" ttsat 
the coatiiiiOdated wtt11 providing the~ are recovered from 
thoae c.to"*' U*lng the tervlce. c:JTEFL b.Uev" that ECS It 
the apptOpnate and tMtt method tor tdd,...,ng cuatomera' n..
for expanded local calUng on the routet propoaed fn this rate caae. 
(lOaMI I) 

(b) CCfM;H'Ung all remaining iruracounty /lntraLA TA toU routes to 
1he £CS plan; and 

GTEFL btllev" that county boundartea tn oTEFL•t aervlce terrttory 
are reMOMble dttermtnattone for • cuatomer'a local camng ar ... 
GTEf'L Dellev.. that ECS II th• bMt mtthod to· addr ... 
cuatomera· nMde for expanded loca• calling. (Kiaaell) 
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P.O. Box 277 
Haines City, FL 33845-C277 

Charles J Beck \ 

J. Jeffrey Whal&n, Esq. 
Ausley and McMullen 
227 S. Calhoun Street 
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