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NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTI ON ORDER 
DESIGNATING ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS 

AND APPROVING CHANGES TO LIFELINE ASSI STANCE PLAN 
FOR FEDERAL UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAM 

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

I. CASE BACKGROUND 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act ) initiated 
sweeping changes in the telecommunications industry . Among those 
changes was the introduction of Eligible Telecommunications 
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Carriers (ETCs) and a new federal universal service program . 
are defined in 47 U. S . C. §214(e) : 

( 1) A common carrier designated as an ellgible 
telecommunications carrier shall be eligible to 
receive universal support . . and shall, throughout the 
service area for which the designation is rec eived-

(A) offer the services that are supported b y 
Federal universal service support mechanisms under 
section 254(c), either using its own facilities or 
a combination of its own facilities and resa le of 
another ~arrier ' s services (including the services 
offered by another eligible telecommunicat ions 
carrier) ; and 

(8) advertise the availability of such services and 
the charges therefor using media of general 
distribution . 

ETCs 

The Act provides tha~ state commissions may designate ETCs either 
on their own motion or upon request. 

The FCC determined in its Report and Order on Uni versa! 
Service , CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC Order No . 97-157 , r eleased May 8 , 

1997 (FCC Order) , that the supported services provided by all ETCs 
must include voice grade access to the public s witched net work , 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 , a ccess 
to interexchange service , and access t o directory assistance . In 
additio n , 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 o r zero 
deposits . 

The FCC Order institutes several changes in tne e xisti ng 
Lifeline program. Many of the changes were adopted to make the 
program consistent with the Act , particularly with regard to the 
competit ive neutrality requirement . The current program is a 
functio n of jurisdictional separations and applies only to 
incumbent LECs ; thus , it is not competitively neutral as required 
by the Act . Other changes were instituted in an attempt to 
increase subscribership levels among low-income consumers. 
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Beginning January 1 , 1998, a baseline federal support amo unt 

of $3.50 will be available in all states , the District of Columbia , 

and all territories and possessions , regardless of whe ther any 
intrastate support is provided . The baseline amount of federal 
support will increase from the current $3.50 waiver 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 Life l ine 

support equal to one- half of any intrastate support , up t o an 
additional $1 . 75 . A t otal of $7.00 in federal universal suppo rt 

can be received for each Lifeline subscriber . 

II . DESIGNATION OF ETCS 

Only ETCs designated by stat e commissions pursuant to the 
criteria in the Act will be eligible to receive high c ost and l o w 

income support . At present, the local exchange companies (LECs ) 

serve in a similar role as carriers of last 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 of certain t o ll 
limitation services, are already provided by LECs . Add i tio na l ly , 

the provision uf Lifeline is already required by Sectio n 36~ . 1 0 , 

Florida Statutes . Since the LECs are largely meeting the 

requirements of the new federal rules , we believe it is appropriate 

to allo w them to continue to receive federal univer s al service 
support. 

Under the Act and the FCC Order, state commissions must a l so 
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 de t ermining universal service obligatio ns and 

support mechanisms." See 47 C.F. R. §54 . 207 . LECs already have a 
certificated service area. That area should serve for purposes of 

federal universal service funding . Alternative Local Exchange 
Companies (ALECs) , however , are certificated state-wide , although 

they may actually serve much smaller areas . We believe it would be 
appropriate to determine an ALEC's service area for purposes of 

federal universal service support at the time it may apply to be an 
ETC. 
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In the case of a rural 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 
area , unless a different area is approved by both the state 
Commission and the FCC. Additionally, the Act requires : 

[b]efore designating an additional eligible 
telecommunications carrier for an area served by a rural 
te l ephone company , the State commission shall find that 
the designation is in the public interest . 

47 u.s . c . §21:(2) 

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

We believe that the . r e quirements of the 1996 Act can be met 
initially by des ignating the incumbent LECs as ETCs . Upon 
consideration, we hereby designate the incumbent LECS (! LECs ) as 
ETCs . LECs should continue to serve their cur rent certificated 
service areas . All other carriers (non- ILECs) who wish to receive 
ETC status in the service area of a non-rural LEC should fil e a 
petition with the Commission for ETC status and should propose what 
they believe is an appropriate service area . Any carriers that 
wish to be designated as an ETC in the serv ice 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 lesser area would better 
serve the public interest . 

III . ETC ADVERTISEMENT OF SERVICES 

One of the requirements for receipt of federal universal 
service funding under the Act i s the advertisement of supported 
services in a media of general distribution . Presently , LECs wo rk 
with various local welfare agencies who include Lifeline 
information in their client packages . Although this appears to be 
the most effective means of reaching eligible subscribers , we have 
no authority to mandate the participation of the local we lfare 
agencies. However, we can require the ETCs to work with those 
agencies to the extent it is possible to do so . Although LECs 
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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 . 

We have analyzed the growth in Lifeline customers to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the current advertising methods . Florida ' s 
Lifeline statute became effective on July 1 , 1995, f o r all 
companies other than BellSout h. By June 30, 1996, there wer e 
120,499 Lifeline subscribers. Five companies repo rted no 
participants. By June 30 , 1997 , there were 155 , 302 Lifeline 
subscribers , with only one company , Vista-United, repo rting no 
participants . 0 £ a total 3 4,8 03 increase in Lifeline subsc ribers 
over a period of o ne yea·r, 29 , 076 were added in the first s i x 
months of 1997 . Based on this data, it appears that the growth in 
Lifeline subscribership is accelerating. 

While Lifeline subscr i bership is increasing in Florida , 
Flor i da ' s participation level is still substantially below the 
national average of appr9ximately five percent. Notably , sma 11 
Florida LECs in rural areas have some of the lowest partic ipation 
levels in the state . It is clear that more work needs t o be d o ne 
to increase Lifeline subscribership in Florida . 

The advertising requiremen+-. imposed upon ETCs by the Act 
extends to all supported services , not just Lifeline . Ho wever, we 
believe that , until there is meaningful compet i tion , requ i ri ng t he 
LECs to advertise more than Lifeline and Link Up would s e rve no 
purpose . Customers already know that they can obtain servicP from 
the " phone company , " as demonstrated by the h i gh rate of growth in 
access lines in this state . Wha t they do n o t know is what other 
companies can provide comparable service . Accordingly , we believe 
it would be appropriate to establish add~ ional adv e rtising 
requiremen~s for supported services at such time as no n-LEC 
companies apply to become ETCs . 

Upon consideration , we hereby require that , on an interim 
basis , ETCs shall provide Lifeline and Link Up informatio .. in their 
telephone directories at the next possible publication da te . This 
information shall include informat ion on voluntary toll limitation 
services and the availability of reduced deposits. If the 
directory contains an index , Lifeline and Linkup shall be listed in 
the index . We recognize that directories have staggered closing 
dates and publication dates. Therefore, ETCs shall advertise this 
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information in the next possible publication of their directories 
following the issuance of this Order . 

ETCs shall also provide a bill stuffer advertising the 
availability of these services on an annual basis . Further, we 
require ETCs to work with local welfare agencies , to the ex ent it 
is possible , to reach eligible subscribers . At such time as non
LEes apply to become ETCs , we sha ll establish additional 
advertising requirements for all supported services that wi ll apply 
to both LECs and non- LECs. 

IV. ETC DISCONNECTION OF LIFELINE CUSTOMERS ' SERVICE 
FOR NON-PAYMENT OF TOLL CHARGES 

Under the FCC Order , an ETC may not disconnect a Lifeline 
customer' s l ocal telephone service for failure to pay toll charges . 
An ETC may disconnec t long distance (toll ) service for failure to 
pay toll c harges . One new requirement for Lifeline is that ETCs 
must provide Lifeline consumers with toll limitation servir·es at no 
charge . This requi rement is premised on the belief that one of the 
primary reasons subscribers lose access to telecommunications 
services is disconnection for failure t o pay toll bills . 

With v o luntary t oll blocking , custvmers may have all toll 
calls blocked. Wi th toll control services , customers may limit in 
advance the toll usage per billing cycle . The prohibition against 
disconnectio n , however, is not conditioned upon the acceptance of 
toll limitation services. Rather, a customer ' s deposit can be 
eliminated in exchange for participation in toll blocking . ETCs 
may not collect service deposits from custome r s who select toll 
blocking. ETCs should reduce the service deposit appropriately for 
those customPrs who selected toll control. 

The FCC limited the disconnect i on prohibition to Lifeline 
subscribers because it believes only low-i ncome consumers 
experience dramatically lower subscribership levels that can be 
attributed to toll charges. The FCC also stated that if it 
subsequently finds that subsc ribership levels among non - Lifeline 
subscribers begin to decrease , it will cons ide r whether this rule 
should apply to all consumers. At present , the FCC has l eft the 
matter of disconnection of non-Lifeline customers to the states ' 
discretion. 
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We note that this is an excepti on to our long-standing policy 
regarding discontinuance of local service for non - pa yment of toll 
charges. If a LEC provides bill ing service for an interexchange 
company (IXC) , it has disconnect authority for nonpayment of the 
IXC bill. See Docket No. 820537 - TP , Order No . 127 65 , p . 2 6 . We 

have recently reaffirmed that policy. We believe , however , that we 
should adopt this new FCC policy for Lifeline customers because it 
is a mandatory part of the new federal Life line program . Companies 
cannot qualify as ETCs if they do not meet this requirement . 

Even though the "no-disconnectu provision is required by the 
FCC Order , ETCs under the FCC Order may apply to their state 
corrunissions for a waiver of the " no-disconnectu requi r ement . The 
ETC must show that : 1 ) The ETC would incur substantial costs in 
complying with such a requirement; 2) the ETC offers t oll 
limitation services to its Lifeline subscribers; and 3) telephone 
subscribership among low-income consumers in 1ts service area in 
the state from which it seeks the waiver is at least as high as the 
.1ational subscriber ship level for low- income consumers . All of 
these requirements must be met for an ETC to receive a waiver . 

States , however , may grant waivers to carriers that are 
technically incapable of providing toll limitation services while 
they upgrade their switches to provide such services . The FCC made 
it clear that it expects waivers to be granted very infrequently , 
as evidenced by the burden of proof it has placed on the carriers . 
If granted, waivers may be effective for no more than two year s , 
but may be renewed. 

Presently , toll limitation services can be provide~ only in 
certain areas of the state . Most carriers can pro vide toll 
blocking, but not toll control . We believ e that carriers desirous 
of receiving federal support should prov i de the services upon 
which Lhat support is contingent . Carriers who cannot provide full 
toll limitation services must provide a plan and time line to us 
for their provision . The FCC has agreed that carriers providing 
voluntary toll limitation should be compensated from uni versa 1 
service support mechanisms for the incrementa l cos~ of providing 
toll-limiting services . See FCC Orde r No . 97-157 , ~386 . No 
intrastate funding is available in Florida . 

Upon consideration , we find that ETCs shall not disconnect 
local service for Lifeline customers for non-payment of t oll 
charges; however, ETCs may disconnect a customer ' s toll service for 
non- payment of toll service . ETCs should rna ke toll limitation 
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services available to customers 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 
implementation plans and a request for waiver with this Commission 
by October 23 , 1997 . 

V. INCREASED FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR LIFELINE ASSISTANCE PLAN 

Under the current Lifeline program, end-user charges are 
reduced for local service to low - income consumers . As implemented 
in Florida and in most other participating states , a subscriber's 
monthly bill is reduced by up to twice the $3 . 50 Subscriber Line 
Charge (SLC) . The federal · jurisdiction allows for a waiver of the 
$3.50 SLC, while the states contribute a matching amount o f $3 . 50 . 
The state portion may be provided for through the ratema king 
process , which is the case in Flo rida . 

The new plan adopted by the FCC provides for federal baseline 
suppo.:- t of up to $5 . 25 .in all states , with no matchi ng state 
support required. As stated in the FCC' s Order : 

Lifeline consumers will continue to receive t he $3 . 50 in 
federal support that is currently available . For 
Lifeline consumers in a given state to receive tl~e 

additional $1.75 in federal support , that state need o~ly 
approve the reduction in the portion of the intrastate 
rate paid by the end user ; no state matching is required. 

FCC Order 97-157 , ~ 351 

The Florida legislature has expressed it s intent that Florida 
LECs should participate in the f ederal Lifeline Assistance Plan as 
evidenced by Chapter 364.10 , Florida Statutes. Florida consumers 
may receiv~ an additional benefit with no further action on the 
part of the state beyond the adoption of the new discounted rate . 
We believe it is in the best interests of Florida ' s Lifeline 
subscribers to obtain this benefit . 

Accordingly , we approve a reduction of $1 . 75 in the amount 
paid by consumers participating in Lifeline . As discussed above , 
no matching state support is required . 

-
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VI . APPLICATION FOR ADDITIONAL FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR LIFELINE 

In addition to the $1 . 75 baseline suppo~t, t he federal 
universal service fund wil l pro v ide a n additional a mount equal to 
one half of any support generated fr om t he intrastate jurisdiction , 
up to an additional $1.75 . Approva l o f this portion of the plan 
would bring total federal Life line support to $7 . 00 . In other 
words, if the state suppo r t s $ 3 . 50 per lifeline consumer , the 
federal j urisdictio n will p rovide another $1 . 75 above the $5 . 25 
($ 3 . 50 + $1. 75) baseline amount . 

Intrastate mat rh ing may be p rov ided from any source . The 
Federa l -Sta t e Joi nt Board noted in its Recommended Decision that 
many states currently g e ne ra te match i ng amounts t hrough the state 
rate-regulation process. Al t h o ugh t h e Joint Board suggested that 
states should explicitly fund such r eduction s , r at her than 
recovering the amounts throug h rates paid b y other customers , the 
FCC declined t o i mp l emen t a s p eci f ic requirement , stating : 

We see no reason at t hi s t i me to intrude . . on states ' 
deci sions abou t how to generate int r astate support for 
Lifeline . We do not curr e ntly p rescribe the methods 
states must use t o gener ate i ntrastate Lifeline support , 
nor does this Order c o nta in any suc h p rescr iptions . Many 
methods exis t , inc ludi ng competit i vely neutral surcharges 
on a l l carriers o r t he us e of general revenues, that 
would not place t he burde n on any single group of 
carrier s . We note, ho we v e r , t ha t states must meet the 
requirements of section 254 (e ) i n p r o v iding equitable and 
n on-discriminatory s uppo r t fo r state uni versal service 
support mechanisms. 

FCC Order 97 - 157, ~ 361 

In Florida, Lifeline has been implemented under Sect ion 
364.10 (2), Florida Statutes . The sta t ute states tha t " . a 
telecommunications company serv i ng a s c arrier of l as t resort shall 
provide a Lifeline Ass i stance Plan to qualifie d residential 
subscribers , a s defined in a commi s s ion-approved ta r iff . " 
However , there is no state fund i ng f o r t he program . Instead , the 
LECs provide a rate reductio n of $ 3 . 50 per mon t h t o Lifeline 
consumers . ALECs are not requ i r ed t o prov i d e a Lifeline program, 
nor do other carriers contribute to the funding of the intrastate 
portion. While the FCC has not manda t ed the creation of a state 
fund for carriers t o obtain t he $1 . 75 federal con t r i bution above 
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the baseline, it appears that a rather broad hint ha s been give n . 
We have filed a petition with the FCC seeking clarification o f both 
this state matching funding issue and t h e default customer 
eligibility requ irements for the Lifel i ne program. 

We previously addressed the Lifeline i ssue i n our report on 
" Universal Service in Florida '' which was provided to the Gover nor 
and the Legislature in December 1996. The report states at page 
47: 

At present , no universal service funding at the state 
level is provided for Lifeline . .. assistance . Wh ile 
this lack of funding may have been appropriate under rate 
of return regulation, under whi c h a LEC could apply for 
rate increases if needed , we believe it is less 
appropriate in a competitive climate . Those companies 
with qualifying customers could provide a 
disproportionate share of the funding f o r those 
customers , while companies with no customers would not 
contribute 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 t hese programs through the state 
universal service fund , to the exten t not funded throug h 
federal programs. 

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 li ke that used to 
fund the Telecommunications Relay System. 

We have attempted to quanti fy the impact of the various 
possibilities on Florida . At present , the Lifeline participa tion 
level in Florida is approximately two percent of residential access 
lines . As previously stated, this is below the national average of 
about five percent . Ho wever , some Flc-rida LECs only began to 
provide Lifeline in 1995 , and thus have low participation levels . 
If we assume five percent participatio n, the federal funding level 
of $ 5 . 25 per subscriber could provide funding of about $22 million 
for Florida. With additional Lifeline support of $3 .50 per 
subscri ber provided by the state , the federal p o r tion would 
increase to $7 . 00 per access line , for a total of $10 . 50 in 
Lifeline support for each subscriber . The total amount under this 
scenario would be $45 million . Of this amount , ~15 million would 
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come from the state , and $30 million would come fr om federa l 
funding. 

Upon consideration, we find that , due to the uncertainty 
regarding whether Florida ' s Lifeline Assistance Plan will meet 
federal requirements for state matching , Florida should not pursue 
the additional $1.75 in federal funding at this time . Pursuant to 
Section 364 . 10(2), Florida Statutes, telecommunications carriers of 
last resort must provide a Lifeline Assistance Plan to their 
customers . However, it is not clear the statutory req uirement 
meets the FCC ' s criteria that state Lifeline programs must be 
provided in an equitable and non-discriminat ory manner . Unt i 1 
further guidanc~ is received from the FCC or from the Florida 
Legislature , we will take ·no action o n this issue . 

Based on the foregoing , it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Publ ic Service Commission that the 
incumbent local exchange companies are hereby des igna ted as 
eligibJ e telecornmunicatiqns carriers (ETCs) for purposes of the 
federal universal service program. It is f urther 

ORDERED that, on an interim basis , ETCs shall provide Lifeline 
and Link Up information in their telephone directories and through 
bill stuffers as specified in the body of this Order. It: is 
further 

ORDERED that ETCs are required to work wi t h local welfare 
agencies , to the extent it is possible, to rea ch eligible 
subscribers . It is further 

ORDERED that ETCs may not disconnect local telephone 
for Lifeline customers for non- payment of toll charges . 
further 

service 
It is 

ORDERED that ETCs shall provide Lifeline customers with toll 
limitation services at no charge as specified in the body of this 
Order . It is further 

ORDERED that a reduction of $1.75 in the amount paid by 
consumers participating in the Lifeline program is hereby approved, 
and ETCs shall discount rates to Lifeline subscribers accordingly 
as speci fied in the body of this Order. It is further 
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the baseline , it appears that a rather broad hint has been given . 
We have filed a petition with the FCC seeking clarification of both 
this state matching fundi ng issue and the default customer 
eligibility requirements for the Lifeline program . 

We previously addressed the Lifeline issue in our report o n 
"Universal Service in Florida " which wa s provided to the Governor 
and the Legislature in December 1996. The repo rt states at page 
47 : 

At present, no universal service funding at the state 
level is provided for Lifeline . .. assistance . While 
this lack of fw1ding may have been appropriate under rate 
of return regulation , under which a LEC could apply f o r 
rate increases if needed, we believe it is less 
appropriate in a competitive climate . Those companies 
with qualifying customers could provide a 
disproportionate share of the funding for those 
customers , while companies with no customers would not 
cont:. ibute anything . . This would be a disadvantage to the 
company serving the most low- inccme customers . 
Therefore, we belie ve provisions should be made to allow 
future funding of these programs through the state 
universal service fund , to the extent not funded thro ugh 
federal programs . 

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

We have attempted to quantify the impact of the vari o us 
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lines . As previously stated, this is below the national average r f 
about five percent . However, some Florida LECs only began to 
provide Lifeline in 1995, and thus have low participation levels . 
If we assume five percent participation, the federal funding level 
of $5 . 25 per subscriber could provide fund ing o f about $22 million 
for Florida . With additional Lifeline suppo rt of $3.50 per 
subscriber provided by the state , the federal portion would 
increase to $7.00 per access line , for a total of $10 . 50 in 
Lifeline s upport for each subscriber. The total amount under this 
scenario would be $ 45 million. Of this amount , $15 million would 
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c ome f r om the state , and $30 million would come from federal 
funding . 

Upon consideration , we find that, due to the uncertainty 
r egarding whether Florida ' s Lifeline Assis tance Plan wil l meet 
f ederal requireme nts for state matching , Florida should not pursue 
the additiona l $1 . 75 i n federal funding at this time . Pursuant to 
Section 364 . 10(2) , Florida Statutes , telecommunications carriers o f 
last resort must provide a Lifeline Assistance Plan t o their 
customers . However , it is not clear the statutory requirement 
meets the FCC ' s criteria that state Lifeline programs must be 
provided in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner. Until 
further guidancE. is received from the FCC or from the Fl o rida 
Legislature , we will take ·no action on this issue . 

Based on the foregoing , it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
incumbent local exchange companies are hereby designated as 
eligible telecommunicatiqns carriers ( ETCs ) for purposes of the 

federal universal service program. It is further 

ORDERED that , on an interim basis , ETCs shall provide Lifeline 
and Link Up information in their telephone directories and through 

bill stuffers as specified in the body of this Order . It i . 
further 

ORDERED that ETCs are required t o work with local welfare 
agencies , to the extent it is possible , to reach eligible 
subscribers. It is further 

ORDERED that ETCs may not disconnect local telephone service 
for Lifeline customers for non-payment of toll charges . It is 
furt her 

ORDERED that ETCs shall provide Lifeline customers with toll 
limitation serv ices at no charge as specified in the body of this 
Order . It is further 

ORDERED that a reduction of $1 . 75 in the amount paid by 
consumers participa ting in the Lifeline program is hereby approved, 
and ETCs shall discoun t rates to Lifeline subscribers accordingly 
a s s pecified in the body of this Order . It is further 
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ORDERED that the provisions of this Order , issued as proposed 
agency a ction , shall become final and effective unless an 
appropriate petition , in the form provided by Rule 25-22 . 036 , 
Flo rida Administrative Code , is received by the Director , Division 
of Records and Reporting , 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee , 
Florida 32399-0850 , by t h e close of business on the dat e set forth 
in the "Notice of Further Proceedings or Judicial Revi e w" attached 
hereto . It is further 

ORDERED that in the event this Order becomes final , these 
dockets shall be closed . A protest timely filed pertaining to a 
s pecific ETC shall not prevent this Order from becoming final with 
respect to the non - protested ETCs . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission thi s 14th 
day of October , 1997 . 

( S E A L ) 

WP 

Dire 
Division of Records 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120 . 569(1) , Flo rida Statutes , to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sectio ns 120 . 57 or 120.68 , Florida Statutes , as 
well as the p rocedures and time limits that apply . This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing o r judicial revie w wil l be granted o r r esult in the relief 
sought. 

Mediation may be available on a 
mediation is conducted , it does not 
interested pel ·o n ' s righ t to a hearing. 

case- by-case basis . If 
affect a substantially 

The action proposed herein is prelimina ry in nature and will 
not become effective or final , except as provided by Rule 25-
22 . 029 , Florida Administrative Cod e . Any person whose 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) , Flo rida 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 
Report ing , 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard , Ta llahassee , Flo rida 32399-
0 8 50 , by the close of business on No vember 4 , 1997 . 

In the absence o f such a petition , this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above da:e as provided by 
Rule 25- 22.029{6 ) , Flo rida Administrative Code . 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satis f ies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
speci fied protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above , any party substantiall y affected may request 
judicial review by the Flo rida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric , gas or telephone utility or by the First District Court 
of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewa te r uti lit y by filing a 
notice of appeal with the Director , Division of Records and 
Reporting a nd filing a copy of the notice o f appeal and the filing 
fee with the appropriate court . 
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This filing must be completed within thirty (30) days of the 
effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 9 . 110 , Florida Rules 
of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must b e in the form 
specified in Rule 9 . 900(a) , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 


	1997 Roll 7-1594
	1997 Roll 7-1595
	1997 Roll 7-1596
	1997 Roll 7-1597
	1997 Roll 7-1598
	1997 Roll 7-1599
	1997 Roll 7-1600
	1997 Roll 7-1601
	1997 Roll 7-1602
	1997 Roll 7-1603
	1997 Roll 7-1604
	1997 Roll 7-1605
	1997 Roll 7-1606
	1997 Roll 7-1607
	1997 Roll 7-1608
	1997 Roll 7-1609



