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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
R. EARL POUCHER
FOR
OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL
BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NOQ. 950699-TL

Please state your name, business address and iitle.

My name is R. Eard Poucher. My business address is 111 West Madison St.,
Room 812, Tallahassee, Florida 32390-1400. My title is Legislative Analyst.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony Is 1o rebut the testimony filed with this Commission
by GTE witness Robinson. GTE malntains that there is Insufficient community of
interest for tha Commission to order EAS between Haines City and Hs sister cities
in Polk County. Second, GTE ctlers a variety ol optional pricing plans as the best
solution for the callling needs of its Halnes City customers. The Citlzens do not
agree with eithar of these poshions that are advocated by GTE's witness.

Why do you beileve the Commission sho Jid consider providing EAS between
Halnes City and s sistsr cltles In Polk County?

The Commission rules require a sufficient community of interest betweun
exchanges in order to implement elimination of existing toll rates between
exchanges. In the past, the Commission has adopted two separate methods for

detarmining whether a sufficiert communlity of . 1terest exiats betweon exclianges.
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The Commiasion first reviews traffic volumes 1o datermine if the exisiing toll traffic
betwoan exchanges ls sufficient to grant o deny EAS or an allemative plan,
Secund, the Commission has acknowledged that communlity of Interast between
exchanges can also be demonstrated by non-traffic considerations, that |
addreased extensively in my direct testimony. It Is my beilef that the testimony
emered In this docket by the public witnesses Is sufficient to justily an order by the
Commission requiring the company to baflol Haines City customers for flat rate
EAS between Haines City and Ha sister cities based on the Commisslon's standard
25/25 pian. Aftematively, should the Commisslon decide not to allow the
customers 10 sselact iheir preferencs, thete is sufficlent public testimony to justify
the oftering of ECS (otherwise known as the $.25 calling plan} between Haines
Chy and ali of s sister citiea in Polk County.

Doesn't the Commission require traffic volumes to exceed 3 MAM before it
considers cffering fiat rate EAS or an atemative plan?

No. The Commission has no standard for countywide calling requests, which
have, In the pasi, been considered to be significantly different than requests for
EAS on a route by route basis.

Hus the Commiesion ever ordered fist rate EAS balloting when message
volumes and/or the distribution of traffic were jess than the threshholds
established in the PSC rules?

Yes. Forinstance, the Commission ordered balloting for flat rate EAS for pll routes
in Franidin County on January 7, 1891, when the traffic volumes on the 10 routes
in question ranged from .02 to 2.12 and the distribution fell far short of the

Commission's standard. (Exhibit REP-3)
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Again, in Docket No. 900039-TL, the Commission ordered a fiat mte EAS ballot to
provide flat rate EAS between Mt. Dora and all exchanges In Orange County,
despite the fact that both the traffic volumes and the distribution on all of the
routes falled to meet the threshholds established in the Ccmmission rules.
(Exhiblt REP-4}

Has the Commission ever ordered non-optionat ECS ($.25) caliing plans when
the message volumes and/or the distribution of traffic were less than the
threshholds sstablished in the PSC rules?

Yes. The : of exceptions Is long.

1. The Commission ordered Centel to provide $.25 calling plans on a countywide
basls in June 1881 In Holmes, Jackson, Okaloosa and Walton Counties. The
traffic volumes and distribution on most of these roules fell short of the

Commiasion standards. (Exhibit No. REP-2)

2. The Commisslon ordered St. Joe to provide countywide $.25 calling throughout
Franklin County when the ballot for flat ate EAS failed in 1991, The traffic
volumes on tha 10 routes In question included six routes with less than 1 message
per access line per month. The Commission order mentioned specifically the lack
of medical facilties in Alligator Point as |ustification for fts approval. The traffic
between Alligator Point and Appalachicola was .19 massages per access line per
month with 4.5% of the customers making two or more calls par month. (Exhibit

REP-3)

3. The Commisslon orderec' the ECS (.$25) plan between Mt. Dora and all

Orange County exchanges in 1881 when the ballot for flat rate EAS failed, when
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both the traffic volumes and distribution falled to mest the Commrission threshold

tevels on all routea. (Exhibit REP-4)

4. Tha Commission ordered the $.25 calling plan on a countywide basis In
Gilchrist Courtty on November 13, 1991 even though nons of the routes in

question axceeded the threshold limits established by PSC rules. (Exhibll REP-5)

5, On November 15, 1891, the Commission ordered St. Joe to implement a
countywide $25 calling plan in Guff County In response 1o a Gulf County
Commis...on petition, even though the traffic on all four of the routes failed to meet

PSC EAS threshholds established by the PSC rules. (Exhibit REP-6)

8. On January 68, 1982, in Docket No. 910022-TL, tha Commission ordered

ALLTEL, Centel and Southemn Bell to impiemeant the $.25 calling plan on the

following routes in Bradford, Union and Alachua Counties: {Exhibit HEP-7)
Brooker to Starke Waldo to Starke

Kaystone Heights to Galneasville Starke to Gainesville

Keystone Heights to Waldo Aaiford to Galnasville
Lake Butler to Lake Chty Lawtey to Waido
Lake Butler to Starke Lawiey to Galnesville
Lawtey to Brookar

This order implemered the $.25 calling plan on a countywide basis for Bradtord
County and aiso provided $.25 calling from ah Bradiord County exchanges 10
Gainesville,. The traffic volumes were confidentlal, but the Commission order

stated that ali of the routes in question had iess than two messages per access
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line per month. The Commission order in this docket noted the importance of
nearby Galnesville as the largest city in North Central Flordda, which offered
educational faciilties, major medical services, shopping, etc. The iongest route in

this order was Rafford to Gainesville, which Is wel! over 30 miles. (Exhibit REP-7}

The Commisslon order in Docket No. 219922-TL. emphasized two other important
factors, it mentioned that the $.25 plian had galned tavor because of its simplicity
and s measage ~te structure. The order algo stated that optional EAS plans are
somewhat confusing to customers, that the additives or buy-ins are generally

rather high, and the take rates are rather low. (Exhibit REP-7)

Next, the Commission order waived Aule 25-4.061, stating as follows:
"Because the communlty of interest faciors are sufficient to warrant
implementation of an alternative to toll rates and the 1oll relie! plan belng
authorized does not consider costs 1o sat rales, we do not believe i is
necessary 1o reguire the companies 1o conduct cost studies on thaese

routes.” {Exhiblt REP-7)

Finally, the Commission waived its Rule 25-4.062(4) which provides for full
recovery of costs consistent with its method of treating this lssua in numerous EAS

cases It has approved in recent years. {Exhibit No. REP-7)

7. On February 5, 1992 the Commiasion ordered Florala Telephone Company to
implement the $.25 calling pian between Glendale and Paxton, even though only

179% of the customers made two or more ~alls per month and the MMM's on the
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route were 1.23. (Exhibit REP-8)

8. On Fetawuary 24, 1992 the Commisslon ordered implementation of the $.25
calling plan on 20 routes between Crescent Clty, Palatka, Hawthome, nterachen,
Orange Spiings, Keystone Heights, Florahome, Melrose and Interdachen. In hts
order the Commission stated that none of the routes had sufficient calling volume
or distribution to satisfy the Commiasion's threshholds in rule 25-4.080(2). This
request was honored due to a petition from the Putnam wounty Board of County
Commissionars. No hearings were hald in this docket and, therefore, the PSC did
not have substantial input regarding the community of interest between the
exchanges involved, as has been offered by the public witneasas in suppon of the

Haines City request. (Exhibit No. REP-8)

8. On March 8, 1992, the Commilasion ordered Southem Bell to implemen: the
$.25 calling plan between the only two exchanges in St. Johns County aven
though the calling volumes wers .40 between St. Augustine and Ponte Vedra and
1.28 between Ponte Vedra and St. Augustine. The Commission ordered the
aitemative EAS plan while noting that Ponte Vedra's economic community ol
interest was primarily Jacksonville, while its county govemment community of

interest was St. Augustine. (Exhibit REP-10)

10. On July 7, 1983 the Commissicn ordered Southern Bell to implemant the $.25
caliing plan between Green Cove Sprngs, Julington and St. Augustine, when the
calling volumas wers less than the threshholds levels required by the rule.

(Exhibit REP-11)
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11. On November 23, 1992 the Commisalon ordered the $.25 calling plan
between Cedar Key and Chilsfland and Cedar Key and B, onson In view of the fact
that the calling ‘‘olumes on these routes failed to meet the Commission's threshold
levels as specified by the rule. The Commisalon made noe of the fact that this
decision "is consistent with our actions in simlar EAS dockets with rural areas
where we have ordered the $.25 plan. Recent examples include Franklin, Gul,

Jackson, Holmes, Okaloosa and Watton Counties. “(Exhibit REP-12)

12, On July 20, ..82 the Commission ordered a $.20 calling plan between
Vemon and Bonilay and between Yemon and Westville, when the traffic failed to
meel the threshholds established by the Commission. (Exhibit No. REP-13)

Hes the Commission approved other $.25 ECS plans when the traffic volumes
were less than the thresholds established in the PSC rules?

Yay. The Commission has approved numerous ECS plans in rasponse to EAS
requests in “pocket areas" where county boundarles are not conslstent with
exchange boundaries. The Commission ordered ECS service on four pocket area
dockets on November 13, 1895, While the traffic volumes In thase pocket areas
usually exceed the thresholds, the total treffic between the two excianges rarely
approaches the thresholds. Howaver, in order {o serve the community of interest
cal” yg neads of the pocket, the Commission has tradhionally ignored the fact that
it's ordering toll rellet for the entire exchange. This is yet ancther example where
the Commiasion has disr:garded the actual Lraffic volumes and has acted in
rasponse to the other community of interest factors as discussed in my direct

testimony. (Exhibit REP-14)
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In Docket No. 821194, the Commission approved the $.25 calling plan for
Eastpoim/Bristol when the calling rate was .39, based on the Sumatra pocket of
56 customers who wanled accass 1o their county seat. Subsequently, based on
petitions from the Liberty County Commissioners, the Commission approved the
€.25 calling plan for Eastpoint/Hosford routae that had the following calling rates:

Hosford to Eastpoint 24
Eastpoint to Hosford 07
Hoslord 10 E~stpoint (Uberty County Pocket) 06

Eastpoint o Hosford (Liberty County Pocket) 1.03

{Exhibit REP-14a)
How would you charscterize the actions of the Commission in the preceding
dockets?
Contrary to what GTE would have you believe, the Commission implemented
numerous $.25 calling plans that failed to meet the threshholds prior to the time
that it agreed to a moratorium to develop more comprehansive EAS nules in 1993.
The $25 calling plans Implemented by the Commission during this time psriod
were generally in reaponsa to requests for countywide calling where calling
volumes were significantly iess than the threshholds established for flat rate EAS
The Commiasion has embraced the concept that community of interest may be
quantifiad by either abaoiute traffic volumes, or by demographilc data Including the
factors discussed in my direct tast:mony. Countywide calling requests have been
subjected to aignifficantly less stringent standards than other routes betweern
exchanges in other counties. The Commiaslon has placed substantial weight
upon the concept that the needs for countywide caliing alone constiiute a valid

community of interest that is sufficient to justity the offaring of an alemativa 1oll
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plan such as the $.25 caliing plan. (See Ponte Vedra/St. Augustine REP-10)

Did the EAS rulemaking result in new rules that would deal with countywide
calling requests?

No. The Commission decided to deal with requesis for countywide calling on a
case by case basis.

|s GTE's proposal to establish optionai calling plans the best way to respond
to the request of Halnea City for EAS?

No. Since 1891, this Commission has continually stated in every singte order
implementing the $.25 calling plan that the plan is superior to the old optional
calling plans that were in vogue in Florida in the late 1980's. GTE's proposal is
Inconsistertt with the orders of the Commission and its own testimony’ in Docket
210178-TL dealing with the Tampa Bay ECS calling plan and Docket No. 920188-
TL, which was the general rate case filed by the company in 1992,

What testimony did the company offer regarding £CS in the Tampa Bay ECS
docket?

The Company’s current tastimony s inconsisten! with its prior positions taken in
the Tampa Bay ECS docket. Staff asked the company the following uestion:
“Which of the following factors listed below should be considered in deiermining
the existence of a community of interest?” GTE witness Klssells response
inciuded most all of the factors mentioned In my direct testimony. He added the
following: “However, the paricular communities of Interest between individual
telephone users may vary dramatlcally...For this reason, GTETL believes its ECS
Is the most appropriate plan 1o address the widely varying neseds of its customers
in the proposed ECS areas.” GTE withess Robinson proposes in the Haines City

docket the offering of four LCP optlons that are reminiscant of the EOEAS plans
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that the Commission has rejected for over five years, in place of flat rate EAS and
$.25 calling plans. (Exhibit REP-15)
Wha did GTE say about the ECS plan In its testimony In Docket 8101797
Witness Kissell testified as follows:
"GTEFL strongly believas that its ECS proposal is the best alternative for
meating the local calling needs of t8 Tampa Bay customers. First, il Is an
extremely fair plan in that only those customers who actually make ECS
calls pay for them. ECS customers who do not make ECS calls do not
ln.ur ECS usage chargas. (Exhlbi REP-16} The original ECS filing
recommended by the company in the Tampa Bay plan was slightly
diffsrent that the ultimate plan implementad by the CGommisslon, but the
advantages for customers ware almost identical.
Weren't the traffic volumes in Tampa Bay significantly higher than for Halnes
Chy?
Not Particularly. There were six routes in Tampa Bay with traffic thal exceeded
two measageas par accass line per month. Those routes were:
Clearwater to Tampa Central (4.31)
Tamps Central to Clearwater (2.47)
St. Petorsburg 1o Tampa Central (3.54)
Tampa Central to 51. Palersburg (2.57)
Tarpon Springs to Tampa (2.36)

Tarpon Szrings to St. Petersburg (2.04)

The remaining 25 routes had traffic volumes consistent with those betwaen Hainas

Chty and lts sister cftias in Polk County and’ in the other countywide dockets whare

10
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the Commiasion has implemented the $.25 calling plan. Twenty of these routes
had less than one message per accass line par month. (REP-17) GTE witnass
Robinson is cormect when he contends that the caliing rates from Haines City to
its slater cities in Polk County do not satisty the Commission's guidelines for EAS.
However the routes included In the Tampa Bay plan failed to meet the
Commission's guldelines efther, and GTE supported the ECS plan approved by
the Commisalon.
How does GTE's current position reiate to lis proposals in Docket 820188-TL?
Cnce again, the company is inconsistent In i*s positions. In Docket 920188-TL,
GTE proposed countywide calling for all of Polk County utilizing the same $.25
plan that was in place for the Tampa Bay ersa. The con.pany’s proposal included
implementation of the $.25 ECS plan for all of its counties. However, the PSC
refused GTE's blanket request for countywide calling, stating as follows:
“While we have generally responded to countywide needs when requested
by a community or government entity, we iind a wholesala conversion 1o
countywide calling absent such a reques! o be inappropnate.”
{Exhiblt REP-18)
Did GTE propose ECS for countywide caliing In Docket $20188-TL?
Yas and with enthuslasm. GTE's prehearing statement In that docket includes the
following statement:
*GTEFL believes that cournty boundarias In GTEFL's service territory are
reasonable determinations for a customners local calling area. GTEFL
believes that ECS ls the bast method to address customers' needs for

axpanded local calling.(Kissell)* {(Exhibit REP-19)

11
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Please summarize your testimony.,

| agree with GTE's prehearing atatement in Dockat 920188-TL, stating that county
boundaries In GTEFL® service temitory are reasonable determinations for a
customers local calling area. H the Commission determines that it will not allow
the customers to vote for or against flat rete EAS, then ECS is the best method
to address customers' needs for expanded focal caliing.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes it does.

12
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Exhibit REP-2
Docket No. 950699-TL

HOLP=S, JACKSON, OKALOOSA, WALTON COUNTY ECS
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In re: Petition of CENTRAL TELEFPHONE DOCKET HO. 091246-TL

COMPANY OF FLORIDA for rate increasas

In re: CENTRAL TELEPHOHRE COMPANY OF
FLORIDA - 1980 Dapreciation Study

DOCKET HO. 081340-TL

In re: Petitions of SOUTHERN BELL DOCKET HO. 880069-TL

)
)
)
)
)
)
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY for ]
rate stabilization and implementation }
ordera and other raliet }

)
In re: Resolution by HOLMES COUNTY ) DOCKET KO, 870248-TL
BOARD OF COUNTY CONMISSIONERS for )
extended area service in Holmes County, )
Florida ;

)

)

)

DOCKET HO. 9003)39-TL

In re: Petition for county-wide toll-
ORDER HO. 24178

free calling by the OKALOOSA BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ISSUED: 3-28-9i
)

The following Conmissioners participatad in the disposition of
this matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chalirman
BETTY EASLEY
GERALD L. GUNTER
FRANK 3. MESSERSHITH
HICHAEL HMck. WILSONW

APPEARANCES

LEE L. WILLIS, JOHN P. FONSB, and KENNETH R. HART,
Zagquires, Ausley, MNcMullen, MHcGehee, Carothers and
Proctor, Post Offics Box 1391, Tallahasses, Florida
32302, and LORELI F. COHN, Esquire, 8743 Higgins Road,
Chicago, Illinois 60631, on behalf of CENTRAL TELEPHONE
COMPANY OF FLORIDA

+

JACK BHREVE, CHARLES J, REHWINKEL, and CHARLES J. BECK,
Esquires, Office of Publioc Counsel, c/o The Florida
Lagislature, 111 Vest Madison Street, Room 812,

Tallahassea, TFlorida 32399=-1400, on bsahalf of tha
CITIZENS OF THE STATE QF FIOKIDA.

DOCUMENT NYMDEB-04 77
01931 FE5 28 K&
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The appropriats rates for 600 Ssrvica are as followe:

000 EEAVICE RAIES

HOUII| DAY EVENING ‘IIGHTI
WEEKEND

0-10 $14.95 $10.60 $8.10
10.1~3% $1).18 $9.2% $6.10
28.1-50 $11.20 $7.08 $8.10
50.1-00 §10.1% $7.28 $4.10
Over 80 $9.48 $8.70 $6.10

2. Honrecurring Charges

Cental proposad 235% across-the-board incraases for
nonrscutring WATS/000 service rate slements. Cantal's proposal
would result in the corresponding rate elems;ts for Basic Business
Service axceeding those of WATS/800 service, sxcept for the charge
for premises visits. No cost justification for such a disparity
has besn offered. Upon consideration, ve find that the rates for
WATS/800 Primary Service Orders, Sacondary Service Orders, and Line
Connection Charges, should be aqual to the analogous rate slements
approved for Basic Business Servics.

DD. INTRACOUNTY TOLL-FREE CALLING -~ AND PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION FOR
INTERCOMPANY ROUTES

Centel prasently has intracompany toll-fres calling within the
counties it serves with the excaption of Holmss, Jackson, Okaloosa,
and Walton Counties. Formeal requeats for extended area sarvice
(EAS) are prasently panding in Docket No. 870248-TL for Holmes
County and Docket Ho, 9003539%9-TL for Okaloosa County. Based upon
the record in this procasding, we hava determined that (it ia
appropriate to provide toll relisf in thess four countlass,

Accor ‘ingly, Cental shall be . d to implement a $.25 massags
rate on racollr putasg in thets four coun whare to

ra freasan apply. Add onally, we nd approprlate to
requirs nte 0 Ilmplemant a $%.25 message rate between the

Seagrova Beaach and Ft. Walton Beach exchanges. Cantal shall
implement this calling plan on tha intracompany routes as scor as
possible, but no latar than Juna 1, 1991,
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our action herein shall be in the form of a notice of proposed
agency action for those routes included in *he above calling plan
that {nvolve local aexchange companies other than Cantel
(intercompany routss). Thess routes are: (1) betwvesn Sneads and
Chattahoochea (8t. Joseph Talephone and Telegraph Company}; (2)
between Bonifay and Chipley (Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph
Company (Socuthern Bell}); (3) betwsan Cottondale and Chipley (So.
Ball); and (4) betwean Gracaville and Holmes and Jackson countles
(Sc. Bell). Since the routs between Graceville and Ponce de Laocon
is interLATA, Southern Bell shall immediately bagin action to
obtain a waiver from the Modifisd Final Judgment to carry this
traffic. The intercompany routes shall bs implgmented no later
than July 1, 1991, assuming thers is no protast to our propossd
action. BSco. Bell sh..l provide revenus calculations for each of
its routes and shall be alloved to offset its toll and accaess
losses in Docket No. B80069-TL. Dockets HNos. 870248~-TL and
ﬂoo:;:-'n. shall be closed folloving expiration of thas protest
pPar .

We nots that some of ths Iintracounty routes for which this
plan is being prascribed currently offer the Toll-Pac plan to
aubscribers. Cental shall elininate its Toll-Pac offerings
slpultaneacusly with the implementation of the $5.2% messaga rate on
all of these routes except Fresport to Ft, Walton Beach.

EE. BUSY HOUR MINUTE OF CAPACITY CHARGE

The Busy Hour Minute of Capacity (BHMOC) charge im a rate
elenent designed to encourage trunking sfficliency by interexchange
carriers (IXCs). Specifically, the BHMOC charge is a fixed monthly
rate pexr busy hour minute of switched sccess capacity ordsred by
IXCs. Cente]l proposes to reduce its PHMOC from $6.47 to $5.00.

Cantel asserts that the goals of reducing the BHMOC would be
to reduce tha threat of bipas- and to bring intrastata switched
access ratas more into parity with interstate rates. We agree.

ATET-. argued that the BHMOC should be set at $4.853; then |t
should be further reduced by $1.62 annually until it is completely
eliminated.

We agrea that Centel’s BMMOC should be reduced more than
proposed. However, we do not agrees that it should be fully
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issued as a PAA order.

Other

All Centel intracompany routes should be implemented no
later than June 1, 1591. O©Only then can the changes in basic
local rates and regrouping discussed in Issues 84 and B8 become
effective.

Southern Bell should immedistely seek an expedited waiver
from Judge Harold Greene on the Ponce De Leon/Graceville
interLATA route. The Graceville/Holwes and Jackscon routes and
the Bonifay/Cottondale - Chipley routes should be implemented on
or before July 1, 1991. Centel and 5t. Joe should coordinate
implementation of the .eads/Chattahoochee route which should be
on or before July 1, 1991,

Upon implementation of the Centel routes, the Toll-Pac rates
in Section 21 of General Customer Service Tariff should be
deleted on the following routes: from Crestview to Ft. Walton
Beach, between Destin and Seamgrove Beach, from Seagrove Beach and
Freeport to Ft. Walton Beach and from Freepert to Valparaiso.

In summary, while the messages per RLCESS line are less than
3.0 {Table 78-13) on moS es, staff believes at a rate case
Proceeding 15 an appropricte pIace to adjust EAS. Further, this
will place these counties similar to the countywide calling
patterns that current exists in Centel's service areas in Leon,

Bradford, Clay, Jefferson, Madison and Wakulla Counties.

The revenue impact of this change, based on staff's
recommended MTS 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 from the $.25 message charge on the Sneads/Chattahoochee
route,

=343~
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TABLE 78-13
COUNTYWIDE CALLING HOLMES COUNTY

MESSAGES PER ACCESS LINE
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COUNTYWIDE CALLING OKALOOSA COUNT’(

TABLE 78-13

MESSAGES PER ACCESS LINE

P%lo, &y

l ‘ Riviowl Bivingf  CaL1$
.- RILE- - -~ BLln e 7 A
' rRos 1 agl CowTY $TaT105 MISSAGLS  RIwU(S R{v{myl RISSOC!  male LTH,
OKALDOSE COUNTY
lsm!m fALin & Lol 1.8l ¥t LMW $42:.12 1.y 6.0 £l
LRisIvILY 12 DLaLbo3A 7,00 (I R 1) Nt 1.1 1.0 1t
ln EALTOR BELLK BALfA H raLhots 1300 4,957 1960 T I I KT 6.1 0.4
l CAISTYIw 25 OLaLDD3A 35,152 4),57 hY,eM . em (R} wn 1.1
TRESYILN I*TIn i im” el T 1.3 4,18 1,08 TR I 1.6} 0.6 ..t
l F1, w1 Plaze - 2% Daaidpis AN ¥ LRI X1 157,070 1.0 §.41 43
) t LTNLED 12 DLkbdse 14673 08 31,35 05N ltt [ .3
. WRGFRILISD _l! DRALDLRE /0, 100 L N 944 ILIN T30 ] ¢ §13,308.3 b (111 2.1
‘u!a bitiin R AR AT $21.83 0N L ¢.3
1. wa.t0e #1220 © 28 ORL;DISA 1,12 13 ML [ TRIS b BV 7.4t . i
l Eng:inif 25 biaipose 1.182 YT I W TR AT L& | 4
LR P IV TR BN 1,35 1466 130 11,622.50 6.7 s, £y
'a;ma:s: BitLt I TN 2 1) 13,261 % LI ] LI L W 1 0.1t ]
I LRIS1viEn It DLeiQCss b1 T4 o002 w21 14,0304 .6t [R41 1t
BIL e barty b TR TR LY LI [ 4 §L0y 02 1.8 (N4 ot
I AN O U H 2 'R 1IN P TIE Th 46,5371k bt i.¢ L.¢
l o) EER LTI R T S O T N I Byt 2.
I Source: EAH 102, p. 296
l - 358 -




DUCKET RD. 891246-TL
JANUARY 16, 1991

(Pca_\'l S

TABLE 78-13
COUNTYWIDE CALLING JACKSON COUNTY
MESSAGES PER ACCESS LINE
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUDLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Reguast for county-wide toll ) DOCKET HO. 9003)02-TL
free telephone service by the Franklin ) ORDER HO. 23942
County Board of Commissionars. } IS8SUED; 171791

)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition cf
this matter:

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chalrman
THOMAS M. BEARD
BETTY EASLEY
GERALD L. GUNTER
FRANK B. NESSERSHNITH

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
QRRER_REQU™SING IMPLEMENTATION OF EXTENDED AREA SERVICE
BY THE COMMISSION:

This docket was initiated upan a resolution filed with this
Comaission the Franklin county Board of County Commisslonera.
This resolution requested that ve consider requiring implesentation
of extended arsa service (EAS) betvesn all exchanges in Franklin
County. Four exchanges are affected by this resgquest: Alligator
Point, Apalachicola, East Point, and Carrabelle. These exchanges
are served by 8t. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company (St. Joe
or the Company), vhich is subject to regulation by this Commission
Turnuant to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, By Order No. 2)044,

ssued June 7, 1990, ve dirscted St. Joe to perfora traffic studies
betwesn thess exchanges to determine vhether a sufficlent community
of intersat existed, opursuant to Rule 25-4.060, PFlorida
Adaministrative Code. The Company was raquired to prepare and
subnit these studies to us within sixty (60) days of the issuance
of Ordar No. 23044, making the studies due by August 6, 1990.
Subsequently, St. Joe submitted the required traffic studies.

Calls between the Apslachicola exchangs and the East Peint
-xchanrl are local calls. All other interexchange calls within
Franklin County ars toll calls.

The denmographics of the areas invelved in this EAS request are
described below.

Demographics
Franklin County 1s primarily a rural county with amployuant

mainly in the fishing and timbar industries. The residents of
Alligator Point are ssasonal, with major interests elsswhere. The
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primary impetus for this docket was the concern expressed b
residants of Carrabelle for toll fres calling to Apalachicola, th
county seat. The Company is not aware of any proposed changes 1
surface transportation for the county. Growth in the county i:
sxpacted to be moderate. Reaidents of Franklin County ar:
dependent upon Apalachicola as the primary source of in-count:
madical facilities. The only hospital in Franklin County {:
located in Apalachicola, as vall as ssveral other clinices anc
medical facilities. Virtually all Franklin County branches of

state agenciles, in perticular, HRS offices, are located {ir
Apalachicola.

Currant basic local service ratas for the exchanges involved
in this EAS request are shown balow,

ALLIGATOR POINT
B-1 16.15%
Rotary 21.00
PBX 31,18

APALACHICOLA, CARRARELLE, AND EAST POINT

Rotary 22.40
PEX 33.153
DISCUSSION

By Order Ho. 23044, St. Jos was directed to conduct tragfic

studies on the exchanges affacted by the resolution to dsternine if
a sufficient community of interest existed pursuant to Rule 25-
4.060. Tror these studies, we reguested that the Company messure
the messages per main and squivalent main station per month (M/M/M)
and percentage of subscribers making two (2) or more calls monthly
to the exchanges for wvhich EAS was proposed.

The results of the traffic studies indicate that the one-way
calling rates on the affected routes are as follows:
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ROUTE MMM X MAKING 2 OR MORE CALL3
Alligator Point to .
Apalachicola .19 4.5

Alligater Point te
Carrabelle «48 8.0

Alligator Point to
East Point T 2.0

*  Apalachicola to :

Apalachiceola to
Carrabelle 1.22 15.0

Carrabelle to

Alligator Point .12 2.5
Carraballe to *
Apalachicola 2.09 29.0

Carrabellas to
East Point 2.12 2%5.0

East Point to
Alligator Peint .02 .04

East Point to
Carraballas 1.94 21.0

Rule 25-4,.060(2) (a) requires a minimun of 3.00 H/M/Ms, wits at
least fifty percent (50%) aof the exchange subscribers making two
(2) or more calls per month, to gualify for nonoptional EAS. As
the results of the studias above indicate, none of the routes
involved in this request met the threshold requirement of the Rule.

S8ince this docket was opened, our etaff has met with the
Carraballe c:ti Council and has had saveral discussions with the
Company ragarding the situstion in Franklin County. The County
Comaission has continued tu advocats toll free access to the county
seat, as vell as county-wide toll fres calling.
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¥Wa have considered the feasibility of a wide variety of
calling plans in reaching our decisisn in this docket. In so
doing, we have attampted to strike a fair balance batween the
subscribers' desirs for toll reljief and the Company's need to
recover its costs for provldini such relief. While we do agree
that there is a comamunity of interast betwean the rasidents of
Carraballe and the Alligator Point, Apalachicola, and East Point
lxehlngcu, the traffic volumes do not justify implementation of
nonoptional, flat rate, two-vay calling betwveen thess exchanges
without providing cest recovery to the Conmpany. The expscted costs
to thae Company include lost toll revenua plus ths additional
facilities necessary to convert the existing toll traffic to local
traffic-. The additional facilities needed are prissrily additionsl
trunking and svitching costs.

Upon ¢ -‘sideration, wve hereby proposs requiring Bt. Jos to
survey all Franklin County subscribers for nonoptional, flat rate,
tvo-wvay calling batwveen all exchanges in Franklin County. The
rates at vhich the customars shall ba surveyed are as follows:

ALLIGATOR POINT
Sustomer Class current Rate Navw Rate
R-1 8 5.90 $ 7.80
B=1 16.15% 19.75
Rotary 21.00 25.00
PBX 31.18 18,00
APALACHICOLA, CARRABELLE, AND EAST PQINT
Luatomaxr Claas Current Rate Hew _Rate
R=1 $ 6.30° 8 7.080
P=-1 17.2% 19.75
Rotary 22.40 25,00
PBX 33.15 318,00

Under this calling plan, all four Franklin County exchanges would
coceiva toll free calling to and from esch other. The nev rates
would be uniform throughout the four sxchanges.

St. Joe has stated that the expected costs of the additional
facilities neczssary for county-wide toll free calling are
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approximately $200,000. The costs would ba much greater, except
that ths Company, as part of its on-going modernitation plans, will
already bs laying substantial fiber facilities in Franklin County
in 1991, irrespective of the outcome of this dockat. The expsctad
cost of $200,000 for trunking and switching is over and above the
cost of the fiber facilities already hngnq planned. To thia
figure, the loss of toll revenus for the routes must be added.

Based upon the traffic study data provided in this docket, thes
total toll revenus for intra=-county toll calls for the one month
June 1, 1990, billing period was $8,028.96. Annpualiged, this comes
to $96,347.52 in lost toll revenue. The total revenue increase on
a monthly basis using our proposed rates for county-wide calling
would be $9,672.25, which comes to $116,067.00 on an ann“al basis.
This revenue increase would replace the lost toll resvenue of
$96,347.52 and leave an ad. _tional $19,719.48 annually toward the
stated $200,000 cost of additional facilities required to implement
EAS.

The subscribers in tha Alligator Point, Apalachicola,
Carrabelle, and East Point exchanges shall be surveyed by 8t. Joe
within thirty (30) days of the date this Order become final. Prior
to conducting the survey, St. Joe shall submit its explanatory
survey letter and bellot to our staff for approval.

If the survey passes by s simple majority of the customers
surveyed, St. Joa shall then implement the county-wide, toll frese

- calling-plan within twelve (12) months of the issuance dats of our

order on survey approval. By our raquiring a simple majority, ve
are hereby walving the fifty-one (51%) favorable vote requirsment
of Rule 25-4.063(5)(a), Florida Adainistrative Codes.

Based on the foregoing, it 1is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Bervice Commission that the
resolution filed by the FPranklin County Board of County
Conaissioners is hereby approved to the extent outlined in the body
of this Order. It i{s further

ORDERED that if no propar proteat iz filed within the time
frames set forth below, 8t. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company
shall, within thirty (30) deys of the datn this Order becomes
f£inal, survey the subscribsrs in the Alligator Point, Apalachicola,
Carrabslle, and East Point exchanges on the implementation of a
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flat rats, two-vay, nonoptional sxtended arsa service plan that
complies with tha terms and conditions set forth herein. 1t is
further

ORDERED that St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company shall
submit its survey letter and ballot to our staff for approval prior
to their distribution. It is further '

ORDERED that certain rnriules as dascribed herein have bassn
vaived for the reascns sat forth in the body of this Order. 1t is
further

ORDERED that if the survey passes, the plan described herein
shall be implemented by St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company
vithin tvelve (12) months of the issuance dats of our Order on
survey approv: . It is further

ORDERED that the effective date of our action described herein
is tha first vorking day following the date specified below, if no
proper protest to this Proposed Agency Action is filed within the
time frame met forth beslow. It is further

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open.

Bi ORDER of the Floride Public Bervice Comnission, this
1th day of __JANUARY '

pDivision otlktcords and Reporting
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Ru{u-st for county-wide toll ) DOCKET NO. 900)02-TL
free service by the Franklin County } CRDER NO. 24235
Board of Commissioners ) ISSUED: TH19/%81

)

The following Commiszioners participatad in the disposition of
this matter:

{ THOMAS M. BEARD, Chalirman

J. TERRY LEASON
DEITY EASLEY

| MHICHAEL McK. WILSON

QRDER_DENYING REOUEST FOR EXTENDED AREA SERVICE

ARD

HOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
ORDER REQUIRING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN
BY THE COMNISSION:

X. RACKGROUND

This dockst was initistad upon a resolution filed with this
{ Commission by the Franklin County Board of County Comnissioners.
: This rasolution raguested that we congsider requiring implementation
[ of axtended area sarvice (EAS) betwesn all exchanges in Frankilin
, County. TFour sxchanges are affected by this rsquest: Alligater
{ Point, Apalachicols, East Point, and Carrabelle. These axchanges
are ssrved by Bt. Jossph Telaphone and Telegraph Company (St. Joe
or the Company), which is subject to regulation by this Comaission
' pursuant to Chapter J&4, Florida Statutes. By Order No. 2)044,
izssued Juna 7, 1990, wve directed S5t. Joes to parform traffic studies
betwvaen thase sxchanges to detersine vhather a sufficient community
of interest aexisted, pursuant to Rule 218-4.060, PFlorida
! Administrative Cods, The Company was ragquired to prepars and
: subait these studies to us vwithin sixty (60) days of the issuance
of Ordexr MHo. 23044, making ths studies dus by August 6, 1%90.
Subsaquently, St. Joe subnitted the requifred traffic study data.

BI Order Ko. 23962, lssuad Januaxry 7, 1991, we proposad
requiring 8t. Joa to survey all of its Franklin County subscribers
for implenantation of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way calling
beatwean all axchangas in tha County, at rates =at forth in the
Crdar. Ho protest was filed to our propossd action, so Order No.

| 23962 becans final on January 19, 1991, following sxpiration of the
' protest pariod,
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: Request for county-wide toll ) DOCKET NO. 900302-TL
rservica by the Franklin County } ORDER MO. 24835
d )

of Commissioners ISSUED: 7/19/91

)
ITha following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
i matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASON
l BETTY EASLEY
MICHAEL McK. WILSON

| com-pRilt SRy EXTEMDED AREL SERUICE
NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

loapan REQUIRING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN

lE COMMISSION:

I. PBACKGROUND

I'rhis docket was initiated upon a resolution filed with tunis
dission by the Franklin County Board of County Commissioners.
esolution raquested that wve consider requiring implementation
tended area service (EAS) batweaen all axchanges in Franklin
ty. Foutr exchangas are affected by this requesat: Alligator
, Apalachicola, East Point, and Carrabslle. These sxchanges
&rved by 5t. Joseph Talephone and Telegraph Company (St. Joe
e Company), which is subject teo regulatiocn by this Commission
nt to Chapter 164, Florida Statutes. By Order No. 23044,
F June 7, 1990, we directed St. Joe to psrform traffic studies
en these exchangas to determine wvhether a sutficient community
terest axisted, pursuant to Rula 25-4.060, Florida
strative Code, The Company was required to prepara and
these studies to us within sixty (&0) days of the issuance
er No. 23044, making tha studies due by August 6, 1990.
uvently, St. Joe submitted the required traffic studv data,

Y Order No. 239:2, issued January 7, 1991, ve propossd
ing St. Joe to survey all of its Franklin County subscribers
plenentation of nonoptional, flat rats, twvo-way calling
an all axchanges in the County, at rates sat forth in the
No protest vas filed to our proposed action, so0 Order No,

Shecame final on January 29, 1991, folloving expiration of the
:3t pariod.
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II. SURVEY RESULTS

In accordan~a with the directive contained in Order No. 23962,
5t. Jos proceeded to survey its Franklin County customers. St. Joe
nmailed $397 ballots to all customers of record in Franklin County.
The results of the survey are as follows:

NUMBER EERCENT
Ballots Malled 5197 100%
Ballots Returned 2651 49%
Ballots Not Returned 2746 51%
Ballots for EAS 1717 32%
Ballots hgainst EAS 889 16%

Invalid pallots 45 1%

In order for the survey to pass, we required a margin of fifty
percent (50%) plus one (1) favorable vota (at least 2699 votes) out
of all subscribars survayed. Therefore, the survey has failed and

we shall not require St. Joe to implement EAS on any of the routes
in Franklin County.

III. ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN

NOTICE is hereby given by the Florida Public Servica
‘Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
nature 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 cCode,

Although the survey has falled, we helleve there are several
compelling reasons vhy some form of toll reiief should be offered
to the residents of Franklin County. Among these are community of
interest factors other than traffic volume. Presently, calls from
both the Alligator Point and Carrabelle exchanges to Apalachicola
{the county seat) are toll calls. Residents are dependent upon
Apalachicola as the primary source of in-county medical facilities.
The only hospital {n Franklin County ‘s located in Apalachicola,
along with numerous clinics and medical service providers. 1In
addition, virtually al) Frankli{n County branches of state agencies,
in particular HRS officea, are located in Apalachicola. These are
the same factors we recognized when we 1ssued our Order in January.
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Upon consideration, wve hereby propose requiring st. Jee to
.ement the alternative toll plan known as the §$.25 plan in
klin County. Calls betwesn all exchanges in Franklin County
1l bae rated at $.25 per call, regardless of call duration,
‘pt betwaan Apalachicola and Eastpoint, where toll free calling
lready in place. These calls shall be furnished on a seven-
t basis and shall be reclassified as local. They shall ba
ed by pay telephone providers as any other local call.
mers may make an unlimited number of calls at $.25 per call.

St, Joe shall implement this calling plan within twaelve {12)
s of the date this Order becomes final. The optional calling
n presently in place between Alligator Polint and Cuirrabelle
ll be eliminated gimultaneously with implementation of the §.25

We recognize that thare is an economic impact to S5t. Joe as a
t of our proposed calling plan. Based upon the traffic study

3 provided in this docket, the total toll revenus for intra-
y toll calls for the one month June 1, 19%0, billing period
8,028.96. Annualized, this comes to $96,347.52 in lost toll
anue. DBased upon the number of messages shown in the traftic
data, implementation of the $.2% plan would yield $3,209 in
ly revenua. Annualized, the $.25 plan wvould yield $38,508 in
anue, resulting in an annual revenue loss of $57,840. A loss of
magnitude would represent a 0.43% reduction in return on
y for St. Jos, vhich va do not see as significant, given St.
s prasent healthy earnings position. 1t should be noted that
figures do not include any stimulation. Although stimulation
ia can be difficult, aven impomsible to predict, if the number
alls on these routes wvere to little more than doubls, the
cted revenue loas would be negated. Accordingly, ve find it
‘priate to waive Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Administrative Code,
‘h provides for full recovery of costs whare the qualification
S is dependent upon calling levels and aubscriber approval of
iﬁtitioning axchange (the entires county hera).

Finally, following lmplemsntation of the calling plan, St. Joe
file quarterly reports with our staff, hroken down on a
Mly basis. These reports shall include a detalled analysis of
distribution of calling usate among subscribers, over each
, Bagregated betwean business and residential users and
ned, showing for each category the nuamber of customers making

» (0) calls, one (1) call, et catsra, through twenty-five (25)
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calls, and in ten (10) call increments thereafter, to ninety-five
(95) calls, and ninety-six (96) or more calls. Thesa reports on
usage shall be filed for a one year period following
implementation. These usage reports shall also include a record of
any custopmper contact, along with the reason for such contact,
regarding the $.25 calling plan.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service ommission that the
surv~y required by Order No. 23962 has failed and that St. Joseph
Telephone and Teler ~aph Company shall not be required to implement
ihe extended arsa service plan contemplated by Order No. 23962. It

s further

ORDERED that 1¢ no proper protest ls filed within the tinme
frame met forth below, St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company
shall, within twelve months of the date thirz Order beccnmes final,
implement an alternative toll plan in Franklin County in accordance
with the terms and conditions set forth in Section III of this
order, It is further '

ORDERED that Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Administrative cCode,
has leen walved for the reasons discussed in the body of this
Order. It is further

ORDERED that St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company shall
file certain reports as set forth herein. 1t is further

ORDERED that our actions described in Section I1I of thls
Order shall becoma final and this docket shall be closed following
the expiration of the protast period specified balow, if no proper
protest to our proposed agency action is filed in accordance with
the re juirements set forth below.

By ORD%? of the Florida Public Servica Commisaion, this 19th
day of JULY . 1991 | —
rector
Division of rds and Reporting
( SEAL)

ABG
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' BEFORE THE PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIBSION

re: Resolution b{ the Orange County
>ard of County Commissionsrs for extended
ga service betwesan the Mount Dora
]

)} DOCKET NO. 900039-TL
)
hange and the Apopka, Orlando, Winter )
)
)
)

ORDER NO. 13992

k, East Orangs, Reedy Cresk, Winder-

ISSUED: - 8729791
Ic, and Lake Buena Vista exchanges

The folloving Commissioners participated in the disposition of
'l matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
' J. © “RRY DEASON
BETTY EASLEY
MICHAEL McK. WILSON

i
QRDER_DENYING IMPLEMENTATION OF EXCHANGE TRANSFER
l AND

HOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

THE COMMISSION:

I. BACKGROUND

This docket was initiated pursuant to Resolution No, 89-H-118

d with this Commission by the Orange County Board of County
aissioners, requesting that ve consider requiring implementation
xtanded arsa service (EAS) betwesn ths Mt. Dora exchangs and
exchanges in Orange County. By Order No. 22367, issued
ary 16, 1950, we directed Southern Bell Telephone and
aph Company (Southern Bell), United Telsphone Company of
ﬁ:a {(Unitey), and Vista-United Telacommunications (Vista-
ad) to perform traffic studies batween thase exchanges to
ine whether a sufficlent community of intsrest existed,
ant to Rule 25~4.060, Florida Administrative cCode. In
cular, the companies wera directed to submit studies of the
ic between tha Mt. Dora exchange (with separate studies for
range County pooket area of the Mt. Dora exchange) and the
a, East Orange, Lake Busha Vista, Orlando, Resdy Cresk,
lermere, Winter Garden, and Winter Park exchangas. All of these
as ‘are served by United, except the Orlando and Eact Orange
nges, wvhich are served by Southern Bell, and the Lake Buana
:a exchange, which is served by Vista-United. 1In addition te
ving intarcompany routss, this request aiso involves interLATA
1 access transport area) routes. The Mt, Dora exchange im

DACUMEIT DT D mave
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located in the Gainesville LATA, while the remaining exchanges are
located in the Orlando LATA. The companies wvere to prepare and
submit these studies to us within sixty (60) days of the issuance
of Order No. 22567, making the studies due by April 17, 1990,

On April 4, 1990, Southern Bell filed a Motion for Extension
of Tima, requesting an extension through and including May 17,
1990, in which to prepare and to submit the required traftic
studies. As grounds for its request, Southern PBell cited the
complexities inherent in the preparation of traf ic studies for EAS
pockat areas, including the need to compile and tabulate the data
sanually. By Order No. 22807, issued April 12, 1990, we granted
Southern Bell the re 1ested axtension of time through May 17, 1990,

Subsequently, all three companies filed the regquired traffic
studies in response to Order No. 22567. On May 17, 1990, Southern
Bell filed a reguast for confidantial treatment of certain portions
of its traffic study data. Southern Bell reguested specified
confidential treatment of only that data which representsd a
quantification of traffic along interLATA routes. By Order No.
22981, issuad May 25, 1990, we granted Southern Bell'sm regquest,
Similar requests for specified contfidantial treatment were filed by
United on July 16, 1990, and by Vista-United on August 2, 1990, By
Order No. 2330), iuued August 3, 1990, and Order No. 23351, issued
August 13, 199C, we granted each of thess regquasts.

BI Order No. 23633, issued October 18, 1990, we proposed’
requiring United to survey its customers in the oOrange County
pockat area of the Nt. Dora axchange for a transfer to the Apopka

- sxchange, at rates set forth in the Order. No protest vas filed to

our proposed action, so Order No. 23635 bacane final on November 9,
1990, following expiration of the protest psriod. :

II. RURYVEY RESULTS

In accordance with the directive conteined in Order NO. 23635,
United proceeded to survey its customers in the Orange County
pocket area of the Nt. Dora exchange. United majiled 744 ballots to
all customers of record in the survey area. The rasults of the
survey are as followve:
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Humber Parcent

I Ballots Malled T44 100%
Ballots Returned 531 718
Ballots Not Returned 211 2%%
For Transfer 192 26%

I Against Transfer 335 43%
Invalid Ballots 4 <1l%

lorder for the survey to pass, we required a margin of fifty

ircant (30%) plus one {1) fr ‘orable vote (at least 373} votas) out

> all subscribars survesyed. As the table above reveals, the
ey has falled and, thersfore, we shall not raquire United to
lement the exchange transfer contemplated by Order No. 23635.

| III. ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN

NOTICE is hereby given by the Florida Public Service
ission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
ure and will become final unless & person whose interests are

wversely  affected filles a peatition for a formal proceading,
'lunnt to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code.

All of the routes under consideration in this docket are
'aru‘m routes. The actual results of the traffic studies were
nted confidential treatment by Orders Nos. 22983, 23303, and

351. As we Yepg 3 in Ord NO S, Rnorn ) nder

sideration met the yashold of Ru -4,060(2) (¢ wvhic

uires thx 3} Or ®more messages per Rmjlh or equivalent mailn

mﬂ;!ﬁlﬁﬁhmu ; e ._1;9
; : = 08 - |_Oor mora CAlls per mon

TITY for nonoptional EAS Purther, VUERen as a vholae, e Mt.

ra sxchange ¢ ts ca ng rates to the Orlando, Apopks, and

er park exchanys which would qualify only for an optional EAS
under our rules, if optional plans vers techaically feasible
r intsrLATA routes. -

ll Since the time of the original deocision in this docket, a new
alternative plan has coms into favor. In sevaral recent
~kets we have ordered an alternative to traditional EAS known as
$.25 plan. This plan has gained favor for several reasons,
duding its simplicity, ite message rate structure, and the fact
it can ba inplemanted as a local calling plan on an interLATA
ﬁ-. Optional EAS plans, particularly OEAS plans, are somevhat
using to customers; the additives or buy-ins are genesrally
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rather high; and the take rates for most OFAS plans hava been
rather lov. We have alec expressed our concern that where Toll-Pac
is implenented, a tlires minute message still has a substantial cost
to the customer. For example, in the peak period, a three minute
wensage from Mt. Dora to Orlando would only be reduced from $.7050
to $.4930. Howvever, the most important reason we favor the $.23
plan in this particular instance is that the $%.25 plan (which
converts the traffic to local status, and is implemented on a seven
digit basis) is feasible for interLATA routes, whereas most other
usage sensitive alternatives to EAS are feasible only for intraLATA
routes.,

Upon consideration, wa hereby proposs requiring United and
Southern Bell to implement the alternative toll plan known as the
§$.23 plan on the following routes: between Mt. Dora and Apopka;
between Mt. Dora and Orlando; and betwean Mt. Dora and Winter Park,
Calles between these sxchanges shall be rated at §.25 per call,
regardless of call duration. These calls shall be furnished on a
seven digit basis and shall be reclassified as local for all
purposes., These calla shall be handled by pay telephone providera
in the same way and at the same price to end users as any other
local call. Customers may make an unlimited numbsr of calls at
$.25 par call. - Affected customers shall be provided with
appropriate directory listings.

In reaching the above decision, we considered United's
conments regarding our propossl, particularly its concerns with our
requiring seven digit dialing. Although exhaustion of NXX codes is
a legitimate concern, wa do not see this as relevant in this
particular case, vhere 1+ dlaling will not be utilized (our plan
rejjuires seven digit dialing, like all other local calls).

Proper assignment of NXXs has historically avoided the problen
of the sams NXX being used in two NPAs, yet both within the local
calling area, or potentially within the local calling area, of one
exchange. TFor exempla, NXXe which are issigned to the Orlando
exchange in tha 407 area cods would not be assigned in the Lake
County area (near Orlando, but in the 904 area coda). Rathar, NiXs
used in Orlandc should be assigned in Jacksonville or Pensacola
(304 area code but more distant from Orlande). Since there s
little 1likeliihood of 1local calling between Orlande r:d
Jacksonville, or Orlando and Pensacola, the use of tha same NXX in
both areas should not peose any switching or dialing problena,
Although seven digit dialing acrosa NPA boundaries may make future
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gnpent of NXXs slightly more difficult, wa do not find the

tional difficulty to be vary significant. In fact, sevan digqit
-al calling across HPA boundaries already exists in several arsas
the statas.

An additional consideration here is the calling scops of the
ateverds exchange. The Monteverde exchange has local calling to
exchanges which the Mt. Dora exchange can presently call. 1In
tion, the Montaverde sxch: "‘ge has local calling to the Apopka,
lando, and Winter Park exchanges, as vell as several others in
407 area. Because of this large calling scope (into two NPAs -
and 904}, no NXXs can ba assigned in both NPAs which would be
local call from Honteverds. Therefore, raegardless of whether
n digit or ten digit disling wvere ordered in this docket, the
re assignment of NXXa would ba unaffacted. Accordingly, we
1d it appropriate that the $.25 message rate plan ba iaplemented
' seven digit basis.

We recognize that there is an economic ilmpact to United and
hern Bell as a result of our proposed calling plan. Based upon
'tutﬂc study data -provided in thie docket, the estimated
ithly revenue loss, vithout considering stimulation, is $52,266 -
414 for United and $9,222 - 59,380 for Southern Bell. It
!ld ba noted that these figures do not include any stimulation.
:hough stimulation levels can ba difficult, sven impeossible to
ict, if the number of calls on thesea routes veres to little more
double, the projected revenue Jloss would ba negated.
:ordingly, we find it appropriate to wailve Rule 25-4.082(4),
ida Admjinistrative Code, which provides for full recovery of
‘- vhere the alificatfion for EAS {s dependent upon calling
1s and subscril v approval of the patitioning exchange, to the
nt that this rule arguably applies in this scsnario.

lUnitod and Southern Bsll shall implument this calling plan
hin tvelve (12) months of the date this Order bacomes final.
ihorn Ball shall immediately bagin seeking a vaiver of the
¥fied Final Judgment to allow it to carry the traffic on the
acted routess.

Finally, folloving implementation of the calling plan, United
Southern Bell shall file quarterly raports with our staff,
l.n down on a monthly besis. These reports shall inolude a
iled analysis of the distribution of calling usage among
ecribers, over sesach route, segregated batvean husiness and




ORDER NO. 24992 - . C, cy%- __7

DOCKET NO. 900039-TL
PAGE 6

residential users and combined, showing for each category the
number of custopars making zero {(0) calls, one (1) call, st cetsra,
through tventy-five (25) calls, and in ten (10) call incremsnts
thereatter, to ninety-five (95) calls, and ninety-six (96) or more
calls. These reports on usage shall ba filed for a one year period
tollovwing implemsntaticn. These usags reports shall alsco include
a rscord of any custoser contact, along with the reason for such
contact, regarding the $.25 calling plan.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by ths Florida Public Service Commission that the
survey required by Order No. 236)5 has failed and that United
Telephone Conpany of Florida shall not be required to implement the
exchangs transfer contemplated by Order No. 23633. It is further
'

ORDERED that if no proper protast is filed vithin the tinme
frama set forth balow, United Telephons Company of Florida and:
Southern Ball Telephone and Telegraph Company snall, within twvelve
months of the date this Order becomes ¢final, implement an
alternative toll plan in accordance with the terms snd conditions
sat forth in Bection III of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Conpany
shall seek a waiver of the Modified Final Judgment in accordance
with the requirensnt set forth in Section III of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Administrative Cude,
has been waived for the reasons discussed in the body of this
Order. It is further

ORDERED that United Telephone Company of Florida and Southern
Bell Talephone and Telegraph Company shall file certain reports as
set forth herein. It is further

ORDERE™ that our actions described in Bection III of this
Ordsr shall become final and this docket shall ba closed following
the expiration of the protest periol specified below, if no proper
protsst to our proposed agency action is filed in accordance with
the requirements set forth below.
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' By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commissicn, this _ 29th
y of AUGUST . 1991

Division of Re<ords and Reporting

EAL)

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

l The Florida Publio Service Commission is regquired by Saction
0.59(4), PFlorida Statutes, to notity arties of any
inistrative hearing or judicial reviev of Commission orders that
vailable under Sections 120.57 or 120.58, Florida Statutes, as
11 as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
ld not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
Finq or judicial revisw will be granted or result in the reliet
ught.

's As identified in the bodr of this Order, our action described
sction III of this Order is preliminary in nature and will not
ne effective or final, except as provided by Rule 25-22.029,
ida Administrative Cods. Any person whose substantial
erests are affected by the action proposed by this Order may
a pstition for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25~
29(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the focm provided by
25-22.036(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative Code. This
tion must be received by the Director, Division of Records and
rting at his office at 101 East Gaines SBtreat, Tallahassaee,
ida 32199-0870, by the closs of business on

1 « In the absence of such a petition,

t Oraor shall becoms effective cn the date subssguent to the
e date as provided by Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative




GILCHRIST COUNTY ECS

Exhibit REP-5
Docket No. 950639-TL




SEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

'1 re: Request by Glilchrist County DOCKET NO. 87079%0-TL

)
onmissioners for extended area service ) ORDER HO. 2540
irouqhout Gilchrist County ) ISSUED: 11/13/91
)

The folloving Commisaioners participated in tha disposition of
is matter:

l J. TERRY DEASON
MICHAEL McK. WILSON

I NHOTICE QF PROPQSED AGENCY ACTION
QRDER ACCEPTING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

l THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE is hersby given by the Florida Public Servicas
ission that the action discussed hercin is preliminary in
ature and will become final unless a person whose interests are
ersely affected files a petition for a formal procesding,
taunnt to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Cods.

This docket was initiated in response to a resclution filed
;h this Commisaion by the Gillchrist County Board of County
mmiseioners (Gllchrist County). This resolution requested that

consider requiring implementation of extended area service (EAS)
tgughout Gilchrist county. Four exchanges are affacted by this
ast: Brantord, High Springa, Newberry, and Trenton. The
-anford and High Springs exchanges are served by ALLTEL Fleorida,
'. (ALLTEL), wvhile the Newberry and Trenton exchanges are served
Southern Ball Telephone and Telegraph Company {(Southern Bell).
addition to involving intercompany routes, this request also
.olvaa interLATA (local access transport area) routes. The
nford and High Springs exchanges are located in the Jacksonville
TA, while the Kawberry and Trenton exchanges are located in the
esvilla LATA. Not one of the four exchanges is located
lusively in Gilchrist County.

Thers has baen a substantial amount of activity in this docket

a it was first opened in 1987. A rsview of that history can be
und in Orders Nos. 23856 and 24752 and will not bs repsated heres.
use Gilchrist County bad pricasted ocur proposal to deny any
her EAS in the county, this matter was set for hearing on July

+ 1991, in Bell, Florida. Subsequently, it came to our attention
a number of - perties to the docket had enterad into
tiations with the goal of resolving all of the issues presented
Gilchrist County's petition. In an attempt to facilitate thase
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efforts, wve cancelled the scheduled hearing to allow the partlies to
continue their negotiations.

Subsequently, an agresment was reached betwveen Gilchrist
County, ALLTEL, and Southern Bell. Tha operative portions of this
agreement are set forth balow:

l. BSouthern Bell agrees to charge a local message
rate of $.25 par call regardless of the call duration for
calls made betwvesn Southern Bell's Trenton exchange and
Nevberry exchangs and to treat such calls as local calls.

2. ALLTEL agrees to charge a local message rate of
$.25 per call regardless of the call duration for calls
mide between AL "EL's High Springs exchange and Branford
exchange and to treat such calls as local calls.

3. Southern Bell will not object to the Commission
ordering a local message rate of $.25 per call to be
aprlied to calls which are currently transported over a
LATA boundary from the Trenton exchange to the High
Springs or Branford exchange or over & LATA boundary from
the Newberry exchange to the Branford exchange. ALLTEL
will not object to the Commission ordering a local
message rate of $.23 per call to be applied to calls
vhich are currently transported over a LATA boundary frpm
the Migh Springs or PBranford exchanges to Trenton
exchanga or over LATA boundary from the Branford exchangs
to the Newberry exchange. All parties recognize that
Southern Ball's abllity to provide such service |is
contingent upon obtaining appropriate relief of the court
having Jjurisdiction over the Modification of Final
Judgmant ("MPJI"}. Southern Bell agrees to use due
diligence in seeking a waiver of the MFJ restrictions.
The existing rates and services between the Newberry and
High Springs exchanges shall remain in effect.

4, It {s the intent of Southern Ball and ALLTEL to
implement the $.25 local message rata, if so ordered by
the Commission, by July 1, 15%92.

. ‘5., Bouthern Bell will discontinue all its Enhanced
optional Extended Arsa Service ("EOEAS") options in
Gilchrist County with the exception of the EOEAS premium
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option. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Southern Bsll's
I EOEAS options will continue to be offered to customers in
the Trenton exchange for calls made batween the Trenton
exchange and the Gainesvilla esxchange. All other
l existing local rates in Gilchrist County will remain in
effect. The parties agree that this Agreement shall not
preclude ALLTEL, Southern Bell or Gilchrist County from
. requesting rate relief in the futura for any rates
associated with the exchanges in Gllchrist County.

'

6. The parties agree that this Agresment shall not
have precedential wvalua for other proceedings and has
been entered into solely for the purpose of rasolving all

disputes regarding the provision of EAS in Gllchrist
County.

Upon review of the facts and circumstances surrounding this
, wWe find it reasonable and appropriate to approva tha
tiated settlement agreement in its entirety. Accordingly,
s between Branford and High Springs, Branford and Hewbearry,
ford and Trenton, High Springs and Tranton, and Kevberry and
fiton shall he rated at $.25 per call, regardlass of call
-ation. These calls shall be furnished on a seaven-digit basis.
‘s at pay telephonas shall be treated as local for both end
Ta and pay telaphone providers. ALLTEL and Southern Ball shall
Jlement this calling plan no latar than July 1, 1992. Southern
‘:hall immediately bagin seeking a waiver of the Modified Final
ent to allow it to carry the traffic on the affacted routes.

lBased on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Sarvice Commission that the
enent agreement entered into by tha Board of County
ssioners of Gllchrist County, Southern Bell Telephons and
agraph Company, and ALLTEL Florida, Incorporatsd for the purpose

tsolvinq the issuas in this docket is heraby spproved in ite
ety. It is furth.r

ORDERED that if no proper protest is filed within the time

saet forth below, our proposaed action srall bacome final and
1 docket shall bhe closed.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commirsion, this _13:p
day of NOVEMBER , 1991 .

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

br_@ﬁ#.i%
Ch¥ef, Burea¥ of Records

(SEAL)

ABG

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEOINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Cormission 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 Sectlions 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not bes construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial raview will be granted or result in tha relief
sought.

The action proposed herein is prelinminary in nature and will
not becoma 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 patition for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-
22.029(4), Florida Adainistrative Cocde, in tha fornm provided by
Rule 25-22.7)6(7)(a) and (f), Florida Adrinistrative Code. This
petition must be received by the Director, Division of Records and
Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahasseae,

Florida - 32399-0870, by the close of business on
12/4/791 .
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Request for exteanded area service ) DOCKET HO. 87079%0-TL

(EAS) throughout Gillchrist County Y} ORDER NO. 23856
} ISSUED: 12-10-90

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this mattar:

HM1CHAEL McK. WILSON, Chalirman
THOMAS M. BEARD
BETTY EASLEY
GERALD L. GUNTER
FRANK 5. MESSERSHITH

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
QROER DENXING REOQUEST FOR EXTENDED AREA SERVICE

BY THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE 1is hersbv given by the Florida Public Service
Commission that the ..tion discussed herein is preliminary in
nature and will become finail unless a person whose interests are
adversesly affected files a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code.

This docket was initiated upon s resclution riled with this
Commission by the Gilchrist County Board of County Commissioners.
This resolution requested that we consider reguiring implementation
of extendad area service (EAS) throughout Gilchrist County. Four
exchanges are affected by this request: Branford, High Springs,
Newberry and Trenton. The Branford and High Springs exchanges ars
served by ALLTEL Florida, Inc. (ALLTEL), while the Newberry and
Trenton axchanges are servad by Southern PBell Telephons and
Talegraph Company (Southern Bell). Both companies are aubject to
requlation by this Commission pursuant to Chapter 164, Florida

Statutes.

In addition to involving intercompany routes, this request
also invoives interLATA (locsl access transport area) routes. Thae
Branford and High Springs exchangas are located in the Jacksconville
LATA, vhile the Newberry and Trenton exchanges are located in the
Gainasville LATA. Not one of the four exchanges is located

exclusively in Gilchrist County.

By Orde. No. 1794), lssued August 6, 1987, ve directed ALLTEL
and Southern Bell tc prepare and submit traffic studlies on the
routes affected by this resolution so that we could determine if a
sufficient community of intersest existed pursuant to Rule 2%-4,060,
Florida Administrative Code. For those studles, we requested that

DOCUMCNT NUMZER-CATE
10924 DIC10 89
“FSC-RECORDS/REPORTING
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the companies measurs the nessages psr main and equivalent main
station per month {M/M/M} and percentage of subscribers making two
(2) or more calls monthly to the exchanges for which EAS was
proposed.

At ths tims ve issued Order Ne. 17943, Gllchrist County
consisted of the following noh-EAS routes:

ROUTE MILEAGE
Branford to High Springs 22
Trenton to Hewberry 13
Branford to Trentons 2.
High Springs to Trenton* 21
Branford to Newberry+ g

¢InterLATA routes

The High 5prings to Newberry route, an interLATA route, already hai
flat rate, two-way, nonoptional EAS, which had been implemented
prior to divestiture.

Subsequentlr, both ALLTEL and Southern Bell flled thelr
respective traffic studies in response to Order No. 17943. As part
of their traffic studies, the companies also subamitted demographic
information as described below.

The Gllchrist County seat is located in Trenton. The average
income level in the Trenton exchange ranges from lower to middle
income. Medical facilities, schools, and some storss are located
in Trenton. The Nevberry exchange is comprised of many retiraes
and second homes. The average income level in the HKewberry
exchange is lewver to nmiddle income. The western twenty percent

" (20%) of the Newberry exchange is located in Gilchrist County,

while tha rest of the exchange lles in Alachua County. The
residents in the vestern tventy percent (20%) of the county go to
school, shop, and have post office delivery in Trenton. The
residents of the middle sixty psrcent (60%) of the HNewberry

. exchangs, located in Alachua County, are tied to HNewberry for

schools and shopping. For medical treatment, some residents go
south to Williston, but most go sast to Gainesville. The residents
of the esastern twenty percent (20%) of the exchange have a
comnunity of interest with Gaineaville. ALLTEL reports that the
community of interest ior the Gllichrist County residents in the
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Branford, Newberry and High Springs exchanges are the govarnrmental
offices, banks and other businesses located in Tranton.

The traffic studies submitted by the companies in response to
Order No. 1794) revialed the following onse-way calling rates on the
affacted routes, including foreign sxchange (Fx) data:

-3 MAKING 2
ROUTE M/H/Ha QR MORE CALLS
Branford to High Springs .89 13.44%
High Springes to Branford .93 8.49%
Trenton to Newberry 1.88 22.65%
Newberry to Trenton 4.09 21,31%
Branford to Trenton# 1.78 16.50%
Trenton to Branford» n/a n/a
High Springs t- Trenton# 1.15% 7.76%
Trenton to High Springs+ n/a n/a
Branford to Newberry# .17 2.45%
Newbarry to Branford nja n/a

*Interlata routes - ALLTEL filed traffic study results,
but Southern Bell did not.

Rule 25-4.060(2) (a) requires a minimum of 1,00 M/MH/Hs, with at
least fifty percent (50%) of the exchange subscribers making two
(2) or more calls per month to i{ndicate a sufficient community of
interest to warrant EAS. The results of the traffic studfies
indicated that the one-way calling rates on the routea for wvhich we
had traftfic study data fell baslow this threshold rule requirement

At our Tebruary 2, 1988, Agenda Conferance, we heard comments
from two members of the Gillchrist County Board of County
Comanissioners {(the County Commission} requesting a survey for
countywide calling. Whilea wve believed the calling rates vare very
low, neverthaless, ve {nstructed ALLTEL and Southern Bell to
develop a countywide flat rate on which the customers could be

surveyed,

Subseqguently, the companies filed the requested countywide
flat rates, along with a corrassponding revenue impact statement.
The matter was scheduled to be taken up again at our October 19,
1588, Agenda Confarence. Howsvar, prior to that Agenda Conferance,
the Offlce of Public Counsel requested indefinite defarral of this
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itam on bahalf of the County Commission. Tha County Commission.
believed that the probability of tha survay passing was very low
becauss all four eof the axchanges in Gilchrist County also
partially lie in othar ocunties.

Following this deferral, cur staff continued to pursue various
poasibilities for providing toll reliaf to the custemars in
Gllchrist County. Tha County Commission has strxessed ths nesd for
thoss, subscribars living ocutwside Trenton to be able to call thair
county sast. Ona customar sent a letter to our staff in Deceamber
of 1908, outlining the calling problems the county and makipg
suggastions for a solution. This cus y dascribsd tha rural
nature of tha county and ths problsma this causss for those in
cutlying aress, particularly the need of thase subscribers vhose
childran attand school in -enton to ba able to contact the schools
and vice versa, along with ths nesd to contact county offices in
Iranten. This customer noted that whils sonme governmant offices
did bhave FX linas to other sxchanges, he belisved a sore efficient
use of scocess linas could ba achisved with EAS. One of his
suggestions was to survey only the customers living within the
Gllchzist Coun portions of tha four exchangas for a flat ratas,
two-way, nonopticnal calling plan. Eis second suggestion was to'
implement a two-wvay optional plan, recognizing the nesd for manusl
isplesentation through billing in the Branford exchange because of
its stap~by-stap svitch, .

As to this customer's first proposal, vhils feasible, va have
been againat Iimplementation of flat rats two-uq' EAS to pockst
areas in ths past. Among cur reasons for this are'the scarcity of
NXX codes and issuss of fairness. Neverthalass, bacause of
assertions of both tha opunty at and county rasidants that
the portions of the axchanges cutside Gllchrist County obscured the
calling patterns within Gilchrist County, wva issusd Order Mo. 20807
on Jaraary 17, 1989, directing the companies to perferm pockst area
traffic studiss. :

. In tha maantims, in an attampt to provide soma rellef teo
customears, our staff filed a recommendatien that County BSeat
Calling be lhplamented in Gilchrist County. This plan basically
provides for fres calling to particular county govaernsental
agencies, schools, stc., &= datermined by the most fresquently
called mmbers within tha county. At our March 21, 1989, Agenda
Conferanc vhers we considared this proposal, ALLTEL registerad its
epposition, stating that it had net bean given sufficfent time to
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study ths proposal and did not know the coeste to the company for
implemantation. Intsrexchange carriers (1XCe) also had concerns
with the precedent-setting naturs of auch a propossl, considering
the interlATA routes involved. Accordingly, we deferred the matter
and diracted ths coppanies end our staff to gather further
information on the proposal.

Aftar the Agenda Confersnce, our staff recalved a rumber of
leattera outlining problems and concerns with County Seat Calling.
Our staff also had conversations with ths county attorney and
others who stated that County Seet Calling was not a solution
hacauss calls to busineasas and many other necessary places wouid
not ha included. Our staff than awalted the resuit. of the pocket

traffic studies.

Subsequantly, both ALLTEL and Southstn Ball filled the
requested traffic atudies, slong with a reguast for specifiaed
confidential tre ment of certain portione ¢f the data. By Orders
Nos. 21452 and 21453, iseusd June 27, 1989, we deniad thess
requasts., On July 11, 1989, both ALLTEL and AT&T Communications of
thea Southern States, Inc. (ATT-C} filed Protssts of Order No.
21452. On July 13, 198%, Boutharn Ball (filed & HKotion for
Extansion of Time in wvhich to raspond to Order WHo. 2145). On July
14, 1989, ATT-C filad ite Protest of Ordar No. 2143}, along with a
Motion to Accept Protest Filed out of Time. On July 26, 1989,
Southern Bell filed its Protest of Order MNo. 214%), After
consideration of the arguments asdvanced in thesa proteets, ws
issued Order No. 23654 on October 23, 1990, and granted specified
confidential treatment to the traffioc data for the interLATA routes

in thie dockst.

on Septembar 7, 1989, Gilchrist cCounty fllad a Hotion
Requanting Issuance of Proposad Agancy Action Order (Motion}, mlong
with a Dratt of Proposed Agency Action Order Granting Countywide
Extendsd Araa Bervice (Draft Order)}. Thie HMotion, as well as the
results of ths pocket traffio studies, were considersd at our
Novanbar &, 1990, Agenda Confersncs.

A or 12
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Each of the involved axchanges currantly has EAS aw follows:

EXCHANGE ACCESS LINES EAS CALLING SCOPE

Branford 2,282 Dowling Park, Florida
Sharlff's Boys Ranch,
Live Oak, Luraville,
Hayo, Wellhorn

High Spring 3,074 Alachua, Fort White,
Gainewville, Hewbarry

Trenton 2,517 Chisfland

Neawbarry 2,797 Alachua, Archar,

Gainesville, High Springs

The reute with the highest calling rate in both the initial
traffic study and the secomn! traffic study was the Newbarry to
Trenton route, In tha initial study, the calling rate was 4.09
M/M/Hs, with 21.71% of the customers making two or more calls per
month. The pocket study ravealed calling rates from the Gilchrist
County pocket of tha Nevbarry sxchange to thae Trantcn sxchange of
5.44 M/M/Ma, with 49.67% of the customers making two or more calls
per month. Toll reliaf wvas racantly provided for this routas. By
Order Mo. 23200, in Docket Ho. 800069-TL, we ordersd Southarn Bell
to implemant its Enhanced Optionsl EAE (ECEAS) plen on thie routas,
The company was ordared to implement FOEAS at the following rates
effactiva June 20, 1990:

BESIDENCE OPTIQNS
Prepium {Option 2} 9 4.70
Discount (Option J) 2.20
Incoming (Option 3) 4.99
Drop-Back (Option 4) 2.40
DUSINESE OPTIONS
Discount (Option 3) $ 4.40
Incoming {(Option 5) 10.80
Drop-Back (Opticn 4} 22.90

10 g% 2
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ESSX/PEX TRUNK QPTIONI
Discount (Option 1) $ &.00
Incoming {Option 5} 16.20

The pocket studies showad calling rates from the Gllchrist
County pockat of the Branford sxichange to tha Tranton sxchange that
pet the rule reguirsment Cor H/M/Hs, but was far belov the
requirement for parcentaga of customers making two or more calls
per month. Under some circumstancas in ths past, wa have ordered
ipplemsntation of Toil-Pac on such routans. In this instance,
however, we do not bellieve such sction is appropriate becauss this
is an interlLATA route and such routes hava been deamed compatitiva
since divestitura. The situation on this route im further
complicated by the axistence of s step-by-step mswitch In tha
Branford exchange; thersfore, any typs of discounted toll plan
would have to be sanually implemanted through the billing systenm.
It is our understanding that ALLTEL plans to convert this switch by
Oacsnbar, 1991. The nocket studies rsvesled that for the rest of
the routas, both interLATA and intralLATA, calling ratas vere very
low, Accordingly, we announce our intention to deny furthar
consideration of EAS in this dockat.

In addition, ws shsll deny the Moticn filled by Gilchrist
County. As detalled at length above, nona of the non-EAS routass
meat the threshold of Rula 2%-4.060. Accordingly, there is no
factual or lagal basis for granting the relief requested in tha
braft Order.

Basad on the foregolng, it ie

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the
resolution filed by ths Gilchrist county Board of County
Commissioners requesting extended area service betvean all
Glichrist County exchanges is hareby denied for the ressonz set
torth harein. 1t fie further

ORDERED that tha Hoticn Regquesting Issuance ¢of Proposad Agancy
Action Order flled Septsabar 7, 1989, by Gllchrist County is heraby
denied for the ressons set forth harain. It is further

ORDERED that the e#ffective date of our sction describad herein
is the firat working day following ths date spacified below, if no

Voo Yo
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proper protest to this propossed agency action i flled within the
tima frame set forth balow. It is further

ORDERED that If no propsr protest le filed within ths time
frame set forth below, this docket shall be closed.

By ORDER of the Florida Fublic Service Commiesion, this _ 10¢th
day of __necrupry . 1990 .

ETEVE TRIBPLE, Dlirector

Pivieion of Records and Reporting

{SEAL)

ABG i Chﬁ Buru3 of Records

The Florida Fublic Servica Commission ie required by Sectien
120.59(4), Florida Statutes to notify ctieam of any
adminietrative hearing or judlc[ll raviev of Commiesion orderse that
is available upder Sections 120.9%7 or 120.68, Florida Btatutes, as
well as the procedures and tiae limits that apply. This notice
should not be construsd to mean all requasts for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relier
scught.

The actlon proposed harein is preliminary in nature and will
not become etffective or final, axcept »s provided by Rule 23~
22.019, Florids Muinistrative Code. Any parson vhose substantial
interests ars affected by the actlion proposed by this crder may
£ile a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-
22.029(4), rlorida Adeinistrative Code, in the form provided by
Rule 375-22,036(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative Code., This
petition _uxt be recaived by the Director, Division of Records and
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for countywide extended ) DOCKET NO. 910122-71,

area service by the Board of County ) ORDER NO. 2513%2

Comzissioners of Gulf County ) ISSUED: 11/15/9%
)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
SUSAN F. CLARK
J. TERRY DEASON
BETTY EASLEY
MICHAEL McK. WILSON

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
ORDER DENYING REQUEST FOR EXTENDED ARE) SERVICE
AND _REQUIRING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN

BY THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE is hereby given by tha Fluiiu. Tublic Service
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
nature 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.

This docket was initiated pursuant to a resolution filed with
this Comnission by the Gulf County Board of County Commissioners.
The resclution requested that we consider requiring implementation
of extended area servica (EAS) betwvaeen all exchanges in Gulf
County. Three exchanges are affected by this request: Port St.
Joe, The Baaches, and Wewahitchka. These exchanges are served by
St. Joseph Telephone and Tealegraph Company (St. Joea or the Company)
wvhich is subject to regulation by this Commission pursuant to
Chapter 364, Florida Statutes.

Each of the involved exchanges currently has EAS as follows:

EXCHANGE ACCESS LINES EAS CALLING SCOPE
fort St. Joe 31,3244 The Beaches

The Beaches 1,851 Port St. Joa
Wawahitchka 1,671 Hona

By Order No., 2424., issued March 14, 1991, St. Joa was
directed to conduct traffic studies on tne exchanges affected by
the resolution to determine if a sufficient community of interest
axisted pursuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Cods,
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lor these studies, we requeated that the Company measurs the
assages per main and equivalent main station per month (M/M/H) and

rcentage of subacribers making two (2) or more calls monthly to
IFa exchanges for which EAS was proposed.

The results of tha traffic studles indicate that the one-vay
l:lli.nq rates on the affected routes are as follows:

3 OF CUSTOMERS MAKING
I __ __ROUTE _ _ M/MIM 2 OR MORE GALLS
Port St. Joa to 1.9 18%
I Wewahltchka
Wewahitchka to 3.39 39%
I Port St. Joe
Thea Beaches to .82 12%
l Wewahitchka
Wewahltchka to - .29 4%
l Tha Beachas

Rule 25-4.060(2) requires a twvo-way calling rate of 2.00
M/M3, with at least (fifty percent (50%) of the axchange
bscribers making calls each month to indicate a sufficient

:ommunity of interest to warrant further study of the feasibility
inplementing nonoptional EAS. Alternatively, a one-way calling
te of at least 31.00 M/M/Ms, with at least fifty percent (50%) o=
e exchange subscribers making two (2) or mors calls per month is
quate if the petitioning exchange is less than half the aize of
exchanga to which EAS is sought. The results of the traffic
dies revealed no routes that peet or exceed these threshold
irementa. Accordingly, we shall deny any further consideration
lq:onopt:l.onal, flat -ate, two-way EAS along the above routes.

ditional EAS known as the §.25 plan. This plan has gained favor
saveral reasons, including its simplicity, its message rates
tructure, and the fact that it can be implemented as a local
ling plan on an interLATA basis. Optional 'EAS plans,
icularly OEAS plans, ere sopewbat confusing to custopers; the
ijditives or buy-ins are generally rather high; and the take rates
most OEAS plans have been rather low., We have also sxpressed

t In several recent dockets we have ordered an alternative to
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our concern that where Toll-Pac is implemented, a thres minute
message still has a substantial cost to the customer. In addition,
the $.25 plan (which converts the traffic to local status, and is
inplemented on & seven digit basis) 1is feasible for interLATA
routes, whersas most other usage sensitive alternatives to EAS ars
feasible only for intraLATA routes. Although nona of the routes
currently under consideration in this docket are interLATA routes,
this factor has basn an important one in the development of the
$.25 plan.

Upon consideration, we hereby propose requiring St. Joe to
implement ths alternative toll plan known as the $.25 plan batween
Port St. Joe and Wewahitchka and betwvear The Beaches and
Hewahitchka. Calls between these exchanges shall be rated at $.2%
per call, regardless of call duration. These calls shall be
furnished on a sevan digit basis and shall be reclassified as local
for all purposes. J,hese calls shall be handled by pay telephone
providers in the same way and at the same price to and users as any
other local call. Customers may make an unlirmited number of calls
at $.25 per call. Affected customers shall ba provided with
appropriate directory listings. St. Joe shal! implement this plan
within six (6) months of the date this Order becomes final,

We recognize that there is an economic impact to St. Joa as a
result of our proposed calling plan. Based upon the traffic study
data provided in this docket, the total toll revenue for
intracounty toll calls for the month of the traffic study is
$11,040. Annualized, this amounts to $132,480 in lost toll
revenua. Based upon the number of messages shown in the traffic
study data, implementation of the $.25 plan would yiasld $2,901 in
monthly revenue. Annualized, the $.25 plan would yield $34,812 in
revenue, resulting in an annual revenue loss of $97,668. A loss of
this magnitude would represent a 0.73% reduction in return on
equity for St. Joe, which we do not see as significant, given St.
Joe's present healthy earnings position. It should be noted that
these figures do not include any stimulation. Although 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 -avenua loss would be negated. Accordingly, we find it
appropriate to waive Rule 25-4.062(4), Flcrida Administrative Code,
wvhich provides for full recovery of costs where the qualification
for EAS is dependent upon calling lavels and subscriber approval of
the petitioning exchange, to the extent that this rule arguably
applles in this contaxt.
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l Finally, following implementation of the calling plan, St. Joe
shall file quarterly reports with our staff, broken down on a
lnthly basis. These reports shall include a detailed analysis of
a distribution of calling usage among subscribars, over each
routa, segregated betwvesn business and residential usars and
mbined, showing for each catagory ths number of customers making
ro (0) calls, one {1) call, et cetera, through twenty-five (253)
:alla, and in ten (10) call increments thareafter, to ninety-five
5) calls, and ninety-six (96) or more calls. Thass Tsports on
ga shall be filed for a one year period following
mplenentation. Thesa usage reports shall also include a record of

customer contact, along with tha reason for such contact,
gardinq the $.25 calling t.an.

I Basad on thae foregoing, it ls

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Comalasicn that the
Eolution filed with this Commission by the Gulf County Board of

nty Commissioners 1is hereby approved to the extent ocutlined
ein. It is further

l ORDERED that if no proper protest is filed within the time

‘ape set forth bslow, S5t. Josaph Telephone and Telegraph Company
11, wvithin six months of the date of this Order becomes final,

'lement an alternative toll plan that complies with the terms and
ditions set forth in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that Rule 25-4.062(4), Plorida Administrative Code,

been waived for the reasons discussed in the body of this
der. It is further

' ORDERED that St. Joseph Telephons and Tal aph Company shall
la certain reports as set forth herein. It is further

l ORDERED that o'r proposed action shall become final and this

ket shall be clomed following expiration of the protest pericd
itied below, if no proper protest to our proposed agency action
iled in accordance with the reruiremsnts set forth below.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission. this |5.p
day of NOVEMREK » 1991 -

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

{SEAL) .
2 Cl'gf. Bu :aﬁt Recorgs

ABG

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDRINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

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 avallable 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 administrative

hearing or judicial review will be granted or rasult in the reliaf
sought.

The action proposed harein is preliminary in nature and will

- not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 25-

22.029; Florida Administrative Code. Any person whoss substantial
interests are affected by the action proposed by this order pay
file a pe ition for a formal proceeding, 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
Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee,
Florida 323199-0870, by the <c¢lose of  business on

12/6/91 .
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. BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

I In re: Resolution by Bradford County ) DOCKET NC. 910022~TL
Commission requesting extesnded area }
service within Bradford County and ) ORDER NO. 25%66
between Bradford County, Union County )

)

}

and Gainesvillea ISSUED: 1/6/92

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

l THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
SUSAN F. CLARK .
l J. TERRY DEASON

BETTY EASLEY

NOTICE "t PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
ORDER DENYING REQUEST FOR EXTENDED AREA SERVICE
AND_REQUIRING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TOLL PLAN

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 a person whose interests are
adversaly affected files a petition for a formal procaeeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code.

l BACKGROUND

+

This docket was initiated pursuant to a resolution filed with
this Commission by the B8radford County Board of County
Commissioners. The resclution requested that we consider requiring
implementation of extended area service (EAS) betwean all exchanges
in Bradford County, betwesn Bradford County and Union County, and
between Bradford County and Gainesville. Bradford County contains
all or part of the Brooker, Keystons Heights, Lawtey, Melrose,
Starke, and Waldo exchanges. Union County consists of the Lake
Butler -and Raiford exchanges, as wall as a very small portion of
the Lake City ax .hange. Gainesville is located in Alachua County.

' By Order No. 24208, issued March 8, 1991, we directed ALLTEL
Florida, 1Inc. (ALLTEL}, Central Telephone Company of Florida
(Ceantal), and Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company
(Southern Ball) to parform traffic studies between these sxchangss
to determine whether a sufficient community of interast exists,
ursuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Aduvinistrative Code. ALLTEL
erves the Brooker, Lake Butler, Melrose, Raiford, and Waldo
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exchanges, while Centel serves the Lawtey and Starke exchanges, and
Southern HBaell servea the Galnesville, Kaystone Heights and Lake
Ccity exchanges. In addition to involving intercompany routes, this
ragquest also involwes {nterLATA (local access transport araa)
routes. The Brooker, Gainesville, Keystone Heights, Melross, and
Waldo sxchangas are located in the Gainesville LATA, while the Lake
Butler, Lake Cjity, Lawtey, Raiford, and Starke exchanges are
located in the Jacksonville LATA. The companies were to prepare
and submit the traffic studies to us within sixty (60) days of tha
issuance date of Order No. 24208, making the studies dus by May 7,
1991.

On May 7, 1991, ALLTEL filed a Motion for Txtension of Time
requesting an extensjion through and including June 28, 1991, 1in
which to prepare and submit the required traffic studies. AB
grounds for its requewt, ALLTEL cited the complexitises inherent in
interLATA traffic studies in general, as well as the particular
complexjties here, vhere nuserous routes and multiple companies are
involved. On May 9, 1991, Southern Bell filed a similar motjon.
By Order No. 245)7, issued Nay 15, 1991, we granted ALLTEL the
requested extensjon of time through June 28, 1991. By Order No.
24538, also issued May 15, 1991, we granted Southern Bell's
raquested axtension through Juna 6, 1991.

Subsaguently, all three companies filed the required traffic
studies in response to Order No. 22567. On June 6, 1991, Southern
Bell filed a request for confidential treatment of certain portions
of its traffic study data. Southern Bell requested specified
confidential treatment of only that data which represented a
quantification of traffic along interLATA routes. By Order No.
24685, issued June 20, 1991, we granted Southern Bell's request.
A similar request for specified confidential treatment was filed by
ALLTEL on June 28, 1991, By Order No. 24754, isasued July 3, 1991,
ve granted ALLTEL'S request.

Each of tha.involved exchanges currently has EAS as follows:

_Access Lipeg |

Brookesr 924 Alachua, Gainesville,
- Waldo, (Starke)*
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Gainesville

Alachua,

Lake Butler,

Archel,
Hawthorne, High Springs,

Micanopy, Hewberry, Waldo,
(Keystone Heights)#*

Brooker,

Malrose,

*Optional EAS Plans

Malrose

Keystone Heights 4,577 Melrose, Starke, Florahome
(661), (Gainesville)® |

Lake Butler 2,021 Alachua, Galnesville,
Raiford

Lawtey 962 Kingsley Lake, Raiford,
Starke

Melrose 2,499 Gainesville, Hawthorne,
Keystone Heights, Waldo

Rajford 462 Kingsley Lake, Lake Butler,
Lawtey, Starke

Starke 5,463 Keystone Heights, Kingslay
Laka, Lawtey, Raiford

Waldo 1,484 Brooker, Gainesville,

Current basic local servica rates for the exchanges involved
this EAS request are shown below:

Raiford (ALLTEL)
R-1 $ 9.35
B-1 23.40
PBX 44.55

R-1
B-1
PBX

$ 9.9%
24.70
47.20

Brooker, Melrose. ang Waldo (ALLTEL)




ORDER NO. 23390 | L\ 0& %

DOCKET NO. 910022-TL
PAGE 4

Lake Butler (ALLTEL)
R-1 $12.15
B-1 310.65
PBX 60.60
Lavtey {(Centell
R-1 $ 6,90
B-1 15.55
PBX 31.05
Starke {(Centel)
R=1 S 7.30
B~1 16.45
PBX 32.85

B-1 21.90
PBX 49.39

R-1 $ 8.80

B-1 23.85

PBX 53.68
RISCUSBION

By Drder No. 24208, the companies were directed to conduct
traffic studies on the exchanges affected by the resolution to
determine if a sufficient community of interest existed pursuant to
Rule 25-4.C 0. For these studies, wve requested that the corpanias
measure the messages par main and equivalent main station per month
(M/M/M) and parcentage of subscribers makiig onea (1) and two (2) or
more calls monthly to the sxchanges for which EAS was proposed.

A large number of the routes under consideration in this
docket are interLATA routes. The actual results of the traffic
studies for thess particular routes were granted confidential
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treatment by Orders Nos. 24685 and 24754. We can report, howaver,
that none of the routes under consideration met the threshold of
Rule 25-4.060(2). That Rule requires a two-way calling rate of two
(2) M/M/Ms or higher, with at least fifty parcent (50%) of the
exchange subscribers making one (1) or more calls par month.
Alternately, a one-way calling rate of three (3) M/M/Ms or higher,
with at least fifty percent (50%) of the exchange subscribers
paking two (2) or more calls per month is sufficlent, if the
petitioning exchange is less than half the size of the exchangae to
which EAS is sought. Since none of the routes exhibited calling
rates that met these levels, we shall deny any further
consideration of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS along the
above routes.

l Upon consideration, we hereby propose requiring ALLTEL,
Centel, and Southern Bell to implement the alternative toll plan
known as the $.25 plan on the following routes (between thesa

lexchanges): Brooker to Starke; Keystone Heighta to Gajinesville;
Keystone Heights to Waldo; Lake Butler to Lake City; Lake Butler to
Starke; Lawtey to Brooker; Lawtey to Gainesville; Lawtey to Waldo;
Raiford to Gainesville; Starke to Gainesville; and Waldo to Starke.
Calls between these exchanges shall be rated at $.25 per call,
regardless of c¢all duration. These calls shall be furnished on a
seven-digit basis and shall be reclassified as local for all

urposes. Thesa calls shall be handled by pay telephone providers
in the same way and at the same price to end users as any other

'gocal call. Customers may make an unlimited number of calls at

.25 per call. Affected customers shall be provided with
appropriate diractory listings.

The companies shall implement this plan within six (6) months
of the date this Order becomas final. Southern Bell shall
l.madiatcly bagin seeking a waiver of the Modified Final Judgment
© allow it to carry traffic on the affacted routes. The premjum
flat rates option currently avajlable under the enhanced optional
(ECEAS) plan shall ba continued on the Keystone Hslghts to
ainesville route. Tarminating access charges shall not be paid or
collected on routes where the $.2% plan is implemented, since such
"outca are considered local.

In reaching this decision, we considered thosa routes with
alling volumes that would qualify for traditional EAS, but with
&- percentaga of customers making two or more calls below the
reshold of the Rule. We have also included those routes which
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would be "leapfrogged® by cur proposal. The calling rates oh thes
remaining routes ara relatively small. By our action herein, svery
Bradford County axchange will have calling to Starkse, the county
seat. Unlike the mora rural counties vwhers countywlde EAS has besn
implemented (or ordersd), Bradford County is relatively close to a
city which offars seducational facllities, major medical services,
shopping, eatc. In additicn, avery Bradford County exchanga will
have calling to the largest city in Horth Central Florida,
Gaineaville.

In cases vhara calling rates and compunity of intarast
considerations wars not sufficlent to justify traditional EAS, wea
have considered varicus optional toll discount plans. %a» specific
plan offared is gensrally dependent upon the traffic voluses on tha
routes under consideratien., In cases where traffic volumes are
axtremal low, or ‘ere community of {nterest factors are
insufficient, ve have somatimes rejectad any toll altarnativs
vhatsoaver.

The %.23 plan has gained favor for sevaral reascns., Among
then are its simplicity, its sessags rate structure, and the fact
that it can be implemented as a local calling plan on an lnterLATA
basle. Optionsl EAS plans, particularly OEAS plans, ars somsvhat
confusing to customers, the additives or buy-ins are generally
rather high, and the take rates for most OEAS plans ars rathsr low.
We have alsc expresssed our concern that whan Toll-PAC s
inplemanted, & thres minute message will still have a substantial
cost to the customer. For exampls, in the peak period a three
minute message from Starke to Cainesville would only bs reducad
from $.70 to $.49% (based on ATT-C ratas). Howavar, a mora
important reason in this particular instance ia that the $.25 plan
{vhich convarts the traffic to local status, and is implemsnted on
a saven-digit basia) is feasibls for interLATA routas, whereas most
other usage ssnsitiva altscnatlves to EAS are faasibls only for
intralATA routes.

Wa recognize that thare is an economic impact to ALLTEL,
Cantel, and Southarn Bell as a result of our propossd calling Tlan.
Howaver,” if the §$.23 plan ls compared with traditional EAS, 1t is
claar that the impact of the $.25 plan ls not am great as flat rate
EAS. In fact, the §.25 plan offers the opportunity for additional
ravenus if there is sufficient stimulation. Although stlmulation
levals ¢ n be difficult, evan ippossible to predict, initial
reports concerning tha $.25 plan in othar areas of the stata show
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that the number of calls can increase dramatically. While the
emographics of these areas pay differ, we do beljieve that sone
timulation is inevitable. Accordingly, we find it appropriate to
waive Rule 25-4.062(4), Florida Adainistrative Code, which provides
or full recovery of costs where the qualification for EAS is
iepandent upon calling levels and subscriber approval of the
etitioning exchange, to the extent that this rule arquable applies
n this context. In addition, we shall approve Scuthern Bell's
iequest that any revenue raduction be applied to its EAS offset
mount, to the extent that there is any actual revenue raduction

-

‘ftar stimulation.

We also find it appropriate to waive Rule 25-4..51, Florida
Administrative Code. Because the community of interest factors are
ufficient to warrant implementation of an alternative to toll
ates and the toll rellef 1lan being authorized does not consider
costs to sat rates, wa do not believe it is nccessary to require
'he companies to conduct cost studies on these routes.

Finally, following implementation of the calling plan, the
ompanies shall file quarterly reports with our staff, broken down
tn a monthly basis. These reports shall include a detailed
analysis of the distribution of calling usage among subscribers,
ver aach route, segregataed between business and residential users
‘nd combined, showing for each category the number of customers
making zero (0} calls, one (1) call, et catera, through twenty-~fiva
25) calls, and in ten (10) call increments thereafter, to ninety-
ive (95) calls, and ninety-six (96) or more calls. These reports
on usage shall be filed for a one Yyear period following
mplementation, Thasae usage reports shall also include 2 record of
‘ny customer contact, along with the reason for such contact,
egarding the $.25 calling plan.

' Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that thae

lesulution filed with this Commjssion by tha Bradford County Board

f County Commis=ioners is hereby approved to the extent outlined
‘orein. It i{s further

ORDERED that if no proper protest is filed within the time
frame set forth below, ALLTEL Florida, Inc., Central Telaphone
ompany of Florida, and Southarn Beil Telephone and Telegraph
ompany shall, within elx months of the date of this Order becomes
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final, ipplement an alternative toll plan that complies with th«
terms and conditions set forth in the body of this Order. It ii
further

ORDERED that Southern Ball Telephone and Telegraph Company
shall seek a waiver of the Modified Final Judgwent as set forti
herein. It is further

ORDERED that certain rules as described herein have bear
wvalved for the reasons sat forth in the body of this Order. It ii
furthar

ORDERED that ALLTEL Florida, Inc., ventral Telephone Company
of Florida, and Southern Ball Telephone and Talegraph Company shall
file certain reports as set forth herein. It is further

ORDERED .asat our proposed action shall baccme final and this
docket shall ba closed following expiration of the protost perioc
spacified below, if no proper protest to our proposed agency actio:
is filed in accordance with the regquirements set forth below.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, thi:
6ch day of JANUARY

(SEAL)

ABG
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: HModified Minimum Filing }DOCKET NQ. 910729-TL
Requiremants Report of FLORALA TELEPHONE )
COMPANY. )
: ) .
In re: Request for extendad aresa YDOCKET NO. 911187-~TL

service betwsen the Clendale and Paxton )
exchanges by Walton County Comaission. JORDER NO. 2569)
) ISSUED: 02/05/92

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
SUSAN F. CLARK
J. TERRY DEASON
BETTY EASLEY

MMFRS PND REQUIRING IMPLEMENTATION OF AN

BY THE COMMISSION:

On July 31, 1991, Florala Telephone Company (Florala or the
Company) filed Modified Minimum Filing Requirements (MMFRs) for the
12 montha ending December )1, 19%0. Our staff conducted an audit
of the MMFRs and issued its report on November 6, 1991,

I. 1290 EABNINGS

The Company's currently authorized range of raturn on equity
(ROE) is 11.5%% to 131.9% with a midpoint of 12.9%. This was
established by Order No. 22261, issued December 4, 198%, in Docket
No. 891233-TL. Thae Company's Earnings Surveillance Report (ESR)
and the MMFRs indicate that its achieved ROE was 8.64% for the year
ending. DPecenber 31, 1990. Upon review of the audit report, it
appears that the Company did not overearn in 1990. Based cn the
audit, the calculated average of the Company's achieved ROE for
1990 was 10.64%, The ROE was calculated using Plorala's financial
statements and a revised final 1990 Cost Study which was filed with
us on July 3, 1991. The differences in ROE between the sudit and
the ESR are attributabla to: tha jurisdictional separations
factors; the changes in ullocation pethod for Universal Service
Fund (USF) revenue; the changes in allocation method for the.
general support assets; and the prior pericd revanue adjustment.

At thae time of tlling the MMFRs and the ESR, the 1990 Cost
Study had not been completed, thus Florala had used the estimated

COUCUMENT NIMZER-OATE
01325 FEd -5 moz
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through a bill stuffer within 30 days or the effactive date of this
order.

Ths elimination of Touchtone leaves §55,842 for further
reductiona (53,588 overearnings + 4,919 unbundle gross receipts tax
- 2,665 eliminate Touchtone charges), There are thres general
arsas vhich ve f£ind to be appropriats for these reductions: EAS;
MTS; and Access Charges.

We recently received a request for toll relief from the Walton
County Board of Commissioners on the Gle~dale to Paxton route.
Docket No. 911187-TL was estabiished to review the request. In our
inveatigation in this docket, a traffic study of the Paxton to

Glendale routs indicates that approximately 17% of the Paxton
customers make .wo %F %orn calls. The H‘H‘Ha on s routc are

alls short © 8 requiremen or at
t!!!t 50t of the subscribers making 2 or more calls for txat rate
tell free calling. Thus, we will not require the Company to survey

the affectad custonmers.

We are currently considering rulemaking on county-wide EAS and
have previously approved similar intra-county routes. In addition,
we have previously ordered Centel to provide county-wide calling
within Walton County for all Centel exchanges. This was done in
the context of the Centel Rate Case - Docket No. 891246-TL. No
action was taken at that time concerning the Paxton aexchange
because of the potential revenue impact on Floraia. Paxton
presently has local flat rate calling to the DeFuniak Springs
exchanga (the county seat). With the approval of $.25 local
calling to Glendale, the Paxton exchange will have local calling to
all contiguous exchangas.

Therefore, wva find it appropriate that the $.25 Plan be
inplenented on the Paxton to Glendale route. This, in combination
wvith the reduction of toll rates discussed balow, will result in a
decrease of approximately $4,500 in revenue if no stimulation is
taken ‘nto account., If wa assupe 100% stimulation the impact is
reduced to less than $236. We only aldress the impact to Florala
due to the reduced toll rates on traffic from Paxton to Glendala.
As discussed below, we shall require Centel to implement a modified
$.25 plan on the Glsidale to Paxton route. Thus, Florala shall
treat the reavenua from the Paxton to Glandale route as local
revenuae, and no terminating access charge will apply. Furthermcra,
all calls on this route will be considered local traffic and shall.
be provided on a seven digit dialed basls.

With the implementation of the 5.25 Plan on the Paxton to
Glendale route and the toll rate reductions, revenues will ba
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IX. DOQCKETS TO BE CLOSEDR

e have reviewed Florala Telephone Company's sarnings for thi
12 months ending December 31, 1990, the tast ysar in the Modifie
Kinimum Piling Requirements docket, am well as the Company's
projected sarnings for 1991 and 1992. The Company did not earn i
excess of its authorized RCE ceiling in the 1990 test year, anc
this Order resolves lssuss surrounding the 1991 and 1992 earnings.
Therafore, Docket No. 910729 shall be clossd at the expiration of

the Proposed Agency Action (PAA} period if no timely protest is
filed.

Additionally, Docket No. 911187-TL, requesting toll relief on
the Paxton and Glendale routs shall be closed at the expiration of
the PAA period, if no timely protest is filed.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED t£_ the Florida Public Service Commission that each and

every finding set forth herein is approved in every respsct. It is
further

ORDERED thai Florala Telephone Company did not earn in axcess
of its maximum authorized ROE of 11.9% for 19%90. It is further

ORDERED that we shall take no action regarding Florala
Telephone Company's 1991 earnings at this tlme. It la further

ORDERED that the Commisasion shall adjust the utility's equity

ratio to 45% of investor sources for ratemaking purposes. It is
further

ORDERED that on a prospective basis, the appropriate return on
equity is 12.8% plus or minus 100 basis points. It is further

ORDERED that the projected excesa earninga of $§5),588 and
$4,919 of groes raceipts tax shall be disposed of by reducing rates
as set forth in the body of this Order. 7t is further

ORDERED . that tariffas shall be filed by January 28, 1992 to
become affective March 2, 1992. The Corpany shall advise custoners
of the rate reductions and avallability of Touchtons at no
additional charge through a bill atuffar. It is further

ORDERED that Centei shall implement the modified $.25 Plan,
$.20 per message, on the Glendale to Paxton route. It {s further
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ORDERED that Cantel shall fila a tariff to implement the
lntoremcntioned plan by March 2, 1992, It is further

ORDERED that this MHFR docket shall be treated as the most
lrecent rate case for all purposes. It {s further

ORDERED that Dockets Nos. 910729-TL and 911187-TL, shall be
'closed at the expiration of the Proposed Agency Actlion perlod if no
protest is timely filed.

' By ORDER of the Florida Public Service commission, this 3th
dsy of _____FEBRUARY , 1992
3 TRIBBLE; Director

' Divisjion of-Records and Reporting

(SEAL)
lcwn

'Chuirlan Beard dissented regarding the disposition of the $53,5814
in revenues vhich the Company is required to reduce.
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BEFORE TRE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Regquast by PUTNAM COUNTY BOARD DOCKET MO. 910520-TL

OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERE for sxtended
sren service bestwesn the Crescent City,
Hawthorme, Orange Springs, and HMelrosas
exchanges, and tha Falatka axchange.

In re: Petitions of SOUTHERN BELL
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY for
rate stabilization and [mplemsntation
orders and other ralief.

DOCKET WO. 880D69-TL

ORDER NO. 25772

sl o Vgl gl “Sugt Sant et s st st ast

1SSUED: 02/24/92

The following Commiesioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chalrman
SUSAN F. CLARK
J. TERRY DEASONM
BETTY EASLEY
L8 J. LAUREDO

l HOTICE QOF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION
ORDER DENYING REQUEST FOR EXTENDEDR AREA SERVICE
I o A A
BY THE COMMISEION:
NOTICE im hereby given by the Florida Public Bervice
Cormiselon that the actjion discussed hersin is preliminary in
nature and will becoma final unless & perscon whoss intarests are

adversely affactad files a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 29-22.02%, Florida Administrative codas.

BACKGROUND

This docket wvas initiated pursuant te Resclution No. 91-38
filed wvith this Commission by the Putnam County Board of County
Commissioners. The resolution regquestad that we consider requiring
implementation of extended aree sarvice (EAS) between the Crsscent
City, Hawthorme, Orange Springs, and Melrosa exchanges, and the
Palatka sxchange. Thess sxchangss are served by ALLTEL Florida,
Inc. {ALLTEL} and Bouthern Ball Telephona and Telegraph Company
{Southern Ball).

By order Nc 24717, lesued Juna 26, 1951, we directed ALLTEL
and Southsrn Bal. to perform traffic studies on the affected routes

PNCHMENT HUMBER-DATE
01864 fEd 2L ISU
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to determina whather a sufficient community of interest exists,
pursuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Code. In order
to properly evaluats the EAS request, we raguired ths ccmpanies to
perfotm - traffic studies betvesn tha Palatka sxchange and tha
Crescent City, Hawthorna, Keystone Heights, Melrossa, and Orange
Springs exchanges (with separate atudies for tha Putham County
pockat arass of the Hawthorne, Keystone Hsighte, Melrosa, and
Orange Springs exchanges). In addition, bacauss of tha potential
for "leapfrogging,® traffic studies wvere also required betwesn the
Intarlachen exchangs and the Hawthorns snd HMelrose exchanges, and
betwvean the Crascent City exchangs and the Pomona Park and Welaka
exchanges. ALLTEL sarvas the Crescant Clty, Interlachsn, Melrose,
and Orange 8prings exchanges, while Southern Ball sea ves the
Hawthorne, Keystona Heights, Palatka, Pomona Park, and Welaka

as. Each of these sxchangas is locatsd sither wholly or

axchang
partially within Putnam County.

In addition to involving intercompany routas, this request
also involves IntearLATA (local access transport area) routes. 7The
Crascant City, Intarlachan, Palatka, Pomona Park, and Welaks
sxchanges are located in the Jacksonville LATA, vwhila the
Havthorne, Keystone Hejights, Melrose, and Orangs Bprings exchanges
are located in the Gainesvilla LATA. The companles were to prepare
and submit the traffic studiss to us within sixty (60} days of the
issuvance date of Order No. 24717, making the studies dua by August
26, 1991. .

Oon August 9, 1991, Bouthern Ball filed a Motion for Extenslon
of Time requesting an extension through and including Ssptember 14,
1991, in which to prepars and subait the requir studies., As
m:ﬂ.l for its request, Southern Ball oitsd the complaxities

ant in interLATA traffic studies in ganeral, as vell as the
particular cosplexities hers, vwhers nusarous routes &and et
arsas are involvad. On August 14, 1991, ALLTEL filed a similar
motion., By Order No. 24982, lssued August 27, 1391, va granted
both of thesa requests.

Bubssquently, both companies filed the regussted traffic study
data, along vith Requasts for Specified Confidential Classitication
of certain portions of the traffic study data. BSoutharn Ball made
its £iling on September 24, 1991, and ALLTEL made ita filing on
Septamber 27, 1991. Each of ths conpanies requestsd specified
confidential tresstmant of only that data which reprassanted a
quantificatior of traffio along interLATA routas. By Order No.
2%260, issued uctober 29, 1991, we granted both of thess requeste.
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Each of the involved exchangas currently has EAS as fol'owvai

EXCHANGE ACCESS LINES EAS CALLING SCOPE

Crascent City 1,978
Hawthorne 2,917
Interlachen 3,209
Kaystone Heights 4,577
Nalrosa 2,499
orange BSprings 1,407
Pala_ka 1_,341
Pomona Park 2,%01
Welaka 2,074

soptional Calling Plan

Palatka®, Plerson, Poaona Park,
Walaka

Gainesville, Melrose, Micanopy
Florahomea, Palatka

Florahoma (861), Gainasvillas,
Helross, sStarke

Cainemsvills, Rawvthorne,
Keystone Heighta, Wal ‘o

Bellaview, Citra, Foresst,
HcIntosh, Ocala, Oklavahm, Salt
Springs, Silver Springe Bhorss

Crescant City*, Florahome,
Hastings, Interlachen, Pomona
Park, Walaka

Crescent City, Palatka, Welaka

Crescant City, Palatka, Pomona
Park

Current basic local service rates for the exchangas invalved
in this EAS reqiest ara shown below:

R=-1
B-1
PFBX

R~1
B=1
rax

R-1
B-1
PBX

$ 9.15
23.40
44.55

4 9.60
24.10
45.85%
EL)
8 9.95
24.70
47.20
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Kavatons Halghts. Pomona Park,
and Welaka (Southern Bell)
R-1 $ 8.10

B=-1 21.90

PBX 49.19

R~1 § 8.40

B=1 22.90

PBX 51.59

R=1 % 8.80

B-1 23.85

PaX 53,68

RISCUSSION

By Order No. 24717, the companies wers dirsctad to conduct
traffic studisse on the exchanges affected by the reselution to
determine if a sufficient community of interast existed pursuant to
Bule 25-4.060. For these studles, we requestad that the companias
aassure the masssges per main and equivalent main station per month
(M/M/M} and percentage of subscribars making ohe (1) and two (2) or
sore calls monthly to the axchanges for wvhich EAS was propossd.

A large numbsr of tha routes under consideration in this
dockat are intarLATA routas. The actual rasulta of the traffic
studies for thass perticular routes were granted confidential
treatment by Ordar No. 25263. WWa can raport, howaver, that nolnn of
tha routas ideration mat [ ] of =
* . - te of two (2)
B/M/Ms or higher, with at least £ifty psrcant (30%) of the sxchange
subscribare making one (1) or mors calls par month. Alternately,
a4 one-way calling rate of thres (3) N/M/Ma or higher, with at laast
£ifty parcent {50%) of the axchanga subscribers making two (2} or
sore calls par month ie sufficient, 1f the petitioning exchange is
lass than half the size of the axchange to wvhich EAS is scught.
8ince nons of the routes asxhibited calling ratss that mat these
levals, vs shall dany any further consideration of nonoptional,
flat rate, twvo-way EAS along the above routss.

Upon conai sratlion, wa hareby proposs requiring ALLTEL and
Southern Ball to implement the altarnativa toll plan knovn as the
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$.25 plan on tha following routas (bstwaen these exchanges):
Crescent City to Falatka; Hawthorns to Interlachen; Hawthorne to
Palatka; Interlachen to Orangs Springe;- Keystona Helights to
Florahome; Kaystons Helghts to Interlachen; Keystone Helghts to
Palatka; Melrosa to Interlachen; Melrose to Palatka; and Orange
Springs to Palatks. Calls betwesn thessa sxchanges shall be vated
at %.25 par call, regardless of call duration. Thess calls shall
ba.furnished on s seven-digit basis and shall be reclassified as
local for all purposss. These calls shall be handled by pay
telsphonas providsrs in the sama vay and at the sama price to end
users as any other local call. Customsrs may make an unlimited
nunber of calls at $.23 par call.

Bacause calls on thess routes shall ba local for all purposes,

‘affected custossrs sl~l)l be provided with appropriate dirsctory

‘listings. Howwvar, lamentation of the $.25 plan shall not be
delayed nor shall special directories be required. Rather, these
listings ahall be furnished to affectad customers et the next
reqularly scheduled directory publishing and distribution dete. We
believe this interpratation of Rule 35=4.040(2), Florida
Adaninistrative Coda, is ressonable, particularly since beswic local
rates do not Iincreess undar the $.25 plan as thay de with
traditional flat rate EAS.

The companies shall i{mplement this plen wvithin six (&) monthe
of the date this Order becomes (final. Southern Ball shall
inmediately begin seaking e waiver of the Modified Final Judgmant
te allow it to carry traffic on the affected routes. The exlsting
Tall-PAC plan on the Crescant City to Palatka routs shell be
disceontinued simultanecusly vith implementation of the $.35 plan.
Terminating access charges shall not be paid or collected on routes
vhere tha #.23 plan is ipplemented, since wsuch routes are
considared local.

In reaching this decision, ve considared those routes with
cal'ing volumes that would qualiry for trasditional EAS, but with
th parcentage of custosers making twve or more calls belew tha
th.sshold of tha Rule. V¥We hava also included those routas wvhich
would be "laapfrogged™ by our proposal. The celling rates on ths
remaining routes are relativaly emall. By our action herein, avery
Putnam County exchange will hava calling to Paletka, the county
seat. Unl'’ke the more rural countles vhera countywide EAS has bsen
lmplensntad (or ordered}, Putnam County jis relativaly closs to a
city which offers sducational facilitiss, major medical sarvicas,
shopping, etc. In addition, tha excharges in vestarn Putnam County
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alraady have calling to the largest city in North Central Florida,
Gainasville.

In casas whare calling rates and community of Iinterest
considerations wvers not sufficient to justify traditional EAS, wve
have considered various optional toll discount plans. The spscific
plan offared ip ganerally depesndent upon the traffi‘c volumas on the
routes under consideration. In casas vhare traffic volumas are
extreanal low, or wvhare community of Iinterest Cactors are
inmufficiant, wa have sometimes rejectsd any toll altarnative
vhatsoever.

The ¢.25 plan has gained favor for seversl reasons. Among
thase are its sisplici.,, its message rate structure, and tha fact
that it can be implemanted as a local calling plan on an {nterLATA
basis. Optional EAS plans, particularly OFAS plans, ara aomsvhat
confus to customers, thas additives or buy-ins ara genarally
rather high, and tha take rates for most OEAS plane are rather low.
Wa bave alse aexpressed our concarn that vhan Toll-PAC |s
implemanted, a thres minute message will still have s substantial
cost to the customsr. For exampla, in the peak psriod a three
minute massage from Havthorna to Palstka, or Melrosa to Palatka,
woild only be raduced from $.70 to $.49 (bassd on ATT-C ratas}.
Rovever, a more important rasscn in this perticular instanca is
that ths §$.25 plan (vhich converts ths traffic toc local status, and
ie implemsnted on a savan~digit basis) is feasible for LinterLATA
routes, vharess most other usage ssnsitive alternatives to EAS ara
feasible only for intralATA routas.

¥Ws racognize that there is an economic impact to ALLTEL and
Southsarn Ball as & result of our propossd calling plan. Howaver,
if tha $.23 plan is compared with traditional EAB, it im clear that
the impact of the $.23 plan is not as great es flat rate EAS. In
faot, the $.23 plan offers the opportunity for sdditional revenus
if thare is sufficient ltlmll&pon. Althouqgh stimulation levels
can be difficult, even impossible to predict, initial reports
concarning the $.23 plan in other arsas of tha state show that tha
nunber of calls can ss drgmatically. While the demographics
of thase arsas may differ, we do belisva that some stimulation im
insvitable. Accordingly, we £ind it appropriate to waive Rule 235-
4.062(4), 1l.orida Muministrative code, which provides for full
recovery of costa vhere tha qualification for EAS 1s dependant upon
calling levels and subscribar approval of the petitioning exchanga,
to the extent that this rule arguably applias in this context. We
ahall take stimulation into ac-ount to datermina the actuasl revanua
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impact to Southarn Ball when spplying this loat revanue to the EAS
monias set aside Iin Docket No. E80069-TL. In addition, wve shall
approve Southern Ball's requast to recognite any additional costs
of implemantation, other than lost revanue. Bacauss wva bealisva
that the bulk of stimulatieon occurs vithin the first fev months
tollowing implemsntation, we find aix (6) monthe to ba an
appropriate length of tima after which to consider atisulation for

this purposs.

We also find it appropriate to vaive Rule 2%-4.081, Florida
Administrative Cods. Because the community of interest factors are
sufficlent to warrant implemsntation of an alternative to toll
ratas and the toll relief plan baing authorized does not consider
costs to sat ratss, we do not balieve it ia necewsary to require
the coapanies to conduct cost studiss on these routess.

Finally, following implementation of ths calling plan, the
companies shall file quarterly reporta with our staff, broken down
or a sonthly basi . These reports shall includes & detailed
analysis of the distribution of calling usage among subscribers,
ovar each routs, segregated betwean business and residential users
and comabined, showing for each category the number of customars
saking sero (0) calls, one (1) call, et cetera, through twenty-five
{25) calls, and in tan (10) call increments thersafter, to ninety-
fiva (95) calls, and ninety-six (98) or more calls. Thass reports
on usage shall be  filed for a orns Yyear period following
izplemantation. These usage reports shall alsc includa a racord of
any customear contact, along with the reason for such contact,
regarding the $.25 calling plan.

Based on the foregoing, it ias

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service cCommission that
Resolution No. $1=38 filed with this Commission by the Putnams
County Board of County Comaissioners is heraby approved to the
extent outlined herein. It is turther

ORDERED that if no proper protest is filed within the tims
frame set forth below, ALLTEL Florids, Inc. and Scuthern Ball
Telephone and Tslegraph Company shall, wvithin six monthe of the
date of this Ordexr becomes final, isplement an alternative toll
plan that complies with the terms and conditicns set forth in the
body of this Order. It is further )

(0% b Fpsc
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ORDERED that Southarn Bell ‘r-l-phon't and Telegraph Company
shall seak a waiver of the Modifled Final Judgmant as aet forth
herein. It is further

ORDERFD that certain rules as described harein have besn
wvalved for the reasons set forth in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that ALLTEL Florida, Inc. and Southaern Bell Telephone
apnd Telegreph Company shall file certain reports as set forth
harein. It is further

ORDERED that any revenus impact, including additioral costs,
to Southern Ball Tslephons and Telegraph Company shall ba applled
to the axtanded area service Ionrnl set aside Iin Dockat Ho.
880069-TL, in accordance with the directivas herein. It is further

OPDERED that our pr osed action shall bacoma final followlng
axpiration of tha protest period specifisd baslow, if no pro; er
protast to our proposed agency action is filed in accordance with
the requiraments set forth below. It is further

ORDFRFD that Dockst Ho. 910528~TL shall remain upan until
Southern Ball Telephons and Telegraph Company has secured the
necessary walvar, after vhich time the docket shall ba closed
administratively. It is further

ORDERED that Docket No. 880069-TL shall ramain open.

By ORDER of ths Florida Public Service Commission, this _24th
day of __FERRUARY

Dirsctoy
cords and Raporting

{BSEAL)
ABG
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Request by St. Johns
County Board of Commissioners
for extended area servics

} DOCEET WO. 920667-TL

)
betwean the Green Cove Springs, }

}

)

ORDER NO. PSC-93-0997-FOP-TL
ISSUED: 7/71/93

Julington, and St. Augustine
exchangas.

The following Commissioners participated in the dispositcion of
this matter:

J. TERRY DEASON, Chalrman
SUSAN F. CLARX
JULIA L. JOHNSON

BY THE COMMISSION:

HOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service
Commission that the actien discussed herein is preliminary in
nature and will bacome final unless a perscn whose interests are
advarsely affectad flles a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Plorida Administrativa Code.

BACKGROUND

This docket was initiated pursuant to Resolution Mo, 92-72,
filed wich this Commission by the St. Johns County Board of County
Commissionars. The Resolution requested that we consider raquiring
implementation of extended area servicea (BAS) betwaen the St.
Augustine exchangs and the Julingten and Green Cove Springs
exchanges. These exchangss are served by BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell Telephone and
Telsgraph Coopany (Southern Bell or the Company) and are all
located within the Jacksonville LATA {local access traneport areal.
The .ualington and St. Augustine exchanges are located in St. Johns
County, while tha Green Cove Springs exchange ia located primarily

in Clay County, with approximately 509 access linss in 5t. Johns
County.




2oy 5
of FALR, Inc. P.O. Box 38S,
FL 32602 (904) 375-8036 93 FPSC 7:193

ORDER NO. PSC-93-0997-FOF-TL
DOCKET NO. 920667-TL
PAGE 2

By Order Mo. PSC-91-00871-PCO-TL, issued August 215, 1992, we
dirscted Southern Bell to conduct traffic studies on thess routes
to determine whether a sufficient community of interest exists,
pursuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Code.

By Order No. PSC-92-1461-CFO-TL, issued December 16, 1932, and
sagnded Decembar 23, 1992, we granted the Cosmpany’s regquest f.r
confidential treatmant of its intralATA traffic study. By Order
B, PSC-93-0457-CFO-TL, issued March 23, 1993, we granted Southern

Belli‘s raquest for confidential “reatmant of tha remainder of'the
craffic studies.

Each of the invclved exchanges currently has the following
¢alling scope:

b

EXCHANGE ACCESS EAS EAS CALLING SCOPE |

Green Cove Springs 6,581 6,581 Orange Park®,
Julington!,

Jacksonville!,
Maxville'

Julington 2,871 381,568 | Jacksonville,
Orange Park

20,568 25,750 | Hastings,
Jacksonville?®,
Jacksonville Beach?,
Julington?,

Ponte Vedral |

' Local Bxception Ares - Opticnal
. local Measured Service (Tier Calling}

, Enhanced Optional Extanded Area Service (EOEAS)

't » ll.lg'ult ine

are .lc"n'ﬁg: ::::lc local service rates for the involved yxchanges

4

R-1 $ 7.70
B-1 10.80
PBX 46.97
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dulington
R-1 $ 9.80
B-1 26.60
PBX 59.73

St. Augusting
| R-1 S 0.40
= B-1 22.90
PBX 51.59

Rule 25-4.060(2) requires a calling rate of at least three
messages por access line per month (M/A/Me) in cases where the
gctil: oning sx. snge contains less than half the number of access

ines ae the exchange to which EAS is desired. This Rule further
requires that at least 50% of the subscribers in the petitioning
exchange make two or more calls per month to the larger exchange to

. -_ qualify for traditional EAS. o he ro

; eguireme . Therafora, we f£i ppr @« to deny any
: deration of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS along

these routes at this time.

and che Julington to St. Augustine routes exhibit ons-way calling
voelunas which are consiscant with calling volumem seen in octhex EAS
requests from rural coomunitise for calling te tha county aeat.
Accordinglﬁ. we find it appropriate to requira implementation of
: the $.25 hybrid plan between the Green Cove Springs and St.
i Augustine sxchanges and the Julington and St. Augustine exchanges.
: This action is conaistanc our decisjione in other recent EAS dockets
f with rural areas cthat had similar calling rates. Examplas include
Franklin, Gulf, Jackson, Holmes, Okalocss., Walton, Volusia, and

Highlands countise.

|
l The calling rates on ths Green Cove Springs teo St., Augustine

The hybrid $.25 plan has gained favor for ssvaral rearons.
Among thess are its simplicity, ite mesaage ratas for reeldencial
i customers, and the fact that it can bs implemented as a local
! calling plan. In sddicion, tha measursd rates ars preflerred by
business subscribere aince businese calle, on average, tend te be
¢ short duration.

Southarn Bell shall ba required to implement the message rate
plan of $.1% per call for residential customers (regardless of call
duration) on thesa routes. Calls by business customers shall be
rated at 5.10 for -he initial minute and $.06 for each additional
minuta. Thesa calls shall ba furnished on a local, seven-digict
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dialed basis and be available in both directions. NonlEC pay
telephone providers shall charge end users $.2% per call, the same
as any local call, and shall pay the standard measured usage ratas
1 to the LEC. Southern Bell shall implement this calling plan on
these routes within aix montha of the date this Order becomes

fipal.

Following implementation, Southern Bal) ahall fille quarterly
reports with our staff, broken down on a monthly basis, for a
period of ona year. These reporce shall include « detailed
analysis of tha distribution of usage among subscribers, over each
route, segregated between business and resiuential users, showing
the number of custcmer. making zero calls, ons call, et cetera,
through 25 calle, and in ten call increments thereafrer, Lo 95
calls, and 96 or more calles. For each calling rate category,
separately for residence and business, the report shall alwso
include the associated total messages, minutes, revenus, and lines.
i Finally, Southern Bell shall provide a sum acroes all calling rate
! categories, separately for rasidence and business, of the total
} messages, minutes, revenue, lines, and customare. Thesa reports
i
i
|
1

shall also include a record of any customar contact regarding the
$.25 hybrid plan, aleong with the reason for such contact.

"Finally, oncae the 5.25 hybrid plan is implemented on thise
routea, the routes bacoma iocll and no longer asubject rto
competition. Accordirigly, it will ba unnecessary to maintain the
confidentialicty of these routes once the §.25 plan is implemented.

Based on the foregoing, it is

t
i ORDERED by thea Florida Public Service Commission that
l Resolution Ne. $2-72 filed by the St. Johns County Board of County
i Commissioners (s hereby denied to the extent outlined herein. It
l is further
i ORDERED that if no propar protest is filed within the time
l frame set forth below, BellSouth Telecommunicaticns, Inc. d/b/a
! Southern Ball Telephone and Telegraph Coampany shall, within six
montha of :he date this Order bacomes final, implement a calling
Plan that complies with the terms and conditions sat forth in the
body of chis Order. It is further

ORDERED that the effective date of our actions describesd
harein iw the first working day following the date specified below,

'..:;ll HR N S BN B B S 0 B0 E BN B BN D TE R aE .
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if no proper protest to this proposed agency action is filed within
the time frame set cut below.: It is further

ORDERED that tha traffic study data contained in Commission
Documents Nos. 13500-%2 and 2128-93 shall no longer be considared
confidential when this Order becomes final. It ia further

ORDERED that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern
Bel)l Telephone and Telegraph Company shall file cartain reports as
detalled herein. It is further

ORDERED that thie docket shall be closed at the conclusion of
the protest per’~d if no protest has been filed.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this Ith
day of July, 189].

Division of Wecorda and Reporting

{SEAL)

NOTICE OF FURTHER. PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.55(4), TFlorida Starutes, to notify arties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florids Statutes, as
well as the procadures and time limits chat apply. This notice
sho.ld not be construsd to mean all requesce for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will ba granted or result in the relief

aought.

The action p ~3ad harein is preliminary in nature and will
not becoma effective or ([inal, eaxcept as provided by Rule
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Regquest by St. Johns } DOCKET NO. 920667-TL
County Board of Commiasioners |} ORDER NO. PSC-53-099%7-FOF-1L,
for extended area service ) ISSUED: 17/7/93

between the Green Cove Springe, |}
Julingto.i, and St. Augqustine )
exchanges. }

)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

J. TERRY DEASON, Chairman
SUSAN P, CLARK
JULIA L. JOHNSON

BY THE COMMISSION:

ROTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN by the Faiurida Public Service
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
nature and will become f£inal unless a person whose interests are
adversaly affected files a perition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administracive Code.

BACKGROIND

This decket was jinitisted pursuant to Resolution No. 82-72,
filed with this Commission by tha St. Johns County Board of County
Commissicners. The Resolution requesced that we consider requiring
implementation of extended area service (EAS) between the 5t.
Augustine exchanga and cthe Julington and dreen Cove Springs
exchanges, Thess exchanges are servad by  BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell Telephona and
Telegraph Cowmpany (Southern Bell or the Company) and are all
located within the Jacksonville LATA (local access transport areal.
The Julington and St. Augustine axchanges are located in Sc. Johna
County, while the Green Cove Springs exchange is located primarily
in ‘lay County, with approximately 509 access lines in St. Johns
County.

© BGAh ol Line
:C" rqe-

it

{770
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By Order No. PS7-52-0871-PCO-TL, issued hugust 35, 1992, we
directed Southern Bell to conduct traffic studies on thess routes
to determine whether a sufficlent community of interest exists,
persuant to Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Code.

By Order No. P5C-92-14€1-CFO-TL, iwsued December 16, 1992, and
sa¢nded December 2], 1992, wa granted the Company's request for
confidential treatwent of its intraLATA traffic study. By Order
Wo. PSC-93-0457-CFO-TL, issued March 25, 15%), we granted Southern
3011’s request for confidential treatment of tha remainder of'the
¢traffic studies.

Each of the involved exchanges currently has the following
calline scope:

EXCHANGE ACCESS | EAS | EAS CALLING SCOPE
LINES | LINES

Oreen Cove Springs 6,581 €,501 | Orange Park!,
| Julingten?,

! Jacksonville',
Maxville!

Julington 2,871 381,568 | Jacksonville,
Orange Park

ft. hugustine 20,568 25,750 | Hastinge,
Jacksonville?,
Jacksonvilles Beach?,
Julington?,

S Ponte Vedra?!

S———

' Local Exception Area - Optional

. Local Heasured Service (Tier Calling)

, :lﬂzl;n;:d Optional Extended Area Service (EQEAS)
» an

Qurrent basic loc .
U shovm below: al service rates for thes inveolvad exchanges

R-1 $ 7.70
B-1 20.80
PBX 46.9/
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Julington

R-1 $ 9.00
B-1 26.60
PBEX 59.73
St. Augustine
R-1 $ 8.40
B-1 22.90
PRX 51.59

Rule 25-4.080{(2) requires a calling rate of at least three
messages per accessd lina per month (M/A/Ma) 'n cases where the
etit on:lng exchangs containe less than half the number of access
ines as the sxchange to which EAS is desired. This Rule further
requires that -~ least 50% of the pubscribers in the petitioning
exchange maks two or more calls per month to the larger exchange to

qualify for traditional EAS. u‘igi pf _Lhe fﬂﬂiﬁ! EE: thesa
s, Therefora, wa fin t appropriate to A

urther cofigideration of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS alorg
theae routes at Lhis time,

rings
Kic  EC <hib]

C wilkh calling volums
amunities for calling tg Lha Lol

. . . T- < J =17 qu P
the 5.25 hybrid plan between the Green Cove Springs and St.
Augustine axchanges and the Julington and St. Augustine exchanges.
This action ia consistent our decisions in other recent EAS dockets
with rural areas that had similar calling rates. Examples include
Franklin, Gulf, Jackeon, Holmes, Okalcoosa, Walton, Volusia, and
Highlands counties,

The hybrid §$.25 plan has gained favor for several reasuns.
Among thess ars its simplicicy, its messags rate for residential
customers, and the fact that it can be implemented as a local
calling plan. In addition, the measured ratems are preferred by
business subscribers since business calls, on averaga, tend to be

of short duration.

Soucthern Bell shall be required to implement the message rate
pilan of §.25 per call for reaidential customers (regardless of call
duration} on theea routes. Calls by bhusiness customezrs shall be
rated at $.10 for the initial minute and $.06 for each additiocnal
minute. Thesa calle shall ba furnished on a local, seven-digit

SF WA 1§



| gication of FALR, Inc. I'.O. Dox J8S,
= FL 32602 (904) 375-8036 93 FPSC 7:195

Hot 5

———

ORDER NO, PSC-31-0997-FOF-TL
DOCKET HO. $20667-TL
PAGE 4

dialed basls and be available in both directiocns. HonLEC pay
relephone providers shall charge end users §.25 per call, the same
as any local call, and shall pay the standard measured usage rate
to the LEC. Scuthern Bell shall iwmplement this calling plan on
these routes within six months of the date this Order becomes

| final.

Following implementation, Southern Béll shall file quarterly
reports with our scaff, broken down on a moathly basis, for a
| period of one year. <These reports shall include a detailed
analysls of tha distribution of usage among subscribers, uver each
routs, segregated betwae» business and residential users, showing
the number of customers saking zero calls, one call, et cetera,
through 25 calla, and in ten call increments thereafter, to 35
calls, and %5 or more calle. For each calling rate category,
separately for residence and business, the report shall also
= include the agssociated total mesnsages, minutes, revenue, and lines.
| Finally, Southern Bell shall provide a sum across all calling rate
i categories, separately for tesidence and business, of the total
' messages, minutes, revenue, lines, and customers. These reporcs
ashall also include a record of any customer contact regarding the
$.25 hybrid plan, along with the reason for such contact.

"Finally, once the $.25 hybrid plan is implemented on these
zoutes, the routes become local and no longer subject to
competition. Accordingly, it will be unneceseary to maintain the
confidentiality of these routes once the §.25 plan is implemented.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that
Resolution Ro. 92-72 filed by the 5t. Johns County Board of County
Eomﬁisn;oners is hereby denled to the extent outlined herein. It

8 further ’

v

ORDERED that if no proper protest is flled within the time
frame set forth below, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a
Southern Jell Telephone and Telegrsph Company shall, within six
nonths of the date this Order bacomes final, implement a calling
pPlan that complies with the tarms and conditions set forth in the
body of this Order. It is further

—

ORDERED that the ef”ectiva date of our actlons described
herein iw the first working day following the dste spacified balow,

e e e

[
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if no proper protest to this proposad agency action is filed within
the time frama set out below.: It is further

ORDERED that tha traffic study data contained in Commissicon
Documents Hos. 12500-92 and 2128-9) shall no longer ba considered
confidential when thie Order becowes final. ft is further

ORDERED that BellScuth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern
Bell Telaphona and Telegraph Company shall file coctain reports as
detailed herein. It is further

ORDERED that this docket ahall be closed at the concluaion of
the protest peried if no procest has been filed.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commiseion, this Jth
day of July, 1991.

VE TRIB
Division of Wecords and Reporting
{ SEAL))

ABQ

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDRINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

. The Florida Public Service Commission ia required by Section
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify partias of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is avallable undsr Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statucas, as
wall as the procedurss and time lisits chat apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requeats for an administrative
heartng or judicial review will be granted or resulr in the relief
sought.

The action proposed hersin is preliminary in naturs and will
not become rifectiva or final, except as provided by Rule
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BEFORE THME FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COHMISSION

In re: Request by Levy County ) DOCKET NO. 920149~TL

Board of County Commissioners ) ORDER NO. PS5C-92-1350-FOt-TL
for extended area service between) ISSUED. 11/23/92

Cedar Key, Bronson, and Chiefland)

exchanges, )

}

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

SUSAN F. CLARK
J. TERRY DEASON
BETTY EASLEY
LUIS J. LAUREDO

NOTICE OF PROPQSEDR AGENCY ACTION
ORDER DENYING FLAT-RATE EAS., IMPLEMENTING $.25
ELAN_PETWEEN CEDAR KEX AND BRONSON, AND
CEDAR KEY AND CHIEFLAND, AND TERMINATING
CONFIDENTIALITY OF TOQLL DATA

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 a person whose interests are
adversely affected files a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Plorida 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 Key exchange to the
Bronson and Chiefland exchanges. All of these exchanges are within
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. PS5C-92-0465-PCO-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 intral.ATA traffic study. ©On September 16, 992,
we issued order No. PSC~92-0999-CFO-TL granting confidential status
of Southern Bell's study.

Cu.rently, Cedar Key {rate group 1) does not have any form of
flat rate EAS. It does have Optional Extended Area Servicce (OEAS)
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to Chiefland. Chiefland (rate group 3) has EAS to Bronson and
Trenton and CEAS to Cedar Rey. The Bronscon exchange (rate group 3}
has EAS to Archer, Chiefland and Williston and QOEAS to Gainesville.

The Cedar Key/Chiefland route exhibits one-way calling volumnes
uhlch would quality for traditional EAS under our Rules:; however,
5 more calls on this route

2 or a survey r traditlona
rate BAS pursuunt to Rule 25 4.060, Florida Administrative

Code. : : : axhibltad one~way callipg
volumes er
Ef ] .
ACCO}X approprxa e er

]
conslderntion of nonoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS on these
routes. However, as outlined below, we Felieve that it is
approprlate to propose requiring that the $.25 plan be implemented
in both directions on these routes.

This proposal is consistent with our actions in similar EAS
dockets with rural areas where we have ordered the $.25 plan as an
alternative to traditional EAS. Recent examples include Franklin,
Gulf, Jackson, Holmaes, Okalocosa and Walton Counties (with the .ate
fubsequently 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
Incorperated 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 for most OEAS
plans are rather low.

Therefore, we propose that the §.25 plan be implemented on a
two-way basls 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 and be
message rated at $.25 per message regardless 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 s8hall be discontinued simultaneously with the
implementation of $.25 message rate between the Cedar Xey and
Chiefland exchanges,
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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 pricc. Using this model, an
overall stimulation of 62.92% and an assoclated annual revenue loss
of 517,313.77 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 implemented, the route(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 appropriate to simply
remove the traffic studies that have been identified as Document
No., 08866-92 from the confidential 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 appropriuate
tariffs,

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell Telephone
and Telegraph Company shall implement a two-way $.25 plan between
Cedar Key and Bronson and between Cedar Xey and Chiefland as
outlined in the body of the Order. It Is further

ORDERED that the current Optional Exiended Area Service plan
between Cedar ©Xey and Chiefland should be discontinued
simultaneously with the implementation of the $.25 plan between the
two exchangea. It is further

ORDERED that any protest of ~hia Order shall be filed pursuant
to the requirements set forth below. It is further

. ORDERED that the traffic studies previocusly granted
confidential status by Order No. PSC-92-0999-CFO-TL shall lose
confid ntial status and be moved from the confidential files into
the regqular case files upon this Order becoming final. It is
further
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ORDERED that 1f 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 23rd
day of Novembar, 1992.

STEVE TRIBELE, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

( SEAL )

JKA

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.599(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is avallable 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 adminivtrative
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 actlon proposed by this
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by
Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form
previded by Rule 25-22.036{(7)(a) and ff), Florida Administrative
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of

5
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Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines CZtree*.
Tallahassea, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of businedgs on

December 14, 1992.

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) PFlorida Administrative Code.

Any objectiun or protest filed in this docket before the
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it
satisfies the foregolng conditions and is5 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 utility by fiiing 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
apprapriate court. This 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 notice of appeal
must be in the form specified Iin Rule %.900(a), Flor.da Rules of
Appellate Procedure.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Resolution for extended |} DOCKET NO. 9111B6-TL
area service between the Vernon, ) ORDER NO. PSC-92-0674-FOF-TL
Bonifay and westville exchanges ) ISSUED: 07/20/92
by Washington County Commission. )
)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman
SUSAN F. CLARK
J. TERRY DEASON
BETTY EASLEY
LUIS J. LAUREDO

BY TRE 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 a person whose interests are
adversely affected files a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code.

This docket was ilnitiated pursuant to a resolution passed by
the Washington County Board of Commisslioners. The petition
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} serves the
Vernon exchange (Washington County}, and Central Telephone Company
cf Florida (Centel) serves the Bonifay (Holmes County) and
Westville (Holmes and Washlngton 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
1, 1992, we granted Southern Bell and Centel an extension of time
to file the required traffic studies. Southsrn Bell requested
confidentlial treatment of incraLATA traffic data filed by the
Company. This request was granted by Order No., Order No. PS5C-92-
0599-PCO-TL. 1lssued on July 1, 1992.

Rule 25~4.060(2}, Florida Administrative Code. sets forth the
requirements for EAS, Upor review of the traffic data for the
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routegs at issue, we find that none of the routes meet the
requirements of this Rule. S ———— ——
e e ——— S |

However, the Vernon to Bonifay :route exhibits a ore-way
calling veolume significant enough to indicate a community of
interest. This route meets the requirements in Rule 25-4.064,
Florida Administrative Code, which provides that “whenever
interexchange traffic patterns are such that subscriber needs may
be adequately served by alternative service offerings, or requests
may not fully meet the reguirement of these rules but higher than
average lnteraxchange calling may exist, the Commission 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 EAS, we note that
the message rate plan has gained favor for several reasons. These
include the plan's simplicity, its message rate structure, and its
implementaticn as a local calling plan on an intraLATA or interLATA
basis. In contraat, :_tional 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,
Additionally, we have expresged concern that under such plans, when
Toll-PAC is implemented a three minute message will still have a
substantial cost to the customer.

The Vernon to Bonifay route, which shcwed a community of
interest, leapfrogs the Westville exchange. It has been our policy
that whenever two exchanges meet the regquirements for EAS, or an
alternative plan, and have exchanges between them which do not
qualify, that the leapfrogged exchanges recelve the same EAS
considerations as the routes which qualified.

Upon review, we find that a modified $.25 plan shall be
implemented on the routes at issue. 1In this instance, the messaqge
rate plan shall be rated at §$.20 per message instead of $.25. This
is consistent with the rates which Bonifay and Westville customers
currently pay for message ratad routes in Centel's territory and
also is conaistent with Order No. 24985, lssued on August 28, 1991,
in Docket MNo., 891246-TL. The message rate plan shall be
implemented on a two-way basls for Vernon to Bonifay and Vernon to
Westville aince the Westville route would be leapfrogged by
allowing Vernon t¢ call Bonifay.

Specifically, the §.20 calling plan means that all toll
traffic on these routes will be reclassified as local and be
message rated at 5.20 per message regardless of the duration of the
call. Customers may make ar. unlimited number cf calls at $.20 per




3oy 5

ORDER NO. PSC-92-0674-FQOF-TL
DOCKET NO. 911186-TL
PAGE 3

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 moatha of
thia Order becoming final. The revenue loss for Centel and
Southern Bell shall pe addressed in future rats 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. :

Inaemuch as the traffic studies reflect sufficient community
of interest tc¢ warrant implementation of an alternative to toll
rates, and the alternatives being recommended in this docket do not
consider the coste in order to set the rates, the ¢: npanies shall
be relleved of the burden of conducting the cost studies required
by Rule 25-4.061, Florida Administrative Code.

Although this Oruer regquires an alternative to traditionpal
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 costs .s asseigned as follows:

[Tihe reguested 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 subacribers of the petitioning exchange.
Rule 25-4,062(4), Florida Administrative Code.

Bowever, it has been shown in every EAS docket for which cost
information has been submitted that full recovery of costs would
result in unacceptably high rates to customers. Feor this reason,
we have waived this Rule in every EAS docket for which traditicnal
EAS has been approved. Simjilarly, 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 shall 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 Commission that none of

the routes at 1ssue qualify for nonoptional, flat rate, two-way
toll free calling. It is further
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ORDERED that calls on the Vernon to Bonilfay and Vernon (o
Westville routes ahall be rated at §.20 per call in both
directions, regardless of the call duration. These calls shall be
furnished on a seven-digit basis. Non-LEC pay telephone pioviders
shall charge end users as if these calls were a local 5.25 call,
and the providers shall pay the standard measured usage rate to the
LEC. Southern Bell and Centel shall implement this change within
six (6) months of this order becoming final. 1It 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 walved. It is further

ORDERED that Rule 25-4.,062(4), Florida Administrative 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 docket shall be closed at the conclusion of
the proposed agency action protest period, assuming no timely
protest is filed.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this Z20th
day of July, 1992.

STEVE TRIBEBLE, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL )

CWM
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commigssion is rerquired by Section
120.59(4), Floride Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commisesion 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 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 eaffective or final, except as provided by Rule
25-22.029, Florida Adminietrative Code. Any person whose
substantial interests are affected by the action p.oposed by this
order 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 25-22.036(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of
Recordes and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on August

10, 1992.

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 f£final and effective on Lhe date
described above, any party adversely affected may request judicial
review by the Plorida 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
appropriate court. This filing must be completed withlin 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 speclfied in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of
Appellate Procedure.
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In Re: Resoluticn by the
Liberty County Board of County
Commlesicners for extended area
service (EAS) between East Point
and Bristol, and East Point and
Hosforxd.

In Re: Resclution by the Baker
County Commission reguesting
extended area service {EAS)
between the Lake City exchange
and the Sanderson, Macclenny,
Baldwin, and Jacksocnville
exchanges,

)
)
)

)

)
)
)

)

)
)

)

)

)

)

)
In Re: Petition by the )
residents of Polo Park )
requesting extended area service )
{(EAS) between the Haines City )
exchange and the Orlando, West )
Kiesimmee, 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 Town of
Hastings requesting extended
area service (BAS) from Flagler
Estates_(Palatka) exchange to
the St. Augustine exchange.

ISSUED:

DOCKET NO.
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November 13, 19%5
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The following Commissionerps participated in the disposition of
this matter:

SUSAN F. CLARK, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASON
JOE GARCIA
JULIA L. JOHNSON
DIANE K. KIESLING

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

3 I v

BY THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE IS5 HERERY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
nature and wil become final unless a person whose interests are
substantially affected filea a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant 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 area service (EAT)
rulemaking docket, Docket 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 9$5-403, Lawe of Florida, we closed the EAS rulemaking
docket at the August 15, 1595 agenda conference. We directed our
staff to address the pending EAS dockets based on subject areas
such as intralATA alternative plan, interLATA alternative plan,
and pocket area situations.

This Order addresses the pending EAS dockets which have pocket
areas. Generally, pocket areas are defined as a portion of an
exchange that has a different calling interest than the majority of
the exchange. The Liberty, Baker, Sarasota and St. Johns counties
*f ocket" dockets are all inrraLATA, and the appropriate traffic
study data has been provided. However, Taylor County and Polo Park
"pocket" dockets are interLATA, anl we do not have the required
traffic data. Southern Bell and GTEFL state that they no longer
perform the billi'.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.

Sectionse II through IV of thia Order concern intraLATA routes.
The pocket areas 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" pocket. Section V of
this Order addresses an interLATA, intra-county pocket route.
Section VI concerms interLATA routes that do not involve intra-
county calling.

II. pDocket No, 921154-TL

By letter dated September 25, 1555, St, Jogeph Telephone and
Telegraph Compa~y (St. Joe) notified us that it intends to
implement ECS between the Eastpoint and Bristol exchanges. For
ECS, residential calls are rated at $.25 per call regardleas 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 tariff on or before
October 20, 1995,

In Order No. PSC-93-1705-FOF-TL, issued November 295, 1993, we
directed staff to investigate pocket situationa in the EAS
rulemaking docket. Staff was further directed to revisit the
%astpoint {Liberty County)} pocket/Bristol route once a solution was

ound.

In addition to an alternative toll plan, we considered
changing the boundary and moving the 56 Sumatra customere into the
Bristol exchange. The cost of moving the Eastpoint (Liberty lJounty
pocket} into the Brietol 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 coneidered making an exception area for the pocket,
which would make it look like its own exchange without using a
separate NXX. The pocket area teleph.une numbers could be class-
marked to allow them to have a different calling scope. However,
anytime an exception area is created within an exchange, customer
confusion is imminenc. This ranges from the location of the
boundary defining the exception area ro the telephone operators
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assisting with information calls. In addition, St. Joe caa only
identify the outgoing calls. Thus, we do not believe that this is

appropriate.

Historically, we have considered implementing an alternative
toll plan on routes that met the calling rate requirement and

exhibited a substantial distribution factor. Typically, these
cases were close to meeting our requirements but fell short by a
small percentage on the distribution factor. In 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 as Docket No.
9520667-TL, - 5t. 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 EAS M/A/M
requirement or demonstrated a significant distribution factor, such
as Docket No. 9201 "-TL - Highlands County and Docket No. 221268-TL
- DeSoto County.

The calling volumes of 7.23 M/A/Ms on the Eastpoint (Liberty
County pocket)/Bristol route exceeded the M/A/M requirement Ior
traditional EAS under our rules, but the distribution factor fell
below the 50% threshold requirement with 3.% of the customers
making two or more calls.

Thus, we believe this pocket route warrants an alternative
toll plan asince the calling rates and distribution factors 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 is consistent with Order
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994, in Docket No. 911034-
TL - Reguest by the Broward County Commission for EAS between Fort
Lauderdale, Hollywood, North Dade and Miami.

In computing revenue impact, we considered a 50% stimulation
factor. With stimulacion, an annual revenue loss of %4,535 is
estimated for St. Joe Telephone. Absent stimulation the annual
revenue loss would be $10,647.

. ccordingly, St. Joe'se proposal to implement extended calling
service between the East Point and Bristol exchanges in Docket No.
9211%4-TL is approved. Any action on the questions concerning the
Eastpoint/Hosford route will re deferred for further review. The
Eastpoint exchange i~ primarily located in Franklin County and
traffic data indicate that there is a community of interest between
the residents of Liberty County served irom the Eastpoint exchange
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into the Bristol exchange which is the county seat of Liberty
County. This proposal would provide toll relief 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 posgsible, The tariff should be approved
without further Commission review. 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. When implemented, pay telephone providers
ahall charge end upers 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-TL

By Order No. PS$C-93-1700-FOF-TL, issued November 24, 19%3, we
directed our staff to investigate pocket areas in the EAS
rulemaking docker. Staff was further directed 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 Telephoae.

Because two local exchange companies (LECa) are involved, a
boundary change to resolve the pocket problems was hot conaidered.
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 subatantial distribution factor. The
calling volumes on the Lake City (Baker County pocket)/Macclenny
route exceeded the M/A/M requirement and distribution factor for
traditional EAS under our rules. The Lake City/Sanderson route is
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 Lake City {Baker County pocket)/Macclenny route are
similar to those approved in %20667-TL (St. Johns County}. Thie
will allow the Baker County residents who are served out of the
Lake City exchange access to their county government and schools.

S o \3
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The Lake City/Sanderson route is also included for an alternative
toll plan to avoid leapfrogging.

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow IXCs tc
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that
they are now authorized to carry. This is consistent with Order
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 19594, in Docket No. 211034-
TL {(Request by the Broward County Commission for EAS between Fort
Lauderdale, Hollywood, North Dade and Miami).

Northeast stated it could not readily provide the data needed
to determine the revenue impact. In computing the revenue impact
for Southern Bell, we considered a 50% atimulation factor. wWith
gtimulation, an annual revenue loss of 546,710 is estimated for
Southern Bell. Absent stimulation the annual revenue loss would be
562,637,

Accordingly, we find that ECS ahall be implemented on the Lake
Ciry/Macclenny and Lake City/Sanderson routes. We include the Lake
City/Sanderson ro..& to avoid leapfrogging. Residential customers
shall pay $.25 per call regardleas of duration, and business calls
on these routes shall ba rated at §.10 for the first minute and
5$.06 for each additional minute. ECS shall be implemented on these
routes ags scoon 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 than §.25 per message and
pay the standard measured interconnection usage charge. IXCs may
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that
they are now authorized to carry.

IV. Docket Nog, 930578-TL

By Order No. PSC-94-0843-FOF-TL, issued July 12, 1994, we
directed our to investigate pocket situations in the EAS ruliemaking
docket. We also directed the staff to revisit the Englewood
(Sarasota County pocket) /Sarasota route once a soclution was found.
The Englewood and Sarasota exchanges are served by OTEFL.

Ao mentioned previocusly, historically, we have considered an
alternative teoll plan on routes that met the calling rate
requirement and exhibited a substantial distribution factor. The
calling volumes on the Englewood (Sarasota County pocket) /Sarasota
route xceeded the M/A/M requirement and distributicn 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 similur to those approved in 920667-TL
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{St. Johne County). Thips will allow the Sarasota County residents
who are served out of the Englewood exchange access to their county
government and echools.

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow IXCs to
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that
they are now authorized to carry. This is coneistent with Order
No. PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued May 16, 1994, in Docket Ne. 911034-

TL.

In computing revenue impact for GTEFL, we considered a 50%
stimulation factor. With stimulation we estimate an annual revenue
loss of $458,330 for GTEFL. Absent stimuiation the annual revenue
loss would be $588,393.

Accordingly, we find that ECS sghall be implemented on the
Englewood/Sarasota route. Regidential customers shall pay §.25 per
call regardless of duration, and business calls on this route shall
be rated at $.10 for the first minute and $.06 for each additinnal
minute. ECS shall be iuwplemented on this route as scon 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 meesage and pay the standard measured
interconnection usage charge. Interexchange carrievs may continue
to carry the same types of traffic on this route that they are now
authorized to carry.

V. DQQEQ: EQ 259522'11!

By Order No. PSC-95-03%3-FOF-TL, issued March 14, 1995, we
directed our staff to investigate pocket situations in the EAS
rulemaking docket. We algo directed the staff to reviseit the
Palatka (St. Johna County pocket)/ St. Augustine route once a
solution was found. The Palatka and St. Augustine exchanges arse
served by Southern Bell.

As mentioned previously, historically, we have considered an
alternative toll plan on zroutes that met the calling rate
requirement and exhibited a substantial distribution factor. The
calling wvolumes 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 this
route warrant. an alternative toll plan since the calling rates and
distribution factore are similar te those approved in 920667-TL
{St. Johna County}. Thie will allow thr St. Johns County residents
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who are served out of the Palatka exchange access to theilr county
Jovernment and schools.

In addition, we find that it is appropriate to allow IXCs to
continue to carry the same types of traffic on these routes that
they are now authorized to carry. This ig 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 loss of $236,823,
Absent stimulation the annual revenue lgss would be $5324,266.

Upon review, we find that ECS shall be implemented on the
Palatka/St. Auguatine route. Residential customerg shall pay §.25
per call regardless of duration, and business calls on this route
shall be rated at $.10 for the first minute and 5.06 for each
addicional minute. ECS shall be implenented on this route as socon
ap possible but not te exceed Bix months from the issuance date of
this Order. When implemented, pay telephone providers shall chaige
end users no more than $.25 per message and pay the standard
measured interconnection usage charge. I1XCs may continue to carry
the same types of traffiec on this route that they are now
authorized to carry.

VI. Dockef No. 930235-TL

This route involves a pocket of Taylor County subscribers who
cannot ¢all their county seat. These customers are cerved by
Southern Bell from the Cross City exchange, which is primarily
located in Dixie County. The county seat for Taylor County is
located in the Perry exchange, which is served by Gulf. The Cross
City and Perry exchanges are interLATA, and the LATA line does not
correspond to the boundary between the counties.

By Order No, PSC-93-1168-FQF-TL, issued August 10, 1993, wa
granted Scuthern Bell relief from filing interLATA traffic studies
on the routes in this docket. Southern Bell states that it no
ionger performs the recording and rating of interLATA traffic for
AT&T; therefore, it no longer hae the data, or access to it.

Gulf provided traffic studies on iis interLATA routes;
however, southern Bell could not provide any traffic data in the
required format. At the September 12, 19%5 agenda conference, we
determined that no additional traffic stuaies ashould be required
from Southern Bell in this docket.
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We 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 prchibitive due to the lengthy
negotiations that may or may 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 ite county seat. This
case is unique in that it involves a pocket that cannot call ite
county 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
should be ccnsidered for an interLATA alternative toll plan. The
decision regarding an interL..TA 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 Visgta-
United.

TABLE A

REQUESTED INTERLATA ROUTEE FOR EAS

FROM TO:

Haines City Kissimmee, West Kissimmee
{Except Poinciana 427 pocket)

Halnes Cicy orlando, Lake Buena Vista,
Windermere, Reedy Creek, Winter
Park, Clerment, Winter Garden,

St. Cloud
Haines City Orlando, Lake Buena Vista,
{including 427 Poinclana pocke:) Windermere, Reedy Creek, Winter
Park, Clermont, Winter Garden,
St. Cleoud
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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 aesist in making a determination of whether
these requested routes warrant EAS or ECS. Since this EAS request
does not involve calling tec the county seat, we do not believe that
it is appropriate to implement an alternative plan without first
determining if a community of interest exists.

By Order No. PSC-93-1168-FOF-TL, issued August 10, 1991, we
granted Southern Bell relief from filing interLATA traffic studies
on these routes. By Order No. PSC-94-0304-FOF-TL, issued March 1§,
1994, we granted GTEFL relief from filing interLATA traffic data in
this deocket. Both LECs state that they no longer perform the
recording and rating of interLATA traffic for ATAT: therefore, they
no longer have the data, nor do they have access to the data. In
addition, they state that they are unable to poovide traffic data
in the format required by the EAS rules.

United and Vista-United provided traffic studies on their
interLATA routes, however GTEFL and Southern Bell could not provide
ary traffic data 1. the required format. At the September 12, 1995
agenda conference, we determined that no additicnal trafiic studies
should be required from Southern Bell or GTEFL in this docket and
that we did not have sufficient information ¢to make a
recommendation regarding whether routes in Table A qualify to be
balloted for EAS. Since this docket involves 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 of 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,. This is
supported by that fact that this EAS request does not involve
calling to the county seat. Thus, we should not decide whether an
alternativa 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 commupity of interest criteria.
Thus, we will have an opportunity te conside- community of interest
information that otherwise would not be presented in this case.
This is co" sietent with the decision in Dock:t No. 941281-TL {EAS -
Groveland to Orlando).
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Baged on the foregoling, 1t is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that St.
Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company‘s proposal to implement
extended calling service between the Eastpoint and Bristol
exchanges in Docket No. 921154-TL is hereby approved. Any action
on the questions concerning the Eastpoint/Hosford route will be
deferred for further review. JIt is further

ORDERED that extended calling gervice shall be implemented on
the Lake City/Macclenny and Lake City/Sanderson routes in Docket
Ne. 930040-TL. It is further

ORDERED that extended calling service shal. be implemented on
tk2 Englewood/Sarasota route in Docket No. 930578-TL. It is
further

ORDERED extended calling service shall be implemented on the
Palatka/St. Augustine route in Docket No. 9406995-TL. It is further

ORDERED that for the extended calling service plans in Dockets
No. 92119%4-TL, 530040-TL, 6§30578-TL, and 9%5406%9%-TL, residential
customers shall pay §.25 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 shall
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 $.25 per message and
pay the standard measured interconnection wusage 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 deciseion regarding an interLATA alternative
toll plan for the Crose City (Taylor County pocket)/Perry and Cross
City (Taylor County pocket)/Keaton Beach routes in Docket MNo.
930235-TL will be made when we consider other pending dockets
regarding interLATA alternative toll plans. It is further

ORDERED that Docket No. 530173-TL shall be set for hearing so
that community of interest criteria other than toll may be
presented and considered for the routes listed in Table A of this
order. It is furthe:




1 of 13

CRDER NO. PSC-95-1396-FOF-TL

DOCKETS NOS. 921194-TL, 930040-TL, 930173-TL, 330235-TL, 930578-TL,
9406959-TL

PAGE 12

ORDERED 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. It is further

CRDERED that Dockets No. 930040-TL, 930578-TL and 94065%3-TL
shall. be closed if no protests are filed within 21 daye of the
issuance of this Order. A protest regarding one route shall not
keephthe action regarding other routes from becoming final. It is
further

CRDERED that Dockets No. 921194-TL, 930173-TL and 93023%-TL
shall remain open as discussed within the body of this Order.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commigsion, this ]3trh
day of November, 1993.

BLANCA S5, BAYY, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL)
DLC
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NOTICE QOF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission 15 required by Section
120.59{4), Florida Statutes, to notify @parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commigsion orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.568, 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 reiief
sought .

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and wiil
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}, PFlorida 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 ReporiL.ng, 2540 Shumard Qak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, by the close of business on December 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 ccnditions and is renewed within the
specified protest period.

If this order becomes final and effective on the date
described above, any party substantially affected may reguest
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 appropriate court. This filing must be completed
within thirty (30) daya of the effective date of this order,
pursuant to Rule $.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 5.%00({a),
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Resolution by the } DOCKET NO. 921194-TL
Liberty County Board of County } ORDER YO, PSC-95-1586-FOF-TL
Commissioners for extended area )} ISSUED: December 26, 1995
service between East Point and )
Bristol, and East Point and )
Hosford. }

}

The following Commissiconers participated in the disposition of
this matter: '

SUSAN F. CLARK, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASCHN
JOE GARCIA
JULIA L. JOHMNSON
DIANE K. KIESLING

HOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACH JON
ORDER APPROVING IMPLEMENTATION OF EXTENDED CALLING SERVICE

BY THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE IS HERERY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in
nature and will become final unless a person whose interests are
substantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding,
pursuant to Rule 25-22.02%, Florida Administrative Code.

I.  BACKGROUND

This docket was initiated by Resolutjion No. 92-15 filed
October 30, 1992 by the Liberty County Board of Coumm.ssioners
reguesting 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 Eastpolnt exchange, which is
primarily located in Franklin County. There are also seven (7)
Liberty County residents served from the Carrabelle exchange.
Eastpoint, Carrabelle, Bristol and Hosford are all provided service
by St. Joseph Telephone Company (St. Joe or the Company).

S5t. Joe conducted ¢traffic satudies January 1993 on the
Eastpoint/Bristol, Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol,
Eastpuint/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 Ro. P5C-93-1705-FOF-TL, issued November 29, 1991. the

we decided that toll routes alifi WO=Way,
flat rate EAS, e etermined that no alternative plan
would pe S8ffered on the toll routes considered in this docket, and

that the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route would be
considered when our then pending generlc EAS investigation was
completed. Finally, we decided that a boundary change to move the
Liberty County pockets of the Eastpoint and Carrabelle exchanges
into an existing Liberty County exchange was cost prohibitivs.

On May 15, 1995, the Commission receive a copy of Resolution
94-05 from Liberty County. The resclution is ¢s3ssentlally 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 Commission has also recelved letters and a pet:itiun
supporting Liberty County's regquest for countywide toll-frec
calling.

By Order No. PSC-95-1396-FOF-TL, we approved a proposal by 5t.
Joe 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.

11. IMPLEMENTATION OF ECS ON THE EASTPONT/HOSFORD ROUTE

During the agenda conference at which we considered the
reguest for ECS5 on the Eastpoint/Hosford route, St. Joe proposed
that it be allowed to implement the ECS plan on this route. 1In
view of the support of S5t. Joe of the request by Liberty County for
EC5 on the Eastpoint/Hosford route, we find it appropriate to
approve the Company's proposal to implement ECS on this 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
EC5 nlan on the Eastpoint/Hosford route. ECS shall be implemented
on .his route as sBoon as possBible, but not to exXceed six months
from the date this Order beccmes final. Rasidential customers
shall pay $.25 per call regardless of duration, and business calls
on these routes shall be rated at 5.10 for the first miaute and
$.06 for each addit:onal minute. When implemented, pay telephone
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providers shall charge end users no mgre 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.

Based on the foregoing, it is, therefcre

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that St.
Joseph Telephone and Telegraph 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

ORDEREDP 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

ORDERED 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, thir
Docket should be closed.

. By ORDER of the Tlorida Public Service Comnission, this 26th
day of December, 1995. :

/8f Blapcs S, Bayd

BLANCA S. BAYY, Director
Diviseion of Records and Reporting

This ig a facsimile copy. A signed
copy of the order may be obtained by
calling 1-904-413-6770.

( SEAL )}

DLC
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICLAL REVIEW

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 vLhat
is available under Sectlions 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 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, TFlorida Administrative Code. Any person whose
substantial intereste are affected by the action proposed by this
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding. 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 recelved by the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard 0Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 323%9-0850, ' 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 docket before the
issuvance date cof this order 1is considered abandoned unless it
satisfies the foreqgoing conditions and is renewcd within the
specified protest pericod.

If this order becomes final and effective on the date
described above, any party substantially affected may request
judiclial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an
electric, gas or telephone utllity 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 Recoras 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 Lhis 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{a1,
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLETCHER BUILDING
101 EAST GAINES BTREET
TALLAHASEEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

MEMORANDUM
OCTOBER 28, 1993

TO DIRECTOR OF RECORDS AND REPORTING

FROM : DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS [SEELFER, WIDELL, REITH]
DIVISINN OF LEGAL SERVICES [WURPHY)

RE DOCKET NO. 921194-TL-EAS - REQUEST BY LIBERTY COUNTY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR EXTENDED AREAR SERVICE
(BEAS8) BETWEEN EASTPOINT AND BRISTOL AND EASTPOINT AND
HOSFORD.

AGENDA: NOVEMBER 9, 1993 - CONTROVERSIAL - PROPOSED AGENCY ACTICON

« PARTIES HMAY PARTICIPATE

PANEL: FULL COMMIBSION

EPECIAL INSBTRUCTIONS: TRIS ITEM WAS DEFERRED FROM THE AUGUST

17, 19%3 AGENDA. IBBUES 2 AND 13 HAVE
BEEN REVISED.

CRITICAL DATEB: I:PBC\CMU\WP\921194.RCM

_———

CASE BACKGROUND

This docket was deferred from the August 17, 1993, agenda.
Staff was directed to review the feasibility of moving the
Liberty County pocket (approximately 56 access lines) of the
Eastpoint exchange into a Liberty County exchange (Bristocl or
Hosford). In addition, staff was to look into moving the
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 5t. Joe Telephone staff at
the Eastpoint central office to view facilities and discuss
the information provided in the response to staff's data
reques’ .
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® This recommendation addresses Liberty County's request for FAS
from Eastpoint to Bristol and Hosford, and the feasibility of
a boundary change for the Liberty County customer. being
served out of the Eastpoint and Carrabelle exchanges.

EXCHANGE INFORMATION:

L This docket was initiated pursuant to Resclution No. 92-15
passed by the Liberty County Board of Commissioners requesting
extended area service (EAS) between the Eastpoint exchange,
and the rest of Liberty County (Bristol, Carrabelle, and the
Hosford exchanges). (The Eastpoint to Carrabelle route is not
addressed in this docket since there are c.aly seven ({7)
customers in the Liberty County portion of the Carrabelle
exchange and thir route was reviewed in Docket No., 900302-TL -
Franklin County =AS; the $.26 message plan was implemented
between Eastpoint and Carrabelle on July 19, 19%2.) St. Joe
Telephone (SJT or the Company) serves the Bristol, Carrabelle,
Hosford, and Eastpoint exchanges. Bristol and Hosfnrd are
totally located in Liberty County. the Eastpoint exchange has
cenly fifety-six (56) subscribers in Liberty County and the
Carrabelle exchange has only seven (7) subscribers in Liberty
County. These axchanges are all in the Panama City LATA.
Attachment A contains pertinent exchange data and Attachment
B is a map of the exchanges.

PERTINENT ORDERS:

L Order No., PSC-93-0030~FCO-TL, lswued January &, 1991, required
the company to conduct traffic studies on these routes,

DEMOGRAPEIC DESCRIPTION:

o The Eaptpoint axchange - consiste of 524.25 square miles, more
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 -~ B8 businesses and 48
res.dents (of the 8 business lines, 3 are SJT company lines).
Of the residential linea, 23 have local addresses and the
remaining 25 have malling addresses outside the area. This
could indicate that almost hailf of the residential lines are

-2-
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secondary residences. It is a toll call for the Sumatra
Community (Liberty County) residents to call their schoo.s or
county government since the County does not have foreign
exchange lines or 800 service to this area. Liberty County
provides emergency services for residents of Sumatra.

HILEAGE :

Bristol to Bastpoint - 49 miles
Bosford to Eastpoint - 46 miles
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RISCUSSION OF JISSUES

ISSVE 1l: Do the calling rates on any of the toll routes considered
in this docket qualify for a survey for nonopticnal, rlat rate,
two-way toll free calling?

o. The Eastpoint/Bristeol, and Eastpoint/Hosford
routes did not qualify for nonoptional, flat rate, two-way toll
free calling.

STAFF ANALYSBIS: HNone of the routes qualify for nonopticnal, 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/A/Ms (messages per
access line per month) and fifty (50%) percent or more of the
subscribers in the exchanges involved making ome or more calls per
month {(the routes were reviewed on a two-way bacis instead of a
one-way basis since the petitioning exchange did not have less than
half the number of access linas as the larger exchange).

The calling rates for the routes at issue in this docket are
listed below. The calling rates for the Liberty County pocket
(Sumatra) of the Bastpoint exchange are also included.

TABLE A
INTEREICEANGE CALLING KATES - (TWD MAY)
FROM/TO CALLING RATE CUSTOMERE MAKING 1
M/A/H OR MORE
CALLS PER MONTH

Bristol to Eastpoint . 39 8.9%

F
*Bristol to Eastpoipt .18 q4.7%
{Libperty County pocket) oum——
Eastpoint to Bristol .38 10._2%

=~ —
*Eastpoint (Liberty Couniy 7.23 431.0%
pocket) to Bristol
Hosford to Eastpoint .24 7.0%

i

P
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*Hosford to Eastpoint .06 3.2%
{Libarty County pocket} -
Eastpoint to Hosford .07 2.50%
*Eastpoint (Liberty County 1 03 28 Ow
pocket) to Hesford S

¢« indicates puckst route

Based on Rule 25-4.06C(3), none of the routes gqualified for
ncnoptional, flat rate, two-way EAS.

ISSUE 2: Should any alternative plan be offered on the toll
routes considered in this docket?

RECOMMENDATION: No. The calling rates on thess intralLATA routes
as a whole have a low calling volume with a small percentage of
customers making calls, and hence, do not exhibit a sufficient
community of interest. Even though the Eastpoint (Liberty County
pocket)/Bristol route does have calling rates that exceed the 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 established.
The Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Hosford route did not exhibit
calling patterns that would warrant any form of alternative toll
relief,

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 seat 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.

Pock ¢ areas have always been a problem when extended area

-5-
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service {(BEAS) 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 ancother
county. This creates “pocket communities"”. Genevally, when
reviewing countywide PEAS requests, the calling volumes from an
exchange which includes a pocket will not meet our EAS
requirements, bacause the exchange as a whole is located in another
county and does not have a community of interest with the
petitioning county. Unleas 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 intralLATA routes. Residents of the Eastpoint/Liberty
County pocket do not have local calling to their 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 net have a community of interest
with the Bristol and RHosford exchanges. However, the results of
the pocket traffic study indicate that there 1is a community of
interest between the residents of Liberty county served from the
Eastpoint exchange and the Bristol exchange (7.23 M/A/M with 423%
making one or more calls), which is its county seat. Calling rates
to the Hosford exchange (M/A/M 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 5.25 calling
plan on routep that exhibited a substantial calling volume and/or
distributicon. Typically, these cases were close to meeting our
flat rate EAS regquirements but failed either on the distribution or
volume level by a small percentage. These routes [with the
exception of the EBastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route)
were not close to meeting our requirements.

It does not eeem reasonable or cost effective to require 5t.
Joe Telephone Company to provide an alternative toll plan, such as
the §.25 plan, between Eastpoint and Bristol, when only the Liberty
County wvocket of the Bastpoint exchange had significant calling
volumes and distribution to warrant any form of toll relief (The
Eastpoint exchange has a total of 1,953 access lines; only the

-6-
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Liberty County pocket of 56 access lines met the M/A/M
requirement}.

It is staff's opinion that since only the Eastpoiat (Liberty
County pocket)/Bristol route exhibited calling rates that warrant
any form of alternative toll relief, that the Commission not make
a determination on this route at this time.

Staff is currently reviewing EAS in general. Task groups,
vhich consists of local exchange companies (LECs), interexchange
carriers (IXCs) and counties, have been set up to examine and
develop solutions to EAS problems including pocket zreas. Once an
acceptable solution can be developed, staff will bring this pocket
route back before the Commission to be reevaluated.

Staff recommends that the Commission not muKe a determination
on the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)/Bristol route at this
time. Once the grneric BAS investigation is complete, staff will
reevaluate thie route. The remaining route, Eastpeoint (Liberty
County pocket)/Hosford, did not exhibit a significant community of
interest; therefore no alternative toll plan is warranted.

ISSUE 3; Should a boundary change be considered to move the
Liberty County pockets of the Eastpoi:t and Carrabelle exchanges
into an existing Liberty County exchange {(Bristol or Hosford)?

RECOMMENDATION: No. The estimated cost of moving the Eastpoint
Liberty County pocket of 56 customers into the Bristol excharge 1is
estimated at $135,839.49 ({$2,.425.71 per customer}, and the
estimated cost of moving the Carrabelle Liberty County pocket of 7
customers into the Bristol exchange is 5119, 187.60 ($17,026.80 per
customeri}.

ANALYBIB: At the August 17, 1993, agenda the Commission
heara testimony from Mr. Hamlin, a resident of Liberty County whose
local service 1ls provided from the Eastpolnt oxchange {in Franklin
County}). Mr. Hamlin contends that he is lsolated from his county
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and government because he is unable to c¢all the other areas of
Liberty County toll free.

The calling rates between the Eastpoiit exchange, as a whole,
to Liberty County were extremely low. However, traffic studies
indicate a significant community of interest between the Eastpoint
{Liberty County pocket) and the Bristol exchange. Because only the
"pocket” route warranted any form of alternative toll relief, the
Commisgion reguested staff to investigate the feasibility of moving
this "pocket” into a Liberty County exchange to resolve the county
calling problem.

On RAugust 30, 1993, staff sgent S5t. Joe Telephone a data
request asking the Company to determine which Liberty County
exchange it would Belect to serve the “pockets” if & boundary
change was required, and what would be the cost involved. St. Joe
Telephone chose the Bristol exchange because of current facility
configuration.

The 56 Eastpoint {(Liberty County)} customers are presently
served with a digital subscriber concentrator. This system uses T-
1 carrier facilities between the central office terminal
{(Eastpoint) and the remote terminal {Sumatra). This system also
serves some subscripers in the northern portion of Franklin County
in the vicinity of the Sumatra remote terminals. If ordered to
transfer the Liberty County subscribers from Eastpoint to Bristol,
the company plans to relocate the central office terminal to
Bristol central office. They will need to place 6.9 miles of new
cable from the end of existing cable ocut of Bristol to the Sumatra
remote terminal location and add 16 T carrier repeaters to develop
facilities to work the concentrator out of Bristol. 1In addition,
Franklin County subacribers served by the concentrator system will
have to be removed and served out of Eastpoint. The estimated cost
breakdown is listed below:

Cable facilities S 70,753.49
Electronic Facilities __65 Q086 00
Total $135,839.49 (52,425.7] per customer)

It should be noted that this plan is based on an out of
service cut. The Company estimates that the Sumatra subucribers
would be out of service for about 5 hours.

St. Joe Telephone estimates the cos. of moving the seven (7)
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Carrabelle (Liberty County) customers into the Bristol exchange at
$119,1B7.60 (S517,026.80 per customer). It would require an
extenslon of the cable on the Hosrord route to connect into the
Sanborn Landing cable facility. A new carrier system would then be
installed on the cable from the Hosford central office to Sanborn
Landing. The cost breakdown is listea below:

Cable facllities 5 93,929.60
Electronic facilities 25.258.00
Total 5119,187.60

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 required to move these pockets into the Bristol
exchange.

Based on tF information provided in the data reguest and tae
additional information that was supplied at the meeting, staff
agrees with the engineering specification and the cost estimates
provided by St. Joe Telephone,

Another consideration is who would absorb the cost. Since
boundary changes do not regqulre 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 3just the Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket)
customers.

This recommendation is consistent with past Commission action
in Docket No. 930916-TL [Petition by Foxridge Subdivision to change
the Tampa-North boundary to include the residents of County
Croasing (Zephyrhills exchange)), where the Commission denied the
boundary request because of the high costs (estimated at $361,877
at 51,274 per customer). In Docket No. 9%30035-TL (Regquest by
Volusia County to move the Lake Ashby community from the Sanford
exchange into the New Smyrna Beach exchange) the Commission has
directed staff to investigate the feasibility of tLhe lLake Ashby
customers absorbing some of the cost to move the boundary
(estimated cost of $184,500 at $1,085 per customer). This docket
is also echeduled for the November 9, 19%3 agenda.

The traffic study supports the customer's argument that there
is a community of Iinterest between the Eastpoint (Liberty County
pocket} exchange and the Bristol exchange. However, the traffic
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study does not support a community of interest between the
Eastpoint (Liberty County pocket ) exchange and the Hosford
exchange. .

The dilemma is what should be done about a pocket that does
exhibit a community 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
regquirements, 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 itc.

Staff is currently conducting a generic EAS review. One of
the crucial topics of investigation is what can or should be done
about pocket areas. Staff believes that no action should be taken
on the Eastpoint (Liberty County)/Bristeol route until an
appropriate gsolutior to the pocket problem has been developed. At
that time, staff w.il reevaluate the Eastpoint (Liberty County
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 bDocket No. 921194-TL be closed?

O Yes. This docket should be closed at the end of
the PAA protest period if no timely protest is filed

STAFF. ANALYBIS: This docket should be closed at the conclusion uof
the PAA period, assuming no timely protest is filed.

921194.,. 45
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FPage 1 of 1
EXCHANGE DATA
EXCHANCE LEG LATA ACCESS LINES EAS CALLING SCOFR BhSlE _RATES
ENS LINES
BRISTOL 5T JOE | Panama City 1,559 Blountetowh, R-1 5% 9 1%
Hoeford, and B-1 524 .00
159,424 Tallahasaee PHYX $46.00
CARRABELLE 5T JOE | Panama City 1,707 Tallahagser, R-1 § 6.30
1,707+ Sopchoppy. and B~1 8§17.25
Crawfordville PEX $33.15
[Alligatar -~eint,
Apalachicola, und
Eastpoint}
EASTPOINT ST JOE { Panam. Jity 1,958= Apalachicola R-1 § &.30
B-1 517 2%
3,845 (Alligator Point PEX $33 o8
and Carrabelle]
HOSFORD ST JOE | Panama City 594" Blountstown, R-1 $§ 9.15
Briastoi and B~1 524.00
154,452~ Tallahassre PHYX 546 00
- HOME EXCHANGE
bl TOTAL LOCAL CALLING AREA
[} $.25 MESSAGE RATE PLAN
31~
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| EXHIBIT NO:

WITNESS: Kissell

DESCRIPTION:

GTEFL's responses to staff's -
1st set of interrogatories (1-5, 7-9, 11, 13-30,
32-34, 40-36, 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: GrerL

PROFFERING PARTY: STAFF

DOCKET NO: 910179-TL

Proposed tariff tiling to introduce Extended Calling
Service (ECS) plan which allows the conversion of
intralATA toll routes between exchanges of Tampa,
Clearwater, Tarpon Springs and St. Petersburg to 7-digit
local measured service, by GTE FLORIDA, INC. (T-91-

037 filed 1/29,/91)
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32, vhich of the following factors 1isted below should be considered
fn determining the existence of a community of interest?

4. access to emergency services
b. ezccess tc  public schools and  other educational

facilities
€. access to medical services, doctors, hospitals
d. access to shopping facilities
e. access to county government
f. access to state government offices
9. access to principal employers
h. other (please specify)

Response

GTEFL believes all of the above mentioned factors are
considerations for what determines a community of interest.
However, the particular communities of interest belween {ndfividual
telephone users may vary dramatically. For example, for young
adults, access to educational facilities and principal employers
may be the most significant factors. For retired people, access
to medical services and government offices may be more important,
It must also be understood that among each of these groups
mentioned, there can be significant degrees of fwportance on each

of the above m tioned factors. For this reason, GTEFL believes
its ECS 13 the most appropriate plan to address the widely varying
needs of its customers in the proposed ECS areas.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Proposed tarift filing to Introduce

Extended Calling Service (ECS) Plan which

allow the conversion of [ntralATA toil DOCKET !!D. 910179-TL
routes between exchanges of Tampa, Cloar-

water, T n Springs and St. Petarsbur%

to 7-diglt local measured service, by GT

Florida, Inc,

DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF
JEFFREY C. KISSELL

GTE FLORIDA, INC.
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GTEFL strongly belleves that Its ECS proposal {8 the best
alternative for moeting the local calling needs of Iis
Tempa Bay customers. First, it I8 an extremely falr plan
in that only those customers who actually make ECS calia
pay for them. ECS customers who do not make ECS calls do
not incur ECS usage charges. Under ususl EAS clrcumstances
all customers are required to pay for EAS, whether they use
the service or not The proposed ECS calls rates represent
a significant rate reductlon over current toll calling, so
customers wlil be able to make significantly more Bay Area

calis tfor the aeme or less amount of money.

QGTE's experience with very simllar types of local calling
plans point to the fact that customers really like plans
aslong the lines of ECS. For example, GTE conducted
cuastomer opinion research afier an initlal trlal period
with Its TrIWideSM program In Neorth Carolina and found that
73% of residence customers and 83% of business customers
wers favorable towards the plan. Very simply, customers
like the fairness ("you only pay for the calls you make")
and the cost effectiveness ("significantly less per call
than toli”) of the approach. GTEFL would like to repeat
this strong, positive customer reaction In the Bay Area and
feels- ECS is the best and most proven method to achleve

it
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community. Although wa agree with the principle of toll rellaf,
EC5 may not be the appropriate vahicle for such ralisf. Horsovar,
net all of the calling volumes for the proposed ECS routes undar
contidaration in thias Docket warrant toll ralief.

By Order Hurbar 25705, issuasd in GTEFL'a {nicial ECS Dockar,
va statad that, Iin addition to trafflc data, %commsunlty of
intereat® consilerations should {nclude access to various
fecilities and services such as emergency services, educational
facilitias, wedical servicas, shopping facilities, state and county
governmental offices, principal amployers, employmsant, and
recraational facjlities. GTEFL was able to demonstrate In that

caga that there was a high degrea of community of lntarest which
warrantad tha ECS plan.

Hovavar, in tha ipstant case, the only infoermation which GTEFL
provided in support of expsnsich of the ECS plan wvas traffic data,
EAS peatitions by Frostproof and Manatoe and Pasco Countiss, and
customer lattars. GTEFL did not present any svidence regarding
commercisl or commuting pattarns, populution growth, hospitala,
govarnpent cantera, and census information on the routas for which
it proposad axpanding ECS. Although GTEFL chose the proposad ECS
routes because it . .)lieves thare is a *customsr nead for expandad
local calling on theaes routes,* it did not prova that such a nead
exjats for the routes it has proposad.

2. Countvwide Calling

As support for its view that county boundaries are appropriate
standards for deteraining local calling areas, GTLFL raferred to
our dacision in Docket MHo. 910529-TL, wharein we axpanded local
calling on intracounty routas, six of which Involved GTEFL
exchanges . Howavar, that Docket wos opensd In raapengta to a
reguest by tha Board of County Commisajionera of Pasco County to
expand local calling, Whila we have genarally respondad to
countyvida neads vhen ragquestad by a copmunity or governmant
entity, we £ind a wholessla conversion to countywidae calling abment
such a reqguest to ba inappropriate.

3. Flat Rpte EAS

Tradicional EAS was crestsd to provide apecific areas, which
had an establliehed community of interast with another araa, scunae
form of toll relief. EAS iu & rate atructure plan that provides
local calling at a monthly flat rata between sxchanges which have
damonstrated cpmmunities of intereat. This arrangemant provides
for nonoptional, flat rate, two-way, unlimited calling betwcan two
or mora exchangas. 7Typically a small oxchonge reguasts CAS to a
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Should GTEFL's requested changes be approved? Are amy other
changes 10 access services appropriate?

Times of Day (TOD) Access rates do not accomplish their economic

of redistributing peak anc off-peak calling volumes.
Eliminstion of TOD access rates will reduce current psak period
access prices and provide a better economic distribution of access

prices. (Fulp)

Should ATT-C be required to flow through any reductions in GTEFL's
access charges? '

GTEFL tskes no position at this tme pending receipt of its
outstanding discovery requests.

EAS/ECS

GTEFL is proposing to expand the availability of its existing ECS
(Exter d Calling Service) plan; the Company's proposals include:

(a) converting to ECS certain existing toll routes that are lass than
35 miles and that have CIFs greater than 3.0,

QTEFL believes that toll routas that exhibit the characteristics ot
high volumes of traffic as demonstrated by a CIF greater than 3.0
and are short distances, defined as 35 miles or less, should quailfy
for toll redief in the form of expanded locai calling. GTEFL belisves
that its current ECS has been an excsilent plan for mesting
customaers’' needs for expanded local calling. ECS ensures that
the costs associated with providing the service are recovered from
those customers using the eervice. GTEFL beilaves that ECS Is
the appropriats and best method for sddressing customers’ needs
for sxpanded local calling on the routes proposed [n this rats case.

(Kissell)

®) converting all remaining intracounty/intralLATA 1ol routes to
the ECS plan; and

GTEFL beileves that county boundaries in GTEFL's aervice territory
are rsasonable determinations for a customer's local calling area.
QTEFL believes that ECS Is the best method to address
customers’ nesds for expanded local calling. (Kissell)
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