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GASH BACKGBOtml) 

The Telecommunications Act o f 1996 (the Ac t) initiated 

s weeping changes in the telecommunic a tions industry. Among those 
changes was the introduction of Eligible Telecommunications 

Carriers (ETCs). ETCs are def ined in Section 214 (el of the United 
States Code (4 7 U. S.C. 214 ). 

(1) A common carrier designated as an eligible 
telecommunications carrier . . shall be eligible t o 
receive universal support ... and s ha ll , throughout the 
service area f o r which the des ignation is received- -

(A) o ffer the services that are supported by 
Federal u.niversal bervi ce support mechanisms under 
section 254 (c) , eith~r using its own facilities or 
a combination o f its own facilities and resale o f 
another carrier ' s services (including t he services 
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• 
offered by another eligible telecommunications 
carrier) ; and 

(B) advertise the availability of such services and 
t he charges ther~for using media of general 
distribution. 

The Act provides that State commissions may designate ETCs either 
on their own motion or upon request. 

The FCC determined in its Report and Order on Universal 
Service (CC Docket No. 96-4 5, FCC Order 97 - 157, Released May 8, 
1997) (Order) that the supported services to be provided by all 
ETCs must include voice grade access to the public s witched 
network, a certain amount of free local usage, dual tone multi ­
frequency signaling or its functional equivalent, single-party 
service, access to emergency services, access to operator services, 
access to interexchange serv l.ce, and access to d irectory 
assistance. In addition, ETCs must provide Lifeline and Link Up 
to eligible subscribers. As part of their Lifeline plans, ETCs must 
offer voluntary toll limitation services in exchange for reduced or 
zero deposits. 

The Order institutes several changes in the existing Lifeline 
program. Many of the changes were adopted to make the program 
consistent with the Ac~ , particularly with regard to competitive 
neutrality. The current program is a function of jurisdictional 
separations and applies only to incumbent LECs; thus, it is not 
competitively neutral. Other changes were instituted in an attempt 
to increase subscribership levels among low- income consumerR. 

Beginning January 1, 1998, a baseline federal support amount 
of $3.50 will be available in all states, the District of Columbia, 
and all territories and possessions, regardless of whether any 
intrastate support is provided. The baseline amount o f federal 
support will increase from the current $3.50 wa iver of the 
Subscriber Line charge (SLC) to $5.25, provided the state approves 
the additional support to be passed through in intrastate rates. 
The federal jurisdiction will also provide additional Lifeline 
support equal to one-half of any intrastate support, up to an 
additional $1.75. A total of $7.00 in federal universal support 
can be received for each Lifeline subscriber. 

This recommendation addresses the initial designation of ETCs 
in Florida, and implementat on of changes to Lifeline. 
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DISCQSSION OF ISSUES 

• 
ISSQB 1 ; Should the FPSC designate eligible telecommunicationt> 
carriers (ETCs), pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.201-.203? 

RECOMMENDATION; Yes. Initially, the incumbent LECs should be 
designated as ETCs. LECs should continue to nerve their curr~nt 
certificated service areas. All carriers who ~ish to receive ETC 
status in the service area of a non-rural LEC should apply to the 
FPSC for ETC status and should propose what they believe is an 
appropriate service area, subject to FPSC approval. Any carrie r s 
that wish to be designated as an ETC in the service area of a rural 
LEC must show why it is in the public interest to have more than 
one ETC in that service area. Additionally, if approved, such 
carriers must serve the entire service area o f the rural LEC or 
make a showing as to why some other area would better serve the 
public interest. (MARSH) 

SIAfF AHALXSI S; only ETCs design8ted by state commissio~s pursuant 
to the criteria in the Act will be eligible to receive high cost 
and low income support. At present, the LECs serve in a similar 
role as carriers of la.st resort. Florida LECs can receive federal 
universal service support, either through the current high cost 
fund, or through Lifeline and Link Up. 

The supported services, with the exception o f certain t oll 
limitation services, ate already provided by LECs. Additionally, 
the provision o f Lifeline has already been imposed upon th~m by the 
Florida statutes. Since the LECs are largely meeting the 
requirements of the new federal rules, staff believes it is 
appropriate to allow them to continue to ~eceive federal universal 
service support. 

State commissions must also establish service areas for ETCs. 
A service area has been defined by the FCC as •a geographic area 
established by a state commission for the purpose of determining 
universal service obligations and support mechanisms.• (47 C.F.R. 
54 .207) LECs already have a certificated service area. That area 
should serve for purposes of federal universal service funding. 
However, ALECs are certificated state-wide, although they may 
actually serve much smaller areas . We believe it would be 
appropriate to determine what area should be an ALEC's service area 
for purposes of federal universal nervice support at such time as 
it applies for ETC status. 

In the case of a rura~ LEC, the Act defines the service area 
as the study area that is used for jurisdictional separations. An 
ETC in the service area of a rural LEC must serve the entire study 
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area, unless a different area is approved by both the state 
Commission and the FCC. Additionally, the Act requires that 

(b)efore designating an additional eligible 
telecommunications carrier for an area served by a rural 
telephone company, the State commission shall find that 
the designation is in the public interest. (47 u.s.c. 
214(2)) 

It should be noted that under Florida law, ALECs mat not offer 
basic local telecommunications services within the terr . tory served 
by a small LEC before January 1, 2001 unless it has elected price 
regulation . However, mobile carriers may serve those areas, and 
may apply for ETC status. 

Staff recommends that the requirements o f the 1996 Act can be 
met initially by designating the incumbent LECs as ETCs. LECs 
should continue to serve their current certificated service areas. 
All carriers who wish to receive ETC status in the service area of 
a non-rural LEC should petition the FPSC for ETC status and should 
propose what they believe is an appropr iate service area, subject 
to FPSC approval. Any carriers that wish to be designated as an 
ETC in the service area of a rural LEC must show why it is in the 
public interest to have more than one ETC in that service area . 
Further, if approved, such carriers must serve the entire service 
area of the rural LEC to be considered an ETC or make a showing as 
to why some other area would better serve the public interest. 
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• 
ISSQB 2: By what means should che availabilicy of services be 
advercised? 

RBgltiBNtWtiON: on an int~rim basis, ETCs should provide Lifeline 
and Link Up informacion in cheir telephone di reccories . This 

informacion should include informacion on voluncary coll l1micacion 

services and the availability of redu. :ed depos ita. If the 
direccory contains an index, Lifeline and Linkup should be listed 

in che index. ETCa should provide a bill scuffer advercising the 

availability of these services on an annual basis. Furcher. ETCs 
should be required t o work wich loca l welfare agenc ies, co che 
excenc ic is possible, t o reach eligible subscribers. Ac such time 

as non-LECs apply to become ETCs, addi tional adverti sing 

requirements for all supported services should be established thac 

will apply to both LBCs and non - LECs. (MARSH) 

STAPP ANALYS I S : One of che requirements f o r receipt o f federal 
universal service funding is the adve1cisement o f supported 

services in a media of gener~l distribut ion . 

Presencly, LECa wo rk wich various loc al welfa=: agencies who 

i nclude Lifeline informacion in chei r clienc packages. Al chough 

this appears to be the most effective means of reac hing eligible 

subscribers, the FPSC has no auchoricy co mandate che participation 
of the local welfare agencies. However, we can require the ETCs to 
work with those agencies to the extent it is possible to do so. 
Although LECs provided a bill stuffer regarding Lifeline when it 

was first offered, no ongoing advertising is required. We note 

that at least one company, Sprint, includes Lifeline information in 

its telephone directory. 

Staff analyzed the growth in Lifel ine customers t o evaluat e 
the effectiveness of the current advertis ing methods. Florida's 

Lifeline statute became effec tive on July 1, 1995, for all 
companies other than BellSout h. By June 30, 1996, there were 
120,4 99 Lifeline subsc ribers. Five companies reported no 
participants. By June 30, 1997, t:here were 1 55, 302 Life line 

subscribers, with only one company (Vista -United ) report:ing no 
participants. Of a t o cal 34,803 increase in Lifeli ne subscribers 

over a period of one year, 29,076 were added in the firsc oix 
months of 1997. Baaed o n this data, it appears that the growt h in 

Lifeline subscribership is a ccelerating. 

While Lifeline subscriberohip is increasing in Florida, 
Florida's participation 1.evel i R still substantially belo w the 
national average o f appr~ximately five percent. Notably, small 
Florida LECo in rural areas have oome of the lowest participatio n 
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levels in the state. It is clear that more work needs t o be done 
t o inc r ease Lifeline s ubscribership i n Flo r ida. 

The advertising requirement imposed upon ETCs by the 1996 Act 
extends t o all supported oervices, not just Lifeline . Ho wever, 
s taff believes that until t here is meaningfu l competition, 
requiri ng the LECs t o advertise more than Lifeline and Link Up will 
serve no purpose . CUstomers already kno\ • that they can obtain 
service from the "phone company," as demonsLrated by the high rate 
of growth in access lines i n this state. What they do not know is 
what other companies can also pro vide comparable service . 
Accordingly, staff believes it would be a ppropri a te t o estab lish 
additional advert i sing requirements for supported serv ices at such 
time as non-LEC compa nies apply to become ETCs . 

Staff recommends that, o n an i nterim basis, ETCs should 
provide Lifeline and Link Up information in the ir telephone 
directories. This information should include information on 
volunt ary toll limitation services and the availability o f r educed 
deposits. If the directory contains a n index. Lifeline and Linkup 
should be listed in the inde.x . ETCs should provide a bill stuffer 
advertising the availability o f these servic es o n an a nnual basis. 
f'urttler, BTCs should be required to work with l ocal welfare 
agencies, to the extent it is possible, t o reach eligible 
subscribers . At suc h time as no n-LECs apply to become ETCs, 
additional advertising requ ireme n t s for all supported uervices 
should be establisr~d t hat will apply to both LECs and no n -LECs . 
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ISSQB 3; Should E'I'Cs be permit ted to disconnect the service of 
Lifeline customers for non - payment o f toll charges? 

&BCOijKBdQATIQN; No. Local service for Lifeline customers may not 
be disconnected for non-payment of toll charges; however. toll 
service may be disconnected for non - payment. Toll limitation 
services should be made available to customers on a voluntary basis 
and at no charge, in exchange for reduo:ed or zero deposits. ETCs 
unable t o provide toll limitation servic~s at this time should file 
implementation plans and a request for waiver with the FPSC within 
30 days of the vote on this recommendation. (MARSH) 

STAPF ANALYSIS ; One of the new requirements for Lifeline is that 
Lifeline consumers be able to receive, without charge, toll 
limitation services . This is due to the belief that one of the 
primary reasons subscribers lose access to telecommunications 
services is disconnection for failure to pay toll bills. 

With voluntary toll blocking, customers may have all toll 
calls blocked. With toll control services, customers may limit in 
advance the toll usage per billing cycle. However, the prohibition 
against disconnection is not conditioned upon the acceptance of 
toll limitation services. Rather, a customer's deposi c can be 
eliminated in exchange for part icipation in toll blocking. ETCs 
may not collect service deposits from customers who select t oll 
blocking. The service deposit should be reduced appropriately for 
those customers who selected toll cont rol . 

The FCC limited the disconnect prohibition to Lifeline 
subscribers because it believes only low-income consumers 
experience dramatically lower subscribership levelo that can be 

attributed to toll charges. However, the FCC also stated that if 
it subsequently finds that subscribership levels among non-Lifeline 
subscribers begin to decrease, it wi ll cons ider whether this rule 
should apply to all consumers. At present, the matter of 
disconnection of non-Lifeline customers is being left to the 
states• discretion. 

It is important to note that this is an exception to the 
FPSC's long- standing policy on discontinuance of local service for 
non-payment of toll charges. If a LEC provides billing service f or 
an IXC. it has disconnect authori ty for nonpayment of the IXC bill . 
(Docket No. 820537-TP, Order No. 12765, p. 26) The FPSC recently 
reaffirmed that pol icy. However, staff has recommended that this 
provision be included for Lifeline customers because it is a 
mandatory part of the new Lifell.ne program. Companies cannot 
qualify as ETCs if they de not meet this requirement. 
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Even though the no-disconnec t prov~s~on i s required , CTCs may 

apply to their state commissions for a waiver of the no-disconnect 
requirement. The ETC must make a three -prong showing that: 1) The 
ETC would incur substantial costs in complying with such a 
requirement; 2) the ETC offers toll-limitation services t o its 
Lifeline Pubscribers; and 3) telephone subscribere~ip among low­
income consumers in its service area ir the state from which it 
seeks the waiver is at least as high as the national subsc ribershi p 
level for low-income consumers. All of these requirements must be 
met for an ETC to receive a waiver . Since no LEC currently has a 
Lifeline subscribership level equal to the national average o f 
approximately five percent, the waiver requirements for LECs cannot 
be met in Florida a t this time. 

However , waivers may be granted by the states to ca r r iers that 
are technically incapable of providing toll limitation services 
while they upgrade their switches to enable them to provide such 
services. The FCC made it clear that it expects wa ivers to be 
granted very infrequently, due to the heavy burden of proof it has 
placed on the carriers. If granted, waivers may be Affective for 
no more that two years, but may be renewed. 

Presently, toll limitation services can be provided only in 
certain areas of the state. Most carriers can provide t oll 
blocking, but not toll control. Staff believes that carrier s 
desirous of receiv i ng federal support should provide the services 
upon which that support is contingent. Carriers who cannot provide 
full toll limitation services should provide a plan and time line 
to the FPSC for their provision . The FCC has agreed tha t carriers 
providing voluntary toll limitation should be compensated from 
universal service support mechanisms for the increc:D.eQt.al cost of 
providing toll -limiting services. (Order, 1386) No intrastate 
funding is available in Florida. 

Staff recommends that local s e rv ice for Lifeline c ustomers 
should not be disconnected for non-payment of toll charges; 
however, toll service may be d isconnected fo r non-payment. Toll 
limitation services should be made available to r-ustomers on a 
voluntary basis and at no charge, in exchange for reduced or zero 
deposits. ETCs unable to provide toll limitation services at this 
time should file i mplementation plans and a request for waive r with 
the FPSC within 30 days of the vote on this recommendation. 
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ISSQB 4; Should the FPSC approve a reduction o f $1.75 i n the 
amount paid by consumers participating in the Lifeline Assistance 
Plan (Lifeline) ? 

RRCQMMENDAIIQN; Yes. The FPSC should approve a r educt ion of $1.75 
in the amount paid by consumers participating in Lifeline . No 
matching state support is required. Te:.ecommunications carrier s 
should discount rates to Lifeline subscri.,ers accordingly. Tari ffs 
reflecting changes to Lifeline should be filed within 30 days of 
the vote on this issue, t o be effective January 1, 1998. (MARSH) 

STAPP AftALXBIS; Under the current Lifel ine program, end-user 
c harges are reduced for l ocal service to l ow-income consumers. Ao 
implemented in Florida and i n most other part icipating states, a 
subscriber's monthly bill is reduced by up to t wice the $3. so 
Subscriber Line Charge (SLC) . The federal jurisdi ction allows fo r 
a waiver of the $3.50 SLC, while the states contribute a matching 
amount of $~.50. The statP portion may )~ provided fo r through the 
ratemaking proc ess , which is the case in Flo rida . 

The new plan adopted by the FCC provi des for federal baseline 
support of up to $5 . 25 in all states, with no matching state 
support required. As stated in the FCC's Order: 

Lifeline consumers wil l continue to receive the $3.50 in 
federal support that is currently ava ilable . . . . For 
Lifeline consumers in a given state to receive the 
additional $1.75 in federal s upport , that otate need only 
approve the reduct ion in the port ion of the intrastate 
rate paid by the end user; no state matcbiog is required . 
(Order, 1 351) 

The Florida legislature has expressed its intent that Flonda 
LECs should participate in the federal Lifeline Assistance Plan as 
evidenced by Section 364.10, Florida Statutes. An additiona l 
benefit may be received by Florida consumers with no further action 
on the part of the State, beyond t he adoption of the new discounted 
rate. Staff believes it i s in the best i nterests of Florida· s 
Lifeline subscribers to obtain this benefi t for them. 

Accordingly, staff recommends that the FPS~ apprcve a 
reduction of $1.75 in the amount paid by consumers participating in 
Life line . As d iscussed above, no matching otate support is 
required. 
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ISSQB 5; Should Florida apply for an additional $1.75 in federal 
funding for the Lifeline Assistance Plan which requires 1natc h i ng 
state support of $3.50? 

BBCOMMBNPATIQN; Not at Lhis time. Pursuant to Sec tion 364.10(2) , 
Florida Statutes, telecommunications carriers of last r e s or t must 
provide a Lifeline Assistance Plan to their customers. However , it 
is not clear that Florida's program me~ts the FCC's requirement 
that state universal service support for Lifeline must be provided 
in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner . Until further 
guidance is received from the FCC or from the Florida Legislature, 
no action should be taken on this issue. (MARSH) 

STAff ANALYSIS; In addition to the $1 . 75 baseline support 
discussed in Issue 1, the federal universal service fund wi ll 
provide an additional amount equal to o ne half o f any s upport 
generated from the intrastate jurisdiction, up t o an additional 
$1. 75 . Approval of this portion of thP plan wo uld bring total 
federal Lifeline support to $7.00. In other words, if the state 
supports $3.50 per lifeline consumer, the federal j urisdictio n will 
provide another $1.75 above the $5.25 ($3. 50 + $1.75 ) bas eline 
amount. This is further demonstra t ed in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

Levels of Lifeline Support 

$ 3.50 Baaeline federal Lifeline auooor~ . 

Additional bueline federal Lifeline suppor t iC otat e 

• 1. 75 approves reduc tion in the por t i on o f the intraae&te cato 
oa·i d bv the end uaer . 

Total s upport available without a ny e t a to contr l bu~!one 

$ 5 . 25 le t a t e muet aooro ve ra t ee l . 

Additional federal LIColino aupport ie availabl e equ3l to 
halt ot any eupport from the lnt rae t a t e jur i ad lctlon, up 
to a maximum of $7 .00 ot tota l Cedora l ouppor~ . I.e . , 
atato aupport of $3 . 50 gonera~o• add i tiona l Cede ra l . 1. 75 aupport o f $1 . 7 5 . Th la generate• the eaxl~ t~deral 
euPPort ava i lable . 

$ 7.00 Maximum federal auooort av.tlable . 

• 3 .50 State auooort needed t o max lml&c fede ral euooor& . 

$10 . 50 Total Lifel ine euooor~ o •eeibl e . 
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Intrastate matching may be provided from any source. The 

Federal-State Joint Board noted in its Recommended Decision that 
many states currently generat e matching amounts through the state 
rate-regulation process. Although the Joint Board s uggested that 
states should explicitly fund such reduct ions, rather than 
recovering the amounts through rates paid by other customers, the 
FCC declined to ~mplement a specific requirement, stating : 

We see no reason at t his time to intrude . . . on 
states• decisions about how to generate i u trastate 
support for Lifeline . We do not currently prescribe 
the methods states must use to generate intrastate 
Lifel ine support, nor does this Order contain any such 
presc riptions. Many methods exist , including 
competitive ly neutral surcharges on all carriers o r the 
use o f general revenues, that would not place the 
burden on any single group of carriers . We note. 
however . that states must meet the rqguirements o f 
section 254!el in proyiding equitable and non ­
discriminatory supoort for , tate un b ers,J l service 
support mechanisms. [emphasis added] (Order. 1 361) 

It could be argued that the Florida program is not 
equitable and non-discriminatory . In Florida, Lifeline has been 
implemented under Section 364 . 10 (2) , Florida Statutes. The 
statute states that • ... a telecommunications company serving 
as carrier of last resort shall provide a Lifel i ne Assistance 
Plan to qualified res idential subvc r i be rs, as defined i n a 
commission-approved tariff . . .. " However , there is no staLe 
funding f o r the p rogram. Instead , the LECs provide a rate 
reduction of $3 .50 per month to Lifeline consumers. ALECs are not 
required to provide a Lifeline program, nor do other carriers 
contribute t o the funding of the intrastate portion. While the 
FCC has not mandated the c reat ion of a state fund for carriers to 
obtain the $1.75 federal contributio n above the baseline, it 
appears that a rather broad hint has been given. Certai~ action 
may be needed in Florida if i t is desirous of obtai ning f ull 
federal support. 

The FPSC previously addressed the Lifeline i ssue in its 
report on •universal Service i n Florida• whic h was provided to 
the Governor and the Legislature in December 1996. The report 
stated: 

At present, no univ"' rsal service fund i ng at the state 
level is provided f vr Li fe line ... assist ance. While 
this lack of funding may have been appropri ate under 
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rate of return regulation, under which a LEC could 
apply for rate increases if needed, we believe it is 
less appropriate in a compet itiv~ =limate . Those 
companies with qual i fying customers could provide a 
disproportionate share of the funding for those 
customers, while companies with no :ustomers would not 
contr1bute anything. This would be a disadvantage to 
the company serving the most low - income customers. 
Therefore, we believe provisions should be made to 
allow future funding of these programs through the 
state universal service fund, to the extent not funded 
through federal programs. (Page 47 ) 

If needed, a Lifeline fund could be established as part of a 
permanent state Universal Service mechanism. Lifeline could also 
be funded by other means, such as a surcharge l ike that used to 
fund the Telecommunications Relay System. 

We have attempted to quantify the impact o f the var ious 
possibilities on Florida. At present, the Lifeline participation 
level in Florida is approximately t wo percent o f residential 
access linea. This is below the national average o f about five 
percent . However, s ome Florida LECs only began to prov ide 
Lifeline in 1995, and thus have low participation level s . lf we 
assume five percent participation, the federal funding level o f 
$5.25 per subscriber could provide funding of about $22 million 
for Florida. With ddditional Lifeline support o f $3 .50 per 
subscriber provided by the state, the f ederal portion would 
increase to $7.00 per access line, for a total o f $10.50 in 
Lifeline support for each subsc riber. The total amount under 
thi s scenario would be $45 mill ion. Of t nie QmOunt, $15 million 
would come from the state, and $30 million would come from 
federal funding. 

Staff recommends that, due t o the unce r tainty regarding 
whether Florida's Li feline Assistance Plan will meet federal 
r equirements for state matching, Fl orida should not pursue t he 
additional $1.75 in federal funding at this time . Pur suant t o 
Section 364 .10(2), Florida Statutes, telecommunicacions carr1ers 
of last resort must provide a Lifeline Assistance Plan to thei r 
customers. However, it is not clear t he statutory requirement 
meets the FCC's criteria that state Lifeline programs must be 
provided in an equitable and non-d iscriminatory manner. Unt il 
further guidance is received from the FCC o r from the Florida 
Legislature, no actio n she 1ld be laken on t his issue. 
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ISSUE 6: Should these dockets he closed? 

• 
&ECOMMENDATIQN; Yes, if no person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the FPSC's Proposed Agency Action files a protest 
within 21 days o f the issuance date of the o rder. I f a protest is 
filed that is applicabl e to one ETC, the order should remain in 
effect with respect t u all other ETCs. (COX) 

STAff ARQLXSIS ; These dockets should I~ c losed if no person 
whose substantial interests are affected by the FPSC's Proposed 
Agency Actio n files a protest within 21 days of the iesu~nce date 
of the order. 

Staff does not believe that an ETC designated by the FPSC 
should be prohibited from participat ion in the federal universal 
service program if a protest is not filed specifically wi th 
regard to that company . Accordingly, any protest shall be 
applicable only to the particular ETC that has been protested and 
shall not prevent the Order as it pertains to the non-protested 
ETCs from becoming final . 

- 13 -



CU•D• l. eA•t t frlf 

OAVIO • OC'l 

JCIHh ' UV\4 = 
,-111(0 A McCOitMAC• 
JOt.,U JO 6 • A..I'MHI 

11t0e c • ., ac .. c , , u . •""*" ' 
HO• 'l:l.L l. rC .. OU60H 

0 ' COU" IC.L 

....... , ......... , ... 

.ANOERS & PARSONS . P .• 
ATTO .. H[YS AT LAW 

J une 18, 1997 

Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division o f Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tall~haseee, Florida 32199-0850 

RB: FPSC Docket No . 970644 - TP, Establishment 
of Eligible Telecommunications Carr iers 
Pursuant to Section 214(el o f the 
Telecommunications Act o f 1996 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Please add the following to the list of interested persons 
for the above -captioned docket. 

Jill Butler 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 
Cox ~ommunications, Inc. 
4585 Village Avenue 
Norfolk, Virginia 23 502 
Telephone: (757) 552-6524 
Tel ecopier: (757) 857-6716 

Robert Scheffel Wright 
Landers & Parsons, P.A. 
3~0 west College Avenue (ZIP 323011 
Post Offi ce Hox 271 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
Telephone: (904 l 681 -0311 
Telecopier: ( 904 > 224 -5595 

On behalf of Cox Communications, Inc. 

Thank you very much for your assistance. 1( you have any 
questions, please give me a call. 
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Blanca s. Bay6, Director 

Division of Records and Reporting 

floride Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumerd Oak Blvd. 
Ta llahassee, Fl orid• 32399- 0850 

RECEIVED 
JUN 06 1997 

FPSC·R~ 

Re: Docket No. 97063'1-Tt. Docket No . 970644 - TP 

~ar Hs. 84y6: 

The Floride Public Telecommunicat i ons Associat ion, lnc. 

reques ts the t i t be included on the meil l ng list •~ •n interested 

entity in each or the above-referenced dockets. Ple••• addre1s 

ell corresponde nc6 AI !ollOWI ! 

Angela s . Green, General Counsel 

Florlda Public Telecommuni cations Aaeoc iation , lnc. 

125 South Gadsden Street, Su i te 200 

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Th•nk you fo r your aosiatance with t his matter. 

~cerely, 6~/ 
-:/(1-1~(1 /31;~)----

An(!'la B. Green 
Gene r al Counse l 
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June 6, 1997 

Ho norable Blanc a s. Bayo 
Director - Recorda and Reporting 
Florida Publ ic Service Commission 
Room 110 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: Docket No. 970644 -TP 
Establishment of El i g ible Telecommunications 
Carriere Pursuan t to Section 214(e) o f the 
Telecommunications Ac t of 1996 

Dear MB . Bayo1 

Ploaao place my name on the mai ling list f o r the refe renced 
docket to receive all notices, o rders and othe r communicat ion (rom 
t he Commission . Thanx you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

CEBJr/bc 
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