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Legal Depart&#E c1 ~, ;, : 
NANCY 6. WHITE T 

Assistant General Couns I Florida 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street 
Room 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(305) 347-5558 

July 22, 1997 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: 97&&W-TP (St. Joseph) InterLATA Access Subsidy 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed is an original and fifteen copies of BellSouth 
Telecommunication, Inc.'s Revised Petition to Remove InterLATA Access 
Subsidy, which we ask that you file in the captioned matter. 

BellSouth is filing this revised petition in response to the Motion to Dismiss 
filed by St. Joseph. Although BellSouth denies that its original petition should 
have contained the procedural technicalities cited by St. Joseph, BellSouth 
would like to move this matter forward. Therefore, BellSouth has acquiesced to 
the demands of St. Joseph in BellSouth's revised Petition, thereby making St. 

~ C K  -- Joseph's motion moot. 
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-------- A copy of this letter is enclosed. Please mark it to indicate that the 
original was filed and return the copy to me. Copies have been served to the 
parties shown on the attached Certificate of Service. 7 

cc: All parties of record 1 A. M. Lombard0 

K i. 
5 L 

w;,s R. G. Beatty 
C)Th William J. Ellenberg II 

. ?. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy B. 6thite 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of BellSouth Telecommunications, ) Docket No.: 970808-TP 

Telegraph Company’s interLATA access subsidy ) Filed: July 22, 1997 
Inc., for removal of St. Joseph Telephone and ) 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATION, INC.’S 
REVISED PETITION TO REMOVE INTERLATA ACCESS SUBSIDY 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., ( “BellSouth”), files its revised 

petition seeking that the Florida Public Service Commission ( the “Commission”), 

pursuant to Rule 25-22.036, Florida Administrative Code, to remove the 

interLATA access subsidy received by St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph 

Company ( “St. Joseph” ), and as grounds in support of this petition states as 

follows: 

1. BellSouth is a telephone company lawfully doing business in the 

State of Florida, the regulated operations of which are subject to the Commission 

pursuant to Chapter 364, Florida Statute 

2. BellSouth’s principal place of business in Florida is 150 W. Flagler 

Street, Suite 1910, Miami, Florida, 33130. 

3. Pleadings and process in this matter may be served upon: 

Robert G. Beatty 
Nancy €3. White 
c/o Nancy Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 W. Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

4. St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company is a 

telephone company lawfully doing business in the State of Florida. St. Joseph’s 
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municipal place of business in Florida is 502 Fifth Street, Suite 400, Port St. Joe, 

Fla. 32456. St. Joseph’s registered agent for service of process is Mark R. 

Ellmer, 502 Fifth Street, Suite 400, Port St. Joe, Fla 32456. 

5. Pursuant to Commission Order No. 14452, issued June 10, 1985 

and attached hereto as Exhibit 1, the pooling system of access subsidies was 

discontinued and bill and keep was instituted. To ease the transition from the 

pooling environment to the bill and keep environment, a temporary subsidy pool 

was established. 

6. As stated in Order 14452, Docket 820537, issued June 20, 1985: 

The basic purpose of going to bill and keep was to 
eliminate the subsidies inherent in the pooling system. 
The subsidy pool was designed to keep LEC’s whole in 
the transition from pooling to bill and keep. It was never 
envisioned that the access subsidy would be permanent. 
It was intended to last only until the Commission was 
presented with an opportunity to address each company’s 
particular circumstances either through a rate case or 
other proceeding. 

7. The Commission has consistently followed this policy (See 

attached Exhibits 2 (Order 15327), 3 (Order 19692), 4 (Order 21954), 5 (Order 

95-0486), 6 (Order No. 22284) and 7 (Order 95-0426). All interlATA 

subsidiaries have been eliminated except for St. Joseph. 

8. This subsidy payment provides St. Joseph revenues that would 

otherwise be shared at a 60% level with BellSouth’s customers if BellSouth’s 

earnings reached the sharing level prescribed by this Commission. Based on 

these facts, it is logical that the subsidy should end. 
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9. On June 25, 1996, St. Joseph filed its notice of price regulation 

pursuant to Florida Statutes 364.051, By Commission Order No. 96-1 108-FOF- 

TL, issued August 29, 1996, as amended in Order No. 96-1 108A-FOF-TL, issued 

September 5, 1996, St. Joseph’s election of price regulation was approved. 

Accordingly, effective June 25, 1996, St. Joseph became subject to the price 

regulation provisions set forth in Florida Statute 364.051. 

10. BellSouth believes it is in the best interest of the public to eliminate 

this subsidy payment to St. Joseph on an expedited basis in order to provide the 

potential sharing benefit to BellSouth’s customers. 

WHEREFORE, BellSouth respectfully requests that the interlATA access 

subsidy be eliminated as soon as possible and the authority granted to St. 

Joseph to receive amounts from the subsidy from BellSouth cease. 

Respectfully Submitted this 22nd day of July 1997. 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

Nancy B. White, Esq. 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 S. Monroe St., Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FI. 32301 
(305) 347-5555 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Intrastate access charges ) DOCKET NO. 820537-TP 
for toll use of local exchange ) 
services. ) 

) 

ORDER NO. 14452 
ISSUED: 6-1045 

The follouinp Comniasioners participated in the disposition 

JOHN R. UARXS, 111, Chairman 
JOSEPH P. CRESSE 
GERALD 1. GUNTER 
KATIE NICHOLS 

of this matter: 

APPENlANCES: DAVID 8. ERWIN. Esquire, Uaaon, Ervin and Horton. 
1020 East Lafayette Street, Tallahassee. Florida 
32301, on behalf Of Northeast Florida Telephone 
Company. Inc.. Indimtown Telephone System. Inc.. 
Gulf Telephone Company, Southland Telephone 

!* Company, Quincy Telephone Company, Continental 
Telephone Company of the South-Florida. St. Joseph 
Telephone and Teleqraph Company. Florala Telephone 
Company, Inc., and Vista-United Telephone 
Comunications . 
Avenue, Hiami, Florida 33126, and R. . WWCLAS 
UCKLY, Esquire, 675 west Peachtree Street. 
Atlanta, Ceorqia 30308 on behalf of Southern Bell 
Telephone and Teleqraph Company. 

ALAN U. BERG, Esquire, Post Office BOX 3275-5000, 
Altamonte Sprinqs, Florida 32715, o n  behalf of 
United Telephone Company of Florida. 

THOUAS R. PARKER, Esquire. Post OEfiCe Box 110, 
Tampa, Florida 33601, on behalf o t  General 
Telephone Company of Florida. 

JOHN P. FONS. Esquire, Aurell, Fans, Radey and 
1000. Monroe-Park Touer. P. 0. Box 

'lnrida 32302. and ROBERT J 

WILLIN4 8. BARFIELD, Esquire, 666 Northwest 79th 

Comunications of the Southern States, Inc. 

RICHARD UELSON, Esquire, Hopping, Boyd. Green and 
Sams. Post Office Box 6526, Tallahassee, Florida -~ ._ 
32302, on behalf of MCI Telecomunicatlons 
Corporation. 

PATRICX I(. WIGCINS, Esquire, Suite 301. Exchange 
Building, Tallahassee. Florlda 32301, on behaif of 
United States Transmission Systems. 

BRUCE RENARD, Esquire, nesser, Vickers, Cdpajellol 
French and Platson. Post Office Box - 8 8 7 6 .  
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, on behalf of GTE 
Sprint Corporation. 

LEE L. WILLIS. Esquire, Post Office 301 391. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, on behalf of Central 
Telephone Company of Florida. 

WILLIM BECX, Esquire, Room 452, Larson Building. 
Tallahassee. Florid. 32301, on behalf of tne State 
of  f1"'da Department of General Services. 

- ' - ----- VICE ~ R E S I ~ : : I T  F:CR!DA 

JUN 12 1235 

Mianni.C:.. : 
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. 

I. 

11. 

111. 

IV . 

V. 

VI. 

VXI. 

DANIEL R .  L O P N S ,  Esquire, Watkins, McGuqin. 

Center. Nashville, Tennessee, 37238. on behalf of 
Florid1 Ad Hoc Telecomunicitions Users Committee. 

Lucerene Circle, Orlando. Florida 12802. o n  behalf 
of Microtel, Inc.. Larernet, Inc.. and Suntel. Inc. 

MICHAEL WILSON, Esquire. Office of the PuDlic 
Counael. 202 Blount Street, Tallahlsree 32301, on 
behalf of the Citizens of the State of Florida. 

Tillsharr*e, Florida 32102, on behalf of the 
Comnirrion Staff. 

PDLlPTICE P. PRUITT, Laquire, 101 Last Gaines 
Str**t, Tallahaasce, Florida 32101. Counsel to the 
Coutnirrionecr. 

McNeillY and Rouin. 18th Floor. Eirst Americin 

JAMES E. W ' I U N .  ESpuire. Suite 3 0 0 ,  100 West 

NOREEN DAVIS, Esqui,r*, I01 East  Gaines Strnt, 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MCKGROUND 

STIPULATION ON BwmX: CHARGES 

ACCESS CHARGE REVENUE LEVEL 

SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES 

A .  TOD Rates 
8. InterLATA FX Charges 
C. FGA to Resellers 

SPECIAL ACCESS 

A. structur. and Rates 
8. Leaky PBX 

BILLING AND COLLECTION 

OIRLCTURY ASSISTANCE 

VIII. COIN RATE 

IX. BILL AND KEEP OF ACCESS CHARGES 

A. Bill and Keep of Access Charges 
8. CODPIny Records 

X. LOCAL RATES 

XI. TARIFFS AND IMPLEWENTATION 

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

APPENDIX I 

APPENDIX I1 

APPENDIX 111 

APPENDIX IV 

3 

4 

5 

5 " 

5 
6 
7 

7 

7 
3 

10 

10 

11 

:1 

:1 
15 

:s 
1 5  

16 

:a 
23 

i6 



h 

ORDER NO. 14452 
WCXET NO. 820537-TP 
PAGE 3 

ORDER IMPLEMENTING ORDER NO. 13934 

BY THE COEIIIISSION: 

I. BACKGROUPID 

By Ordmr No. 11551, irsumd January 2 6 ,  1983. we initiated 
this procmmdinq to mxplorm and implamant an intrastate access 
charqm structure that would compmnsatm thm local exchanqe 
ComPaniel (LECa) for the usm of thmir local facilities to 
originatm and torminatm lonq distancm (toll) traffic within 
Florida. BY Ordmr No. 12765, iraumd D.cmmbmr 9. 1983. as amended 
by Ordmr NO. 127634. issumd Docunbar 21. 1983. w e  established 
intrastate accmas charges, to ba mf.fmctivm January I. 1984. 

From thm Outsmt, our primary qoal has bmen to set access 
ChlrW8 that Would admquatmly compmnsatm thm LLCS for the Use Of 
their local taci1iti.a for oriqinstinq and tmrminating 
intmrmxchanqm carrimr (IXC) tratfic and to providm incentivms Cor 
campatition whilo maintaining uniwmrsal smrvicm. Our access 
charqm structurm doms not contain a flat rata charge to the end 
user (CALC), and smeks to minimirm diaruption tor customers while 
providing an opportunity for LECs to maintain rmasonable earninqs 
levels without incrmarinq local ratas. 

We recoqnirmd in our accmos charqm orders that all of the 
qoals wm souqht to achimve i n  transitioninq to the new 
mnvironment in tmlmcomaunications could not be implemented 
imediatmly. Thoam rmquiring deferred implementation were the 
establishment of Equal Accmss Cxchanqe Areas (EAEAs). t>me at day 
(TOO) priclnq for accmss charges, tapered and bulk drscount or 
contract rates for larqm usmrs of WATS and special access 
servicea. rmapmctivmly. Bypass tmchnoloqles and the economies of 
bypass tmquirod furthmr study; impluaentation of access charges 
tor rerellmrs was dmfmrrmd; thm rmsalm of toll service trom coin 
tmlmphones, presubrcription and interLATA/territory default 
traffic requitad turthmr study, as did changing from a poolinq 
environment to a bill and kmep system. 

Subamqumntly, wm placed $31 million under corporate 
undmrtakinq, subjmct to rmfund with interest. to reflect the 
incrmasm in thm Busy Hour Minute of Capacity ( B ~ O C )  Charge to 
$7.57. This was brouqht about by Southern Bell Telephone and 
Telegraph Company's (Southern Bell) petition for reconsideration 
of that issum hacause of its understatement of industry revenues. 

Thm billinq and collection procedures established in Orde: 
Ro. 12765 warm rmaddressed and a stipulation was reached by the 
partias and accmpted by this Commission. The LECs were permitted 
to purchasm thm accounts recRivable of the IXCS for whom they 
bill. The marraqm rata and inquiry rate were unbundled also. 
The EAEA issums w a r m  addressad at hearing in June. 1 9 8 4 .  
resulting in the mst8blishment of 22 UEAs and coter,minOuS toll 
transmission monopoly areas. 

Hearings warm hmld i n  September, October and November. 1984. 
to addreso the unresolved issues. As a result of the F a l l  1984 
hearinqs, wm filmd a unifimd rtate/tederal access charge tariff 
with thm FCC Cor approval as an experiment for state 
administration of unified access charges under federa: 
quidelinas. We also adjusted the estimat@ of the 1984 access 
charqm revanurn lave1 to account for the $13.2 million refund in 
B W C  Charqms and thm chanqa in the Gross Receipts Tax law. we 
also approved plans tor phasinq-out the discount €or less t h a n  
equal access, tor the treatment of default t:aEEic. 

. 12 
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presubscription. and directory assistance. We decided to 
implement bill and keep for access eharqes Which witnesses for 
a11 LLCs testified could b. implennnted on January 1, 1985. 
Subsequent to the hearinqs. *. were inforand that implementation 
could not occur on January 1. 1985. Accordinqly, by Order NO. 
14147, we atated that ImpleIIUntaCion would be delayed until June 
1. 198s. The COllplniei tiled Ceviiions to the revenue and 
Cuatouar impact data required bY Order NO. 13934, up to and 
includinq the May 9. and 10. 198s hearing acheduled to verify the 
data needed for implmntation of our decisions. 

Also aubaequent to OUC Pall 1984 hearinqs, ATLT 
Cormunications of tho Southern Stater. Inc. (Arc-C) filed a 
Petition for LNrqenCy Uelief which resulted in our placing 
$2Q.S3Q,OOO of BnnoC Charge revenues under corporate undertaking, 
subject to refund with intereat, pendinq hearing. A stipulation 
war brought to us durinq the Nay 9. 1985 hearinq which we 
accepted as dircuaaed below. 

Althouqh we have been addressing the complex issues 
aurroundinq access eharqea Lor t w  and one-half years. there are 
still unresolved iaruer, such as implementation of bill and keep 
for LEC toll revenues, which we will address in a subsequent 
heacinq. 

11. ES 

ATT-C filed a Petition for Xiaorgency Unlief in this docket, 
alleqinq that its fully adjustod actual .results for 1984 based on 
existinq tariffs, ahow a neqative return on intrastate SnterLATA 
rate base of 9.91%. and arquinq that these results show that the 
awitched access tariff rates produce chirper in excesa of A m - C ' s  
ability to pay. Am-C requested immediate implementation of the 
S.25 Directory Aasistance (DA) charqe. a reduction in the access 
revenue roquirement to reflect the reduction in DA related access 
charqe revenuer, and imnediate implementation of the switched 
access tariffs filed by the LLCa with a revision to the BHHOC 
charqe as proposed by ATT-C. We denied the request a s  it related 
to implementation of DA charger, reduction in access revenue 
requirerent and imnediate implementation of switched access 
charqes. However, after reviewinq the information before us. w e  
determined that after adjusting for errors in estimates in last 
year'a proceeding, there was still an error  needinq our 
attention. In comparinq the data contained in Exhibit 2 - 4 0 - W .  
upon which we based many decirions in last year's proceeding. 
with the actual unaudited data presented by ATT-C in its 
taP.rgency Petition, there was a variance of $20,530,000 in CavOr 
of the LLCs. We stated that if in fact we had bad data durinq 
our last proceedinq which resulted in a uindfall to the LECs. it 
wan an error we should correct. Thus. on March 5 .  1985, w e  
placed ~ 2 0 , 5 1 0 , 0 0 0  of BiU4C€ charge revenuer under bond or 
corporate undertakinq, rubject to refund, pending hearing in 
S e p t e w r  . 

Subsequently, on April 5, 1985, A m - C  filed a Motion for 
LIpedited Hearinqs on this issue. Since w e  previously had 
scheduled a hearinq in May to address implementacion of Our 
decisions contained in Order No. 13934, it w a s  decided to include 
the issues relatinq to the $20,530.000 held rubject to refund at 
that hearinq. 

Durinq the m y  9 hearinq,, A m - C  and Southern Bell presented a 
stipulation to this Comisraon. resolving the issues related to 
the B m o C  charqes and related matters Lor 1984. All parties 
either concurred in the stipulation o r  registered no objection to 
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it. Several partiel filmd conditional concurrences which became' 
full concurrenear after clarification by Southern Bell. 

We accmpt the stipulation. finding that it is a fair 
resolution of the iaSumS and in the public interest. Continued 
ritiqation of the issues would have rmsulted in additional costs 
to the companies. thmir CltmP4Y0Ksr and thm Conmission which now 
will not be ineurrmd. The stipulation calls for a reduction in 
B H W C  charge paymants by A m - C  to the LLCs of $ 8 , 7 7 7 , 0 0 0  on an 
annual basis. This rmducms thm BHHOC charge trom $7.57 to $7.02, 
mffeCtiv0 March 5, 1985 On a going forward basis. The difference 
botruen $7.01 and $7.57 will be rmfundmd by Southern Bell for the 
period of March 5, 1985 to May 9. 1981) to ATT-C and a11 other 
1 x 1  payinq BIIIVX chargar. 

The atipuletion also KeflmCtS the rmsults of the agreement 
botwmmn ATT-C and General Telephone Company of Florida (General) 
to taduce the B W  billing units to ba charged to ATT-C by 
Genmral on a goinq forward basir. It also rmsolves disputes over 
ravenuas associatad with thm billing and collection services 
whish bmcmm mffeCtiv* Octobmr 1, 1984 and January 1, 1985, and 
the Fmaturm Group A (?Oh) billing by Southern Be11 to A n - C  for 
1984. Tho stipulation seta forth the actual intrastate inteCLAIA 
toll rmvenums rmceived by.ATT-C i n  1984, the actual intrastate 
accmsa charqm rmvenums collectad from Am-C, and the lease 
revanurns rmcmived by thm LZCs from ATT-C in 1984. The 
stipulation is sat forth in Appendix I to this Order and is 
incorporated hermin. 

111. 

In Ordmr NO. 13934. the estimated level of access charge 
rmvenues on an industry basis was mstablished at 5429,515,000. 
less adjustments for the $13.2 million refund and the change in 
thm Gross Rmcmipts Tax (GRT) law. 

Evidencm submitted at the May 9, 1985 hearing by Southern 
8011. as pool administrator. showed the 1984 access charge 
revsnues at $454,963,000 as of  April 24, 1985. At the hearing. 
most partial aqreed with this total revenue figure, b u t  those 
companies with annual cost studies, (Alltel Florida. Inc.. Quincy 
Talephone Company, Continental Telephone Company of the 
South-Florida, Florala Telephone Company, Northeast Florida 
Talephone Company, St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company and 
Vista-United Telecoamunications), offered changes in their 
individual company numbers as reflected in Exhibit 4 - 4 0 - J - I .  
However, any shitts that might occur would affect Only the 
distribution of the $454,963,000 tigure and not change the total 
maqnitude of that figure. 

Thus. wm find it appropriate to establish the 1984 access 
charqm revenurn target at $ 4 5 4 , 9 6 3 , 0 0 0 .  

IV. SWITCCHED hCCLSS RATES 

Based on thm 1984 level of access charge revenues we have 
just established ($154,963,000). wm find it appropriate to change 
both suitchmd and spoeial access charge rates for 1985 t o  enable 
the industry to achieve $431.419.000 when implementing OICe: NO. 
13934. This figure, reflects adjustments f o r  the GRT a c C  the 
stipulation discussed in Section I1 . Special access P a t e s  wli: 
be discussed in Section VI of this Order. 

A .  TOD RATES 

The proposed switched access rates which we hereby a;;rove. 
implement o u r  policy decision to initiate time of day prlc:?.; 52: 
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all originating witched access elements. They were developed 
usinq the national Lchanga Carrier ASsOCiltiOn (NE-) rates a s  a 
starting point and were reviewed and verified by all LECs at 
hearing. No parties objected to the corrected rates and units 
contained in Exhibit 4-40-it-1 which sought to capture the lateat, 
most 1CCUClte data Suhittad by the companias either through 
filings made prior to the hearing or throuqh data submitted at 
the haarinp. 

Implenuntation Of these TOO sansitive ratas will incorporate 
Our finding in Order no. 12765 that M D  pricing of access is 
appropriate and necessary to provide incentives to utilize 
network facilities during off-peak periods. We recognize that 
this implenuntation rarults in so- average interIATA eslls beinq 
unprofitable in that the switched access chsrqes paid are greater 
than the DIessage Toll Service (MTS) revenues racaived. However, 
tha total revenues generated by WPS sarvica greatly exceed access 
charge.. We do not Eelieve that we should dalay implementation 
of tha revised acce8s charqes beClu8a a small number of calls. 
relstivaly speaking, are unprofitabla. 

-. . We note thst. effactfve June 1, 1985, the FCC is implementinq 
its customer access lina charqe (CALC), which will result in 
lowering the NLCA carriar colPmOn line alenunt. a switched access 
charge elenunt. Since our switched rates are based on the NECA 
rates, .we Eelieve we should closely monitor PCC-approved access 
rate chanqei to avoid any developament of qross differences 
batween intarstate and intrastate aceass charqes. 

Our DWPWX elament remains a residually priced element, 
although w a  believa it may be appropriate in the future to 
convert it to an indepandently determined element once all phases I ' 
oI? our access plan can be implanunted. This mattar will be 
addressed at the Saptember hearing. 

The new switched access charge rates a r e  set forth in 
Appendix 11. 

8. INTERLATA PX CHARGES 

In Order Yo. 13934, we directed the Companies to file the 
revenue impact of eliminating tha 8-1 or PEX trunk rata from the 
FX rate structure Eecause no evidence of the impact had been 
prasented during that proceedinq. We stated it vould be 
premature to restructura PX servica without this information. In 
the unifiad tariff proposal submitted to the FCC, the end use: 
was assassad tha FCA accass charqe instead of the 8-1 rate a t  the 
open end connection at the foreign exchange. 

We have ravieued the impact data filed by the parties in this 
procaedinq. It shows that a 54,431,698 reduction in access 
charqe ravenues on an InterLATA basis would occur if  FGA access 
charges arm assessed to the FX customer at the discounted .%A 
rate. N o t  a11 companies included in their filing the additional 
local ravenues that would be lost as a result of eliminating the 
B-1 or Pmx rate at tha open end. We believe this information is 
important to considar before any restructuring occurs. 
Therefore, tho.. companies which did not file this data 
praviously, should do so within 30 days of the date of this 
Order. Thus, we will make no decision at this time on 
restructuring PX to charge FGA access charges directly t3 FX 
Customers. We will retain the charges as they currently axis: 
and address this isrua further at the September hearing. 

15 
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C. FGA CHARGES TO RESELLERS 

Currently resellers are not being charged access charges but 
are beinq charged WATS or w18 rates Plus the PBX trunk rate. in' 
Order No. 12765. w e  found that access charqes a r e  appropriate for 
resellers but that no access charqes should be applied in 1 9 8 4 .  
In our unified tariff proporal, w e  approved inclusion OL FGA 
charqes on the resellera' line side access in lieu of the PBX 
trunk rate. In Order NO. 13934. we stated our concern that 
imposition of FGA Usage based charqes may affect the financial 
viability of the resellers. We received no evidence in that 
proceeding on the specitic revenue impact to resellers. Further, 
w e  stated it would be inappropriate to decide the issue of 
replacing tho PBX trunk rate with ?GA accesa charqes until we 
decided the irauer h f o r e  US in the WATS docket (Dockets Nos. 

Host, but not all. companies 8Ubmitted specific retcller 
units tor our reviev. We do not have data on the PBX revenue 
currently generated by resellers. Further, while ue have 
completed Our hearing in the O W A T S  POCtiOfl O €  Our WATS 
pcoceedinq, our vote on the WATS issuer is not scheduled until 
July 1, 198s. Thus, we will not make a determination on the 
implementation ot FGA charger to resellers at this time. We will 
address this issue at a subsequent time. 

We do, however, direct the LECs to file complete revenue and 
customer impact data for resellers, includinq PBX revenues and 
estimated FGA revenues. This data is to be filed ninety ( 9 0 )  
days trom the date of this Order. 

830489-TI and 830537-TL). 

v. seecIa ACCESS 

A.  Structure and Rater 

In Order No. 13934, we stated that the special access ta r i f f  
approved for inclusion in the unified tariff proposal generally 
appeared reasonable, but did not contain bulk ra t e  discounts for 
other than hiqh capacity offerings. Therefore. we directed t h a t  
an intraState Special access tariff be filed by January 31, 1985, 
consistent with the structure included in the unitied tariff. 
which included bulk rate discounts for other than hiqh capacity 
otferinqs. W e  a180 ordered the filinq of a mandatory measured/ 
wssaqe rate rervice to assure that subscribers are not using 
private lines to complete long distance calls. We also stated 
that a 531,359,637 increase in special access revenue requirement 
appeared reasonable. We further directed that customer impact 
data b. filed with the tarift. 

' We required ATT-C to submit a simultaneous tariff riling to 
reflect chanqes in the interexchange portion of special access 
provided by them, and to include measurement of t h e i r  
interexchanqe mileaqe from point of presence ( P O P )  to POP rather 
than rate center to rate center. we also stated that. :f 
switched access charges are  reduced by the amount special access 
is increased, A m - C  should also reduce its interexchange milease 
rates by the same amount, but not b e l o w  cost. 

In conclusion. w e  found it appropriate for special access : 5  
be billed to the end user and not to the I X C .  

A l l  LECs and Am-C requested an extension of time to file the 
tariffs. Generally, the LECS' requests were based on t5 .e  
difficulty in preparing the customer impact data. ATT-C's 
request was based on the fact that €or its portion of the filinq. 
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it must rely on intqrmation supplied to it by the LXS. The 
extensions were granted by Order NO. 14147. The LECs' extensions 
were for various periods of t i m ,  with the latest date extendinq 

laat data. 

Tho special accers tariff! filed by southern Bell on behalf of 
tho LLCr contains unnundled rstes and bulk rate discounts 
consistent With OUT PO1iCiel Set forth in Order NO. 13934. As 
result of the unbundling. the station terminal element, for 
example. is di8aqqreqated to rofleet the rpecial accers line 
(local loop). special transport (centrsl office equipmmt and 
interoffice channel nileaqe) , access connection (local loop) and 
facility interflce (interlac0 equipment). Unbundlinq the station 
terminal results in Partial implementstion of our decision to 
bill tho ond uaer for, in this instance, facilities ured from its 
premises to the IXC's POP. To complete our intended 
implemntation and, to avoid OVerchJrqinp the curtomer. the IXC 
must then charqe the customr for the POP to POP portion. 

The bulk rate dircounti were desiqned to disreqard the 
unusual or special situations such as the State of Floridr's 

coat market. The bulk rate discounts apply only to complete 
channels. They apply to the access connection. special 
transport, special access line and network interface equipment 
monthly recurrinq rate e l w n t a .  The breakpoints for the 
diacountr are 25\  tor 13-18 channel$, 3S\ for 19-24 channels and 
40% for 2) or more channel.. 

W e  find that the structure of the proposed special access 
tariff filed by Southorn BO11 on behJlf Of the LECs should be 
approved. Not only is it consistent with our policy decisions, 
but it allows for the implemontation of bill and keep and sends a 
better price signal to the customers than exists under the 
current structure. 

The channel services tariff filed by A m - C ,  did not contain 
an overall reduction in interaxchanqe mileage rates. It also did 
not contain the anticipated $31 million revenue decrease. It 
did, however. contain numerous structural ChJnptS not requested 
in Order No. 13934 most important of which was the elimination oL 
exirtinq discount rates for TELPM. The mileage bands were also 
reatructurod. Thouqh ordered to restructure its channel mileage 
charges POP to POP. the filinq contained a restructure based on 
central offico to central office. At hearing. a vitness for 
~m-c testified that A T P C  intends its central offices to be its 
POPS in the LATA.. Thus, we find that these central office to 
central office mileaqe measuremmts should b. implemented at this 
t ilp. . 

The ?vera11 result of A l T - C ' r  filing w a s  an increase of 
approximately $2.6 million.. Because Am-C's proposed channel 
service's tariff is not consistent with the intent Contained in 
Order no. 13934. we find it should be rejected except for the 
cer'-al office to central office mileape (i.e.. WP to P O P )  
m a s .  w n t s .  This portion must be implemented so A m - C  can give 
the leaqe masuraments to the LECs Lor billinq purposes. 
Other. .,e, A ~ - C  shall continue to use the structure and rates it 
currencly has in effect. 

AI discussed previously. our stated intent in Order N O .  13934 
was to have a tarqeted increase in special access revenue of 
$31,359,637. In designinq rates to qtncrate the 531,359,637, th, 
proposed Southern Eel1 industry special access t a r i f f  generate 

to March 31. Am-C sOUqht.fOU1 WOOkS' ti- after receipt of the 

SUNCOM IIetUOIL and to treat the rest Of the mJtket declininq 

! 

. 
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$32,947,917. These Proposed rates. when taken in conjunction 
with Am-C's proposed rates, result in to0 large OE an increase 
to those customers who are most likely' to bypass the LEC 
network. While we CeCOqniZe the need to reprice special access - 
rates, which a11 witnesses agreed are qene?allY underpriced, we 
do not believe the proposed rates as tiled. when taken toqether. 
are appropriate. Thus we reject the rates contained in the 
proposed LEC special access tariff filed by Southern Bell and in 
the proposed channel services tariff filed by AI?-C. 

For use in developing customer impact data. w e  asked the 
companies to show the impact of the rates necessary to generate 
the $31.359.617 for five large customers, five medium customers, 
and five small customers. As i.ndicated in Exhibit 4-1974 
prep1r.d by Southern Bell Witness Price. this resulted in an 
averlqe increlae Lor those customers O t  196.37%. The exhibit 
r l i o  ahowed thm impact of s 25% revenue increase, which resulted 
in a 19.63% averaqe increase to those customers. Since we ace 
rejecting the proposed rates as filed for the reasons stated 
above, but we also aqree with the witnesses that special access 
rites are generally too low, we find it appropriate to increase 
overall interLATA special access revenues by 25%. This is 
anticipated to result in an increase in revenues to the LECs of 
$3,263,912. We believe that special access rates should not be 
in excess of the FCC-approved interstate rates f o r  the LECs so as 
to act as a deterrent to 'jurisdiction shopping: 

Am-C should refile its rates to include existing discounts 
and to reflect decreases (but not below cost) equal to the 
$31,359,637 as originally set forth in Order No. 13934. and' 
restructure accocdinqly. In refiling its rates, A m - C  should be 
mindful of this Comnisaion's bypass study which shows that while 
sinqle channel rates should be increased because they ace 
underpriced, larqe volume channel rates should be reduced. 

Further, because the 25% increase does not accomplish the 
$31,359,637 increase we originally intended, we find it 
appropriate to change the BKMOC charge to 5 7 . 0 1 .  It is 
anticipated that the BKMOC charge will be reduced considerably i f  
Am-C's refilinq of its channel services t a r i f f  is consistent 
with our structure set forth above and in Order No. 13934. we 
note that special access charges are applicable anytime private 
line facilities connect to an IXC. 

The special access rates we are approving ace set forth in 
Appendiz 111. 

8. 'Leakv PBX' 

. In Order No. 13934, we imposed mandatory measured/message 
rate service on IXCs' ~ustomers to assure they are not using 
private lines =plete long distance calls over the switched 
network; 1.e.. that they do not have a 'leaky PBX: .The rate is 
S.12 per message or S.03 per minute, plus the respective LEC ?BX 
rate. The Order further stated that the charge could be avoided 
if  a customer were to certify that long distance calls ate z o t  
completed over private lines. This certification can occur 
presently by the customer certifying in writing that he or s17e 
does n o t  use the private line to access the local network. 

Witnesses for the LECs testified that the impact d a t a  they  
filed was based on a scenario whereby no customers certified [?.at 
they were not 'leaking. thus. its accuracy is questionable. 
Most LEC witnesses stated that a mote realistic assumption would 
be that approximately 80% of the customets would certify. b a s e d  
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on their experience i n  the interstate market. Further, Witness 
Pierce for the State of Florida D.partment of General Services 
indicated that the local mssaqe and minutes of use estimates 
qenerated by Southern Bell nay be understated because averaqe 
local calling volume for all PBX traffic was used instead of 
usinq 1 Specific Call V O l m  repreSentatiVe Of that used by the - 
Customers included in the study. 

Thus. we will addrese i n  September issuer related to 
certification and the appropriateness of the rates.charqed. 

VI. -N 

The existing rates for billinq and collection reflect the 
reductions ordered in Order No. 13934 and implemented January 1, 
1985, to adjust for the $13.2 million refund and the revision to 
the Gross Receipts Tax law. the reduction also was to serve as 
an incentive for &=-E to continue usinq LEC billinq and 
COlhCtiOn SerViCOS rather than establishing its own. If Am-C 
did establish its own billinq and collection services, the 
revenue loss to the LECs would b. that much less because of the 
reduction. We still bolieve substantial benefits would accrue to 
the ratepayers if they received only.one 'phone bill: 

We do not  intend to make any changes to the billinq and 
COllOCtiOn rates at this time but will address the question of 
the Ceasibility of further reductions at the September hearing. 

VII. DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE 

In Order NO. 13934, we set forth our DA plan which contained 
three primary elements. First, oriqinatinq access charges would 
no longer be applied to N o m  Numberinq Plan Area (HNPA) interLAT8 

terminating access chirp. was reduced from 1.4963 to 9.25 and 
applied only to FNPA DA calls. Third, a 9.25 charge to the end 
user for use of DA was established which would be retained by t h e  

end user revenues would be split into revenues from a custmer 
dialing 411 (or 311 or 611) and revenues from a Customer diaLin9 
1+555+1212. A three call allowance w a s  established on 111 4 1 1 ,  
311, or 611 calls. 

All revenues for FNPA calls would be billed and kept by the 
carrier. An IXC could provide call allowances or toll matching 
i n  a tariff filinq i f  it so wished. Having reviewed the i-pact 
data submitted by the LECs and ATT-C. w e  believe cur plan should 
be implemented as oriqinally desiqned on July 1, 1985. This will 
provide the companies with an opportunity to notify their 
customers in advance of implementation of the charge. 

The net estimated revenue effect of the DA plan assuminq a 30 
percent repreasion level is 916.803.805 additional revenues € o r  
the LLCs and $16,235,191 tor ATT-C. While all parties agreed 
repression was appropriate to consider, not all agreed on t h e  30 
percent level. Those who auqgcstad a different level. dit not 
submit any studies to support their repression factor. Thus. we 
do not find it inappropriate to assume a 30 percent repression in 
calculatinq the revenue effect of the DA plan. 

At the September hearing, w e  will address the isaces of 
reswitched calls and double billing which have become appa:ent 
durinq this proceeding. 

and POreiWI Numberinq Plan Area (FNPA) DA Calls. Second, the 

LEC for a11 HNPA Calls and by the IXC for all FNPA calls. LEC 

1 9  f 
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VIII. COIN RATE 

As a result of our investiqation into the desirability of a 
statewide uniform coin rate. Docket No. 810260-TP. we determined 
a uniform 5.2) rate on a statewide basis was appropriate. we 
further determined that the 8.25 rate should be implemented 

revenue rWUirementS Of a company as a result of determininq 
access charqes. In Order No. 13934, in this docket, we 
determined that the public paystation local deposit rates should 
b. increased to 5.2s statewide and that the resulting revenue 
increase would be used to Offset the *€facts Of implementing bill 
and keep for access Chlrqes. 

The Companies filed their respective revenue impacts that 
would result from increasing the paystation rite. Some Companies 
filed their revenue estimates containing a rapresaion factor. 
Other COmplnieS. It hearing. stated repression should be 
recoqnired for their companies if the Comission approved a 
repression factor. No parties, however. filed a study or 
workpapers to aupport a repreSsion factor. The repression 
estimates filed by most companies were qenerally characterized as 
'judqment calls.' Since the estimates vary widely and are nbt 
substantiated by evidence in the record, w e  do not find it 
appropriate to accept any of them, and we will not recognize 
repression in estimatinq the effects ot implementing the 5.25 
public paystition rate. The estimated revenue effect ot 
implementinq the 5.25 rate on an unrepressed basis is 520.663.313 
for the LlCi. We find it appropriate to implement the 5.25 rate 
on July 1, 1985. 

either through 1 COmPl~Y'S DeXt rate C1.e Or when we address the 

I X .  0-s 

A .  

In Order No. 12765. issued mcember 9.  1983. we established 
pools for exchanqe access and intraterritory toll revenues. 
recoqniring that this was a short term measure until bill and 
keep could be implemented. In Order No. 13934 we found that it 
w a s  in the public interest to institute a bill and keep system 
for access charqes. We also found that a modified form of 
Southern Bell's end office responsibility plan w a s  appropriate to 
implement. Since there Yas no agreement on how to split the 
joint use by two or more companies of the local tranaporc 
element, we required the companies involved to divide tke 
revenues from the local transport element on a 'rough justice' 
approach. that is, if t w o  LTCs provide locdl transport, each 
receives 50%. 

We ordered the companies to file revenue and customer impacr 
data to retlect our decision to implement bill and keep. The 
data was initially submitted in January 1985, and was updated 
continuously, even during the Kay 9 t h  hearinq. We .have given 
careful consideration to this data which is the most current and 
accurate data presentad by the parties and which was verified a: 
hearinq. The LEC-by-LEC effect of implementing bill and keep for 
access charqes is illustrated in Charts 1 and 2 contained in 
Appendix IV to this Order. The Chazts are a compilation of 
Exhibits 4-40-A-2 and 4-40-5-1 which were veriEied or corrected 
by each LEC witness at  hearing. The charts reflect our inten: in 
implementinq bill and keep. which as we stated in Orders N o s .  
13934 and 14231, was to keep each company in the same financia: 
position it would have been in prior to implementing b i l l  and 
keep. In other words. implementing bill and keep should resz:; 
in a 'wash' and should not serve as a rate case for a conpany. 
When implementing bill and keep. we would also be implemenrln; 
our previous decisions regardinq directory assisrance ani t - e  
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S.25 uniform coin-charge statewide. The revenue effects of these 
two itema would be taken into account in determining any aubsidy 
or increase in local rates that may be needed as a result of 
implementing bill and keep of  access charges. 

As discussed in Section X. we will not be adjuating basic 
local rates at this time hcause  a11 of our sccesr plan can not 
bo implemented presently. for example. bill and keep for LLc 
toll. We believe the public interert would not be served by 
adjustinq some companies' local rates when implementing bill and 
keep COC aCCera Charges and then adjusting those same local rates 
when bill and keep for LfC toll is implemented. Thia would 
result in unnecessary customer confusion. we believe the 
companies can be protected by our nuthod discussed herein for 
implementins bill and keep of ac'cess charges without changing 
local rates at this time. 

Xn calculatinq the effect to the LtCs O f  imphnentinq bill 
and keep. we first determined, bared on the evidence submitted at 
the May 9 heating, the correct level of access charqes €or 1984. 
This amount was $431,419,000 and represents the revenue level 
adjuated for the change in the Gross Receipt Tax law, the General 
Telephone Company adjustment regarding BHXOC units discussed-in 
the atipulation in Section I1 of thia Order, and %he 
AT-C-Southern Bell stipulation also discussed in Section 11. 
thia i S  the target revenue level ua8d to determino the rate level 
Of the various access elemnt units. No parties objected to 
these adjustmnts. These ad)urtwnts and the 1984 ' level of 
access charges are reflected in columns 5 through 10. and 
rumarited in column 12 of chart 1 in Appendix Iv. 

In Order No. 13934, we required A n - C  to file. changes to its. 
special access tariff to reflect the structural changes an<' 
unbundling of ratea discussed therein. The filing wa: 
anticipated to include lower rates which would reflect the 
benefits received by ATI-C by the restructuring o f  special access 
ratel. The proposed tariff changes filed by ATT-C inSC+dd 
resulted in increaaes in revenues. Thus, aa we discusseC in 
Section V of thia Order, we will retain the present structure for 
An-C, with the exception of implementing POP to POP mileage 
molrurements, and increase the interLATA special access reve3ues 
for LECa by 2 5  percent. 

The new rpecial access rates will not generate enough money 
to reach the target revenue. As a result, we hereby increase the 
BIMOC charge to $7.07 to keep the LECs whole. This new B W O C  
rate, multiplied by each LEC's total units testified t? It 
hearing. results in the billed revenue each company should expect 
to receive under bill and keep. (Column 1-Chart 1, Appendix 
' I V ) .  We determine the respective Shortfall O K  surplus from bill 
and keep Lor  each company by subtracting column 11 (which 
duplicates column 4) from column 12 (shown on Chart 1. Appendix 
I V )  . 

Ar w e  stated in Order 'NO. 13934, the effects of implerne%:ing 
the S . 2 5  coin charge and our DA plan would be used to OffSCf any 
shortfall when implementing bill and keep Lor access Cha:geS. 
Those amounts are reflected in Columns 2 , 3 and 4 of Char: 1. 
Appendix 1 V .  Even after adjusting for these additional revenues. 
seven LLCa will still experience a shortfall. Since our sraced 
intent ia to have a 'wash' when implementing bill and k e e p .  we 
find Chat a temporary subsidy pool  is required and is i n  the 
public interest. The pool  will be funded by each LEC 
contributing a portion of the access revenue i t  receives Lot use 
of ita local network. (Column 8. Chart 1, Appendix IV). The  
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total subsidy pool is estimated to be $9,297,000 as reElected in 
column 8 (Chart 1, Appendix I V ) .  The Pool will be administered 
by the LLC chosen by the subsidy pool participants. 

As indicated at hearing, there is a $1,109.000 variance 
between the companies' booked revenue and the pooled booked 
revenue. W e  find it fair end reasonable to include this amount 
in the total subsidy amount of $9,297,000 because the annual cost 
studies for eleven companies have not been completed o r  
incorporated in the Pool numbers and to omit this amount would 
not b. appropriate in our view. 

The subsidy will be distributed monthly and will be 
calculated on the basis of l/lZth of column 10 as shown on Chart 
2, Appendix IV, for each company. 

As previously stated, our intent in implementinq bill and 
keep was to keep the companies in the same position they were in 
before bill and keep so that implementation results in a 'wash- 
unleas rubsequent data warrants e different treatment. In Order 
WO. 13934 we also 8tated. aa an example. that i f  a company were 
earning below its authorized rate of return before bill and keep, 
and suffered 1 shortfall not completely offset by the DA and coin 
chanqes, lohal rates would be increased UP to the achieved rate 
of return. From the data qathered at hearing we believe our 
implementation plan keeps the companies in the same financial 
position they would have been i n  i f  pooling had continued. We 
will not attempt to return them to their 1984 achieved rate of 
return because to do so would result in increases in local rates 
which we have determined to be inappropriate at this time. Also. 
since 1984 revenues were well above estimates and were adjusted 
to reflect the stipulations and GRT chanqes, to return companies 
to their 19E4 achieved rate of return would result in repeating 
the errors that occurred in 1984 which necessitated the 
previously discusaed adjustments, and would continue the surplus 
received in 19E4 by LECS. Thus, we tind our implementation plan 
to be the most fair, just and reasonable method to implement this 
chanqe in industry treatment of access charqe revenues and, 
accordingly, to b in the public interest. Doing away wlth 
poolinq of access revenues is in the public interest in that the 
inequities inherent in pooling are being replaced with the more 
appropriate approach of each company keeping the revenue i t  
receives for use of its local facilities. We recognize that 
diacontinuance of the access pool is not complete because we have 
established a temporary subsidy Pool. However. our 
implemntation plan is an important first step in this complex 
process. 

In Order No. 13624, issued August 27. 1984. we resolveZ an 
overearninqs investigation of United Telephone Company o t  
Florida. In pertinent part, the stipulation provided tha: the 
.net. effect o €  the bookinq o f  the stipulated amount shall be to 
reduce the company's rate base and the revenue requirement 
associated therewith. Said reductions may be considered in 
access charqe chanqes o r  other changes In intrastate revenue 
requirements. i f  necessary, prior to the Company's next rate 
case: Upon consideration. w e  find it appropriate to recognize 
that rtipulation in our calculation herein. 

witness Reynolds €OK United testified that he reviewed the 
method of calculation s h o w  o n  Exhibit 4-40-A relatinq to his 
company, in which an adjustment to recoqnize the overearni2js 
addressed in Order No. 13624 was made. He testified that the 
adjustment was representative of the amount the company had set 
aside as a result of that investigation. His concern was th a t  i f  

23 
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the adjustment We?* M d e  in this proceeding that it not also be 
made in a subsequent proceeding. We agree that the adjustment 
should not be made twice and find it appropriate to make the 
adjustment to rOCOpniZe Order No. 13624 at this time. 

Prerantly. we have several separate dockets investigating 
posrible ovarearninqs of LECs. We find it appropriate to dalay 
any raceipt Of subsidy by those Companies involved in 
overearnings investigations until the invastigations a r e  
completed. We believa it would not be logical to provide a 
rubsidy to a LEC that is i n  an overearnings position; thus, our 
decision to delay subsidy PayInEnts to the involved companies. 

Accordingly. Appendix IV. Chart 1. Column 10. shows the 
subsidy that United would receive. if wa were not Conducting an 
invastiqation into its overearnings at this time. However, 
consiatent with our deciaion to delay cartaln subsidy payments. 
this subsidy payment will ba held in abeyance until the 

investiqation results in United naeding a lesser lubridy or no 
subsidy at all, then the amount contributed to the subsidy pool 
w u l d  be adjusted for tha affect Of the overearnings 
investigation and the difference would be rafunded. A l s o ,  a11 
subsidy pool contributions and receipt. arm subjact to refund. 

For thole companies experiencing a surplus from the 
implemantation of bill and kaep we find it appropriate to apply 
thosa surpluses to depreciation reserves, or to the cost of equal 
accass. For companiar l i k e  Plorala and Southland that have 
axchanges overlapping the Florida State boundary and whose 
accounting systems do not present Florida-only data, the surplus 
could be applied to the development and implementation of ! 
accounting systam changer. Southern Bell may use part of it- 
surplus to raplace the stipulated amount it agreed to in i t  
agreement with Am-C i n  resolution of the divestiture-relaceL 
surcharge in Docket No. 820263-TP. 

Although ve prerantly receive monthly settlement reports 
regarding the pools from Southern Bell as pool administrator. w e  
find that a separate monthly report is necessary to reflect the 
final settlement of the access pool which should contain a l l  
1984-ralated adjustments. This is necessary to ensure that the 
1984-related adjustments are retlected in 1984 and not in some 
other yaar. The report should also indicate the amounts of 
revenues, minus ezpenses. that were available and the percentage 
of that amount that each company received. 

conclusion of the overearnings investigation. If the 

I). Somoanv Records 

To properly account for and to properly monitor the effects 
of implemrnting bill and keep for access charges, ve Lind it 
appropriate tor  the LECs to either jointly or individually 
devalop accounting procedures and subaccounta to . accurately 
railact the tollowing: 

1) the final 1964 access pool settlement: 

2 )  the access charge revenues. gross and net 
directory assistance revenues, coin revenues 
and subsidy contributions and receipts: 

3) the accrued interest on the surplus resulting 
from implamenting Order NO. 13934; and 

4 )  mrthods used tO apply the surplus. 
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x.  &ocAL Iums 
In Order No. 11934; we discussed VlriOUS scenarios of company 

impacts that could result from implementation of bill and keep 
tor access charqes. We stated that our intent was to return each 
company to the same financial position it was in prior to 
implwntinq bill and keep, and we illustrated how a company 
experiencing a shortfall from implementation would be treated. 
We stated that the shortfall would be offset by the 
implenuntation of DA and the 5.2s coin rate. and that local rates 
would b. inCreJSed to bring the company to its achieved rate o f  
return Prior to the implementation. However, we do not find it 
to b. in the public interest to increase local rates at this 
tinu. Bill and keep for' access charqes is only part of the 
process in moving from a pooling environment to a bill and keep 
environnunt. W e  have yet to address the implementrtion of bill 
and keep for LEC toll. It the industry had been able to 
impluwnt bill and keep for accesa Charges and LEc toll 
simultaneously, then a11 adjustmnts, includinq any necessary to 
local rates. could be made simultaneously. We do not believe it 
appropriate to chanqe local rates to reflect bill and keep far 
access charges, when they may require further chanqe when bill 
and keep tor LLC toll is lmplemcnted. This would only result in 
custonur confusion. Further, the companies are protected from 
the detrimntil effect of J shortfall. after the imposition o €  DA 
and the 5.2s coin charges by the temporary subsidy pool w e  have 
ertablished. 

XI. TARIFFS AND IMPLEWZNTATION 

The implementation of the policies established in Order No. 
13914, as discussed herein. shall be effective on July 1. 1985. 
The delay from our previously stated implementation date of June 
1. 1985 is to provide a time period during which the companies 
can notify their customers of our decisions. We will not give 
prior approval to the bill stuffers developed by the companies to 
inform their customers. We do require, however. that the 
companies send copies of the bill stuffers to us. 

Southern Bell, on behalf Of the LLCS. should refile the 
industry access services tariff, including the special access d n C  
leaky PBX portions, to reflect a 1 1  of our decisions herein. 

We find that the proposed directory assistance tariffs fileC 
by Centel. ULTEL, Northeast, and ATbT-C. which wese previously 
suspended by Order No. 14146, are consistent with our decisions 
herein and ace hereby approved. We find Southern Bell's proposed 
M tariff. which we also suspended by Order No. 14146, is no: 
conaistent with our decision and therefore is denied. Fur:her. 
we find that all Other LECs shall file tariffs consistent wit? 
our DA decision. 

By Order NO. 14146, w e  also nurpended Centel'a  propose^ 
tariff to implement our coin decision. We find the t a r i f f  is 
consistent with our decision and theKefore is approved. Souther? 
Bell, Continental and Indiantown have filed proposed t a r i f f s  
which also ure  consistent with our coin decision and therefore 
a r e  approved. We find that a l l  other LECs shall file tariffs :: 
reflect the implemntation of the S.25 coin rate. 

By Order NO. 14280, w e  suspended the proposed t a r : : f  
revisions filed by Gulf, St. Joseph and United to increase 10c3; 
rates in response to our decisions contained in Order No. 13934. 
Those tariffs and those filed by any other companies in response 
to Order No, 13934 relating to proposed local rate increases a 1 0  
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hereby denied since we have found it inappropriate to change 
local rates at this t i m .  

The Lets shall file revisions to their respective General 
Subscriber tariffs to reflect the impluacntation of our decisions 
relating to leaky PBXs. 

The proposed channel services tariff filed by A m - C  is denied 
as discussed above except for that portion relatinp to the 
masuremnt of channel mileage. Am-C should refile its channel 
rervices tariff as set forth in Section V .  

All tariffs ahould be filed within ten days of our vote on 
these mattera, that 1s. by Uay 31, 1985, with an effective date 
of July 1, 1985. 

Baaed on the foregoinq, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that each 
and a11 of the specific findinga herein ate  approved in every 
respect. It is further 

ORDERED that the Stipulation entered into between AT62 
Communications of the Southern States. Inc. and Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company on Uay 3, 19115. and attached to 

ORDERm that the LLCs ahall implemnt bill and keep f o r  
access charges. as set forth in the body of this Order. It is 
further 

forth in the body of this Order and that the pool participants. 
will aelect the pool administrator. It is further 

this Order a8 Appendix 1.  is h8reby Jppr0v.d. tt is further 

ORDERED that there shall be a temporary Subsidy PO01 aS set , 

ORDERED that the local exchange companies shall either 
jointly or individually develop accountinq procedures and 
subaccounts regarding implementation of bill and keep as set 
forth in this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that local rates will not be adjusted at this t' &me as 
a result Of implementing bill and keep for access charges. It is 
further 

ORDERED that this Comission's statewide directory assistance 
plan and the statewide uniform coin rate of 5 . 2 5  shall be 
implemented. It is further 

O R D t R m  that the proposed revisions filed by Southern Bell 
felephone and Telegraph Company on behalf of the LECs to the 
access rervices tariff a r e  disposed of as set forth in the boCy 
of this Order and Southern Bel1 Telephone and Teleqraph Company 
should refile the industry access services tariff, including the 
special access and leaky PBX portions; Consistent with our 
decisions herein. It ia furthe? 

ORDERED that time-Of-day sensitive oriqinatinq access charges 
shall be implemnted. It is further 

ORDERED that the approved switched access rates a r e  s e t  f o r t h  
in Appendix I1 to this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the proposed revisions filed by ATT-C to its 
channel services tariff are denied with the exception of t5e 
portion relating to the measurement of channel mileaqe as set 
forth in the body of this Order and thdt ATLT-C shall refile i c -  
channal services tariff consistent with this Order. It is I v r t r  
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ORDERED that interIATA special access revenues are hereby 
increased by 25 percent as set forth in Appendix I11 to this 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the proposed tariff CeViSiOfls filed by Central 
Telephone Company to reflect the 2.25  coin rite is consistent - 
uith our decision and. therefore. suapension is lifted and the 
tariff is approved. All other LLCs shall file revisions to their 
respective General Subscriber tariffs to reflect the S.25 coin 
rate. It is further 

ORDERED that the proposed tariff revisions filed by Central 

directory assistance plan are consistent with our decision, and, 
therefore suspension is lifted and tho tariffs are approved. 

without Provisions in their respective General Subscriber tariffs 
that roflect our DA Plan shell file revisions accordingly. It is 
further 

ORDeRLD that the proposed tariff revisions filed by Gulf, St. 
Joseph and United which were previously suspended, and which reek 
to increase local rites in response to oraer Ha. 13934 i c e  hereby 
denied. Tariffs to increase loci1 rates in response to Order No. 
13934 that Were filed by other LECs are also denied €or the 
reasons ret forth in the Order. It is further 

ORDERED that a11 LECs shill file revisions to their 
respective General Subscriber tariffs to reflect the 
implementation of our decision relating to leaky PSXs. It is 
Curt her 

ORDERED that a11 tirifts required by this Order shall be 
filed by nay 31. 1985. It is further 

ORDERED that the parties shall file data and reports as set 
forth in the body of this Order. It is turther 

ORDERED that the companies shall notify their subscribers of 
our decisions herein in their respective June billings. I t  is 
further 

ORDERED that our decisions to implement Order NO. 13934 as 
set forth herein are effective July 1. 1985. It is further 

ORDERED that any party adversely affected by the Commission's 
final action in this matter is entitled to request: 1) 
reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for 
reconsideration with the Cornitsion Clerk within I 5  days o t  the 
issuance of thia order in the form prescribed by Rule 2 5 - 2 2 . 6 0 .  
Florida Administrative Code. or 2 )  judicial review by the Florida 
Supreme Court by the filing of a notice of appeal with the 
Conmission Clerk and the filing oL a copy of the notice and the 
filing fee uith the Supreme Court. This filing must be CompleteC 
within 30 days after the issuance o t  this order, pursuant to R u i e  
9 . 1 1 0 .  Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 0: 
appeal must be in the Corm specified in Rule 9 . 9 0 0 ( a ) .  Floriea 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

day of , 1.985. 

ALL% Florid.. Northeast Florida, and ATT-C to reflect our 

Southern EelI's propoaod DA tariff is hereby denied. Those LECs 

By ORDER of the Florida Public ission, this 

( S E A L )  

NSD 
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APPENDIX I 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Intrastate Telephone Access 
Charges for Toll Use Of Local 1 DOCKET NO. 820537-TP 
Exchinge services. 

ST I PU LATION 

Whereas. in Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) 

Docket No. 820537-TP. AThT Communications of the Southern 

States, Inc. (AThT Communications) has petitioned the 

Commission to reduce intrastate access charges billed to it by 

local exchange companies (LECs) in Florida in the amount of 

$22.5 million annually: and 

Whereas. the Commission has entered Order No. 14233. 

issued March 25, 1985, which recites that it makes subject to 

refund revenues collected on and after March 5, 1985 through 

access charges in an annual amount of $20.5 million: and 

Whereas, ATST Communications and Southern Bell Telephone 

and Telegraph Company (SOUtheKn Bell) have disagreed as to the 

amount and annual effect of certain revenues received by and 

charges billed to AThT communications during 1984 insofar as 

these revenues and charges relate to the establishment of 

future LEC rates and charges for exchange access Service; and 

Whereas. ATST Communications and Southern Bell desire to 

resolve theit aforesaid disagreements without resort to further 

litigation or  hearings before the commission; 

Nov Therefore, ATbT Communications and Southern Bell. 

without prefudice to the rights or positions of either party. 

hereby agree that: 

28 
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1. FOK purposes of determining the appropriate level and 

rates to be established for intrastate access charges for 1985. 

and for no other purpose. ATbT Communications and Southern Bell 

agree that: 

(a) The intrastate interLATA toll revenue estimated in 

Order No. 12938 to be received in 1984 was 

$534.404.000 and the amount actually received by 

ATbT Communications was $533,888,000. a difference 

of 1516.000. 

(b) The intrastate access charge revenues estimated in 

Order No. 12938 to be collected by LECs in 1984 

was $406,952,000 and the amount actually collected 

from ATbT Communications was $421,443,000, a 

difference of $14,491,000. 

(c) The access revenues received by LECs from ATbT 

Communications in 1984 must be decreased by 

$7,383,000 to reflect the annual effect of the 

agreement between General Telephone Company of 

Florida (GTF) and ATbT Communications reducing the 

billing units of Busy HOUK Minutes of Capacity to 

be charged by GTF to ATbT Communications in 1985. 

(d) The access revenues received by LECs from AT6T 

Communications i n  1984 must be further decreased 

by $1.000.000 to reflect various rate changes for 

billing and collection services which became 

effective October 1. L984 and January 1, L985. 

-2-  29 
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(e) The lease revenues received by LECS from AT&T 

Communications in 1984 should be established at 

$64,802,000, a level which is $2.153.000 qreater 

than the amount estimated by Order No. 12938. 

( I )  Feature Group A billing by Southern Bell to ATbT 

Communications applicable to 1984 is established 

at $9,200,000. 

(4) A combination of the figures and amounts set forth 

above in sub paragraph (a) through ( f )  inclusive. 

if calculated using the methodology employed by 

the Commission in Order No. 13934. issued December 

21, 1984, will produce a reduction in BHMOC charge 

payments by AT&T Communications to LECs of , 

S 8 . 7 7 7 . 0 0 0  annually. 

2. ATbT-Communications and Southern Bell agree that the 

BHMOC charge shall be reduced by $ 8 . 7 7 7 . 0 0 0  on an annual basis 

for all LECs effective March 5 ,  1985. The annual effect of 

this rate change agreed to herein by the parties and approved 

by the Commission shall be recognized for ratemaking purposes. 

' Upon approval of this Stipulation by the Commission, all of the 

obligations imposed by Order No. 12938 vi11 be dissolved. 

3. ATbT Communications and Southern Bell agiee that ATbT 

Communications shall pay a total of $9,200,000 for all Feature 

Group A access services rendered by Southern Bell to ATbT 

Communications in 1984. this amount to be inclusive of amounts 

- 3- 
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paid heretofore by ATbT COaimUniCatiOnS to Southern Bell for 

Feature Group A access services. and Southern Bell shall accept 

that amount as payment in full for such services. 

4. It is further agreed that for 1985, to the extent 

permitted by the Commission, Southern Bell shall continue to 

bill ATbT Communications for Feature Group A access services at 

the $9.200.000 level agreed to for: 1984 until such time as 

there becomes available a verifiable count of Feature  roup A 

units. after which time the level of Charges for Feature Group 

A will be based upon such units. 

5. This Stipulation shall be submitted to the Commission 

for approval and is expressly conditioned upon such approval; 

if this Stipulation is not approved by the Commission it shall 

be null and void. 

6. This Stipulation shall not be construed as evidencing 

the sufficiency or lack of sufficiency of the revenues or 

limiting or otherwise conclusively defining the level of 

expenses of either party in any determination of current or 

future revenue requirements. 

7. Other parties to the captioned proceeding may indicate 

their concurrence in this Stipulation and their agreement to be 

bound by it to the same extent as ATbT Communications and 

Southern Bell by executing the form agreement attached hereto 

as Exhibit No. 1. 

-4- 
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This stipulation and Agreement is entered this ,z,,L~. 
.,1,” 

day of I / / [  ::. ?/ , 1985 by ATST-Communications and Southern 

Bell through their respective representatives who are 

authorized to act herein on their behalf. 

Y 

SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE 
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY 

By : 

- 5 -  

32 



.011e 
, 111 l  
.@I31 
.010e 

.- 
FCC TEIW*ALL PCO , 0 5 2 4  
PGA (PI) TBIMCALL PEll .a524 
PCA (OCC) Tl1HcAl.L PEE ' . 1341  

. .* , 

Commission Approved 
switched Access Rates 

I 

. '  

.11b1 

.)I60 
,8104 

w 
4 



. .-., 
Commission Approved 

Switched Access Rates 

. r n 9  

.#I79 

..#SI 

.#me 

..I31 

.w11 

.##a# 

. e m  

m 
N 
0 
Ln 

I 
l-4 
0 



Commission Approved 
Switched Access Rates 

I 
rl 
w 



.- ""-...e- .I-. - _ - - _  - 
m G E  2 6  

APPENDIX 111 

APPROVED S P E C I A L  ACCESS RECURRING RATES 

ITEM OF SERVICE .............................. 
E7.5.1. ACCESS CONNECTIONS 

2-W AC (CXR < 1/2 M I )  
2-W AC (CXR > 1/2 M I )  
4-W AC (CXR < 1/2 M I )  
4-W AC (CXR > 1/2 MI) 
DS1 ACC CONN 

E7 

APPROVED 
RATE --------- 

0.95 
6.75 
1.90 
13.50 
22.05 

5.2. METALLIC S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
2-WIRE - MET (0 M I )  
2-WIRE - MET (0-4 M I )  

M I L E  - PER 
2-WIRE - MET (4-8 HI) - PER M I L E  
2-WIRE - MET (8-16 M I )  - PER M I L E  
2-WIRE - MET (16-25 M I )  - PER M I L E  
2-WIRE - MET (25-50 MI) - PER M I L E  
2-WIRE - MET (50-100 M I )  - PER M I L E  
2-WIRE - MET (OVR-100 M I )  - PER HILE 

0.00 
0.80 
2.70 
3.10 
2.10 
3.10 
2.10 
24.65 
0.75 
24.65 
0.75 
24.65 
0.75 
24.65 
0.75 

E7.5.2. 75 BAUD S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
75 BAUD (0 M I )  0.00 
75 BAUD (0-4 M I )  1.30 - PER M I L E  3.15 
75 BAUD (4-8 M I )  6.40 - PER M I L E  1.85 
75 BAUD (8-16 MI) 14.55 - PER M I L E  0.85 
75 BAUD (16-25 M I )  18.95 - PER mu 0.60 
75 BAUD (25-50 M I )  21.10 - PER M I L E  0.50 

- PER M I L E  

- PER H I L E  

75 BAUD (50-100 M I )  

75 BAUD (Om-100 MI) 

E7.5.2. 150 BAUD S P E C I A L  

150 BAUD (0-4 MI) - PER MILE 
150 BAUD (4-8 M I )  

150 BAUD (0 M I )  

- PER nILe 
150 BAUD (8-16 M I )  - PER MILE 

33.40 
0.25 

33.40 
0.25 

TRANSPORT 
0.00 
1.30 
3.15 
6.40 
1.85 
14.55 
0.85 

PAGE 1 DOCKET 820537-TP 06/06/8 5 
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150 

150 

150 

BAUD 

BAUD 

BAUD 

- 
- 
- 

(16-25 M I )  
PER M I L E  
(25-50 M I )  
PER M I L E  
150-100 MII 

18.95 
0.60 
21.10 
0.50 

33.40 
0.25 

33.40 
0.25 

E7.5.2. VOICE S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT MILEAGE 
VOICE (0  M I )  0.00 
VOICE (0-4 MI) 5.75 - PER MILE 3.95 
VOICE (4-8 M I )  13.15 - PER M I L E  2.10 
VOICE (8-16 M I )  21.00 - PER H I L E  1.10 
VOICE (16-25 M I )  26.10 - PER M I L E  0 . 8 0  
VOICE (25-50 M I )  30.45 - PER MILE 0.60 
VOICE (50-100 X I )  44.95 - PER M I L E  0.30 
VOICE (OVER loo x r )  62.30 - PER M I L E  0.15 

E7.5.2. 3.5 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
3 . 5  KHZ AUD ( 0  M I )  0.00 
3.5 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  3.75 - PER M I L E  3.05 
3 . 5  KHZ ADD (4-8 MI) 7.25 - PER MILE 2.20 
3.5 KHZ AUD (8-16 M I )  16.65 - PER MILE 1.00 
3'.5 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  17.60 - PER M I L E  0.95  
3 . 5  KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  26.60 - PER M I L E  0.60 
3.5 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  32.40 - PER M I L E  0.45 
3.5 KHZ AUD (OVR-100 M I )  67.20 - PER M I L E  0.10 

5 KHZ AUD ( 0  M I )  0.00 
E7.5.2 5 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 

5 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  3.25 - PER MILE 3.05 
5 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  6.25 - PER MILE 2.30 

PAGE 2 DOCKET 820537-TP 
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5 KHZ Am) (8-16 M I )  

5 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  
- PER M I L E  

- PER M I L E  

13.00 
1.45 
13.90 
1.40 
28.00 - PER M I L E  0.85 

5 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  39.60 - PER M I L E  0.60 
5 KHZ Am) (OVR-100 M I )  85.95 - PER MILE 0.15 

5 KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  

E7.5.2 8 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
8 KHZ Am) (0 M I )  0 .00  
8 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  3.30 - PER M I L E  3.10 
8 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  5.85 - PER M I L E  2.45 
8 KHZ AUD (8-16 M I )  9.80 - PER M I L E  1.95 
8 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  10.95 - PER M I L E  1.85 
8 KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  29.80 - PER M I L E  1.10 
8 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  47.90 - PER M I L E  0.75 
8 KHZ AUD (OVR-100 M I )  107.25 - P E R  MILE 0.15 

E7.5.2 15 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
15 KHZ AUD (0 M I )  0.00 
15 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  6.60 - P E R  M I L Z  2.75 
15 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  6.60 - PER M I L E  2.75 
15 KHZ Am) (8-16 M I )  6.60 - PER MILE 2.75 
15 KHZ Am) (16-25 MI) 11.20 - PER M I L E  2.75 
15 KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  12.20 - PER M I L E  2.75 
15 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  16.30 - PER M I L E  2.75 
15 KHZ AUD (Om-100 M I )  16.30 - PER M I L E  2.75 

E7.5.2 D I G I T A L  DATA 1 SPECIAL TRANSPORT 

D I G  DATA 1 (0-4 M I )  21.25 - PER MILE 0.65 

D I G  DATA 1 (0  M I )  0.00 

PAGE 3 DOCKET 820537-TP 05/0 5 / E  5 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS RECVRRING RATES 

ITEM OF SERVICE 
APPROVED 
RATE 

DIG DATA 1 (4-8 MI) 21.25 

DIG DATA 1 (8-16 MI) 21.25 
- PER MILE 0.65 

- PER MILE 0.65 
DIG DATA 1 (16-25 MI) 21.25 - PER MILE 0.65 
DIG DATA 1 (25-50 MI) 21.25 - PER MILE 0.65 
DIG DATA 1 (50-100 MI) 21.25 - PER MILE 0.65 

- PER MILE 0.65 

E7.5.2 DIGITAL DATA 2 SPECIAL TRANSPORT 

DIG DATA 1 (Om-100 MI) 21.2s 

DIG 
DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

E.7.5.2 
DIG 
DIG 

DIG 

DIG 

DATA 2 ( 0  MI) 
DATA 2 (0-4 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (4-8 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (8-16 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (16-25 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (25-50 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (50-100 MI) - PER MILE 
DATA 2 (OVR-100MI) - PEP. MILE 

0.00 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 
21.00 
0.65 

DIGITAL DATA 3 SPECIAL TRANSPORT 

DATA 3 (0-4 MI) 24.40 - PER MILE 0.70 
DATA 3 (4-8 MI) 24.40 - PER MILE 0.70 
DATA 3 f8-16 MI1 24.40 

DATA 3 ( 0  MI) 0.00 

~~ 

-PER-MILE ' 
DIG DATA 3 (16-25 MI) 

DIG DATA 3 (25-50 MI) 

DIG DATA 3 (50-100 MI) 

DIG DATA 3 ( O m - 1 0 0  MI) 

- PER M I U  
-PER MILE 

-PER MILE 

-PER MILE 

0.70 
24.40 
0.70 
24.40 
0.70 

24.40 
0.70 
24.40 
0.70 

E7.5.2 DIGITAL DATA 4 SPECIAL TRANSPORT 
DIG DATA 4 (0 MI) 0.00 

_. 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS RECURRING RATES 

APPROVED 
ITEM OF SERVICE RATE .............................. --------- 

DIG DATA 4 (0-4 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (4-8 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (8-16 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (16-25 MI) 46.40 

-PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (25-50 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (50-100 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 
DIG DATA 4 (Om-100 MI) 46.40 - PER MILE 2.25 

E7.5.2 HIGH CAPACITY 1 SPECIAL TRANSPORT 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (0 MI) 0.00 
081-1.544 MBPS (0-4 MI) 29.90 - PER MILE 23.75 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (4-8 MI) 29.90 - PER M I L E  23.75 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (8-16 M I )  29.90 - PER M I L E  23.75 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (16-25 MI) 29.90 - PER MILE 23.75 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (25-50 MI) 29.90 - PER MILE 23.75 
DS1-1.544 MBPS (50-100 MI) 29.90 - PER M I L E  23.75 
051-1.544 MBPS (OVR-100 MI 29.90 - PER MILE 23.75 

E7.5.3A NARROW BAND NETWORK INTERFACE 
DIR CUR/DIR CUR 0.40 
LOW SP SIG/LOW SP SIC 5.15 

E7.5.38. VOICE GRADE NETWORK 
COMPLEX/BASIC LOOP 
conPLEx/comLEx LOOP 
COMPLEX/COMPLEX 
SF/BASIC LOOP 
SF/COMPLEX LOOP 
S F/COMPLEX 
BASIC Ic)OP/BASIC LOOP 
BASIC LOOP/COMPLEX LOOP 
BASIC LOOP/COMPLEX 
DIGITAL/BASIC LOOP 
DIGITAL/COMPLEX LOOP 

INTERFACE 
7.25 
10.05 
3.85 
7.30 
10.05 
4.70 
2.05 
3.55 
5.50 
1.30 
2.20 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS RECURRING RATES 

--- ITEM OF SERVICE 

DIGITAL/COMPLEX 
DIGITWDATA 
DIGITAL/POLLED DATA 
DIGITAL/NO SIGNALING 
AH/BASIC LOOP 
AH/coMPLEx LOOP 
AH/coMPLEx 
=/DATA 
AH/POLLJ%D DATE 
AH/NO SIGNALING 
NO SIGNALING/DATA 
NO SIGNALING/NO SIGNALING 
DATA/ DATA 
DATA/NO SIGNALING 
POLLED DATA/POLLED DATA 

APPROVED 
RATE --------- 

1.75 
1.45 
1.25 
0.45 
2.80 
3.80 
2.35 
2.40 
3.20 
2.00 
2.05 
1.45 
3.05 
2.05 
2.10 

E7.5.3C PROGRAM NETWORK INTERFACE 
3.5 Mz/3.5 M z  
5 . 0  MZ/S.O M Z  
8 . 0  knZ/8.0 M z  
15 MZ/15 M Z  
~ ~ / 3 . 5  M z  
AH/5.0 k H Z  
AH18.0 M z  
DIGITAL/3.5 fcHZ 
DIGITAL/5. 0 k H Z  
DIGITAL/8. 0 W l Z  
DIGITAL/lS k H Z  

3.10 
4.75 
4.75 
26.00 
3.10 
4.75 
4.75 
3.10 
4.75 
4.75 
26.00 

2.4 kbps/2.4 kbps 

9.6 kbpS/9.6 kbpS 
56 kbps/56 kbps 
DIGITAL/2.4 kbps 
DIGITAL/4. 8 kbpS 
DIGITAL/9.6 kbpS 
DIGITAL/56 kbpS 

4.8 kbPS/4.8 kbps 

E7.5.3B BIGR CAPACITY 
DS 1/DS 1 

E7.5.4A MULTIPLEXING 
DS4 TO DS1 
DS3 TO DS1 
DS2 TO DS1 

E7.5.3G DIGITAL DATA NETWORK INTERFACE 
21.75 
22.20 
23.40 
57.90 
10.90 
11.10 
11.70 
28.95 

NETWORK INTERFACE 
11.85 

815.30 
86.90 
29.00 
6.00 DSlC TO DS1 ~ . ~ .  

DS1 TO VOICE AT HUB 44.90 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS RECURRING RATES 

E7.5.4A XULTPLEX-DIGITAL DATA 
CXR MUX PER VNIT 101.90 
64 KBPS CHNL PLUG-IN 1.35 
CXR S U M  20 2.4 XBPS SERV 73.55 
CHR SVBM 10 4.8 KBPS SRV 39.65 
CXR SUBM 5 9.6 KBPS SERV 32.25 

E7.5.48 NARROW BAND BRIDGING 
TLGH 2-WIRE PER PORT 
TLGH 4-WIRE PER PORT 

E7.5.4B VOICE GRADE BRIDGING 
VOICE 2-WIRE PER PORT 
VOICE 4-WIRE PER PORT 
DATA 2-WIRE PER PORT 
DATA 4-WIRE PER PORT 
FAX 2-WIRE PER PORT 
FAX 4-WIRE PER PORT 

4.60 
5.00 

E7.5.4B DATAPHONE SELECT-A-STATION 

4.60 
5.00 
4.60 
5.40 
4.60 
5.00 

PDSS : 
PDSS : 
PDSS : 
PDSS : 
SDSS : 
SDSS : 
SDSS: 
SDSS : 

SEQ AGMT COWM EQP 
ADR AGMT COMM EQP 
2-WIRE CHAN CONN 
4-WIRE CHAN CONN 
SEQ AGMT COMM EQP 
ADR AGMT COMM EQP 
2-WIRE CHAN CONN 
4-WIRE CHAN CONN 

E7.5.4B TABS BRIDGING 
COMMON EQUP-FIRST SHELF 
COMMON EQUIP-ADDIT SHELF 
REMOTE STA CHAN CONN 
MIDLINX CHAN CON'N-FIRST 
'MIDLINX CHAN CON'N-SUBS 

E7.5.4B PROGRAM BRIDGE 
PER BRDG 

E7.5.4B DIG DATA ACCESS BRIDGE 
PER PORT 

E7.5.5 CONDITIONING 
C-TYPE COND PER SERV 
DA-TYPE CONDITIONING 
TELEPHTO COND PER SERV 

88.30 
95.50 
1.40 
5.25 
88.30 
95. 50 
1.40 
5.25 

35.75 
24.45 
0.85 
6.65 
1.20 

23.95 

7.00 

1.60 
0.00 
0 .45  
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS RECURRING PATES 

APPROVED 
ITEM OF SERVICE RATE .............................. --_----_- 

E7.5.5. IMPROVE RET LOSS-2WIRE 
PER END USER PREM 

E.7.5.5 IMPROVE RET LOSS-4WIRE 
PER IC TERM LOC 

E7 

E7 

5.6 PROGRAM CONDITIONING 
GAIN, PER SERV 

5 .7  TRANSFER ARRANGEIENT 
XFER ARNG EA 

E7.5.8 AUTO PROT SWITCH 
PER ARANGEMENT 
EA ADIT ARNG SAME LOC 

E7.5.9 SPECIAL ACCESS LINE 
2-WIRE SAL EA 
2 WI NO LOOP 
4-WIRE SAL EA 
4 WI NO LOOP 
DSl 1.544 FIRST 1/2 MI MB 
DS1 EA ADIT 1/2 MI OR FIU 

E7.5.9 HYBRID 
EACH 

2.30 

2.30 

0.85 

49.70 

193.05 
10.55 

6.75 
0.95 
13.50 
1.90 

44.85 
44.85 

2.55 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS NON-RECURRING 
RATES 

APPROVED 
NON-RECUR 

ITEM OF SERVICE CHARGE .............................. --------- 
E7.5.2. METALLIC SPECIAL TRANSPORT 

2-WIRE - MET (0  M I )  0.00 
2-WIRE - MET (0-4 M I )  21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (4-8 M I )  21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (8-16 M I )  21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (16-25 MI) 21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (25-50 M I )  21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (50-100 MI) 21.00 
2-WIRE - MET (OVR-100 M I )  21.00 

E7.5.2. 75 BAUD SPECIAL 
7 5  BAUD ( 0  MI) 
75 BAUD (0-4 M I )  
75  BAUD (4-8 M I )  
75 BAUD (8-16 M I )  
75 BAUD (16-25 MI) 
75 BAUD (25-50 M I )  
75  BAUD (50-100 M I )  
75 BAUD (OVR-100 M I )  

TRANSPORT 
0.00 

53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 

E7.5.2. 150  BAUD SPECIAL 
150 BAUD (0 M I )  
150 BAUD (0-4 M I )  
150  BAUD (4-8 M I )  
150 BAUD (8-16 M I )  
150 BAUD (16-25 M I )  
150 BAUD (25-50 M I )  
150 BAUD (50-100 M I )  
150 BAUD (OVR-100 M I )  

TRANSPORT 
0.00 

53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 
53.00 

E7.5.2. VOICE SPECIAL TRANSPORT MILEAGE 

VOICE (0-4 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (4-8 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (8-16 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (16-25 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (25-50 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (50-100 M I )  67.00 
VOICE (OVER 100 M I )  67.00 

E 7 . 5 . 2 .  3.5 KHZ AUDIO SPECIAL m S P O R T  

3 .5  KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  17.00 
3 . 5  K H Z  AUD (4 -8  M I )  17.00 
3 .5  K H Z  AUD (8-16 M I )  17.00 
3 .5  XHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  17.00 
3 .5  KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  17.00 

VOICE ( 0  M I )  0 .00 

3.5 KHZ AUD (0  M I )  0.00 

PAGE 1 DOCKET 820537-TP 0 6 / 0 6 ,  
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APPROVED S P E C I A L  ACCESS NON-RECURRING 
RATES 

APPROVED 
NON-RECUR 

ITEM OF SERVICE CHARGE .............................. --------- 
3.5 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  17.00 
3.5 KHZ AUD (Om-100 MI) 17.00 

E7.5.2 5 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  
5 KHZ AUD ( 0  M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (8-16 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  
5 KHZ AUD (Om-100 M I )  

TRANSPORT 
0.00 

25.00 
25.'00 
25.00 
25.00 

25.00 
25.00 

25.00 

E7.5.2 8 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
8 KHZ AUD ( 0  M I )  0.00 
8 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  25.00 
8 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  25-00 
8 KHZ AUD (8-16 M I )  25.00 
8 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  25.00 
8 KHZ AUD (25-50 M I )  25.00 
8 KHZ AUD (50-100 MI) 25.00 
8 KHZ AUD (Om-100 M I )  25.00 

E7.5.2 15 KHZ AUDIO S P E C I A L  TRANSPORT 
15 KHZ AUD (0 M I )  0.00 
15 KHZ AUD (0-4 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ AUD (4-8 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ AUD (8-16 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ AUD (16-25 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ Am) (25-50 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ AUD (50-100 M I )  25.00 
15 KHZ Am) (Om-100 M I )  25.00 

E 7 . 5 . 3  NARROW BAND NETWORK INTERFACE 
D I R  CUR/DIR CUR 199.00 - ADDITIONAL 100.00 
LOW SP SIG/LOW SP S I G  216.00 

-ADDITIONAL 129.00 

E 7 . 5 . 3 .  VOICE GRADE NETWORK 
COMPLEX/BAsIC LOOP 

coMPLEx/coMPLEx LOOP 
-ADDITIONAL 

coMPLEx/coMPLEx 
-ADDITIONAL 

SF/BASIC LOOP 

-ADDITIONAL 

INTERFACE 
233.00 
131.00 
246.00 
144.00 
250.00 
147.00 
231.00 
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AGE 36 

APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS NON-RECURRING 
RAT.ES 

ITEM OF SERVICE ........................... 
-AI: 

SF/COl? 
-ADL 

SF/COM 
-ADc 

BASIC 
-ADc 

BASIC 
-ADc 

-IC 
-=I: 

)ITIONAL 
)LEX LOOP 
:TONAL 
)LEX 
ZTIONAL 
AOP/BASIC LOOP 
ETIONAL 
+OOP/COMPLEX LOOP 
:TONAL 
JXP/COMPLEX 

.._ - :TONAL 
DIGITAL/BASIC LOOP 
-ADDITIONAL 

DIGITAL/COMPLEX LOOP 
-ADDITIONAL 

DIGITAL/COMPLEX 
-ADDITIONAL 

DIGITAL/DATA 

DIGITAL/POLLED DATA 

DIGITAL/NO SIGNALING 

-ADDITIONAL 

-ADDITIONAL 

-ADDITIONAL 

-ADDITIONAL 

-ADDITIONAL 

-ADDITIONAL 
AH/DATA 

-ADDITIONAL 
AH/POLLF,D DATA 

-ADDITIONAL 
AH/NO SIGNALING 

-ADDITIONAL 
NO SIGNALING/DATA 

-ADDITIONAL 
NO SIGNALING/NO SIGNALING 

-ADDITIONAL 
DATA/DATA 

-ADDITIONAL 
DATA/NO SIGNALING 

-ADDITIONAL 
POLLED DATA/POLLED DATA 

-ADDITIONAL 

AH/BASIC LOOP 

AH/COMPLEX LOOP 

AH/conPLEx 

PAGE 3 

APPROVED 
NON-RECUR 

CHARCE 
--a --------- 

130.00 
246.00 
144.00 
254.00 
151.00 
216.00 
116.00 
223.00 
121.00 
261.00 
158.00 
189.00 
111.00 
195.00 
113.00 
195.00 
113.00 
196.00 
113.00 
160.00 
85.00 
182.00 
108.00 
207.00 
127.00 
213 00 
131.00 
214.00 
132.00 
214.00 
132.00 
179.00 
103.00 
200.00 
126.00 

118.00 
208.00 
109.00 
254.00 
151.00 
218.00 
118.00 
183.00 
109.00 

218.00 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS 
RATES 

ITEM OF SERVICE 

NON-RECURRING 

APPROVED 
NON-RECUR 
QULRCE .............................. --------- 

E7.5.3 PROGRAM NETWORK INTERFACE 
3.5 kHZ/3.5 )cHZ 204 .OO 
-ADDITIONAL 106.00 

5.0 kHZ/5.0 )cHZ 234.00 
130.00 -ADDITIONAL 

8 . 0  kHZ/8.0 U Z  234.00 
-ADDITIONAL 130.00 

15 kHz/lS kHz 350.00 
-ADDITIONAL 224.00 

AH/3.s k m  204.00 
-ADDITIONAL 106.00 

AH/5.0 WTz 234.00 
-ADDITIONAL 130.00 

AU18.0 ItHz 234.00 
-ADDITIONAL 130.00 

DIGITAL/3.5 IcHz 204.00 
-ADDITIONAL 106.00 

DIGITAL/5.0 kHz 234.00 
-ADDITIONAL 130.00 

DIGITAL/O.O kliz 234.00 
-ADDITIONAL 130.00 

DIGITAL/lS kHz 283.00 
-ADDITIONAL 195.00 

E7.5.3 DIGITAL DATA NETWORX INTERFACE 
2.4 kbps/2.4 kbps 187.00 
-ADDITIONAL 133.00 

4.8 kbps/4.8 kbps 187.00 
-ADDITIONAL 133.00 

9.6 kbps/9.6 kbps 187.00 
-ADDITIONAL 133.00 

56 kbps/56 kbps 203.00 
-ADDITIONAL 150.00 

DIGITAL/2.4 kbps 255.00 
-ADDITIONAL 161.00 

DIGITAL/4 .8 kbps 255.00 
-ADDITIONAL 161.00 

DIGITAL/9.6 kbps 255.00 
-ADDITIONAL 161.00 

DIGITAL/56 kbps 272.00 
-ADDITIONAL 177.00 

E7.5.3 HIGH CAPACITY NETWORK INTERFACE 
DSl/DSl 386.00 

386.00 -ADDITIONAL 

E7.5.4 MIJLTIPLEXING 

PAGE 4 DOCKET 820537-TP 
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APPROVED SPECULL ACCESS 
RATES 

ITEM OF SERVICE 

NON-RECURRING 

APPROVED 
NON-RECUR 

CHAKGE .............................. --------- 
OS4 TO D S 1  1,062.00 
OS3 TO DSl 269.00 
DS2 TO D S 1  133.00 
DSlC TO D S l  122.00 
D S 1  TO VOICE 442 00 

E7.5.4 MULTPLEX-DIGITAL DATA 
CltR MUX PER UNIT 521.00 
64 KBPS CmJL PLUG-IN 14  00 

SUBSEQUENT 150.00 
CXR SUBM 20 2.4 XBPS SERV 26.00 

SUBSEQUENT 163.00 
CHR SVBM 10 4.8 KBPS SRV 26.00 

SUBSEQUENT 163.00 
Cl(R SUBM 5 9.6 KBPS SERV 26.00 

SUBSEQUENT 163.00 

E7.5.4 NARROW BAND BRIDGING 
NB PER PORT 17.00 

TLGH 4-WIRE PER PORT 39.00 
TLGH 2-WIRE PER PORT 40.00 ' 

E7.5.4 VOICE G R M E  BRIDGING 
VOICE 2-WIRE PER PORT 40.00 
VOICE 4-WIRE PER PORT 39.00 
DATA 2-WIRE PER PORT 40.00 
DATA 4-WIRE PER PORT 40.00 
FAX 2-WIRE PER PORT 40.00 
FAX 4-WIRE PER PORT 39.00 

E7.5.4 
PDSS : 
PDSS : 
PDSS : 
PDSS : 
SDSS: 
SDSS: 
SDSS: 
SDSS : 

DATAP?IONE SELECT-A-STATION 
SEQ AGMT COMM EQP 598.00 
ADR ACMT COMM EQP 587.00 
2-wIRE CHAN CONN 4.00 
4-wIRE CHAN CONN 8.00 
SEQ AGMT COMM EQP 590.00 
ADR ACHT COMM EQP 587.00 
2-WIRE QUN CONN 4.00 
4-WIRE CIlAN CONN 8.00 

E7.5.4 TABS B R I D G I N G  
COMMON EQUP-FIRST SHELF 406.00 
COMMON EQUIP-ADDIT SHELF 322.00 
REMOTE STA QIAW CONN 6.00 
MIDLINX CIIAN CONN-FIRST 21.00 
M I D L I N X  C H M  CONN-SUBS 21.00 

PAGE 5 WCICET 820537-TP 06/06,' S 5 
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APPROVED SPECIAL ACCESS NON-RECURRING 
RATES 

E7.5.4 DIG DATA ACCESS BRIDGE 
PER PORT 14.00 
SUBSEQUENT lJO.00 

E7.5.5 CONDITIONING 
C-TYPE COND PER SERV 15.00 

SUBSEQUENT 227.00 
DA-TYPE COND PER SERV 6.00 

SUBSEQUENT 205.00 
TELEPHTO CON0 PER SERV 11.00 

SUBSEQUENT 224.00 

PER END USER PREM 5 . 0 0  
SUBSEQUENT 171.00 

E7.5.5 IMPROVE RET LOSS-2WIRE 

E.7.5.5 IMPROVE RET MSS-QWIRE 
PER IC TERM M C  

SUBSEQUENT 

E7.5.5 IC RECEIVE LEVEL 

SUBSEQUENT 
PER END USER PREM 

E7.5.6 PROGRAM CONDITIONING 
GAIN. PER SERV . 

SUBSEOUENT - - 
STEREO, PER SERV 

SUBSEQUENT 

E7.5.7 TRANSFER ARRANGEMENT 
XFEXARNG EA 

SUBSEQUENT 

E7.5.8 AUTO PROT SWZTCH 

SUBSEQUENT 

SUBSEQUENT 

PER ARANGEMENT 

EA ADIT ARNG SAKE M C  

E7.5.9 HYBRID 
EACH 

PAGE 6 

5.00 
171.00 

3.00 
170.00 

16.00 
85.00 
42.00 
246.00 

14.00 
150.00 

248.00 
336.00 
248.00 
336.00 

29.00 

DOCKET 820537-TP C 6/66,, 9 5- 





n 

The fol lowinq Coinmissionecs participated in the disposition 
or this matter: 

JOHN R .  MARKS, 111, Chairman 
JOSEPH P .  CRESSE 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
KAI'LE NICHOLS 

IIY THE COMMISSION: 

Motiilns for Reconsideration or  Clarification of Order No. 
1 4 4 5 2  were filed by Public Counsel, United Telephone Company of 
Florida (United), Northeast' Florida Telephone Company (Northeast), 
Quincy Telephone Colllpany (Quincy), Indiantown Telephone System 
(Indiantown). St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company (St. 
Joseph), Florida UepJrtment of General Services (DGS), Florida Ad 
Hoc TelecommunicaLions users Committee (Ad Hoc) and ATbT 
Coiii~l~unications of t.he Southern States, Inc. (ATT-C). Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company (Southern Bell) filed responses to 
thc Motions of Northeast, Quincy, St. Joseph, Indiantown, United, 
and General Services. 

5Kec-i a_ I Acce3;s 

Ad Hoc has requested the Commission to reconsider or clarify 
the level OE nonrecurring charges set. forth in Appendix Ill to Order 
NO. 1 4 4 5 2 .  We will qrarlt the request for clarification. 

AS indicated on page 9 of the Order, w e  increased overall 
inteiI.ATA special access revenues by 2 5 % ,  which is anticipated to 
iesult in additional revenues to the LECs of $ 3 , 2 6 3 , 9 1 2 .  Our intent 
was to increase recurring special access revenues by 2 5 5 .  The rates 
shown i n  Appendix 111 for nonrecurring special access charges are 
correct and are intended t o  allow the full recovery of costs which 
each special access customer's individual service requirements 
pioduccd. Accordingly, we will clarify the first full paragraph on 
paqc 9 of the Order beginning at the 5th sentence. as follows: 

'This is anticioated to result in an increase in revenues 

WL' will n o k ,  however,  grant Ad HOC'S request t o  reduce the 
nonrecurring Chdcges so that when t.he nonrecurring special access 
reventle is considerud in conjunction with the recurring special 
access revenue, the two produce art overall interLATA special access 
revenue increase of 2 5 % .  The <ate5 as approved a r e  appropriate and 
a r e  integrally linked tu the ovcrail revenue target for access 
chacyes which we appruved. 

Ad Hoc has also requested that we permit a "grace period" of 
l a 0  ddys to allow existing customers a reasonable time to 
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reconfigure their special access networks prior t o  the impmsition 0 1  
the new nonrecurring rate levels. We deny this request. 

The new rate structure does not require a customer to 
reconfigure his network, although a customer may elect to dc, so to 
take advantage of charges in the new structure. Ad Hoc, in its 
Petition. recognizes that customer activity in reconfiqiirinq rl 

network results in the LECs incurring certain costs for s e r v i c e  
Order and additional installation work. We helieve the.se cosLs 
should be borne by the customer, not the LEC, and, therefore, do not 
believe a 180 day delay in application of the nonrrcutIinq chacqcs 
should ensue. 

ATT-C has requested in its Petition that the Conmiissinri 
reconsider or clarify its decision requiring ATT-C to reduce its 
Channel Services revenues by $ 1 1 , 3 5 7 , 6 3 7  (but n o t  below cost). 

In an earlier Order issued i? this proceeding (Ordor N o .  
1 3 9 3 4 ,  issued December 2 1 ,  1 9 8 4 ) .  w e  stated that an incrrdsc i n  
special access revenue of $ 3 1 , 3 5 9 , 6 3 7  was reasonable. H O W C V C I ,  

before we would arrive at a final conclusion we wanted to review 
customer and revenue impact data. In that Order, we requiied ArT-(: 
to Eile a Channel Services Tariff that reduced revenues. to ATT-C by 
$ 3 1 , 3 5 7 , 6 3 7 ,  thereby reducing the overall customer impact. O u t  
intent was to reduce switched access by the same amoutit., 
$ 3 1 , 3 5 9 , 6 3 7 ,  thus keeping the total access charge revenue t.arqet 
unchanged. ATT-C would then receive a commcnsurate rcduct iori in 
switched access expenses of approximately $ 3 1  million. 

However, the Channel Scrvices Tariff filed by A7T-C in 
response to Order No. 13934  did not contain the $ 3 1 , 3 5 9 , 6 3 7  
reduction. The decisions regarding implementation of Order N o .  
13934 are encompassed in Order No. 14152  now under reconsidorat.ion. 
These decisions resulted in only, a $ 5 , 8 4 8 , 7 4 8  increase i.n spccial 
access recurring and nonrecurring revenues billed to end u D I ? r s  
because of our desire to mitigate customer impact and becdllse A i ' l - ( '  
did not file the $ 3 1 , 3 5 9 , 6 3 7  revenue reduction, Thus, ATT-C w d s  t.111: 
benefactor of a $ 5 . 8  million reduction in switched access t>xpCris'!:i 
with no commensurate reduction in Channel Servicos revcnu#?s whi 1 0  
special access customers received a $ 5 . 8  million in<:ce.ise with ! I C )  
corresponding decrease in interexchange channel c:hatgc:i. 

In its petition, ATT-C states that thc ChdnrLcI S + ? r v i c e h  
tariff we denied in Order No. 14452 was based on cost and 110 Curther 
reductions should be made. However, the recnnd contains 111, cos1 
data to substantiate that claim. 

Our denial of the tariff will not change. Howevr:n, wt? will 
grant A m - C ' S  request to reconsider the amount of revenue teil!ict.iori 
to be addressed in its Channel Service Tariff filing. To r r ? F l e c t .  
the 1 9 8 4  test year data and the 6 5 . 8  million inriedse airpr<rvcd trvr 
special access, we will require ATT-C to file il Channel S~!~viccs 
tariff that reduces revenues by $ 2 7 , 3 8 3 , 9 1 5 ,  but. not bclow c o s l .  I t  
this reduction results in rates below cost, AI'T-C should file w s t ~  
support information with this Commission so that w e  may ccrrisider 
alternatives to reduce ATT-C revenues in coniunckion with a n y  
eurther increases that might OCCUI in special a c c e s s  t e v t ! n ? # ~ . : ; .  

Access Revenue Target 

Public Counsel, in its Motion for Reconaideiation. seek:; o u c  
reconsideration of the language contained in Section Iv of thc O r l J c t  
(P.5) which can be construed as setting a n  accfs:;  charge revcoi ie  c a p  
f o r  1 9 8 5 .  This w a s  not our  intcnt. Wc a q r e e  with Public ( ' o u n s ~ l  
1h.11 c1.11 i f i c , i l  inu i s  nredevl a n d  w e  q t ~ n t  the ~ w < > t i o n .  
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Accordinqly, w e  clarify the first sentence in Sectlon IV, 
f o t r r i d  on Page t t v c  o1 Older NO.  14452. as follows: 

Hasrd v n  the I 9 H . l  level O F  access charge revenues w e  
have just cstdblished ($454,963,000), we find i t  
appropriate t o  change both switched and special access 

1,e.iky FHX 

The Departtnent of General Services (DGS) seeks clarification 
of 0111 Order as to the intent of certain language shown on page 10 
of  the? Ordei  ILhdt stdtes that we will address in September. issues 
r e l a l . c d  t o  certification and the appropriateness of the leaky PBX 
r a t e s  a n d  charqes. 01:s questions if the intent of this statement is 
tu deldy the implementation of leaky PBX rates until after the 
Sc[iteillber hearing. 

We will grant the request for clariLication. Our intent was 
not to delay the implementation of the leaky PBX rates and 
Certification we had impused in Order No. 13934. Our intent w a s  to 
revisil. the issues in September for purposes of refinement. 
Cust:omers would h v t f  6 0  days from the effective date of an LEC's 
tdrifl io which,to celtify. If they do not certify, the mandatory 
I l leSSdlJe i ~ t e  charqes would apply ut1 the 61st day. 

UGS a l s o  reek:; to have ius change the leaky PBX rate of $ . 1 2  
pt:~ messdge o r  S.03 p o t  minute, plus the respective LEC PBX rate and 
authotize an interim rate of $ . I 2  per message or $.03 per minute 
plus the respective I.EC single line business rdte, pending further 
study. This w e  decline to do. The rate structure and levels we 
approved were designed to act as a deterrent to completing calls 
over leaky P B x s .  However, we agree that our leaky PBX rate may 
establish an unduly broad price differential between those PBX 
truriks which cdn leJk interexchange private line traLfic and those 
which cannot, as discussed by Southern Bell in their responsive 
filing. Our Order also does not specifically address customers who 
rlo mil  subsciibe t o  trunks, but rather subscribe to 0-1 lines, such 
.>s m;s. 

~ccordingly, w e  will clarify our Order to state that the 
Leaky POX rate is $.I2 per message o r  6.03 per minute, plus the 
re: ipncl ive  LEC Llat rate the customer would he paying if we had not 
impo:;ecl the mandatoi y message rate and the customer was receiving 
Ildt n.ltc service. 'L'lie LECs should file tariff revisions to reflect 
this cl~citication. As w e  have stated on numerous occasions, the 
charge can be avoided i f  the customer certifies. 

W S  also secks to have u s  reconsider our decision that a 
customcII can certify t l i d t .  long distance calls a r e  not completed over 
piivdtr lines only when all oE his o r  her lines do not leak. We 
will reconsider this issue and hear DGS's oral argument on this 
p o i  111. . 

01;s argues that under our Order as written. if certain of the 
Statc*s trunks o r  lines were to leak, the mandatory message rate 
wouid be applied to a l l  the State's trunks o r  lines. This was not 
UUI iiilent. By o u r  decision, w e  permit certification if it is a 
cu~tomer's intent or  policy not to leak and the customer so 
certifies. We will now clarify that we would impose the mandatory 
i i~es:i~iqe rate a t  the point of the leak. that is, on a switch 
location basis. Thus a customer may certify by switch location that 
lie o r  she does not use private lines to access the local network. 

5 3  
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This would be based On the customer's intelll. not. Lo leak a n d  i s  
broader than the FCC'S certification criteria which are bascd c,n lhe 
ability of the System to leak, 

Ad Hoc requests that we delay the impleinentotit,n u t  o t t ~  Ie?.lky 
PBX rate until after the conclusion of our Septembec hearinq s o  t~hai. 
the appropriate rate level can be determined and custvmer irnpdc~ 
data can be supplied. Ad Hoc proposes we modify the leaky PHX r a t t : s  
to approximate the revenues LECs would otherwise have ~eccived  vet 
a switched network. Again, we decline to change our l e a k y  F ~ I X  
rates. Our purpose in designing the rates as we did was t o  crt:,~t.t: rl 

disincentive for Customers to leak calls into t.he local nrtwnrk. WC' 
believe our approved rates are, therefore, appiopriatu anti we d e n y  
Ad Hoc's request to reconsider those rates. 

Bill and Keep 

St. Joseph. Indiantown. Northeast Florida and Quincy seek our 
reconsideration of the manner in which we determined the ccfects o f  
bill and keep and the subsequent subsidies. Specifically, these 
parties request that we use 1984 pooled booked revenue, developed 
from final cost studies, rather than the estim,ates addressed during 
the hearing. By not recoqnizing the results of the annual cosL 
studies, these parties assert that the access pool members are 
treated in an unequal manner. Some telephone companies use a study 
period other than an annual period and the bill and keep analysis 
included actual numbers for those companies. The other telephone 
companies, who use an annual Cost study period, do not finalize 
their studies until the end of the first quarter after l.he y e . . [  
under study. These companies requested an extension of t.ime to f 1 l o  
their cost studies which we granted by Order Nu. 1 3 2 5 2  in Docket No.  
8 4  0 10 6-TL . 

These parties seek a true-up of the estimated (:os1 study 
figures used by this Commission in the bill and keep analysis. 'I'hc 
true-up would be based upon the pool administrator's tinal 
settlement report. They assert that i f  the e s t  imdles o n l y  arc? u s e i l ,  
an inaccurate distribution of the subsidy pcmI  w i l l  ~ e s u l t  wIii<.li 
will affect all LECs. 

Southern Bell, the pool administrator. tiled i n  rrsi~~~rz5~' r ~ ~ ~ t l  
supported the position of these companies. Southern HEI I t i ! q t ~ I ,  
however, that i f  this Commission determines thdt f indl dis1.1 ibut.itln:; 
from the subsidy pool should be delayed and adjusted Lo i c . T l c c : l  1.h~ 
results of the annual cost studies, the final disI.ribuI i r i r i  and 
true-up should await review oL the study by the pool ad#ninisI.rdt.or 
and resolution of any differences between the pool administ.rdt.0, and 
the companies, so that the contributors to the subsidy pool wi I I not 
be forced to accept untested claims of these companies. 

The companies have informed us that the cost study p i v r e s : ; ,  
including review by and resolution of disputes wilh 1 . h ~  pw,I  
administrator will be completed by December 3 1 .  L 1 R 5 .  Haceri O I I  I.his 
information, we will reconsider 0111 decision t.o base tltc sol>!;irJy 
pool distribution on estimates of 19R4 pooled book c(:vcntit!s ,A:; :;(.I 
forth in Order NO. 1 4 4 5 2 .  We will utilize the tin.+l ~ w ~ l ~ x i  Iwnk 
revenue amounts to redistribute the subsidy amounts s h w n  0 1 %  ( : I IJLI  
2 .  Appendix IV tu Order No. 1 4 4 5 2 .  We woi l ld  havc p ~ 1 1 r c 1 1 c O  t t r  
utilize the estimates presented a t  hearinq so ,.hat 1.h~: ~~1a t .11 : t  w ~ ~ t ~ l d  
be finalized. However. we are persudded by the c<,~tt(~.&ni~:s w 1 1 ~  
utilize annual studies of the possible inequil i e s  th.31. c o t ~ l ~ l  r c s ~ ~ l t  
by o u r  not  recognizing the f in*I c o s t  stlldy r I . a t , q .  H O W O V ~ ~ I ,  i I I h,, 
studies are not findlized by 11~x:~~m1x:r  31, I ' II~',, wt! W I I I  III i t i ? < .  1 1 ~ ~ .  
a111~uttl.s given to 115 by Lhc ~c~r811l~mnitls a t  t 1111 M.ly 1 4 H ' i  l > t . , t !  1 0 r 1 ,  .1r1,1 

treat them as if they were final tlcc1111sc we! W I L I  ~ 1 ~ ~ 1  t , , ~ , ~ , , ~ t . + :  
further delay in this matter. 

8 '  
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r n  Order Nc,. 1 4 4 5 2 .  ut: cstdblished a temporary subsidy pool 
1 t 1 1  lh118e LECS exix!Cicncinq d ShoLLtdll from moving to bill and keep 
ut di 'cess charges, siuce o u c  g o a l  is to have implementation result 
i n  d "wash." United Seeks clarificdtion of the mechanics of funding 
the subsidy pool. l'hr request is granted.' 

We will Cldcity O r d e r  No. 1 4 4 5 2  at Page 12 ,  to state that 
each 1 . K  shall conlcit,ltte una-tweltth o f  the amount shown in Column 
'1. Ch.irt 2. Apyciidix I V .  tu the subsidy pool each month. This 
llleth<Jd is consistent. wi1.h the ~naLl~udulogy used in distributing from 
t 1 w  ~001. Howc?vel,  Ltic subsidy p001  total is amended to reflect our 
docision beluw cnr ttx:I.irtg the understatement in , the net revenue 
etl'eCt f o r  dicectr,ry assistance. The new amounts are reflected in 
cocrr?~:Lcd Chart 2 found in Appendix A to this Order. The chart will 
replace Chdit 2 .  Appendix I V ,  attached to Order No. 1 4 4 5 2 .  The 
contiibut ion fortnula uf one-twelfth of the total remains unchanged 
althouqh the dullai awount may change. 

United also seeks clarification of that portion of the Order 
regarding the delay of receipt of subsidy by those companies 
involved in uverracnings investigations until the investigations are 
complet-ed. S0ut.heir8 R e l l  in response argues that United seeks to 
amend the subsidy p o o l  arrangement by establishing its entitlement 
to  receive payments a t  the outset, subject to termination of 
eliyibility o n l y  a t t e t  its earnings investigation is over. 

We will c131 i€y this portion of the Order. Our discussion on 
page 14 of the Older  o €  delay in receipt of subsidy by those 
coispanies involved in ovorearninqs investigations goes to the timing 
of the subsidy ceceipt .+nd does not contemplate forfeiture of the 
subsidy. ~ o w e v e r ,  w u  will reconsider the issue of delay and find 
that the receipt o €  Lhr subsidy payment will not be delayed by the 
ovciearninqs invcstigations. we will allow the affected companies 
to receive their subsidy payments. AS we stated in Order NO. 14452, 
all subsidy contributions and receipts are subject to refund. The 
 effect.^ of this matte[ can be 'trued-up" when the cost study effects 
are tLued-up. 

Presently, our decision in Docket No. 820263-TP (divestiture 
inquiry) is pending before the Florida Supreme Court since General 
.and Unit-ed a c e  s eek ing  to have the orders quashed insoCar as they 
relate to the divestiture ielated charge to the access pool. In the 
everit United and (;enrial are successful, United requests we clarify 
Order NO. 1 4 4 5 2  in this proceeding to state that the subsidy will be 
recalculated for all telephone companies in order to give effect to 
t.he Supceme Court's ruling. Southern Bell disagrees with United's 
iequest, stating that the subsidy for united should not be increased 
i f  the Court overturns the divestiture orders because United's 1984 
earnings are already under investigation for overearnings.~ 

We w i l l  grarit the request for clarification. If the Supreme 
Court ovecturns O U L  divestituce orders. the amount we authurized 
Southern Bell to  withdraw from the access pool ($5.76 million) 
should be used to t~vise the 1981  pool booked revenues and hence the 
subsidy figures in ocder  t u  achieve our goal o f  implementation of 
bill and keep r e s u l t i r i q . i n  a "wash." 

On o u r  own m , t i o n ,  w e  will correct an error in our bi'll and 
kccp .dr!dlysis caused by o u r  understating the net revenue effect for 
direct.ury assistanco. The analysis accounted twice for the 
resLructuring appruved in Order No. 1 3 9 3 4 .  We will, therefore. 
correct the bill and keep analysis as shown on Chart 2 .  Appendix IV 
of Order NO. 14452 and replace i t  with corrected Chart 2 found in 
Appendix A tu this Order. TO do utherwise would distuct the subsidy 
calculations and create a hidden windfall to a l l  LECs. 
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Further. on page 14 o f  Order No. 14452, Scct.ion R ,  
subparagraph 2. we describe certain data to be collected by L ~ O  
LECs. We hereby correct the description of the data to be captutcd 
by the companies by deleting the words "gross and net' preceding t h u  
words 'directory assistance revenues: 

We will reconsider another issue on our own motion and that 
is the treatment of Southern Bell's surplus resulting from the 
implementation of bill and keep of access charges. I n  Order NO. 
14452, at page 14, we stated that "Southern Bell may use par l .  o f  its 
surplus to replace the stipulated amount it. 'agreed Lo i n  its 
agreement with ATT-C in resolution of .the div t .s t . i t . i i rc - Io la te , i  
surcharge in Docket No. 820263-TP." We authorized Southcrn H e l l  t.a 
collect $26.2 million by means of the divestituro-iel~l.cd 
surcharge. We discontinued that charge on December 3 1 ,  I q f l 4 ,  
believing bill and keep would be implemented on January I ,  19flT1. 
However. implementation was delayed for variotis reasons u n l  i 1 .Itily 
1, 1985. 

Upon consideration, we do not believe i t  appropriate in 
moving to bill and keep to impute the amount Southern R e l l  privately 
agreed to settle for with ATT-C, but that it is approlrriale to 
impute the revenue level ,of $26.2 million in 1984 because lhat .  war, 
the amount we authorized. Thus, we will modify our Ordet 1.0 allow 
Southern Bell to use its $22.2 million surplus. shown in corrected 
Chat 2, Appendix A to this Order, as a offset to the $26.2 !million 
we discontinued on December 31, 1984. Southern Bell has infotined 11s 
that it will not seek to recover the balance between these t w o  
amounts in any proceeding beFore this Commission. We acccpt this 
representation. 

Other Motions 

Florala, Gulf, Indiantown, Northeast Florida, Quirlcy. St.. 
Joseph and Southland filed Motions to Supplement the Record seeking 
to include summaries of the interLATA portion of Lheir tenprxl.ivc 
1984 intrastate cost studies. Upon considerdtion. we deny L ~ D  
motions filed by these seven companies since the data contained in 
the summary sheets has not been reviewed for accuracy and coiiipliancn 
by the pool administrator and, therefore, are sirbjert t o  disvuk+! o r  
revision. 

United filed a Motion to Strike Southern Hell's An:iw<?r 1 .0  its 
Petition for Clarification on two grounds. First, United d i q u ~ : ;  
that Commission rules do not provide for the filinq o f  .in answec 1.1, 

a petition for clarification and, therefore, Southern RoI  1 ' s  an:iwc?t 
should be stricken. We note that our rules do nc,t pqovid~? rot  
petitions for clarification. but it is our practice to accept. Lhem 
and treat them as motions for reconsideration. Out  r u l e s  do provicic 
for responses to motions. Thus, we will treat United's Prl~itirin I I I I  
Clarification as a Motion for Reconsideration. Soiit.hcrii H e l l ' s  
Answer as a Response and deny United's Motion t r ,  Strike o r b  ILhis 
point. 

Second, United argues that. Southern B e l l ' s  answer is, i n  
substance, an untimely petitiori for reconsiderat-ion and.  shc>ti I<l,  
therefore, be stricken. Upon consideration, wc Find that. 1 ~ 1 r I . i o n s  
of Southern Bell's answer appear to us tr, be a rt!qt#cst f < ) r  
reconsideration of the use oE the subsidy pool as il tnt.ctn.+r~ism 1.0 
return United's earnings t o  the pre-bill and keep l e v a l .  Thus, 
those sentences in numbered paragraph 3 O F  Southern B e l l ' s  an:;wer. 
wherein Southern R e l l  arques aqairist the subsidy pirol a s  n Ist:cheinisui 
L G ,  u s e  to return United's carninqs t o  iLs pie-bill a n d  kccp l c v # t I ,  
,are htiieby stricken. 

Southeiii Bell filed a tcquesL Cot e x L ~ : n s 1 ~ 1 1  or t i n e  t.0 J u l y  
9, 1 9 8 5 .  to file its responses  to numerous patties' ~otions t o r  
Ueconsidcration because o t  the. numbcr 0 1  n l i ~ l ~ i o n s  I i l c d  dnd Iht. 

5% 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Access Charges Intrastate Access ) DOCKET NO. 820537-TP 
Charges €or  Toll Use of Local Exchange ) ORDER NO. 1 9 6 9 2  
Services Ltd. ) ISSUED: 7-19-88 

The following Commissioners participated in the 
disposition of  this matter: 

KATIE NICHOLS, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 

ORDER ELI-M-INATING INTERLATA ACCESS SUBSID&,bm MGR-REG. 
QR_-@JLF TELEPHONE COMPANY -.. KAUAHASSEE. FL 

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 substantially a€Eected Eiles a petition €or formal 
proceeding pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative 
Code. 

This docket was initiated to investigate the 1986 earnings 
of  Gulf Telephone Company (Gulf). Based on the Commission's 
and the Office of Public Counsel's (Public Counsel's) 
investigation it  appeared that Gulf w a s  earning in excess of 
its last authorized return on equity. At the March 29, 1988 
Agenda Conference, we approved a stipulation between Public 
Counsel and Gulf which resolved the overearnings issues. The 
stipulation calls for Gulf to reduce certain rates and to make 
refunds o €  its overearnings. In approving that stipulation, we 
noted that, at the Same time Gulf was overearning, the Company 
was also receiving a subsidy from the ,interLATA access subsidy 
pool. In effect, the customer's ,of other local exchange 
companies were contributing t o  Gulf's overearnings and, hence, 
funding a portion of the refunds to Gulf's customers. 

The interLATA access charge subsidy pool was established 
in July, 1985, a s  part of o u r  implementation of a bill-and-keep 
s..'5tem for interLATA access charges. The subsidy mechanism was 
designed to maintain revenue neutrality f o r  each LEC 
experiencing a 1 0 5 5  f r o m  a c c e s s  bill-and-keep. Each LEC w a s  
kept i n  the same relative earnings position before and after 
implementation o f  bill-dnd-keep for access charges. Having 
j u s t  embarked o n  the unknown regulatory trail o €  bill-and-keep, 
we created the subsidy mechanism a s  a cushion against the theri 
unknown effects u t  our access charge decisions. 

In light o f  Gull's 1986 earnings l e v e l  i t  appears that 
G u l f  is f i n a n c i a l l y  liedlthy indeed. Therefore, we find i:: 
inappropriate t h a t  G u l t  should receive a n  interLATA access 
charge subsidy in light of its current earnings posture. It is 
clear that Gulf no lonqer needs the current access subsidy t o  
Support its current earnings. Accordingly, effective August 1. 
1988. Gulf shall n a  loiiger receive a subsidy t i o m  the interLATA 
J C C ~ S S  charge subsidy pool. All sub;idy payments received by  
r : i i l t  t o r  the p e r i o d  January 1. 1 9 8 8  throuqh . J u l y  31, 1 9 8 8 ,  
s h a l l  be treJted a.? p ~ ~ t .  of (;ulf's 19RB earnings. 
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In accordance with our decision to eliminate Gulf’s access 
charge subsidy, we also find it appropriate to revise the 
access bill-and-keep subsidy amounts. Attached to this order 
as Appendix I are the revised subsidy amounts which shall 
govern the access bill-and-keep subsidy mechanism. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
existing interLATA access charge bill-and-keep subsidy received 
by Gulf Telephone Company shall be.eliminated as set forth in 
the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the interLATA access charge subsidy mechanism 
is revised as set forth in the body of this Order and as shown 
in Appendix I of this Order. 

By ORDER O F  the Florida Public Service Commission 
this 19th day of JULY I 1988 

( S E A L )  

TH 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR _JUII_CIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 
Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes (1985). as amended by 
Chapter 87-345, Section 6 ,  Laws of Florida (1987). to notify 
parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review O E  
Commission orders that is available under Sections 1 2 0 . 5 7  o r  
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 a n  administrative hearing o r  judicial review 
will be granted o c  result in the relief s o u g h t .  

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and 
will not become etfective o r  final, except a s  provided by Rule 
25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person i i hose  
substantial interests are affected by the action proposed by 
lihis order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as 
provided by R u l e  25-22.029(4), Florida Administrative Code. in 
the form provided by Rule 25-22.036(7)(a) and (E), Florida 
Administrative Code. This petition must be received by the 
Director, Division of  Records and Reporting at h i s  o f l i c e  d t  

101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee. FL?rida 32399-0870, by the 
close of business on August 9, 1988. In the absence of such .? 

petition, this order shall become efEective August i o .  1988 a s  
provided by Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code. and 
a s  retlected in a subsequent order. 
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Any objection o r  protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of  this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the Coreqoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and ef€ective on August 10. 
1 9 8 8 ,  any party adversely affected may request judicial review 
by the Florida Supreme Court in the case o €  an electric, qas ~r 
telephone utility o r  by the First District Court . o f  Appeal in 
the case of a water o r  sewer utility by filing a not.ice of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with 
the appropriate court. This filing must be completed within 
thirty (30) days of the effective date of this order. pursuant 
to Rule 9 . 1 1 0 ,  Florida Rules of  Appe!late Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form speciEied in Rule 
9 . 9 o o ( a ) ,  Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

62 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Intrastate access charges ) DOCKET NO. 820537-TP 
) ORDER NO: 21954 
) I s m :  53-27-89 

The following Commissioners participated in the 
disposition of this matter: 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 
BETTY EASLEY 

GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 

ORDER ELIMINATING INTERLATA 
ACCESS SUBSIDY FOR INDIANTOWN 

A N n  ' .&. " 
MODIFYING INTERLATA ACCESS SUBSIDY MECHANISM 

AND 

INTERLATA BILL AND KEEP SURPLUSES 
MODIFYING DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN 

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 substantially affected files a petition for formal 
proceeding pursuant to Rule 25-22 .029 ,  Florida Administrative 
Code. 

I. Removal of Indiantown's InterLATA Access Subsidy 

Pursuant to Order No. 1 4 4 5 2 .  the inter LATA access charge 
subsidy mechanism was established i n  July, 1988. as part of o u r  
implementation of a bill and keep system for interLATA access 
charges. The subsidy mechanism was designed t o  maintain 
revenue neutrality for each LEC experiencing a loss from 
access bill and keep. Each LEC was kept in the same relative 
earnings position be€ore and after implementation of bill and 
keep for access charges. Having just embarked o n  the unknown 
regulatory trail of  bill a n d  keep, we created the interLATA 
subsidy mechanism as a cushion against the then unknown effects 
of our access charge decisions. 



h 

ORDER NO. 21954 
DOCKET NO. 820537-TL 
Page 2 

An audit of Indiantown's 1988 surveillance report has 
recently been completed and indicates that the company has 
approximatsly $500,000 in earnings above its authorized cap of 
14.5% ROE. Indiantown's 1989 interLATA subsidy is $115,000 
annually. Its intraLATA subsidy is $232,000. Eliminating both 
subsidies would leave Indiantown with excess earnings of 
approximately $153,000 annually. We are not aware of any known 
changes that will have a negative impact on Indiantown's 
earnings and tend to reduce its excess earnings situation. It 
also appears that the Company's overearnings will continue. 

By Order No. 21474 issued June 28, 1989, in Docket No. 
890179-TL, we accepted a proposal from Indiantown to cap its 
1988 and 1989 earnings at a level that will produce a 14.5% 
return on equity (ROE). The earnings cap will protect 
Indiantown's ratepayers until a final resolution can be reached 
on the remaining prospective overearnings. 

In light of Indiantown's current and anticipated earnings 
situation, we find it inappropriate that Indiantown should 
continue to receive an interLATA access charge subsidy. 
Accordingly, effective September 1, 1989, Indiantown shall no 
longer receive a subsidy from the interLATA access subsidy 
mechanism. All access subsidy payments received by Indiantown 
f o r  the period January 1, 1989, through August 31, 1989, shall 
be treated as part of Indiantown's 1989 earnings. 

Our decision to eliminate Indiantown's access subsidy is 
consistent with our  previous decision to eliminate Gulf 
Telephone Company's interLATA access subsidy. In that case we 
eliminated Gulf's subsidy after we had determined that GulE was 
overearning. See Order No. 21678. We recognized from the 
beginning of the inter- and intraLATA subsidy mechanisms that 
it would not be logical to provide a subsidy t o  a LEC that is 
in an overearnings position. As was the case with Gulf, 
Indiantown no longer appears to need an interLATA access 
subsidy. 

11. Modification of InterLATA Subsidy Mechanism 

As discussed above, the interLATA subsidy mechanism was 
established as a transition mechanism to keep LECs whole in 
going from a pooling to access bill and keep. Under the 
mechanics of the subsidy mechanism, the amounts of the subsidy 
receipts and contributions do not change unless changed by the 
Commission. 
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Our decision above eliminating Indiantown's access subsidy 
has reduced the total amount of subsidy requirements by 
$115,000 annually. In addition, we have reviewed the current 
status of the subsidy mechanism. Florala, Gulf, Quincy, 
Southland, United and Vista each make net contributions to the 
access subsidy of $3,000, $0, $16,000, $2,000, $100,000 and 
$18,000, respectively. The combined net contribution is 
$139,000 annually. Eliminating Indiantown and these six LECs 
from participation in the subsidy mechanism and redistributing 
the remaining required contributions would result in Centel, 
GTEFL and Southern Bell contributing $2,000, $6,000 and $16,000 
more into the subsidy fund. These are relatively small amounts 
and these companies have indicated a willingness to assume the 
additional contributions in order to place Florala, Gulf, 
Quincy, Southland, United and Vista on a pure bill and keep 
basis. Accordingly, effective September 1, 1989, we find it 
appropriate that Florala, Gulf, Quincy, Southland, United and 
Vista be relieved from any further participation in the access 
subsidy mechanism. 

We note that twelve of the LEC's currently participating 
in the interLATA access subsidy mechanism :have indicated 
agreement to our proposal to narrow the number of 
participants. Southland is the only LEC which did not agree. 
We also note that our decision here is consistent with o u r  
recent decision to eliminate certain LECs from the intraLATA 
LEC toll subsidy mechanism. See Order No. 21579. As a result 
of our actions here, Florala, Gulf, Indiantown, Quincy, United 
and Vista will be on a pure bill and keep basis for both 
interLATA access and intraLATA LEC toll. This is an important 
Step in our goal of bill and keep for the LECs. 

In accordance with o u r  decision to eliminate Florala, 
Gulf, Quincy, Southland, United' and Vista from the interLATA 
access bill and keep subsidy mechanism, we find it appropriate 
to revise the access subsidy participant list as well as the 
subsidy amounts. Attached to this Order as Appendix I are the 
revisions to the interLATA access subsidy mechanism that 
reflect o u r  actions above. 

111. Modification of Disposition of InterLATA 
Bill and Keep Surpluses 

By Order NO. 14452 we required Companies experiencing a 
surplus from the implementation of access bill and keep to book 
the amount of the surplus to additional intrastate depreciation 
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expense. In light of our modification of the subsidy mechanism 
above, we also find it appropriate to make certain adjustments 
with respect to the disposition of interLATA bill and keep 
surpluses. 

By Order No. 20534 in Docket No. 881478-TL, Florala was 
allowed to use its surplus from access bill and keep as an 
offset to the increased revenue requirement from upgrading 
customers from four-party to one-party service. Having 
relieved Florala of its $3,000 net contribution obligation as 
discussed above, Florala's surplus increases from $57,000 to 
$60,000 annually. The reduction in revenues and the increase 
in revenue requirements stemming from the elimination of 
mileage charges and the service upgrades exceeds the the 
$60,000 surplus. Accordingly, we find it appropriate to allow 
Florala to retain this amount to offset the revenue 
requirements outlined in Order No. 20534 and to release the 
Company from further requirements of Order No. 14452 governing 
disposition of its interLATA access surplus. 

Vista experienced a surplus from access bill and keep of 
$54,000. This surplus stem entirely from the directory 
assistance revenues and the increases to coinphone rates to 
twenty-five cents. Vista also experienced a loss from 
intraLATA bill and keep of $ 5 7 , 0 0 0 .  Since Vista's l o s s  from 
intraLATA bill and keep exceeds its interLATA access surplus, 
effective September 1, 1989, we find it appropriate that Vista 
retain its interLATA surplus as an offset to it intraLATA loss 
and t o  release the Company from further requirements of Order 
No. 14452 governing disposition of its interLATA access 
surplus. 

Quincy is currently recording depreciation expense and 
placing a credit on its customers bills to offset its 
winnings. Our action removing Quincy from further 
participation in the interLATA access subsidy mechanism will 
increase its surplus by $16,000 to $407,000 annually. We Eind 
it appropriate to require Quincy to continue to credit 
lcustomers'bills pursuant to Order No. 21043. Ef €ec tive 
September 1, 1989, the $16,000 increase in Quincy's surplus 
shall be recorded as additional depreciation until otherwise 
ordered by this Commission. 

Southland was allowed to use its 1985 surplus to finance 
the separation of its accounting records between Alabama and 
Florida., The Company's 1986, 1987 and 1988 winnings o€€set 
increased depreciation expense in its last depreciation 
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represcription. Base on the Company's last depreciation 
study, the Company currently has depreciation reserve deficits 
which should be recovered. We find it appropriate that 
Southland shall continue to record $95,000 annually in 
intrastate depreciation expense for its bill and keep surplus 
until otherwise ordered by this Commission. 

Gulf and United each experienced a loss in going to an 
access charge bill and keep environment and therefore, have no 
obligations to record additional depreciation in accordance 
with Order NO. 14452. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
existing interLATA access bill and keep subsidy received by 
Indiantown Telephone System shall be eliminated as set forth in 
the body of this Order. In is further 

ORDERED that Florala, Gulf, Southland, Quincy, United and 
Vista be relieved from any further participation in the 
interLATA access subsidy mechanism as set forth in the body of 
this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the interLATA access charge subsidy mechanism 
is revised as set forth in the body of this Order and as shown 
in Appendix I of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Florala and Vista are released from any 
further requirements of Order No. 14452 regarding disposition 
of the interLATA bill and keep surpluses as set forth in the 
body of this Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, 
this 27th day Of SEPTEMBER 1989 

Division o f  Records and Reporting 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 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 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 effective or final, except a s  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 proceeding, a s  
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 32399-0870, by the 
close of business on : October 18 , 1989 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective o n  the day subsequent to the above date as provided 
by Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code, and as 
reflected in a subsequent order. 

Any objection or protest filed in thi. docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective o n  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 o r  by the First District 
Court of Appeal in the case of a water or sewer utility by 
filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal 
and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing 
must be completed within thirty (30) days of the effective date 
Of this order, pursuant to R u l e  9.110, Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. The notice of  appeal must be in the form 
specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 



ORDERNO. 21954 
WCKGT NO. 820537-TP 
Page 7 

ALLTEL 

CENTEL 

GTE 

NORTHEAS1 

APPENDIX I 

INTERLATA TOLL B I L L  AN0 KEEP 

SEPTEMBER 1, 1989 
CALCULATION OF SUBSIOY PAYMENTS ** 

($000) 

(2,110) 265 

4,435 3,398 

(1,271) 18,136 

42 

151 

0 (1,846) 

0 7,833 

0 16,865 

0 

0 (1,523) 

53 

2% 

940 

3 

17 

7,537 

15,925 

TOTAL 

* CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN BELL SURPLUSES HAVE BEEN DISPOSED OF THROUGH PREVIOUS 
RATE REDUCTIONS 

** EXCLUDING FLORALA , GULF , INDIANTOWN , QUINCY , SOUTHLANO , UNITED , AND 
VISTA- UNl TED 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

R-94% 

In Re: Inveetigation into 1 DOCKET NO. 950261-TL 
interLATA bill and keep subsidy ) 
of ALLTEL Florida, Inc. ) 

) 
In Re: Comprehensive review of ) DOCKET NO. 920260-TL 

rate stabilization plan of ) ISSUED: April 13, 1995 
Southern Bell Telephone and 

the revenue requirements and ) ORDER NO. PSC-95-0486-FOF-TL 

) 
Telegraph Company. ) 

) 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
t h i s  matter: 

J. TERRY DEMON 
JOE GARCIA 

JULIA L. JOHNSON 
DIANE X. KIESLING 

NOTJrE OF PROP OSED A GENCY ACTION 
ORDER -TIN a ALLTELJS INT ERLATA ACCESS SUB SIDy 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed in Section I1 of this Order is 
preliminary in nature and will become final unless a person whoee 
interests are substantially affected files a petition for a formal 
proceeding, pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative 
Code. 

I. BACKGROUND 

By Order No. 14452, the Commission established the interLATA 
access charge bill and keep subsidy pool. The subsidy pool was 
established as a temporary mechanism to ease the transition from a 
pooling environment to a bill and keep environment. Originally, 
all 13 LECs participated in this pool. By Order No. 21678, G u l f  
Telephone Company's subsidy was eliminated, effective July 1, 1989. 
By Order No. 21954, Indiantovn Telephone Company's subsidy was 
eliminated and Florala Telephone Company, Gulf Telephone Company, 
Indiantown, Quincy Telephone Company, Southland Telephone Company, 
United Telephone Company of Florida, and Vieta-United 
Telecommunications were removed from the subsidy pool, effective 
September 1, 1989. By Order No. 22421, St. Joseph Telephone and 
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Telegraph Company's eubeidy was reduced and Central 
Telephone Company of Florida was removed from the pool, effective 
January 1, 1990. By Order No. PSC-92-0337-AS-TL, Northeast Florida 
Telephone Company, Inc.'s subsidy was reduced to $23,000, effective 
July 1, 1992. By Order No. PSC-93-0228-FOF-TL, Northeaet was 
removed from the interLATA subsidy pool, effective January 1, 1993. 
By Order No. PSC-93-0562-FOF-TL, ALLTEL's subsidy was reduced by 
$690,000 and GTE Florida Incorporated was removed from the pool,  
effective April 1, 1993. By Order No. PSC-94-1176-FOF-TL, ALLTEL's 
subsidy was further reduced by $140,000, effective October 1, 1993. 
By Order No. PSC-94-0383-FOF-TL, ALLTEL's eubeidy was reduced by 
$443,000, effective January 1, 1995. The current statue of the 
interLATA subsidy pool is shown in Appendix A attached to this 
Order. 

The subsidy receipts and payments do not change each year 
except by specific action of the Commission. We have reduced 
subsidies and removed LECe from the interLATA subsidy pool when it 
appeared that the LEC no longer needed the subsidy. Each such 
action has always been on a case by case basis and has occurred 
when a LEC's earnings would support a reduction in the subsidy. 

By Order No. PSC-94-0383-FOF-TL, issued in Docket No. 940196- 
TL, we approved a proposal by ALLTEL which, W alia, reduced 
ALLTEL's authorized return on equity (ROE), capped 1994 earnings, 
reduced ALLTEL's interLATA subsidy receipts by $443,000 annually, 
effective January 1, 1995, and required that ALLTEL'e 
remaining $100,000 of subsidy be reduced or eliminated, effective 
July 1, 1995, to the extent that the company earned in excess of 
12.5% ROE for 1994. 

11. m L ' S  1994 EARNIN(IS 

As discussed above, W T E L ' s  ROE was reduced to 12.59 and its 
1994 earning8 were capped at that level. The issue now before us 
is whether mLTEL's  achieved earnings are sufficient to warrant a 
further reduction to the Company's interLATA access charge subsidy 
pursuant to Order No. PSC-94-0383-FOF-TL. Based on ALLTEL's most 
recent earning8 aurveillance report, the Company's 1994 earnings 
are approximately $450,000 in excess of 12.5% ROE. Accordingly, we 
find that ALLTEL'e 1994 earnings in excess of its cap are 
sufficient to warrant a reduction to the Company's current 
interLATA accese subsidy of $100,000. 

7 3  
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111. ELI MINATION OF ALLTEL'S INTERLATA ACCESS BILL AND KEEP SUBSIDY 

As discussed above in Section 11, ALLTEL's 1994 earnings are 
substantially in excess of the Company's remaining $100,000 access 
subsidy. Accordingly, consistent with Order No. PSC-94-0383-FOF- 
TL, ALLTEL's remaining interLATA subsidy receipts shall be 
eliminated effective July 1, 1995. This will remove ALLTEL from 
the interLATA access subsidy pool. Concomitant with the reduction, 
the interLATA subsidy pool receipts and payments shall also be 
modified, effective July 1, 1995. The new interLATA subsidy pool 
payments and receipts reflected on Appendix B attached to this 
Order shall be effective July 1, 1995. 

IV. DISPOSITION OF SOUTHERN B U ' S  REVENUE RE SULTING 
FROM A RED UCED SUB SIDY PA!fMEm 

As discussed above, we have eliminated ALLTEL's remaining 
$100,000 interLATA access subsidy. A reduction in subsidy receipts 
results in a commensurate decrease in subsidy payments by Southern 
Bell. As a result Southern Bell's earnings will increase by 
$100,000. In the past, when a company's payments into the subsidy 
pool have decreased, we have disposed of the money by applying it 
to some specific purpoee. However. we are not now prepared to make 
a determination of the final disposition of the revenues resulting 
from the reduction in subsidy payments by Southern Bell. 
Therefore, we find it appropriate that Southern Bell's revenues 
related to the reduction in subsidy payments be held subject to 
later disposition in Docket No. 920260-TL. 

Based on the foregoing, it is therefore 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that, 
pursuant to ALLTEL Florida Inc.'e surveillance report, ALLTEL has 
earned more than $100,000 in excess of 12.5% return on equity for 
1994, as s e t  forth in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that ALLTEL's interLATA bill and keep subsidy shall be 
eliminated effective July 1, 1995, a0 set forth in the body of thie 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that ALLTEL shall be removed from the subsidy pool, 
effective July 1, 1995. It is further 

ORDERED that the interLATA subsidy pool receipts and paymente 
reflected on Appendix B to this order are approved, effective 
July 1, 1995, as set forth in the body of this Order. It is 
further 

R-94% 
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ORDERED that Southern Bell I s  revenues related to the reduction 
of interLATA access subsidy payments shall be held subject to later 
disposition in Docket No. 920260-TL a0 set forth in the body of 
t h i s  Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Docket No. 920260-TL ehall remain open. It is 
further 

ORDERED that, if no person whose substantial interests are 
affected by the action proposed in Section I1 of this Order files 
a timely protest in accordance with the requirements set forth 
below in the Notice of Further Proceedings or Judicial Review, 
Docket No. 950261-TL shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, thie 13th 
day of w, 1995. 

BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

by:js/ Kav Flvnn 
Chief, Bureau of Records 

This is a facsimile copy. A signed 
copy of the order may be obtained by 
calling 1-904-488-8371. 

( S E A L )  

TWH 

q I S OR IC V 

The Florida Public Service Comiseion is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of commieeion 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 
ehould not be construed to mean a l l  requeste for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

As identified in the body of this order, the Commiesion's 
action in Section 11 of the Order is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 2 5 -  
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22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person whoee substantial 
interests 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 1 ,  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 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399- 
0870, by the close of business on Mav 4 .  1995. In the absence of 
such a petition, this order shall become effective on the date 
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 the action proposed in Section I1 of 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, gae 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) days of the effective 
date of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rulea of 
Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form 
specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action 

reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for 
reconsideration with the Director, Division of Records and 
Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of this order in 
the form preecribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; 
or (2 )  judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of 
an electric, gas or telephone utility or 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) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant 
to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of 
appeal nolet be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

in Sectione 111 and IV of this Order may request: (1) 
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APPENDIX A 

I-TA TOLL BILL AND KEEP 
CALCULATION OF SUBSIDY PAYMfiM'S 

January 1, 1995 
( $ 0 0 0 )  

1 23 4 5 6 
REVENUB 

BFFECT OF 
INTERLATA PREVIOUB TOTAL 
BILL/KEEP DA k COIN WMM IMPACT SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 

CCMPANY - REVENUE ACTION (1+2+3) CUNTRIB RECEIPT 

ALLTEL (2,110) 265 1,745 * (100) (100) 

ST. JOSEPH 

SO.  BELL 

TOTAL 

(1,674) 

12,456 

15 1 

19,949 

300 ** (1.2233 (1,223) 

(27,4811 4,924 1 . 3 2 3  

* ALLTEL INCLUDES $472,000 BEDUCTION APPROVED I N  WCKET NO. 9 1 1 1 0 8 - T L ,  $ 8 3 0 , 0 0 0  
REDUCTION APPROVED I N  DOCKET NO. 920193-TL, AND $443,000 REDUCTION APPROVED I N  
DOCKET NO. 940196-TL. 

** S T .  JOSEPH INCLUDES $300,000 REDUCTION APPROVED I N  DOCKET NO. 891238-TL. 
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APPENDIX B 

IWI'ERLATA TOIL BILL AND KEEP 
CALC[ILATION OF SUBSIDY P-S 

July 1, 1995 
( $ 0 0 0 )  

1 2 34L 6 
REEVENUB 

EFFECT OF 
INTERLATA PREVIOUB TOTAL 
BILL/KEEP DA & COIN mm IMPACT SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 

CCMPRNY rMPAcT RBmm ACTION ( l + 2 + 3 )  CONTRIB RECEIPT 

S T .  JOSEPH ( 1 , 6 7 4 )  151 3 0 0  = ( 1 , 2 2 3 )  (1,223) 

S O .  BELL 12,456 1 9 , 9 4 9  (27,481) 4 . 9 a 4  1 . 2 2 3  

TOTAL $ 1 . 2 2 3 .  1S1.2233 

* 3T. JOSEPH INCLUDES $ 3 0 0 , 0 0 0  REDUCTION APPROVED I N  DOCKFP NO. 8 9 1 2 3 8 - T L .  

7 8 
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In re: ItmsnemLtloti IUTO sr. J~SEPII. ) wcrer NO. ~ V I Z ~ - T L  

i fS5"": 11-11-89 
AUTHORXZEO n m u n  on E a u m  hUD MRHIW NO- 112a6 TEUPHONE AND TEtEmPH CDBiPkNY.6 

The following Comlmlaners Pertielpatad in the 
disporltion of thll matterr 

WICHAEL HcK. WILSON. Cbalrmin 
.rm*v16 n, llsxnn 
Eefic WLE!! 

J0WLI.T. UERNWN 

uvstce OF mwosB D A m  CY hfll  ON 

BY THE CO&NIBSJON: 

NOLICE i s  hareby given by the Florida Publk *Serv ice  - . 
CMnlsslon that the retion diamssed heraln Is prellninnry i n  
n8ture end will become Ciaar unless a pcraon whore iatereata 
are aubatantirl1y nfcectcd fllea a petltlon for formal 
proceeding pucauant to Rule 2$-2z.a2q, Florida AdmlnIstrrtivo 
COdQ. 

BACRGROIII1D . -  .. .,. . .. . .  
Ole intormad ht . .  Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Ceapany 

(St.  J o e ) .  by letter dated September 5, 1989, that tho Company's 
l a s t  authorized return on equlty (ROE) of a 15% nldpoint w i t h  a 
ranga from a low of 14% to e hlgh of 16% I s  subatrntially I n  
cxcevs of current indIcrtl0ns oC a rehronable repuircd ROE 
tilllnq i a  the low t o  mfd 12\  range. On Sovembec e, 1989, the 
Company C6%~pondeQ t a  our concern raperding lts authorized ROE 
w i t h  U p l o p O P Y l  CO reduce it8 autharizad ROE to 8 LZ.$% 
midpoint with a range ftom low of 11.9% to a high of 13.9% 
for 011 future purpo6es 1ncludLnq applleatlon O C  our t a r  r u l e .  
€or lntsrim purpoaer and tor ealculatian of Ita interest during 
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con6tcuCtion ( I N )  rate. St. Jw proposed. In additlan, ,that 
ue ercuie i t  croe amy tax savtsgr docket$ LnlIbtad Lot 1990 
rslated to the 1.1 Reform AQt a€  1986. 

7he Company'. procased ROE 1s wtthln a h a l f  a percentage 
point o t  our estimate a€ I currently relaonable and appropCilt6 
ROb tor this Company. T h h  ClndInq l a  baled on the most recent 
quarterly report on equlty cost rates.  Because we flnd that 
acceptance of thI8 proposal uould mrke a forms1 hearlng 
unoecsaarcy 4nd would, thar+Loca. mawe considerabla expense. w e  
flnd it apprapriata to accept st. J m ' s  prapasal ot a new 
euthorized Raf. 

sau inqs  dnoKetx irikieted for 1090 rnlrted t o  the TJY Reform 
A c t  of 1 9 a 6 ~  H(L noth that Sk, ~ o a ' r  estlnated t d r  savings 1s 
$199,000 annually IIDm tba rsdwtion in tax late1 from 46% to 
34%. St. Joe reduaed Its acceaa chatqea by $198,000 annually 
and is now prppaaLnq to reduce i t 6  aubidy by $400.000 
annually. sine0 NU believe that S t .  Joe'. t 3 x  aavlnyr h w  
been d l s p w e d  v t  thtough permanent tat. reductions, ve also 
find It ipproprlate to excuse BP. Joe 1rom any tax  4rvings 
doclcets related t o  the T8x Reforn Act O f  1986. 

Regarding st. aoe's propoaal to be excused from any tax .  

nassd on 6t .  Joe's  latest auruelklance report  tor the 
tvelvb wntha ended aune 3 0 .  1969. ths Com~any.5 acbieved ROE 
is 14.141.  This Is j n  ezcuns of the Conpany'r propoaed ccl1Inq 
an4 cop at 13.4% 00% hlso, In ravlswlnq the C O W P n y ' B  
earnings. Y& have Uxeluded non-recurrinq depreclation erpense 
o f  2210.954 Lntraltato, whlcn increaser the Company's achlevmd 
ROE to LS5.87\ on a gotng forward brrla. Thmre~oce. ue lind I t  
appropriate to teduea th. Conpany'4 achlaved earnlnps t o  below 
I t u  or0 sed .mrxlatu. iuthorired Bot. S t .  Jos has uropoaed to 
Xeduca f& KoVhUeS 'by g400.060 annunIIy throu9b a reductlEn in 
i t n  interLATA aubaidy of $x~a.ooo llld A reductton In its 
1ntraUTA eubsldr of ~ ~ 0 0 , 0 0 0 .  There redW.?tions rill reduce 
the Company'r POL by 1.96k. BBnuQ on tho Cqnpaay's current and 
expscted armingo lrvml. YO be lhve  that th i s  proposal w l l l  
brlnp the c0mpany.u achieved earalnga UIthln i ts  nWlY 
authorlaod ROE rsnw t o  11.91t. Thorelore, uo hereby accept 
t h 0  CDmtmr'8 Qrapomsl to rmduca I t s  Ievanues- 

- 
1 
ti 

.' 
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we take specillc octLon to alter the subnidy amounts. ?he 
intr8LATA subsidy fund I 3  currently belng phaaod down each year 
It tha t a t 0  O C  $.25 par access line per month. Aeceptlnq st. 
Jae'r proposal is conaixtent uith our prlor actlons reqrrllinp 
Cult TaleQhOne COmpilny and lndienrown Telephone Company, when 
ue reduced their subsidles bacauze those Conpanlea were 
Ovmrearoing. Pot both those Conpanlea. we Cirxt approved the 
climlnrtiaa ef  mne and mileags chnrqet and then rwduced their 
rubaldies. St. Joe hac na zone cf mileaqe Charg~8. Therefore. 
WE believe It is  approprlate to reduce tho encear erminqs of 
St. Jon through a teduction in i t a  subsidles. 

;I 

.[: 

.:.I :* 
The Conpony has a l s o  proposed thet any excesa eacnlnqi i n  0: 

1990  not corrected by them subsidy reductlonr, be corrected by .(: the carwan lncrerrinq 1ta depreciation exprnse. We decllna to 
epprove this proposal. If further actlon 1s neceuaary.-ue ul l l  
addreaa such ercras eaminqs I €  and when established. 

Joe for operator-osalated local  ea l la .  We 01110 ordered that .  

$11.400 annually, a5 an effset to the IntraLATA subsidy pool. 
St. Jor's proposal to reduce I t 6  LntEawLTA aubsldy t!&eelpts by 
L100.000 in I lau of  reduninq L t  by the armunt OF operator 
asalstwJ local call revenue la  reasonable consldaring that the 
tl00,ODO appears to be sipntflcantlT In excess o€ the leu 
royonue. Theretore, wa accept St. Joe'a proposal: 

Ha Eurther ictlon t s  necesrrly in this dDckot. Therdore, 
this docket fihall be closed at the explratian at  the protaat 
psrlod I f  no timely protusk is Eiled. 

In Docket No. 890383-TL we aQpIOVOd a new charge for  bt. - 
6 t .  Joe ShoUld USC the additlono1 revenues. estimated at 

Bared on t h e  fareqclnq, it i n .  thrreEore, 

Or(DgRKD by thR Florlds Publlc SarVlCO Conmiaaion UIat S t .  
Joseph Telsphorrs and Telegraph Campany's proposal to reduce its 
autkorlred return on equity to a 12.9% aldpalnt wlth a ranqe 
fron low or 11.0% to a hlgh of 13.9% 1s hereby 4cc6ptcd DS 
set forth in tha body O L  this Order. 

ORDBRPD that st. Joseph Telephone and telegraph Company i s  
heisby S*ared from any Kurthsr tar raving. dockets related to 
tha ras Retora Act or 1986. It I r  €urtber 

ORDEPED that the PrOVlSbna Of thla Order. Isaued 4s 
propored agencq aeelon. rhall becoam f i n a l  unless rn 

, 

It 1a.rurther 
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appropriate patltlon In tne form provided by ~ v 1 e  7 5 - 1 1 . 0 3 6 .  
Plo~Ida hdnlnlatritlve Code. is recalved by the D i r e c t o r .  
Dlvlalon OC Records and Reportlng. at h l a  oft ics  a t  101 East 
Galaen S t r e e t .  telIahas3ea. Florida 32399-0170, br the close of 
business on the data Indicated in t h s  Notkse  of Further 
Proceedinos or JudIc la1  R w i w  belou. I t  Is Curthot 

ORDERKD .th.t. In the swank nb protest I$ timaly rnceiued. 

BY ORDWL of the Flor ida  P U ~ I I C  borvlce Conunisnioo, 

thls docket shall bo olosed. ' 

t h i s  11th 
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GIF BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISBION 
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In Re: Modified Minimum Filing I DOCKET NO. 910731-TL 
Requirements report of NOHTHEAST ) 
FLORIDA TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC. 1 

) 
In Re: Comprehensive review of ) DOCKET NO. 920260-TL 

rate stabilization plan of ) ISSUED: March 29, 1995 

3d.L 
the revenue requirements and ) ORDER NO. PSC-95-0426-FOF-TL 

SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND ) 
TELEGRAPH COMPANY. ) 

The following Cornmiasionera participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

SUSAN F. CLARK, Chairman 
J. TERRY DELSON 

JOE U?iRCIA 
JULIA L. JOHNSON 
DIANE IC. KIESLIN5 

PJoTICE OF PROP0 SED AGENCY A CTION 
0 QF OVER- 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY UIVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commiseion that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and will become final unless a person whose interests are 
substantially affected €ilea a petition for a formal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Adminietrative code. 

I. BACKGROUND 

Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. (Northeast) filed 
its Modified Minimum Filing Requirements on July 22, 1991. By 
OrderNo. PSC-92-0337-~s-TL, issuedMay 12, 1992, w e  approved, with 
certain modifications, a settlement agreement (the Agreement) 
submitted by Northeast and the O f f i c e  of Public Counsel. The 
Agreement required rate reductions and addreesed earnings until 
Northeast's Bill and Keep Subsidy is eliminated. 

Docket No. 910731-TL has remained open so that we could 
continue to monitor the results of the rate reductions and monitor 
compliance with the provisions of the Agreement which address 
f u t u r e  earnings until Northeast's Sill and Keep S u b i S d p @ a v & B  
eliminated. 

RQ R E G L U . Y P ~ Y . A ~  

AML MluRl1M LEG:& 
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This Order disposes of 1993 earnings baaed on review of 
N0rtheast.e final 1993 Earninge Surveillance Report (ESR) , filed on 
September 14, 1994. The Agreement provides that to the extent 
that, subsequent to January 1, 1993, Northeast earns in excess of 
the 13.20% ceiling established by the Agreement, Northeaet 
will refund such overearnings to the payor of the Bill and 
Keep Subsidy, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a 
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company (Southern Bell), and 
will also eliminate future subsidy receipts by a like amount. 
We also approve Northeast's request to write off the Stromberg- 
Carleon DCO Proceeeor and associated equipment, submitted on 
September 13, 1994. 

11. O V E W I N Q S  

Northeast filed ita preliminary 1993 ESR in March 1994 and the 
final 1993 ESR on September 14, 1994. An audit of Northeaet'e 1993 
earnings was completed by our staff and a report wae issued on 
July 18, 1994. The audit included disclosures concerning 
jurisdictional revenue and interest reconciliation which prompted 
adjustments of the final 1993 ESR. 

The final ESR incorporated the revised cost study filed with 
the National Exchange Carrier Association and the audit findings. 
Baaed on review and modification of the final EBR, Northeaat'a 
earnings above the maximum allowed return on equity of 13.20% for 
1993 are $158,432, which is available for disposition. 

We find that $ 1 6 0 , 9 6 8 ,  consisting of the $ 1 5 8 , 4 3 2  in 
intrastate revenue plus $2,536 in interest accrued through 
December 31, 1993, using the half year convention, be used to write 
off part of the present unrecovered investment of the Stromberg- 
Carlson DCO Processor and associated equipment. The $160,968 will 
be treated as a reduction to rate baee in 1994. 

111. SWITCH RETIREMEhPT AND WRITE-OFF 

Northeast repueste that it be allowed to write-off the 
unrecovered investment in its Siemens-Stromberg-Carlson DCO 
proceasor (DCO) and associated equipment. This investment is 
approximately $ 4 4 8 , 7 0 0 .  The DCO was initially inatallad in 1984 
and the original proceasor was replaced in 1991. The company 
proposes to convert the current proceasor to a Siemenn Vision ONE 
Universal Platform ( V i s i o n  ONE) . Northeast claims thie platform 

P .  3 of 10 
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will provide increased call processing capabilities and multi- 
proceeeor functionality with modular growth. Northeast would be 
able to offer services such as ISDN and have the ability to add 
Advanced Intelligent Network (AINT) and Personal Communications 
Services (PCS) for an additional price. 

We used two methods to determine whether the upgrade is 
appropriate: (1) the overall benefits the upgrade and ( 2 )  the cost 
and market demand when determining if the deployment of 
infrastructure is appropriate. Each method will be discussed in 
turn. 

A. OVERALL BENEFITS OF THE UPGRADE 

This method recognizes the move to a competitive network and 
the desire to develop an advanced infrastructure within the various 
networke, without regard to locale. We realize the ability to 
provide coet/benefit justification for rural areas is difficult for 
some companies since the number of present aubscribera who express 
an interest in these advanced services may be minimal. Forecasting 
new demand created by residences and businesses migrating into the 
area is even more difficult due to Northeast's limited reaourcea. 
For some LECs, the ability to provide advanced services out of 
other central offices equipped with these types of services is a 
possible alternative. However, this alternative is virtually 
impossible for small LECs since they may only have one or two 
central offices in their service territory, as is the case for 
Northeast. and none of thoae may be equipped. 

We think it is appropriate to develop an advanced 
infrastructure that will provide information aye services to 
consumers no matter if the consumer lives in Jacksonville or 
Macclenny. In order to develop thia infrastructure it will be 
necessary in some cases for companies prwiding services to rural 
areas to deploy equipment that may not initially meet the  normal 
economic test, which requires the revenues generated to recwer the 
investment in a reasonable time frame. Howewer, if this economic 
teat ie not met, we believe the infraatructure deployment should be 
a logical progression of the company's network plan. In addition 
to providing consumers in rural areas with the potential to 
purchase advanced esrvicee, deployment of an advanced 
infrastructure may even provide an economic boost by attracting new 
businesses into an area. Therefore, it makes the deployment of 
advanced infrastructure beneficial not only to Northeast, but to 

R-94% 
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the consumers located in these rural areas. We believe this 
upgrade meets the overall benefits test since it introduces 
potential revenue sources that do not currently have a market 
demand and provides an advance infrastructure which could 
potentially provide an economic boost for the area. 

8 .  MARKET DEMAND AND COST SUPPORT 

The second method to determine whether the upgrade is 
beneficial is to require that cost support and market demand 
justify the deployment of advanced infrastructure within these 
rural territories. We believe the determination of prudence is a 
very difficult process due to the capability and upgradability of 
the telecommunicatione equipment of today. Therefore, each 
situation muat be handled on a case-by-case baais. enerally due 
to time and personuel constraints aseociated with depreciation or 
rate case proceedings, we only review in detail the large budget 
items such as switches or outside plant installations for  each 
company, unless a specific concern has been brought to our 
attention. The information reviewed varies depending on the 
circumstances surrounding the company's request. For most 
retirements, we require cost and revenue data for the possible 
alternatives available to the company, plus any other factors that 
may affect the retirement of the specific plant such as problems 
with outages or lack of support by an equipment vendor. This 
approach ensure0 the company has evaluated all the alternatives and 
chosen the best alternative for the company's situation. For the 
other items identified in a depreciation or rate case proceeding, 
we generally evaluate the company's overall projections and 
assumptions for reasonableness in the specific areas being 
reviewed. 

Northeast's current DCO processor is at software Release 17.3 
which provides Custom Calling Features, Advanced Calling Features, 
Equal Accese, 997, Voice Mail, Interchangeable NPA Codes, Four- 
Digit CIC codes, as well as Basic Local/Long Distance Services to 
ita customers. Siemens has stated that it will provide upgrades to 
the current proceesor through Releaee 21 at a c00t of approximately 
$50,000 per Release fo r  the base features. The releases between 
17.3 and 21 would basically provide enhancements to present 
services, but would not include all of the servicee contained in 
the Vision ONE upgrade. 

Northeaet has identified eix features, Repeat Dialing, C a l l  
Return, Priority Ringing, Preferred Call Forwarding, Call Screening 
and Special Call Acceptance, that it believes will experience an 
increase in the market demand by 2 5 %  - 50% with the deployment of 
Release 18. This release will cost approximately $75,000, while 

R-94% 
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generating revenue of $26,400 - $ 5 2 , 8 0 0 .  In addition, Northeast 
estimates approximately 80 percent of the customers that subscribe 
to Caller ID have requested Calling Name Delivery which is provided 
via Release 19 at a cost of approximately $60,000. Using Southern 
Bell's Calling Name Delivery rate, $ 7 . 5 0 ,  we estimate the revenue 
generated per year is in the range of $13,230. Northeaat h s  also 
projected a market demand of 52 business subscribers and one 
residential subscriber of ISDN, which is provided via the Vision 
ONE platform, with estimated revenues of $127,200 per year. This 
estimate was developed by using Southern Bell's ISDN basic business 
rate service with 3 ISDN lines with a slow packet switching 
D channel, approximately $200 per cuatomer. Adding these revenue 
sources together provides a possible annual revenue of between 
$195,000 and $ 2 2 2 , 0 0 0 .  With a coat of $542,000 for the Vision ONE 
upgrade, it appears Northeaat will recover its investment in at 
least 5 years assuming projected demand for these services are 
accurate. 

In addition to generating sufficient revenue to recover the 
investment in a reasonable amount of time, the Vision ONE upgrade 
will eliminate the need to upgrade the current processor for the 
projected demand requiring Releaaes 18 and 19, at a coat of 
approximately $135,000. The Vieian ONE upgrade will provide all of 
the base and optional features contained in Releases 17.3 - 21 in 
addition to ISDN, some enhanced Centrex services and some data and 
dial-up video conferexicing services. Northeaflt will a lso  have the 
ability to offer AIN, PCS, Automatic Call Distribution and a SONET 
transmission standard known as TR-303 at an additional price with 
the Vision ONE upgrade. We believe the revenues that will be 
generated justify the upgrade to the Vision ONE platform but we 
will continue to monitor reaerving judgement about the projected 
demand for ISDN in the rural areae. We intend to monitor the 
development of these services in order to see if Northeast's 
projections are correct. Nevertheless, Northeast has provided 
reasonable assurance that its plan to replace the current processor 
with the Vision ONE upgrade is reasonable. 

A0 stated earlier, we used two methods to determine whether 
this upgrade was justified. We find the upgrade to the Vision ONE 
platform meets both tests and should be approved. The upgrade to 
the Vision ONE platform is a logical progreedon of Northeaat'a 
switching hierarchy, and therefore is a reasonable investment. In 
addition, Northeast provided sufficient cast and market demand that 
would satisfy the aeeond teat, ae discussed above. 

We approve Northeast's request to write off  the unrecovered 
investment aaaociated with its present DCO switch proceeaor and 
related equipment by the end of 1995. The upgrade to Viaion ONE 

67 
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will require the current processor and some switching hardware and 
circuit equipment to be retired. The projected December 31, 1995 
total company investment and associated resene of the assets 
subject to retirement are $676,518 and $233,874, respectivcly. A 
coat of removal is anticipated in the amount of $6,000. The 
company has proposed that the projected unrecwered total company 
investment of $448,704 ($305,119 intrastate) be written off by 
applying 1993 overearninge with the residual amount to be written 
off in 1994. Thia action assumes the present provision for 
depreciation will continue for 1994 and 1995. 

IV. BILL AND KEEP SUBSIDY 

On January 1, 1988, the intraLATA LEC toll bill and keep 
aubsidy pool waa established in Docket No. 850310-TL, with all LECa 
except QTE Florida Incorporated (QTE) and Vista-United 
Telecommunications (Vista-United) participating. GTE and Vieta- 
United, which experienced net losses fromthe implementation of LEC 
toll bill and keep, elected not to receive subsidies and do not 
participate in the pool. Fursuant to Order NO. 21597, ALLTEL 
Florida, Inc., Central Telephone Company of Florida, The Florala 
Telephone Company, Inc., Ou l f  Telephone Company, Quincy Telephone 
Company, and United Telephone Company of Florida were allowed to 
withdraw from the intraLATA subsidy pool. Pursuant to Order No. 
21955, Indiantown Telephone System, Inc. was removed from the 
intraLATA subsidy pool due to it0 excess earnings. St. Joseph 
Telephone and Telegraph Company’s subsidy w a s  reduced and then 
eliminated by Orders N o s .  22418 and 22994, respectively. 

The subsidy pool was established as a temporary mechanism to 
ease the transition from a pooling environment to a pure bill 
and keep environment. The subsidy amounts were phased down a11 
January 1st of 1989, 1990 and 1991. Through that phase down 
mechanism, many of the LECs were able to transition out of the 
intraIATA bill and keep subsidy pool. Since January 1, 1991, the 
subsidy receipts and payments have not changed and will not change 
except by specific action of this Commission. 

We find that Northeast‘a intraLATA subsidy receipts should be 
reduced by $158.000 on July 1. 1995 in accordance with the 
Agreement. The intraLATA subsidy pool receipts and payments shown 
on Attachment A to this Order are approved, effective July 1, 1995. 
This action will reduce Southern Bell‘s payment into the intraLATA 
subsidypool. Southern Bell‘s reduction in payments shall be added 
to the set aside amount to be disposed of in D o c k e t  No. 920260-TL. 
We will continue to monitor Northeaat’s earnings until Northeast’s 
Bill and Keep subsidy receipts have been eliminated a8 set forth in 
the Agreement. 
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Baaed on the foregoing, it is, therefore, 

ORDERED by the Florida public Service Commission that 
Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. earned $158,432 in 
revenue which exceed0 13.20% Return on Equity for 1993. It is  
further 

ORDERED that Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. apply 
$160,968, consisting of $158,432 in revenue and $2,536 in interest, 
to the Btromberg-Carlson DCO Processor and associated equipment 
unrecovered intrastate investment. It is further 

ORDERED that. Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. will 
treat $160,968 as a reduction in rate base in 1994. It is further 

ORDERED that Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. ' e 
retirement of the Stromberg-Carlson DCO er~ceseor and upgrade to 
the Siemene Stromberg-Carlson Vision ONE processor are reasonable. 
It is further 

ORDERED that the request by Northeast Florida Telephone 
Company. Inc. to write off the unrecovered investment associated 
with the Stromberg-Carlaon D E I  Processor is approved. It ie 
further 

ORDERED that Northeaet Florida Telephone Company, InC. ' s 
intraLATA bill and keep subsidy receipts will be reduced by 
$158,000 annually, effective July 1, 1995. It is further 

ORDERED that the intraLATA subsidy pool receipts and payments 
as shown on Attachment A to this Order shall be approved, effective 
J u l y  I, 1995. It ie further 

ORDEREDthat BellSouthTelecommunicationa, Inc. d/b/a Southern 
Bell Telephones and Telegraph Company' e reduced aubaidy payment 
shall be treated as an additional set aside amount to be disposed 
of in Docket No. 920260-TL. It in further 

ORDERED that, unless a person whose interests are 
substantially affected by the action proposed herein f i les  a 
petition in the form and by the date specified in the Notice of 
hrther Proceedings or Judicial Review, below, this Order shall 
become final and Docket No. 910731-TL shall be closed. 
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 
day of laax.chr l2S. 

Is/ Blanca 9. BavB 

BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

This is a facsimile copy. A signed 
copy of the order may be obtained by 
calling 1-904-488-8371. 

( S E A L )  

LMB 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 
Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or  120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests f o r  an administrative 
hearing or judicial review w i l l  be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The action propoeed 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 
subatantial intereete 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 received by the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0870, by the close of business on &xi1 19. 1995. 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day eubsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code. 

h-94% 

~ 



Frw: Roth Usttler P. 

ORDER NO. P6C-95-0426-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS. 910731-TL, 920260-TL 
PAGE 9 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
ieeuance date of this order ia considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above, any party substantially affected may request 
judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric, gas or telephone utility or by the Firat District Court 
of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a 
notice of appeal with the Director, Division of Recorda 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) daye of the effective date of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of A@pellate Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a), 
Florida Rule0 of Appellate Procedure. 
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necessary to a complete determination of the cause 
c 

6. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. relies upon Order 14452, Docket No. 820537, but 

has failed to attach a copy to its petition, as required by Rule 1.130(a), Fla. Rules of Civ. Proc 

There are many other pertinent orders in Docket No. 820537, and BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. has also failed to cite or attach any of these orders to its petition. 

RespectMy submitted, 

Ad/ David B. Erwin L 
Young, van Assenderp & Varnadoe, P.A. 
225 S. Adams St., Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(850) 222-7206 

Attorneys for 
St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph 

Company, Inc. 
502 Fifth Street 
Port St. Joe, FL 32456 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing Motion to 
Dismiss on behalf of St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company, 
Inc. has been furnished by U.S. Mail or by hand delivery this 
15th day of July, 1997 to the following: 

Beth Culpepper Jack Shreve 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Office of Public Counsel 
11  1 W. Madison St. 
812 Claude Pepper Blvd. 
Tallahassee, E 32399-1400 

Robert G. Batty 
BellSouth Telecommunications BellSouth Telecommunications 
150 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Nancy B. White 

150 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

David B. Erwin 93 


